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APPENDIX A
A. December 10, 2019: City Council Housing Element Study
Session
Discussion and possible direction on work efforts related to housing policy
including an update on recent state and regional housing production efforts and
preliminary findings from Affordable Housing Production Program feasibility
testing.
Attachment: City Council Staff Report
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To:

Mayor and City Council

From:

David Martin, Director, City Planning
Andy Agle, Director, Housing and Economic Development

Subject: Discussion and possible direction on work efforts related to housing policy
including an update on recent state and regional housing production efforts
and preliminary findings from Affordable Housing Production Program
feasibility testing
Recommended Action
Staff recommends that in light of the anticipated Regional Housing Needs Assessment
numbers that the City Council receive an update and discuss current and future
housing-related work efforts.
Executive Summary
In recent years, California’s ongoing housing shortage has become a flashpoint of state,
regional and local debate. Governor Gavin Newsom has galvanized the issue with his
August letter to the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) insisting
on a “minimum regional housing need determination of 1,344,740 total units” for the six
county SCAG region during the next Regional Housing Needs Assessment cycle. The
decision last month by SCAG’s Regional Council to weight those allocations toward jobrich Los Angeles and Orange Counties dramatically raises expectations for the amount
of housing the State will be expecting Santa Monica to absorb in the years ahead.
Given rising rental and sales prices and ongoing concerns about managing growth, the
housing discussion in Santa Monica has been particularly pointed, as the community
and decision-makers have wrestled with a variety of local, regional and State-level
factors that contribute to production, affordability, and equity. From time to time, the City
has made changes to rules and regulations related to housing in response to these
factors. Two recent examples include the adoption of the Downtown Community Plan’s
distinct project requirements for affordable housing, and the recent removal of the

2

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

Extremely Low Income option from the list of options that market-rate developers may
exercise in order to satisfy the affordable housing obligations. Further, on March 26,
2019, the Council authorized an expenditure to fund a feasibility study to analyze
potential changes to the centerpiece of the City’s inclusionary housing framework, the
Affordable Housing Production Program (“AHPP”).
For the purpose of updating the Council with information relevant to evolving housing
policy, this report provides the following:
1) An overview of recent housing legislation that has implications for Santa
Monica’s growth management strategies;
2) An update on the forthcoming Regional Housing Needs Assessment and
overview of the process for the upcoming 6th Cycle Housing Element update;
3) An overview of the City’s current housing production and history of growth
management; and
4) A presentation of the findings from the initial AHPP feasibility study directed by
Council.
The conclusion of this report identifies policy areas where staff seeks Council’s direction
to address the challenges and issues raised within the housing policy framework,
including dimensions of these key questions:
•

How can Santa Monica meet future housing production mandates from the
State?

•

How the City can better support non-profit housing providers in creating more
100% affordable housing?

•

How can protections for tenants be strengthened to address market forces
fueling displacement?

Discussion
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Santa Monica has a history of successfully meeting housing production targets set by
the State and the City’s own Housing Element. Table 1, below, shows the City’s
progress towards achieving the 2013-2021 Regional Housing Needs Assessment
(RHNA) cycle, which is established by the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) in coordination with the State Department of Housing and
Community Development. Table 1 also includes the City’s progress on meeting the
Quantified Objectives that are outlined in Santa Monica’s adopted Housing Element. For
the purpose of understanding the differences between the RHNA and the City’s
Quantified Objectives, the following is provided below:
•

RHNA: The RHNA quantifies the need for housing within each jurisdiction in the
SCAG region during specified planning periods. This number is certified at the
State level by HCD.

•

Quantified Objectives: The Quantified Objectives are a reasonable estimate of
what a city may be able to achieve based on available land, projects that are
currently underway but not yet completed, historical rates of funding and
completion, and estimates of likely funding resources over the same specified
planning periods. These numbers are certified by the State when the Housing
Element is adopted, and serve as Santa Monica’s actual housing targets.

As shown below, Santa Monica has exceeded the overall RHNA and has largely
satisfied the City’s Quantified Objectives. However, the allocation of units at the Low
and Moderate Income categories has not been met.
Table 1: RHNA and Quantified Objectives Progress for 5th Cycle Housing Element
(September 2019)
Affordable
Category

RHNA

Completed
Needed
Quantified
and In
for
Objective
Construction RHNA

Extremely
Low (030% AMI)

428

83

114

60

4

Needed
Approved
for
(not In
Quantified
Construction)
Objective
(31)

50
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Affordable
Category
Very Low
(31-50%
AMI)
Low (5180% AMI)
Moderate
(81-120%
AMI)
Above
Moderate
(>120%
AMI)
Totals

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

Completed
Needed
Quantified
and In
for
Objective
Construction RHNA

Needed
Approved
for
(not In
Quantified
Construction)
Objective

214

254

(40)

56

263

263

150

113

113

25

283

111

26

257

85

2

700

700

1648

(948)

(948)

933

1674

1371

2192

(518)

(821)

1066

RHNA

As a point of comparison, staff reviewed the RHNA allocation and housing production
performance for peer cities among the Westside cities in addition to coastal cities within
the SCAG region.

Recent State Housing Legislation
In 2017, then-Governor Brown signed a 15-bill housing package aimed at addressing
the state’s housing shortage and rising housing costs. The package included bills aimed
towards funding affordable housing, streamlining permits, increasing local accountability
for housing production, inclusionary zoning, and preserving existing affordable housing.
This package included:
• AB 1505, which superseded the holding and dicta in the court decision
of Palmer/Sixth Street Properties, L.P. v. City of Los Angeles (2009) 175
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Cal.App.4th 1396, to the extent that decision conflicts with a local jurisdiction's
authority to impose inclusionary housing ordinances on rental housing units;
• SB 35, which memorialized and strengthened the State’s ongoing intent to hold
jurisdictions accountable for housing production at all income levels by requiring
municipalities to make and to report progress towards compliance with their
housing elements or be subject to a streamlined housing development approval
process; and
• AB 72, which significantly enhanced the State’s ability to review a local agency’s
housing element for compliance with State law.
As a complement, the package also included the Building Homes and Jobs Act (SB2),
which established a $75 recording fee on real estate documents and directed the fee
revenue to the Building Homes and Jobs Fund to be used to increase the supply of
affordable homes in California. To date, $123 million in SB2 funds have been set aside
through the SB2 grant program to provide funding and technical assistance to help
cities and counties prepare, adopt, and implement plans and process improvements
that streamline housing approvals and accelerate housing production. This grant
program is meant to facilitate planning activities that will foster an adequate supply of
homes affordable to Californians at all income levels.
HCD Review of Inclusionary Ordinances & Feasibility Analyses
AB1505 was codified in Government Code Section 65850.01 and permits HCD to
review inclusionary housing ordinances adopted or amended after September 15, 2017
that require more than 15% of units to be affordable to lower income households if a
locality has either failed to meet 75% of its share of its above-moderate-income RHNA
allocation prorated over five years or failed to submit its annual housing element
progress report for the last two years. The purpose of this review is to ensure that
inclusionary housing ordinances do not unduly constrain the production of housing. If
the City does not meet its above-moderate-income prorated RHNA allocation in the
future, this HCD feasibility analysis will test the limits of the City’s inclusionary housing
requirements going forward.
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2019 Legislative Session
Subsequent legislative sessions have continued to focus on the statewide housing crisis
and to restrict local control over decision-making for housing developments. The 2019
legislative session concluded with a new batch of legislative bills aimed at increasing
production by removing barriers to entitlements, including project streamlining, fee
reductions, and limiting local control, to name a few. The following table provides a brief
summary of recently signed housing-related legislation. Two areas of note that are
most relevant to the Council’s work include three bills streamlining the approval process
for accessory dwelling units (AB68, AB881, and SB13) and one bill that imposes
stricter parameters on the development approval process by, for example, vesting
projects at the time applications are submitted submittal and prohibiting downzoning
until 2025 in areas zoned to allow housing (SB330).
Bill
AB 101

SB 330

AB 1763

AB68,
AB 881,
and
SB13

AB 1482

Summary
• Requires fines if housing element is out of compliance.
• By-right approval for homeless shelters.
• Authorizes funding to address homelessness, accelerate housing production,
create ADUs, fund infill infrastructure, produce low-income housing, and finance
housing for special needs populations.
• Faster approvals for housing and zoning changes.
• Prohibits more than 5 hearings on any housing development project.
• Statewide ban on (A) downzoning, (B) moratoriums on housing development,
(C) non-objective design standards, and (D) limit on number of permits issued.
• Requires relocation assistance and right of first refusal to displaced tenants.
• 80% or more density bonus for affordable housing.
• 100% affordable projects within one-half mile of a major transit stop allowed
unlimited density, four incentives and concessions, and up to three additional
stories.
• Prohibits required replacement parking if a space is removed for an ADU.
• Allows ADUs up to 850 square feet or 1,000 square feet (if more than one
bedroom) and up to 16 feet in height.
• Prohibits owner-occupancy requirement.
• Requires ministerial approval within 60 days of application.
• Prohibits impact fees on ADUs under 750 square feet.
• Prohibits minimum lot size for ADU
• Prohibits requirement for replacement parking garage is converted or
demolished for ADU
• Allows one ADU plus one junior ADU.
• Limits rent increases to 5% until 2030 to buildings constructed 15 years prior
• Requires just cause eviction.
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Update on 6th Cycle Housing Element
The fluid landscape of State housing policy has also affected activities at the regional
level with the process for the 6th Cycle of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment
(RHNA) well under way. The RHNA process will inform the 6th Cycle Housing Element
update covering 2021-2029 and is predicated on five main objectives:
•

Increase the housing supply and mix of housing types, tenure and affordability
within each region in an equitable manner

•

Promote infill development and socioeconomic equity, the protection of
environmental and agricultural resources, and the encouragement of efficient
development patterns

•

Promote an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing

•

Allocate a lower proportion of housing need in income categories in jurisdictions
that have a disproportionately high share in comparison to the County
distribution

•

Affirmatively further fair housing

Legislative Background
AB1771 and SB828 were signed into law as part of the 2018 legislative session. Those
bills altered the RHNA allocation process to de-emphasize local inputs into the process
in order to ensure all jurisdictions are accountable in doing their fair share to address
the region’s housing needs. Importantly, the housing allocation now accounts for
existing unmet need whereas, prior years have been based solely on projected
population growth. In the SCAG region, the inclusion of existing unmet need in the
RHNA forecast has resulted in a tripling of total needed housing units.
SCAG Actions on RHNA
Staff is closely following the RHNA process. In July 2019, SCAG released three
possible methodology options for RHNA allocation for public comment. City staff
submitted a comment letter on those options during the public comment period,
supporting a modified Option 1 that takes into account permit activity and planned
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transit hubs. On October 7, 2019, the SCAG RHNA subcommittee voted to forward the
SCAG staff-recommended methodology (an amended Option 1) to SCAG’s Community,
Economic, and Human Development Committee. As part of the subcommittee’s
deliberations, an alternative methodology was presented, which reversed how the
majority of the regional allocation was distributed to cities. In sum, the alternative
methodology, called “The Riverside Methodology,” places greater emphasis on location
of existing jobs and transit instead of projected household growth (based upon SCAG’s
Sustainable Communities Strategy). The argument in favor of “The Riverside
Methodology” is that the staff-recommended methodology results in a disproportionate
allocation to inland cities in areas least accessible to existing jobs and transit. On the
other hand, “The Riverside Methodology” results in greater allocations towards the
western portion of the region (i.e. Los Angeles and Orange County), due to the larger
concentration of jobs and transit. On November 7, 2019, the SCAG Regional Council
voted to approve “The Riverside Methodology” rather than the SCAG staffrecommended methodology.
The SCAG endorsed RHNA methodology was submitted to the California Department
of Housing and Community Development (“HCD”) for a 60-day review period with the
final methodology expected to be adopted in January/February 2020. This will then be
followed by an appeal period that will allow localities to appeal not only their own
allocations but that of other jurisdictions. The appeal process is expected to carry
through the Summer with allocations finalized in October 2020. Based on an online tool
developed by SCAG, the RHNA is predicted to vastly increase allocations for
jurisdictions like Santa Monica that have access to high quality transit, jobs, and a
healthy development community. In light of these factors, staff anticipates that as a
highly-resourced community, as defined by TCAC opportunity maps, Santa Monica will
likely receive a significantly larger allocation overall and at the lower income level
compared to the 5th cycle.
SCAG’s online tool (Attachment B) estimated that based on SCAG staff’s recommended
6th Cycle methodology Santa Monica’s allocation would be approximately 4,800 units,
which represented a 289% increase over the previous 5th Cycle allocation of 1,674

9

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

units. However, under “The Riverside Methodology” that was recommended by the
Regional Council, Santa Monica’s allocation is now estimated to be approximately 9,000
units, of which approximately half are at the lower income level (Attachment C).
Suitable Sites Criteria Modified by State Law
As part of the preparation of the Housing Element update, jurisdictions are required to
identify an inventory of suitable sites that can accommodate the RHNA housing
allocation. The 2018 legislative session also brought new restrictions to the criteria
applied to suitable sites, now codified in Government Code Section 65583.2. These
changes have the potential effect of creating a situation where the number of suitable
sites decreases despite the increase in the RHNA housing allocation. Staff is beginning
to analyze the possible impacts of the new suitable sites criteria in the context of the
RHNA process in order to understand potential implications for Santa Monica. As a
point of reference, the 2013-2021 certified Housing Element indicated that 77 identified
suitable sites had a potential capacity of 3,702 units. Only 8 of the 77 identified sites
have been improved with housing projects.
Consequences of Non-Compliance with RHNA and State Law
HCD is responsible for administering State Housing Element Law (Government Code
Article 10.6), including review of housing elements for compliance pursuant to
Government Code Section 65585(b). In 2017, the Governor signed AB72, which
expanded and clarified HCD’s authority enforcement activities. Specifically, this bill:
1) Requires HCD to review any action or failure to act by a city, county, or city and
county that it determines is inconsistent with the following:
a) An adopted housing element;
b) Its inventory of sites suitable to accommodate the city's, county's, or city's
and county's regional housing needs assessment (“RHNA”); and
c) A program to rezone sites to meet the city's, county's, or city's and
county's RHNA.
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2) Allows HCD to revoke its findings that a housing element or an amendment to
the housing element is in substantial compliance, until the city, county, or city
and county comes into compliance, if it determines that an action or failure to act
by a city, county, or city and county does not substantially comply with housing
element law.
3) Allows HCD to consult with and to receive any written comments from a city,
county, or city and county, public agency, group or person regarding a city's,
county's, or city's and county's action or failure to act to determine whether or not
a housing element is in substantial compliance with housing element law.
4) Requires HCD to notify the local government and the Office of the Attorney
General (AG) that a city, county, or city and county has violated State law if the
department finds that the housing element or an amendment to the element, or
any action or failure to act pursuant to 1) or that any city, county, or city and
county has taken an action in violation of the following:
a) The Housing Accountability Act (Government Code Section 65589.5);
b) Least Cost Zoning Law (Government Code Section 65913);
c) No-net-loss-in zoning density law limiting downzoning and density
reductions (Government Code Section 65863);
d) Density Bonus Law (Government Code Section 65913);
e) Local Surplus Lands Act (Government Code Section 54220);
f) Prohibiting discrimination against affordable housing (Government Code
Section 65008); and
g) Amendment or cancellation of a development agreement between a city
and a developer (Government Code Section 65868).
In the 2019 legislative session, AB 101 was enacted, which further expands HCD’s
toolkit to hold cities accountable for housing element compliance. The legislation
requires the Attorney General to bring any suit for violation related to housing element
compliance and seek remedies up to and including requiring a court to retain jurisdiction
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to ensure that an order or judgment to bring a housing element into compliance is
carried out and imposing fines.
Other repercussions for noncompliance include limited access to state funding where
eligibility for funding is contingent on the jurisdiction having a substantially compliant
housing element. To incentivize and reward local governments that have adopted
compliant and effective Housing Elements, several housing, community development
and infrastructure funding programs include Housing Element compliance as a rating
and ranking or threshold requirement. Some of the programs that consider Housing
Element certification in their criteria are listed below:
•

Infill Incentive Grant (IIG) Program

•

Multifamily Housing Program

•

Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program

•

SB1 Sustainable Communities grants

•

SB2 Planning grants

•

Cal Recycle

•

Water Resources Control Board

Funding programs that are currently used by the City are the Affordable Housing and
Sustainable Communities Program, Multifamily Housing Program, SB1 grants, SB2
grants, Cal Recycle, and Water Resources Control Board.
Background on the City’s Historical Growth Management Strategies
Santa Monica’s growth management strategy has fluctuated naturally over time based
on a multitude of internal and external factors that influence how the community’s
priorities are identified and addressed. Traditionally, the strategy is implemented
through the City’s General Plan Land Use Element, which describes the maximum
parameters for future development by land use district, and the Zoning Ordinance,
which provides more detailed development standards and project requirements. The
standards in the Zoning Ordinance cannot exceed those adopted in the General Plan,
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and thus zoning standards are typically equal to, or lesser than General Plan
parameters.
Since the 1984 General Plan, and the subsequent adoption of the 1988 Zoning
Ordinance, Santa Monica’s zoned capacity for housing projects has gradually tightened.
This is largely due to a pattern of the General Plan providing for a modicum of
expansion (for example, the 2010 LUCE converted 142 acres of former industrial lands
in the Bergamot area into a mixed-use residential district), and subsequent refinements
within the Zoning Ordinance or Specific/Area Plans to contract or reduce development
potential in line with prevailing community attitudes on growth. The below graph
illustrates how this pattern of expansion and contraction has occurred over the past 40
years on the city’s commercial boulevards, which is where the General Plan directs a
great deal of the city’s development pressure. The City’s growth management strategy
has reflected Santa Monica’s values of neighborhood protections, support for new
housing production, and maintaining the character of the community. Santa Monica has
historically met or exceeded its RHNA numbers – a testament to the City’s commitment
to housing production and sensible growth. As the City awaits the outcome of the
RHNA process, the Council should consider possible policy approaches that continue to
support housing production but within the framework already established in adopted
policy documents.
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The adoption of the 2015 Zoning Ordinance removed the Tier 3 development option
from the major boulevards that are designated Mixed-Use Boulevard (MUB - Wilshire)
and Mixed-Use Boulevard Low (MUBL – Broadway, Colorado, Santa Monica), which
generally results in the loss of one floor of potential housing. This reduction in housing
capacity was implemented through the Zoning Ordinance’s more detailed development
standards, as well as amendments to the General Plan that removed these higher
parameters from the growth management framework.
Other growth management decisions at the time of Zoning Ordinance adoption further
limited potential housing capacity in the City’s transit station areas, and at certain nodes
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along major corridors. Amendments to the 2010 LUCE resulted in the deletion of four of
five “Activity Centers,” which were intended to provide incentives for coordinated mixeduse residential development by providing an additional floor of height above Tier 3
limits, and an additional 0.5-0.75 FAR. Only one Activity Center near Memorial Park still
remains identified within the LUCE.
Activity Center Concept

2010 LUCE Activity Centers

2015 Amended LUCE Activity Centers
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Lastly, since the adoption of the Bergamot Area Plan in 2013, very few housing projects
have been proposed in that area. The few projects that have been submitted over the
past 6 years include two Tier 2 mixed-use residential projects, one mixed-use office
project, and one large Tier 1 mixed-use project, which have cumulatively produced only
81 new housing units (7 are deed-restricted affordable). . No applications have been
received for a Tier 3 mixed-use project since the Papermate project’s approval was
rescinded by Council in May 2014. Several potential reasons for the lack of housing
production in the transit/job-rich Bergamot area may include insufficient density at the
Tier 2 level that would incentivize housing over commercial office, as well as a general
concern about risk and predictability with the development agreement process that is
required to access Tier 3 development standards.
Progress Update on Housing Policy Work
Prior Council Actions
Council has provided a series of directions to staff to study ways to increase housing
production in the city, with a particular emphasis on affordable housing.
•

January 9, 2018: Council identifies “Options to Encourage Housing on the
Boulevards and Bergamot Plan Area” as a top 5 priority of PCD’s workplan.

•

December 18, 2018: Council directs staff to prepare amendments to the
Affordable Housing Production Program disallowing the current option for
developers to provide fewer extremely low-income (ELI) units, until such time as
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a feasibility study can be completed to extend, as economically justified, to the
rest of the City, the Downtown Community Plan formula requiring a mix of units
at appropriate sizes and affordability levels
•

March 26, 2019: Council authorizes modification to the Zoning Ordinance to
remove the ELI option from Tier 2 community benefits menu.

•

April 23, 2019: Council directed staff to provide additional information about new
housing models, including discussion of single-room occupancy housing.

•

May 15, 2019: Council authorizes resolution to apply for SB2 grant funding

•

September 10, 2019: Council study session discussing goals and policy options
for protecting the City’s existing housing stock and considering what role new
housing models may have in the production of housing. Direction provided to
develop code amendments to protect rent-controlled housing with a restriction on
lease term and a requirement to lease only to natural persons; and develop a
strategy and potential code amendments for addressing new housing models.

•

October 8, 2019: Santa Monica awarded $310,000 SB2 grant funds for activities
that lead to increased housing production.

•

October 15, 2019: Council hearing to extend temporary removal of ELI option for
an additional year to allow for RHNA process and new State directives to clarify
required zoning capacity

•

November 12, 2019: Council accepts SB2 grant award and authorizes budget
allocation to activate SB2-related housing production studies and implementation
activities (planned for 2020 and 2021)..

Temporary Elimination of Extremely Low Income Option in AHPP
On March 26, 2019, Council voted to adopt revisions to the Affordable Housing
Production Program (AHPP) to eliminate the option for developers to satisfy a
development’s affordable housing obligation through providing only Extremely
Low-Income units. This provision was scheduled to sunset on November 27, 2019, but,
on October 22, 2019, the City Council extended the sunset date to November 27, 2020.
This date was established based on the time that staff anticipated completion of the
feasibility analyses necessary to propose potential revisions to the AHPP in
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consideration of future potential changes to local regulations regarding housing
production..
At the time of the decision to temporarily eliminate the option to satisfy AHPP
obligations through only providing Extremely Low-Income units, Council reviewed the
City’s progress towards achieving the current RHNA. The data showed that the City
has produced many units at the extremely low-income level but is deficient at the
moderate income and very low-income level. As a result, extending the sunset date of
the provision to November 27, 2020 to eliminate the Extremely Low-Income option will
preserve the ability to have affordable housing produced at other income levels and also
opportunity to account for evolving State legislation and the pending RHNA allocation in
order to meet the City’s obligations under Housing Element law.
SB2 Grant
The City of Santa Monica submitted a successful SB2 grant application to HCD and was
awarded a total of $310,000 in September of this year. SB2 presents an opportunity to
start addressing the changing landscape of housing policy in California by exploring
changes to existing standards and project requirements; however, staff notes that the
work contemplated by the SB2 scope may not be adequate to address the totality of the
required policy shift. Pursuant to the project description in the grant application, the
funds are scoped for the following purposes, which conform to the State’s planning
priorities:
1. Update Financial Feasibility Analysis on the Downtown Community Plan
(DCP)
Downtown Santa Monica is where much of future mixed-use housing
development is likely to occur. A recent monitoring report indicated that since
Plan adoption, very few, if any, new housing projects have been submitted
despite process incentives that expedite entitlements for housing projects. The
proposed analysis would seek to provide decision-makers with an updated
financial feasibility analysis on DCP project requirements to better inform the
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regulatory framework that guides housing production in the City’s job-rich and
transit-oriented center.
2. Explore Revised Development Standards and Incentives for Housing
Projects on Boulevards and in the Bergamot Area Plan
The 2013-2021 Housing Element identified potential for over 2,700 units on the
City’s major boulevards and over 1,000 units in the districts governed by the
2013 Bergamot Area Plan. This housing is not being produced as anticipated, as
less than a third of those potential housing units has been built or is under
construction in these areas. This project would require physical modeling and
financial feasibility analysis to identify the “tipping point” at which a housing
developer will be incentivized to produce a housing development. Factors for
evaluation/modification may include development standards such as height, floor
area, and parking requirements, streamlined entitlement processes, and reduced
permit and development fees for qualified housing projects.
3. Multi-Unit Districts Affordable Housing Fee and Density Study
In Santa Monica’s Multi-Unit Districts (R2, R3, and R4) in recent years,
developers often build below the allowable density, with replacement projects
often resulting in a net loss of units citywide. This project contemplates two
potential changes to the City’s existing zoning ordinance: 1) Evaluating the
overall feasibility of residential development in the multi-unit districts and the
associated municipal requirements in order to make recommendations on
standards and incentives to support the City’s goals for housing production for a
variety of income levels. 2) Based on the evaluation, explore “minimum density”
standards in the multi-family districts to support the City’s housing production
goals.
4. Protect Existing Tenants from Displacement
The City has many policies and programs on housing affordability, access, and
tenant rights. These include rent control rules, tenant protections, housing
assistance, and other housing stabilization measures. These are administered by
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several City departments, making it difficult to easily locate information. This antidisplacement project will result in a website and marketing materials with
information about these programs by topic (not department). A communications
campaign will reach tenants to assist them in situations that may threaten their
tenancies.
*Note: SB2 guidelines allow for only 10% of grant award to be used for purposes
of protecting existing housing stock. $31,000 is the maximum that can be
awarded.
5. Enhancements to City of Santa Monica Electronic Permitting Software
The City has instituted digital Building permit applications, yet some important
and time-consuming Planning entitlements are not yet on this system. This
project would enhance the City’s permit application software for the additional
Planning applications, which will then be managed electronically. This process
integration will improve efficiency by allowing applicants to submit online instead
of at City Hall and will streamline the review process by allowing simultaneous
review from multiple reviewers.
6. Illustrated Housing Development Process Guidebooks
The City currently lacks user-friendly materials to assist applicants proposing
housing developments. The proposed guidebooks for Accessory Dwelling Units
and Multi-family Housing will provide clear, concise and updated information on
City housing policies, processes and development standards supported by
graphics including architectural drawings that will illustrate the development and
design standards.
7. Innovative Affordable Housing Financing Tools to Increase Production
The high cost of land in Santa Monica makes deed-restricted affordable
residences very expensive, and limited funding is a primary barrier to creating
more units. This project will look at how innovative financing tools like a regional
housing trust fund and infrastructure financing plans are used elsewhere and
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how the City can best leverage these tools to enhance the production of
affordable housing.
The above analytical activities will be complimented by a multi-faceted public
engagement platform, which is accounted for in the budget developed for each activity
described in the SB2 grant application. Grant funds must be used by FY 21/22, and are
subject to potential repayment if no implementation actions result from grant-funded
activities.
On November 12, 2019, Council voted to accept the grant award in the amount of
$310,000, appropriate budget for the grant, and approve a portion of the funding to
increase the amount of the agreement with HR&A Advisors for expanded feasibility
testing. During Council’s deliberations, there was also interest in ensuring that the
scope of work consider how to address the RHNA allocation, especially at the lower
income level, potential use of public land, and Proposition R.
New Housing Models
On September 10, 2019, Council conducted a study session on new housing models,
following up on the December 2018 corporate housing study session and subsequent
actions regarding single-room occupancy housing that occurred in the first half of 2019.
Council directed staff to phase potential amendments to the Municipal Code in order to
quickly address impacts to rent-controlled housing while bringing back amendments to
accommodate new housing models over a longer time period. In the context of the
State’s desire to increase housing production and the RHNA process, staff is starting to
research how new housing models, such as co-living, would be considered as one part
of the overall solution to the housing affordability crisis.
Planning Commission Discussion
On November 20, 2019, the Planning Commission and Housing Commission held a
joint study session to discuss an update on housing policy. There was substantial
public comment received during the study session largely around the impacts that
regulatory constraints have had both on cost of constructing housing, production, and
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subsequent impacts on housing affordability. A variety of ideas were shared by
speakers, including consideration for landlord assistance, changes to implementation of
density bonus law, increase height and development potential so that it is more
favorable for produce housing than commercial development, and possible
amendments to support 100% affordable housing projects, which were then considered
in the Planning and Housing Commissions’ discussion. The Commissions provided the
following comments and direction to staff regarding the information presented and
possible scope of work:
•

Growth Management
o Initiate SB2 activity to examine and potentially modify development
standards in Bergamot and the Boulevards to encourage LUCE-consistent
housing production in those areas
o Consider directing housing to all areas and not just major boulevards
o Consider radial density approach to growth management around transit
and job areas instead of linear expansion on boulevards

•

RHNA & Suitable Sites
o Provide more information on how the State will consider the remaining 66
suitable sites that have not been improved with housing projects
o Conduct a public lands inventory in Santa Monica that includes all other
public agencies as well to evaluate potential to accommodate housing
o Consider impact of a new allocation on City’s ability to meet highly
prioritized sustainability goals, specifically regarding water and energy
o Provide more information on if/how the State will count co-living spaces to
satisfy the RHNA

•

Housing Concepts and Incentives
o Consider increasing Administrative Approval threshold for housing
projects citywide
o Consider incentives to convert commercial to residential
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o Support 100% affordable housing by reducing the burden of off-site
improvements, expanding Administrative Approval threshold, and
providing options for off-site affordable
o Explore City of LA TOC program as informative for similar program in
Santa Monica
o Reduce minimum parking requirements citywide as done in the
Downtown Community Plan
o Consider program to incentivize affordable ADU production
o Provide landlord assistance to maintain existing rent-controlled buildings
•

Other
o Provide enhanced protections for HRI/designated resources in light of
possible increase of development potential
o Concern over increased land values should upzoning be considered

Prior to the November 20th joint meeting of the Planning and Housing Commissions, the
Planning Commission discussed a progress update on housing policy on October 16,
2019. At that meeting, the Commission’s discussion generally revolved around
ensuring that Santa Monica continues to produce housing at all income levels.
Specifically, the Commission provided the following comments and direction to staff
regarding the information presented and the scope of work in the SB2 grant:
•

Support for 100% affordable housing
o Change process thresholds to allow 100% affordable housing to be
reviewed through administrative process
o Explore additional financing tools and consider flexibility in allowing
developers multiple methods to produce affordable housing
o Eliminate off-site improvements for 100% affordable housing
o Provide additional floor for 100% affordable housing

•

Considerations for incentivizing housing production
o Different models of housing in R1 districts such as townhomes
o Accessory Dwelling Units

23

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

▪

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

Understand the effects of allowing ADUs and Junior ADUs on R1
properties

▪

Explore what it would take to incentivize ADU production to become
measurable percentage of RHNA

o Commit to fair and equitable distribution of housing throughout the city so
that not one area becomes overburdened
o Review process thresholds so that processing housing projects is more
streamlined
o Review building modulation requirements to ensure consideration for
modular construction
•

Concepts for SB2 scope of work
o Consider modifying AHPP to focus primarily on production of Low and
Moderate income units while supporting housing providers in production of
Very Low and Extremely Low income units
o Consider opportunities to produce housing on City-owned land (e.g. BBB
site) and within ¼ mile radius of transit instead of along boulevards
o Consider further incentives for 100% affordable housing that match the
State in terms of up to 33 feet in height and larger density bonus
o Explore minimum density requirement in context of no net loss of units

•

Housing Preservation
o Study possible resources available for City to provide landlord assistance
as incentive to retain existing rental units

Results from Initial AHPP Feasibility Study
On March 26, 2019, Council authorized an agreement with HR&A Advisors, Inc., a
California-based company, for financial feasibility analysis of potential modified
affordable housing requirements, similar to those which were adopted in the Downtown
Community Plan (DCP), for future Tier 2 mixed use housing projects in areas outside of
the Downtown. A memorandum providing a summary of findings is provided in
Attachment A.
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Similar to the previous analysis completed by HR&A for the DCP, the assignment
involved research of current market conditions, financial modeling, stakeholder briefings
and outreach to the development community, and presentation of findings. The project
team has completed the market research, conducted a roundtable briefing on
September 26, 2019 with local housing developers, architects, and land use attorneys,
conducted stakeholder outreach, and constructed the financial model using the inputs
generated from outreach, research and cost-estimating subcontractors.
HR&A tested the financial feasibility of various affordable housing requirements (i.e. in
terms of percentages, unit mix, and affordability levels) for prototypical apartment and
ground floor retail developments outside of the Downtown Community Plan area, on
Wilshire Boulevard, east Santa Monica Boulevard, Lincoln Boulevard, Broadway and
Colorado Boulevard, and within the Bergamot Area Plan. The purpose of the feasibility
analyses is not intended to assess whether an owner would have a fair rate of return
under existing regulations. Rather, its use in these analyses is to operate as an indicator
of the most likely development predicted to occur (e.g. office versus residential), given
certain assumptions for different prototypes of development.
For each prototype, HR&A tested the effects of three affordable housing requirement
scenarios on the likelihood for housing development occur:
1) 7.5 percent of the units for Extremely Low-Income households,
2) 15 percent of the units for Very Low-Income households, and
3) Adopted DCP requirements for 20 percent of units with different income
characteristics based upon the proportional allocation in the existing RHNA.
For comparative purposes, the financial feasibility of a commercial prototype
(office/ground floor retail development) was also tested for a few Boulevard and
Bergamot cases. More specifically, the 12 prototypical developments are the following;
their physical characteristics are discussed further below.
•

Mixed-Use Boulevard – Wilshire
1. Tier 1 retail/residential
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2. Tier 2 retail/office
3. Tier 2 retail/residential
•

Mixed-Use Boulevard Low – Santa Monica, Colorado, and Broadway
4. Tier 1 retail/residential
5. Tier 2 retail/office
6. Tier 2 retail/residential

•

General Commercial – Lincoln
7. Tier 2 retail/residential

•

Mixed-Use CD and Bergamot Transit Village
8. BTV Tier 2 retail/residential
9. BTV Tier 2 retail/office
10. BTV Tier 3 retail/residential (non-DA)
11. MUCD Tier 2 retail/residential
12. MUCD Tier 2 retail/office

HR&A’s analysis found that, based on current assumptions, all retail/residential
prototypes are:
•

Most likely to develop under the 7.5 percent Extremely Low-Income scenario,

•

Less likely to develop under the 15 percent Very Low-Income scenario, and

•

Least likely to develop under the DCP standards, with the exception of the larger
Tier 2 prototype on Wilshire and Tier 3 prototype in the Bergamot Transit Village,
which are less likely to develop.

The tested retail/office prototypes, which are not subject to on-site affordable housing
requirements, but rather payment of an affordable housing commercial linkage fee, are
all more likely to develop than housing.
Figure 1: Summary of Financial Feasibility Results
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Boulevards Prototypes

Lincoln Prototype

Bergamot Prototypes

The principal reasons for these results are:
•

Lower Development Standards Outside of DCP. The Boulevards and Bergamot
area feature lower FARs and building heights as compared with Downtown, and
hence less achievable floor area and dwelling units that can be accommodated.
Although development costs and land costs are lower, the combination of relative
differences adversely impact financial feasibility for most of the retail/apartment
prototypes.

•

Lower Rents Outside of DCP. Achievable rents for the prototypes are not as high
as in the Downtown area, which adversely impacts project feasibility, particularly
in scenarios utilizing the more complex DCP affordability standards.

•

Total Development Cost vs. Developer Profit Margin. Most prototypes can
achieve the target developer profit margin threshold, but only some also achieve
the return on cost threshold. This means that the mismatch between rents and
net operating income as compared to total development cost is the limited
feasibility condition.
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Finally, despite higher City fees, including the affordable housing commercial linkage
fee, office prototypes in both the Boulevards and Bergamot Study Area are financially
feasible, largely due to strong assumed triple-net rents (which are close to residential
rents, but pass through almost all expenses to office tenants). This finding is consistent
with anecdotal information shared with HR&A by the local development community.
Based on the direction from Council, the project team will work towards preparing a final
report that could include additional inclusionary requirement scenarios. This final draft
will form the basis of recommendations to modify the AHPP and possibly the zoning
ordinance, which could be submitted to Council in the first half of 2020 if direction is
given to proceed with the assumption the existing development parameters of the
Zoning Ordinance will remain unchanged. As a result, Council should review and direct
staff on how to proceed with next steps for the AHPP Feasibility Study given the fluid
nature of regulatory discussions happening on all levels.
Related Efforts
There are a number of adopted policy documents that have influence over how Council
may want to proceed. Should there be interest in pursuing changes in development
standards in order to accommodate the anticipated RHNA allocation, it would likely
require changes to adopted policy documents. The following provides an assessment
of impacts on adopted policy and future work efforts by identifying those policy
documents that will need to be studied for potential amendments if Council gives
direction to study changes to development standards and those that are not affected.
To Be Studied for Potential Amendments
A. General Plan Land Use and Circulation Element (LUCE) (post 2025ish)
The LUCE set forth a growth management strategy based upon protecting
residential neighborhoods and concentrating change in the immediate vicinity of
Expo stations and along commercial boulevards – the areas most accessible to
high frequency transit and daily services. Specific plans for the areas around the
Expo Stations were contemplated in the LUCE. To date, the Bergamot Area
Plan and Downtown Community Plan have been completed. The Memorial Park
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Neighborhood Plan remains outstanding. In general, the LUCE contemplated the
highest height and densities in Bergamot and Downtown. For the commercial
boulevards, the Mixed Use Boulevard land use designation (e.g. Wilshire) was
anticipated to hold the most development capacity. Since LUCE adoption, the
growth management strategy has shifted to concentrate much of new housing
production in Downtown and Bergamot with some sporadic activity along the
commercial boulevards. However, it is unclear how much more potential could
be added to those areas to fulfill the RHNA. As a result, any anticipated increase
in height and density beyond that adopted in the LUCE would require
reconsideration of the limits established in the LUCE.
B. Bergamot Area Plan (BAP)
The Bergamot Area Plan was adopted in 2013 after a three-year community
process to establish standards and regulations for Santa Monica’s first new
neighborhood since the Second World War. The development standards
included in the BAP are below LUCE parameters, and balance the conservation
of some character-defining existing buildings with the creation of new buildings
that are referential to the area’s industrial heritage. Since the adoption of the
BAP, very few projects have been proposed that would help realize the vision of
converting this former industrial area into a mixed-use residential neighborhood.
This condition potentially indicates that there may not be sufficient development
potential included in the adopted standards, and/or the entitlement processes are
considered too onerous by the development community. Adjustments to the
BAP’s standards and process thresholds could be effected within the maximum
parameters already outlined in the BAP, or the City could reach higher to the
standards contained in the LUCE for the Bergamot area.
C. Zoning Ordinance
The City’s Zoning Ordinance was overhauled in 2015 to implement the new land
use districts and development standards identified in the 2010 LUCE. The
adoption of the Zoning Ordinance also included the removal of Tier 3 standards
from the city’s major boulevards, which generally results in the loss of one floor of
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housing. Development standards govern building height and floor area ratio, and
describe process thresholds for varying levels of entitlements. Historical
development trends of the past four-five years indicate that existing Tier 2
standards on the city’s mixed-use boulevards may be inadequate to effect the
LUCE growth strategy that directs development to areas like Wilshire, Broadway,
Santa Monica Boulevard and Colorado Avenue. Any anticipated increase in
height and density would require modifications to the Zoning Ordinance, as well
as the LUCE to reinstate or adopt higher parameters.
D. Memorial Park Neighborhood Plan (MPNP) – Not Yet Adopted
The MPNP is a work effort that was started in 2012 to create an Area Plan for the
vicinity around today’s Memorial Park and 17th Street Expo station. Work on the
MPNP was suspended in 2014 to direct staff resources to the Downtown
Community Plan. The MPNP was not identified as a PCD priority by the
Planning Commission nor City Council in subsequent discussion. That being
said, the MPNP presents an opportunity to develop new standards for
approximately 70 acres of formerly industrial land in the center of Santa Monica.
The MPNP area is home to the only surviving “Activity Center” identified in the
revised 2015 LUCE.
E. Downtown Community Plan (DCP)
The DCP was adopted in 2017 after a six-year process. The DCP provides
development standards for the area’s six land use districts, which are among the
highest and most dense in the entire city based on proximity to transit, as well as
a healthy balance between jobs and housing. Given the significant community
process that led to the recent adoption of the DCP, it is unlikely that there would
be significant changes to DCP development standards as development
standards in Downtown have been designed to incorporate the highest density in
the city.
Not Affected
F. Airport Closure
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In 2014, Santa Monica voters supported Measure Local Control (Measure LC) to affirm
the City Council's authority to manage Airport land but to prohibit, absent voter approval,
new development on any Airport land that is permanently closed to aviation use, except
for development of parks, public open spaces and public recreational facilities and
maintenance and replacement of existing cultural, arts, and education uses. On January
28, 2017, the City reached an agreement with the Federal Aviation Administration
allowing the City to close the Santa Monica Airport on December 31, 2028. As the
closure of the Airport will come towards the end of the 6th Cycle Housing Element period
(2021-2029) and it is not realistic to expect that the City would have been able to come
to decisions on redevelopment of the airport, it is not expected that the airport property
will have any bearing on the 6th Cycle Housing Element.
Next Steps
In light of the foregoing information and since the RHNA process is not yet complete, it
would be challenging to have recommendations based on known numerical targets and
specific modifications to development standards. Should there be direction to study
modifications to development standards as a result of a substantially larger RHNA
allocation, staff anticipates that the environmental impacts of any changes to
development standards would need to be studied in addition to a significant public
engagement process. As a result, staff is seeking direction from Council as to:
•

How can Santa Monica meet future housing production mandates from the
State?
o Can the City increase the likelihood that housing be developed instead of
commercial uses?
o What factors should staff should incorporate into the AHPP feasibility
analyses?
o Should incentives for additional housing development potential or bonuses
be adopted in commercial zones or within a certain radius of a transit
station?
o Should minimum density be imposed on new housing production?
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How the City can better support non-profit housing providers in creating more
100% affordable housing?
o Should changes be made to application process thresholds?
o What new financing tools should be pursued?
o Should fees and project requirements like TDM be reduced or waived?
o Should additional floor or density bonuses be adopted in certain areas?
o Should a conceptual framework of focusing the AHPP on Low and
Moderate Income be studied?

•

How can protections for tenants be strengthened to address market forces
fueling displacement?
o Should “landlord assistance” incentives be explored to encourage
continued maintenance and stewardship of existing rent-controlled
buildings?
o Should Santa Monica offer legal assistance to tenants facing evictions?

Financial Impacts & Budget Actions
There is no immediate financial impact or budget action necessary as a result of the
recommended action.
Prepared By:
Approved

Jing Yeo, Planning Manager
Forwarded to Council

Attachments:
a
b
c
d
e

Attachment A - HRA AHPP Financial Feasibility Results 11.13.2019
Attachment B - SCAG-RHNA-Methodology-Worksheet-Oct19
Attachment C - SCAG_RHNA_MethodologyWorksheet_110419_Submotion
Written Comments
PowerPoint Presentation
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B. October 30, 2020 – 6th Cycle 2021 to 2029 Housing
Element Update Notice of Preparation
The City published a Notice of Preparation (NOP) announcing its intent to prepare
an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Housing Element Update. The NOP
was released on October 30th for a 60-day review period, and all comments on the
scope of the EIR were required to be submitted by December 31st.
Attachment: EIR Notice of Preparation
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CITY OF SANTA MONICA
CITY PLANNING DIVISION
1685 MAIN STREET, MAIL STOP 28
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401

NOTICE OF PREPARATION/NOTICE OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
FOR A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE
6TH CYCLE 2021-2029 HOUSING ELEMENT
DATE:

October 30, 2020

TO:

State Clearinghouse, Responsible Agencies, Trustee Agencies, Organizations and Interested Parties

LEAD AGENCY:

City of Santa Monica
City Planning Division
1685 Main Street, Mail Stop 28
Santa Monica, California 90401
Contact: Rachel Kwok, Environmental Planner
Email: Rachel.Kwok@smgov.net

The City of Santa Monica (City) intends to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed 6th Cycle
2021-2029 Housing Element of the City’s General Plan. In accordance with Section 15082 of the State CEQA
Guidelines, the City has prepared this Notice of Preparation (NOP) to provide the public, Responsible Agencies, and
other interested parties with information describing the proposed project and its potential environmental effects. The
EIR will address the proposed project’s potentially significant effects in the following environmental issue areas:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Air Quality
Cultural Resources
Energy
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Land Use and Planning
Noise

•
•
•
•
•
•

Population/Housing
Public Services
Transportation/Circulation
Tribal Cultural Services
Utilities
Mandatory Findings of Significance

PROJECT APPLICANT: City of Santa Monica
PROJECT LOCATION: The City of Santa Monica is located in Los Angeles County along the coast of the Pacific
Ocean. The City is surrounded on three sides by the City of Los Angeles, including the westside communities of
Brentwood, Mar Vista, Pacific Palisades, Venice and West Los Angeles. The City comprises approximately 5,280
acres (approximately 8.25 square miles). See Figure 1
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Since 1969, California has required that all local governments (cities and counties)
adequately plan to meet the housing needs of everyone in the community. One of the required elements of a General
Plan is the Housing Element. California State law requires that communities prepare and update the Housing Element
every eight years. The Housing Element serves as the City’s guide for addressing the housing needs of all segments
of Santa Monica’s population. Housing needs are determined by the California Housing and Community Department
(HCD), who decides what the numerical housing targets should be for each regional council of governments. Each
council of government across the state then further allocates the regional housing number (known as the Regional
Housing Needs Allocation – or RHNA) to every city and county within its jurisdiction. The RHNA is a targeted housing
number - Cities and counties do not have to build this number of units, but rather they must plan for them and show
that under current land use and development standards, there is capacity to accommodate for this number of housing.
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For the proposed 6th Cycle 2021-2029 Housing Element, the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
has determined that the City’s draft RHNA allocation is 8,874 units, more than 5 times than the last cycle. The
significant increase in the City’s RHNA housing number is indicative of the severity of the current housing crisis. As
part of the proposed 2021-2029 Housing Element, Santa Monica must demonstrate to the State that there is available
capacity within its jurisdictional boundaries to meet its targeted RHNA number. Per State requirements, the City’s
proposed Housing Element would include the following components:
• A detailed analysis of the City’s demographic, economic and housing characteristics.
• An analysis of the barriers to producing and preserving housing.
• A review of the City’s progress in implementing current housing policies and programs.
• An identification of goals, objectives, and policies, in addition to a full list of programs that will implement the
vision of the plan.
• A list of sites (aka the Suitable Sites Inventory) that could accommodate new housing, demonstrating the City’s
ability to meet the quantified housing number established in the RHNA.
The proposed 6th Cycle Housing Element must be certified by the State Department of Housing and Community
Development no later than October 2021.
REVIEW PERIOD: State CEQA Guidelines requires circulation of a NOP for a minimum 30-day review period. In
consideration of the current Coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic, the City will be circulating the NOP for the proposed
Housing Element for an extended 60 days. Please go to the City’s webpage https://www.santamonica.gov/housingelement-update for the NOP and associated info on the Housing Element Update (including background on the
Housing Element, State requirements, anticipated project schedule, notification lists). The City welcomes agency and
public input during this period regarding the scope and content of environmental information that must be included in
the Draft EIR. Comments may be submitted, in writing, by 5:30 p.m. on December 31, 2020 and addressed to:
Rachel Kwok, Environmental Planner
E-mail: rachel.kwok@smgov.net
PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING: In an effort to reduce the risk of COVID-19, the City will hold a scoping meeting
via teleconference on December 10, 2020 at 5:30 PM to describe the proposed project, the environmental review
process, and to receive public comments on the scope of the EIR. City staff and the City’s EIR consultant will
participate
via
teleconference.
Participants
may
join
the
teleconference
via
https://primetime.bluejeans.com/a2m/live-event/bxxeeakf or by dialing in at +1 (415) 466-7000 PIN is: 4050914#
Those wishing to give public comment for the meeting must make that request via email to Rachel.Kwok@smgov.net
prior to 12 p.m. on the day of the meeting and will be posted online on the project’s webpage. Written information
received after 12 p.m. will be read aloud at the meeting for a total of three minutes. The City will consider all
comments, written and oral, in determining the final scope of the evaluation to be included in the EIR.
ESPAÑOL: Este es un aviso de que la Ciudad está preparando un informe que describe los posibles efectos
ambientales de un plan de vivienda, que puede ser de su interés. Para más información, llame a Carmen
Gutiérrez al 310 458 8341.
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Figure 1: Project Map - City of Santa Monica Boundaries
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C. November 12 to 14, 2020 – Housing Element Update
Webinar
Three identical introductory webinars were held on the Housing Element Update.
Two were held on November 12th, in the morning and in the evening. The third
webinar was held on Saturday, November 14th in the morning.
Attachments: Presentation, Presentation in Spanish, Q&A
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Webinar Instructions
Leave Event

View & Search Participants

Moderator Chat
**Please Use Only for Technical Issues**

Housing E lement
Update Webinar #1
November 2020
Q&A Button to Ask Questions

As k Questions During the Webinar
Please offer comments or ask
questions

Housing E lement Update Project Team
Project Lead
City Planning

Click on the Q&A button
Type Question Here
All Questions will be posted with
written answers on the project
website after the webinar

Support From
City Attorney
Housing Division
Rent Control Board

Team E-mail
HousingUpdate@smgov.net
More Information
www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-update

Agenda for Today’s Webinar
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Overview of the State Mandated Housing Element Update
Santa Monica Context for Updating the Housing Element
Factors that Determine Santa Monica's Housing Needs
Review of the 2013-2021 Housing Element Goals
Santa Monica's Approach to Housing
Process, Timeline, and How To Get Involved
Q&A

1
What is the Housing E lement?

The Housing E lement

The Housing E lement
General Plan

Housing Element is a Mandatory State Requirement
• Established in 1969

• State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD)
mandates that each jurisdiction does their part in planning for their
community’s housing needs every 8 years
• Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) represents
6 counties and 191 cities including Santa Monica

• Allocates the region’s housing need as determined by HCD to all cities
within the region

Housing Element

LUCE

Historic Preservation

Open Space

Noise

Conservation

• State can impose penalties (fines or withhold funding) for failing to
plan for housing needs
Safety

Other Housing Plans
• 2020-2024 Consolidated Plan – Approved August 2020
•

Details how federal funding will be spent on priority needs
• Expand & Improve Public Infrastructure & Facilities
• Preserve & Develop Affordable Housing
• Public Services & Quality of Life Improvements for LMI and
Special Needs Populations
• Economic Development Opportunities
• Provide Assistance of Homelessness Services and Shelters
• Fair Housing

• Assessment of Fair Housing – Approved April 2020
•
•

Identifies fair housing issues
Develops strategies to reduce barriers to housing access

Why Update the Housing E lement?
Ensure that the City p lans for the housing needs of the
community.
Components:
• Goals, Policies, and Actions
• Housing Needs Assessment and Characteristics
• Identifying Barriers to Market Rate and Affordable Housing
Development
• Evaluate Progress from Past 8 Years
• Identify sites that can accommodate housing needs

The Housing Crisis
Declared Statewide Housing Crisis
•

Increas ing housing costs

•

Housing shortage due to imbalance between
supply & demand

•

Statewide median home cost is 2x the national
median (California Association of Realtors)

•

Estimated shortage of 3 million units (Legislative Analysts

•

Estimated 1.3 million low-income renter
households need affordable homes (California Housing

Office)

Partnership)

•

Inequitable cost burden across income bands
•

8 in 10 low income households spent upwards of
50% of income on housing (California Budget and Policy Center)

2
Santa Monica’s Housing: Facts & Trends

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica
Santa Monica has approximately 52,000 housing
units with more than 77% as multifamily

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica

Over the past 20 years single-family units have remained relatively
stable while multifamily housing has increased by approximately 12%

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica

3
Planning for Santa Monica’s Housing

How is Housing Need Determined?
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA)
1. The State determines the number of units needed in
California for an 8-year cycle
2. This number (aka RHNA) is divided amongst regions of the
State
3. Santa Monica is located in the Southern California region,
which divides the number among cities
4. Cities must demonstrate that RHNA allocation can be
accommodated over 8-year cycle

What is Our RHNA?
The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) allocated
Santa Monica 8,873 units, more than 5 times the number in the prior ccycle

What Factors Affect RHNA?
RHNA Allocation Methodology As Adopted by SCAG (Gov’t Code Section 65584)

Projected
household
growth
Future
vacancy need
Replacement
need

Population
Proximity to Transit
Share of Jobs
Reallocate needs
from low resource
to high resource
cities within same
county

Added by
AB1771 in
2018

Identifying Eligible Housing Sites Through The
Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI)
What is the Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI)?
 City Inventory of Properties with Residential Development Potential.

What is its Purpose?
 Enables Santa Monica to determine whether there are
sufficient adequate sites to accommodate the RHNA
by income category.

Total
RHNA
Allocation

Account for
disproportionate
geographic
concentration of
each income
category

Units
allocated
into
income
categories

Affirmatively
Further Fair
Housing

Regional Housing Needs Allocation
2021-2029 RHNA

• Large allocation to Santa Monica (~ 8,800 units)
• ~70% at lower incomes
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How Do We Achieve our RHNA?

Social
Equity
Adjustment

SSI Methodology
City Land Use Inventory
Filter using factors
such as existing
constraints/site
characteristics

Potential Suitable
Properties
Apply
Realistic
capacity

Determine Housing
Potential
Policy and
Zoning
Changes as
needed to
Meet RHNA

Final Suitable Sites Inventory

Income
Category

RHNA
Allocation

Very Low
Income (32-50%
AMI)

2786

Low Income
(51-80% AMI)

1668

Moderate
Income
(81-120% AMI)

1698

Above Moderate
(>120% AMI)

2721

SSI | Other Things to Cons ider…
Development Trends

SSI | Other Things to Cons ider…
Site Considerations for Affordable Housing

 Rate of redevelopment of similar properties in City.

 Proximity to transit, high performing schools,
amenities (parks + services), and health care
 Streamline processes / development incentives.

Market Conditions
 Evaluate market conditions on redevelopment; plays a vital role in
understanding likelihood of housing projects instead of commercial
development

Availability of Incentives
 Financial assistance, streamline processing, concessions,
flexible development standards.

jobs,

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
 Taking meaningful actions that overcome patterns of
segregation and fosters inclusive communities free from
barriers and address significant disparities in housing needs
and in access to opportunity.

Land Use and Circulation E lement
Santa Monica’s Growth Strategy
• Guides development to 2030
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• Transit-oriented, mixed-use “complete
neighborhoods”
• Continued commitment to affordable
housing
• Maintain character of residential
neighborhoods
• Area & Specific Plans to coordinate
public and private investment and
achieve long-term goals

Review of 2013-2021 Housing E lement

• Principles guided the 2013-2021 SSI

2013-2021 Housing E lement Review
Housing Element Goals
• Goal 1.0: Construction of New Housing that is High Quality, Sustainable,
Compatible with the Surrounding Neighborhood and offers Opportunities
for Active Living.
•

Example of Action: Update the Zoning Ordinance (City Planning)

• Goal 2.0: Housing Production for all Income Categories including
Housing for the Community’s Workforce.
•

Example of Action: Maintain Affordable Housing Production Program
(Housing Division)

• Goal 3.0: Protection of the Existing Supply of Affordable Housing.
•

Example of Action: Facilitate the Conservation of At-Risk Housing
(Housing Division)

Take the Online
Questionnaire to
give your
feedback on
these goals!

2013-2021 Housing E lement Review
Housing Element Goals
• Goal 4.0: Rehabilitation and continued maintenance of
the existing housing stock.
• Example of Action: Maintain a Low Income Residential Repair Program
(Housing Division; Housing Authority)

• Goal 5.0: Provision of housing assistance and supportive
services to extremely low, very low-, low-, and moderateincome households and households with special needs.
• Example of Action: Maintain Rental Housing Voucher Program
(Housing Authority)

Take the Online
Questionnaire to
give your
feedback on
these goals!

2013-2021 Housing E lement Review
Housing Element Goals
• Goal 6.0: Elimination of discrimination in the rental or sale
of housing on the basis of race, religion, national origin,
sex, sexual preference, age, disability, family status, aids,
or other such characteristics.

Take the Online
Questionnaire to
give your
feedback on
these goals!
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• Example of Action: Maintain Fair Housing Programs
(City Attorney's Office)

Santa Monica’s Approach to Housing

• Goal 7.0: Active participation of citizens, community
groups, and governmental agencies in housing, community
development and neighborhood safety activities
• Example of Action: Provide Residential Neighborhood Safety
Program (Police)

Santa Monica’s Housing Priorities:
Production & Preservation

Phas e I Immediate Actions

• Stabilize existing housing stock

• Production:

• Rent Control
• No net loss

• Support 100% Affordable Housing
• Process and development incentives

• Plan for RHNA consistent with LUCE growth
strategy
• Support housing around Expo Stations and on
commercial boulevards

Phas e I Immediate Actions
Production actions mandated by changes in State law

• Streamlined administrative approval for all codecompliant housing projects citywide
• Implemented 2019 changes in State housing law

• Density bonuses for 100% affordable housing
• Streamlining approvals
• Further removal of barriers to Accessory Dwelling Unit
(ADU) production

• Preservation: New leasing regulations for rental
units
• Require all leases to be at least 1 year
• Leased to natural persons intended to be their
primary residence
• Units leased unfurnished

Phas e II: Work Towards Certified Housing E lement
• Data Updates and Public Input for Housing Needs Assessment
• Suitable Sites Inventory Process
• Preliminary sites analysis based on factors such as vacancy,
underutilized sites, land use patterns, and recent development
• Apply new Housing Element law that affects eligible sites and
calculating capacity of each site

• Research and Policy Formulation

• Changes to State Density Bonus Law
• New Housing Models (e.g. coliving)
• Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)

Phas e II: Work Towards Certified Housing E lement
• Conduct Feasibility Analysis to understand likelihood of housing
projects instead of commercial development and to maximize
inclusionary housing
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• Account for effects of COVID-19

• Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

• Initial Public Input available until December 31, 2020

Proces s and Timeline

Housing E lement Update Timeline

Proces s
What’s Next?
• November/December 2020: Gathering Initial Public Input and Launching Technical
Working Groups
• November 18 - Planning Commission Study Session
• December 15 - City Council Study Session
What’s Coming Up?
• December/January 2021: Suitable Sites Inventory Development and Review of Goals
and Policies
• Public engagement
• Study sessions with the Planning Commission and Council
• March 2021: Potential Concepts for Review
• Public engagement on setting goals, policies, and actions.
• Study sessions with Planning Commission and Council
• June 2021: Draft Housing Element
• Public review of draft
• Study sessions with Planning Commission and Council

What Are Your Ideas for the Update?
What are the priority housing issues in
Santa Monica?

Get Involved!
Contact Us!
Also for Translation or Non-Digital Information

Are there any specific groups we should
target new housing for?

HousingUpdate@smgov.net

What housing types would you be most
interested in seeing in Santa Monica?

www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-update

What is one idea that you would like the
Housing Element Update to explore?

Sign up to receive notifications!
Take the Housing Questionnaire –
Available until December 11!
https://bit.ly/2IpkK4h

Lend Your E xpertise & Stay Involved!
Call for Participants for Technical Working
Groups – Sign up by November 25
www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-update
• Housing Production
• Review Prior Goals & Policies for Effectiveness
• Feedback on Feasibility Analysis Assumptions
• Identifying Barriers to Production & Possible
Innovations
• Housing Stability & Preservation
• Review Prior Goals & Policies
• Assessment Effectiveness of Prior Programs
• Revise Programs or Suggest New Programs

Q&A
All Questions and Written Responses
Will be Posted on the Project Website
www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-update

Thank You!

Instrucciones para el Seminario web
Dejar el evento
Ver y buscar participantes

Seminario web N° 1 sobre la
actualización del
Componente de Vivienda
Noviembre de 2020

Haga preguntas durante el seminario web
Realice comentarios o haga
preguntas
Haga clic en el botón de
preguntas y respuestas
Escriba la pregunta aquí
Todas las preguntas se publicarán
con las respuestas escritas en el sitio
web del proyecto después del
seminario web.

Chat del moderador
** Úselo solo cuando tenga problemas
técnicos **

Botón de preguntas y
respuestas

Equipo del Proyecto de Actualización del
Componente de Vivienda
Director del Proyecto
Planificación de la Ciudad

Con el apoyo de:
Departamento Jurídico de la Ciudad
División de Vivienda
Junta del Control de Alquileres

Correo electrónico del equipo
HousingUpdate@smgov.net
Más información
www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-update

Agenda del seminario web de hoy
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Visión general de la actualización del Componente de Vivienda
por mandato estatal
El contexto de Santa Mónica para actualizar el Componente
de Vivienda
Factores que determinan las necesidades de vivienda de
Santa Mónica
Revisión de las metas del Componente de Vivienda 2013-2021
Enfoque de Santa Mónica sobre la vivienda
Proceso, cronograma y cómo participar
Preguntas y respuestas
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¿Qué es el Componente
de Vivienda?

El Componente de Vivienda

El Componente de Vivienda

El Componente de Vivienda es un requerimiento estatal
obligatorio

Plan General

• Se estableció en 1969
• El Departamento de Vivienda y Desarrollo Comunitario del Estado (HCD) exige que
cada jurisdicción haga su parte en la planificación de las necesidades de vivienda de
su comunidad cada 8 años.
• La Asociación de Gobiernos del Sur de California (SCAG) representa a 6 condados y
191 ciudades, incluida Santa Mónica
• Asigna las necesidades de vivienda de la región según lo determinado por el

Componente de
Vivienda

LUCE

HCD a todas las ciudades de la misma

Preservación de los
lugares históricos

Conservación

• El Estado puede imponer sanciones (multas o retención de fondos) por no planificar
las necesidades de vivienda

Seguridad

Otros planes de vivienda
Plan consolidado 2020-2024 - Aprobado en agosto de 2020
•

Detalla cómo se gastarán los fondos federales conforme a las necesidades
prioritarias:
•

Expandir y mejorar la infraestructura y las instalaciones públicas

•

Conservar y construir viviendas asequibles

•

Servicios públicos y mejoras en la calidad de vida para LMI y poblaciones
con necesidades especiales

•

Oportunidades de desarrollo económico

•

Brindar asistencia de servicios y refugios para personas sin vivienda

•

Vivienda Justa

Evaluación de la Equidad de Vivienda - Aprobada en abril de
2020
•

Identifica problemas de la Vivienda Justa

•

Desarrolla estrategias para reducir las barreras de acceso a la vivienda

Espacios abiertos

Ruidos

¿Por qué actualizar el Componente de Vivienda?
Asegurar que la ciudad planifique las necesidades de vivienda de
la comunidad.

Componentes :

• Objetivos, políticas y acciones
• Evaluación y características de las necesidades de vivienda
• Identificación de las barreras a los precios de mercado y la
construcción de viviendas asequibles
• Evaluar el progreso de los últimos 8 años
• Identificar sitios que puedan adaptarse a las
necesidades de vivienda

La crisis de vivienda
Crisis de vivienda declarada en todo el Estado
• Aumento de los costos de la vivienda
•

•

•
•

•

El costo medio de las viviendas en todo el Estado es el doble de la
media nacional (Asociación de Agentes Inmobiliarios de California)

Escasez de viviendas por un desequilibrio entre la
oferta y la demanda

Escasez estimada de 3 millones de unidades (Oficina de Analistas
Legislativos)
Se estima que 1,3 millones de hogares de bajos ingresos que
arriendan casas necesitan viviendas asequibles (California Housing
Partnership)

Carga desigual de costos en todas las categorías de
ingresos
•

8 de cada 10 hogares de bajos ingresos gastaron más del 50% de
sus ingresos en vivienda (Centro de Políticas y Presupuesto de
California)
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La Vivienda en Santa Mónica:
Batos y tendencias

La crisis de vivienda en Santa Mónica

La crisis de vivienda en Santa Mónica
Santa Mónica tiene aproximadamente 52,000 unidades de
vivienda de las cuales más del 77% son multifamiliares

La crisis de vivienda en Santa Mónica
Durante los últimos 20 años, el número de las unidades unifamiliares se han
mantenido relativamente estables, mientras que las viviendas multifamiliares
han aumentado aproximadamente un 12%.

La crisis de vivienda en Santa Mónica

La crisis de vivienda en Santa Mónica
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Planificación de la vivienda
en Santa Mónica

¿Cómo se determina la necesidad de vivienda?
Asignación Regional de las Necesidades de
Vivienda (RHNA)
El Estado determina la cantidad de unidades necesarias en
California para un ciclo de 8 años
2. Este número (también conocido como RHNA) se divide
entre las regiones del Estado
3. Santa Mónica se encuentra en la región del Sur de
California, que divide el número entre las ciudades
4. Las ciudades deben demostrar que la asignación de la
RHNA se puede acomodar en un ciclo de 8 años.

¿Qué factores afectan la RHNA?
Metodología de asignación de la RHNA adoptada por SCAG (Sección 65584 del
Código de Gobierno)
Ajuste de
equidad
social

1.

¿Cuál es nuestra asignación RHNA?
La Asociación de Gobiernos del Sur de California (SCAG) asignó a Santa
Sant
Mónica 8,873 unidades, más de 5 veces la cantidad del ciclo anterior.

Crecimiento
proyectado de
hogares

Proximidad de la
población a los servicios
de Transporte Público

Necesidad futura
de vacantes

Cantidad de trabajos

Necesidad de
reemplazo

Tener en cuenta la
concentración geográfica
desproporcionada de cada
categoría de ingresos

Reasignar las necesidades
de ciudades de bajos
recursos a ciudades de
altos recursos dentro del
mismo condado

Promover positivamente la
vivienda justa

Identificación de sitios elegibles para vivienda a través del
Inventario de Sitios Adecuados (SSI)
¿Qué es el Inventario de Sitios Adecuados (SSI)?
 Inventario de las propiedades de la Ciudad con potencial
de edificación residencial.

¿Cuál es el propósito?
 Permitir a Santa Mónica determinar si hay
suficientes sitios adecuados para acomodar la asignación
RHNA por categoría de ingresos.

Unidades
asignadas
según cada
categoría de
ingresos

Agregado por
AB1771 en 2018

Asignación de necesidades de vivienda regional
RHNA DE 2021-2029

Gran asignación a Santa Mónica (~ 8,800 unidades)
• ~ 70% en ingresos más bajos
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¿Cómo logramos nuestra asignación RHNA?

Asignación
total de
RHNA

Metodología del SSI
Inventario del uso de suelos de la Ciudad
Filtrar utilizando factores
como las limitaciones
existentes y
características del sitio

Propiedades potenciales que
sean adecuadas
Aplicar la
capacidad
real

Determinar el potencial
de la vivienda
Cambios de política
y zonificación según
sea necesario para
cumplir con la
RHNA

Inventario final de sitios adecuados

Categoría de
ingresos

Asignación
RHNA

Ingresos muy
bajos (32-50%
AMI)

2786

De bajos
ingresos
(51-80% AMI)

1668

Ingresos
moderados
(81-120% AMI)

1698

Por encima de
moderado
(> 120% AMI)

2721

SSI | Otras cosas a considerar…

SSI | Otras cosas a considerar…

Tendencias de la costrucción

Consideraciones del sitio para viviendas asequibles

 Tasa de renovación de propiedades similares en la Ciudad.

Condiciones del mercado
 Evaluar las condiciones del mercado sobre la renovación de propiedades; juega un
papel vital en la comprensión de la probabilidad de proyectos de vivienda en lugar
de construcciones comerciales

 Proximidad a los servicios de transporte público, a las mejores
escuelas, trabajos, servicios (parques + servicios) y atención
médica
 Agilizar procesos / incentivos para la construcción.

Promoción positiva de la Vivienda Justa
 Tomar acciones importantes que superen los patrones de
segregación y fomenten comunidades inclusivas libres de
barreras y que aborden las disparidades significativas en las
necesidades de vivienda y en el acceso a las oportunidades.

Disponibilidad de incentivos
 Asistencia financiera, procesamiento simplificado,
concesiones, estándares flexibles de construcción.

Componente del uso de la tierra y circulación
DIr
Estrategia de crecimiento de Santa
Mónica
• Directrices de desarrollo hasta el 2030
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• “Vecindarios completos" orientados a tener
transporte público y de uso mixto
e
• Compromiso continuo con la vivienda asequible
• Mantener el carácter de los vecindarios
residenciales.
• Áreas y planes específicos para coordinar la
inversión pública y privada a fin de lograr metass
a largo plazo

Revisión del Componente de
Vivienda 2013 - 2021

• Los principios que guiaron el SSI desde el
2013 al 2021

Revisión del de Componente de Vivienda 2013-2021

Revisión del de Componente de Vivienda 2013-2021
Objetivos del Componente de Vivienda
•

Objetivo 1.0: Construcción de viviendas nuevas de alta calidad, sostenibles,
compatibles con el vecindario circundante y que ofrezcan oportunidades para una
vida activa.
•

•

•

Ejemplo de Acción: Mantener el programa de edificación de viviendas
asequibles (División de la Vivienda)

Objetivo 3.0: Protección de la oferta existente de viviendas asequibles.
•

Objetivos del Componente de Vivienda
•

Ejemplo de la acción: Facilitar la conservación de viviendas en riesgo
(División de la Vivienda)

Objetivo 4.0: Reacondicionamiento y mantenimiento continuo del número de
viviendas existente.
•

Ejemplo de Acción: Actualizar la ordenanza de Zonificación (Planificación
Urbana)

Objetivo 2.0: Edificación de viviendas para todas las categorías de ingresos, que
incluyan viviendas para las comunidades de trabajadores.
•

¡Responda al
cuestionario en línea
para dar su opinión
sobre estos
objetivos!

•

Ejemplo de Acción: Mantener un programa de reparación residencial de bajos
ingresos (División de Vivienda; Autoridad de Vivienda)

Objetivo 5.0: Prestación de asistencia para la vivienda y servicios de apoyo a
hogares de ingresos extremadamente bajos, muy bajos, bajos y moderados y
hogares con necesidades especiales.
•

Ejemplo de Acción: Mantener el Programa de vales de vivienda de alquiler
(Autoridad de Vivienda)

¡Responda al
cuestionario en línea
para dar su opinión
sobre estos
objetivos!

Revisión del de Componente de Vivienda 2013-2021
Objetivos del Componente de Vivienda
•

Objetivo 6.0: Eliminación de la discriminación en el alquiler o venta de
viviendas por motivos de raza, religión, nacionalidad, sexo, preferencia sexual,
edad, discapacidad, estado familiar, ayudas u otras características similares.
•

•

¡Responda al
cuestionario en línea
para dar su opinión
sobre estos
objetivos!
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Ejemplo Acción: Mantener Programas de Vivienda Justa (Departamento
Jurídico de la Ciudad)

Objetivo 7.0: Participación activa de ciudadanos, grupos comunitarios y
agencias gubernamentales en las actividades relacionadas con la vivienda,
desarrollo comunitario y seguridad del vecindario.
•

Ejemplo de Acción: Proporcionar un programa de seguridad en el
vecindario residencial (Policía)

Prioridades con relación a las viviendas de Santa Mónica:
Edificación y conservación
• Estabilizar el número de viviendas existente
• Control de los alquileres
• No llegar a una pérdida neta

• Apoyar a las viviendas 100% asequibles
• Incentivos para el proceso y construcción

• Planificar la RHNA de acuerdo con la
estrategia de crecimiento del componente
LUCE

• Apoyar la construcción de viviendas alrededor de
las estaciones de Expo y en los bulevares
comerciales

Acciones inmediatas de la fase I
Acciones de edificación exigidas por los cambios en la ley estatal

Estrategias de Santa Mónica en relación a la vivienda

Acciones inmediatas de la fase I
• Edificación:

• Aprobación administrativa simplificada para los proyectos
de vivienda en la ciudad que cumplan con todas las
normativas
• Implementación de los cambios realizados el 2019 en la ley
estatal de vivienda

• Bonificaciones de densidad para las viviendas 100% asequibles
• Optimización de las aprobaciones
• Mayor eliminación de las barreras a la edificación de unidades
de viviendas accesorias (ADU)

• Conservación: Nuevas regulaciones para el
arrendamiento de unidades de alquiler

• Exigir que todos los contratos de arrendamiento sean de al
menos 1 año
• Arrendar viviendas a personas físicas destinadas a que sean
su residencia principal
• Unidades arrendadas sin amueblar

Fase II: Trabajar hacia la certificación del Componente de
Vivienda
• Actualizaciones de datos y aportes públicos para la evaluación
de las necesidades de vivienda
• Proceso de inventario de sitios adecuados

• Análisis preliminar de sitios basado en factores como vacantes, sitios
subutilizados, patrones de uso de la tierra y construcción reciente.
• Aplicar la nueva ley del Componente de Vivienda que afecta los sitios
elegibles y el cálculo de la capacidad de cada sitio.
• Cambios en la Ley Estatal de Bonificación de Densidad
• Nuevos modelos de vivienda (por ejemplo, cohabitación en una vivienda)
• Unidades de vivienda accesorias (ADU)

Fase II: Trabajar hacia la certificación del Componente de
Vivienda
• Llevar a cabo un análisis de viabilidad para comprender la
factibilidad de proyectos de vivienda en lugar de la construcción
comercial y para maximizar la vivienda inclusiva
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• Tener en cuenta los efectos del COVID-19
• Informe de Impacto Ambiental (EIR)
• Aporte público inicial disponible hasta el 31 de diciembre de 2020

Proceso y cronograma

Cronograma de actualización
del Componente de Vivienda

Proceso
¿Cuál es el siguiente paso?
• Noviembre/diciembre de 2020: recopilación de opiniones públicas iniciales y

lanzamiento de grupos de trabajo técnicos.
•
•

18 de noviembre - Sesión de estudio de la Comisión de Planificación
15 de diciembre - Sesión de estudio del Ayuntamiento

¿Qué viene después?
• Diciembre/enero de 2021: Desarrollo de inventario de sitios adecuados y revisión de
objetivos y políticas
• Compromiso público
• Sesiones de estudio con la Comisión de Planificación y el Ayuntamiento
• Marzo de 2021: Posibles conceptos para revisión
• Participación pública en el establecimiento de objetivos, políticas y acciones.
• Sesiones de estudio con la Comisión de Planificación y el Ayuntamiento
• Junio de 2021: Borrador del Componente de Vivienda
• Revisión pública del borrador
• Sesiones de estudio con la Comisión de Planificación
y el Ayuntamiento

¿Cuáles son sus ideas para la actualización?
¿Cuáles son los problemas de vivienda
prioritarios en Santa Mónica?
¿Hay algún grupo específico al que debamos
dirigirnos para destinar nuevas viviendas?

¡Participe!
¡Contáctenos!
También para traducción o información no digital
HousingUpdate@smgov.net

iRegístrese para recibir notificaciones!

¿Qué tipos de vivienda le interesaría ver más en
Santa Mónica?

www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-update

¿Qué idea le gustaría que tomara en cuenta la
Actualización del Componente de Vivienda?

¡Disponible hasta el 11 de diciembre!

Responda al cuestionario de vivienda https://bit.ly/2IpkK4h

¡Comparta su experiencia y manténgase involucrado!
Convocatoria para participar en los Grupos de Trabajo
Técnicos: inscríbase antes del 25 de noviembre

www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-update
• Edificación de viviendas
• Revisar metas y políticas anteriores para verificar su
efectividad
• Comentarios sobre los supuestos del análisis de
viabilidad
• Identificación de los obstáculos a la edificación y
posibles innovaciones
• Estabilidad y conservación de la vivienda
• Revisar metas y políticas anteriores
• Evaluación de la eficacia de los programas anteriores
• Revisar programas o sugerir nuevos programas

Preguntas y Respuestas
Todas las preguntas y respuestas escritas se
publicarán en el sitio web del proyecto
www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-update

¡Gracias!

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

Housing Element Webinar
November 12, 2020 – 12:00 PM
Q&A Responses
Elizabeth Lerer
• Question: How many people at this webinar are current residents of Santa
Monica?
• Answer: No data is available regarding the current residency of webinar
participants. However, the public outreach program for the Housing Element
Update seeks to be inclusive of residents, stakeholders, and the community,
regardless of current residency.
Elizabeth Van Denburgh
• Question: Do we have to build the SCAG order for 8800 or do we just have to
have the zoning for it?
• Answer: The Housing Element Update must demonstrate that the City has the
plans, programs, and zoning in place to accommodate for (not necessarily
build) the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA).
Elizabeth Van Denburgh
• Question: How was the 8800 units determined? What happens if we don't build
them? How many will have to be affordable? Who is going to pay for those
affordable units?
• Answer: The City of Santa Monica’s RHNA is based on SCAG’s adopted RHNA
methodology, which utilizes a number of factors including jobs, transit access,
household growth, and a social equity adjustment. The details of SCAG’s
adopted RHNA Methodology can be found on SCAG’s website
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/scag-final-rhna-methodology030520.pdf?1602189316. Of the 8,873 units, 69% must be at low income levels.
Achieving this level of affordable housing will require a combination of public and
private investments. City staff will be analyzing potential incentives to support
and encourage the development of affordable housing to achieve the affordability
levels established by SCAG.
Elizabeth Van Denburgh
• Question: I understand that 50 cities have appealed their RHNA numbers? What
happens if their units get reduced? Do we have to take more units?
• Answer: All successful appeals must be reallocated back to the region. In
accordance with Government Code Section 65584.05(g), if the successful
appeals amount to 7% or less of the regional housing need, or 93,928 units,
those appealed units will be reallocated proportionally to all jurisdictions. For any
amount above 7% region-wide, SCAG will redistribute the units using the
adopted Final RHNA Methodology.
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Elizabeth Van Denburgh
• Question: Can you please send me this presentation and recording?
emvandenburgh@gmail.com. Thank-you.
• Answer: The PowerPoint presentation and recording for this webinar is available
on the City’s Housing Element Update website
Elizabeth Van Denburgh
• Question: How many units did we actually add in the last Housing element
period?
• Answer: Please see the PowerPoint presentation provided in the webinar. As
indicated, the City had added 1769 market rate units, 26 moderate income units,
150 low income units, 263 very low income units, and 114 extremely low income
units.
Elizabeth Van Denburgh
• Question: Who pays for the infrastructure (police, fire, water, electricity, waste
water, trash, traffic, etc.) for the additional 8800 units?
• Answer: An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Housing Element
Update will be prepared. The EIR for the Housing Element Update will analyze
the potential need for increases in public services and upgrades in infrastructure.
Any potential increases in public services and infrastructure upgrades would
likely be funded through the City’s Capital Improvements Projects program,
General Revenue, impact fees from development, or private investments. .
David Yuguchi
• Question: Will your slide presentation be available for reference?
• Answer: The PowerPoint presentation for this Housing Element Update Webinar
has been posted on the City’s Housing Element Update website.
Elizabeth Van Denburgh
• Question: Why do we think the SCAG numbers are credible?
• Answer: Several methodologies were considered by SCAG in determining the
RHNA for the cities. The details of SCAG’s final adopted RHNA Methodology
can be found on SCAG’s website https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/fileattachments/scag-final-rhna-methodology-030520.pdf?1602189316
SCAG’s methodology is required to be in compliance with Government Code
Section 65584 and was reviewed by the State Housing and Community
Development Department for compliance. HCD determined that the methodology
complies with the law. As described, SCAG adopted methodology utilizes a
number of factors including jobs, transit access, household growth, and an
adjustment for social equity to ensure equitable distribution of housing units at all
income levels. The City is required by State Law to prepare a Housing Element
that can accommodate the RHNA.
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Elizabeth Van Denburgh
• Question: Does SCAG numbers consider the return of AirBnB to the housing
mix?
• Answer: The details of SCAG’s final adopted RHNA Methodology can be found
on SCAG’s website https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/scagfinal-rhna-methodology-030520.pdf?1602189316 As described, SCAG adopted
methodology utilizes a number of factors including jobs, transit access,
household growth, and a social equity adjustment. Short term vacation rentals
such as AirBnB’s were not considered in the methodology. It should also be
noted that the City prohibits short-term vacation rentals (less than 30 days).
Nancy Coleman
• Question: Given COVID 19, has Santa Monica considered the use of
commercial and industrial properties being repurposed for housing? There are
plenty of empty businesses and rental units empty.
• Answer: City staff will be conducting a feasibility market analysis of housing
production, which will include studying the potential of converting commercial
properties into residential use.
Nancy Coleman
• Question: Rachel's assertion that only Wilshire Montana and North of Montana
are the only R 1 districts. That is incorrect. Sunset Park and the Northeast part of
the city are also single residential neighborhoods.
• Answer: Comment is noted.
Arlene Hopkins
• Question: On Well-Being: How will this advance / foster well-being of existing
residents & neighborhoods & community? There is a need for ample outdoor
space, parks, sunlight, peaceful quietude and a high quality of life for each
household, each resident
• Answer: The Housing Element is intended to require that cities plan for the
housing needs of their communities. Approximately 70% of Santa Monica’s
allocation is for affordable housing. From the 2016 Wellbeing Project survey
results, it was found that 1 out of 4 respondents worry about paying rent or
mortgage suggesting that there is a portion of the community that feels housing
insecure. The COVID-19 pandemic likely exacerbated the concerns of existing
residents being able to afford their rent or mortgage and has highlighted the
importance for each community to plan for sufficient affordable housing. This
planning effort is intended to address the housing security of the Santa Monica
community – a core component for the advancement of wellbeing. In addition, as
required by the City, new housing will be required to contribute Parks and
Recreation Development Impact fees that will fund the construction of open
space and recreational facilities. Additionally, the EIR for the Housing Element
Update will analyze potential physical effects of new housing on parks and
recreational facilities.
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Ann Hoover
• Question: Does City have a perspective on what has caused skyrocketing rents
in SM? Ditto for single family home prices? Particularly as City population has
remained relatively stable. Thanks.
• Answer: A number of studies conducted by outside research institutions and
organizations describe the causes of increased housing cost in the State and
region. For a brief overview, please see SCAG’s Guide to the Housing Crisis in
Southern California for a brief overview: https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/fileattachments/housingplanningguide2016.pdf
Ann Hoover
• Question: What is current vacancy rate in rental housing (apts + condos)?
• Answer: Based on the State’s Department of Finance 2019 housing estimates,
City currently has an 8.6% vacancy rate. However, this data includes vacant
units include vacation/seasonal homes, secondary homes, units undergoing
remodeling/rehabilitation, units sold but not occupied, and vacant units available
for sale/rent. Vacancy data from the Census’ bureau American Communities
Survey indicate that 2019 vacancy rates for rental units is 2.5% and for
homeowner units is 2.2%. As indicated in the table below, the majority of these
vacant units are for seasonal, recreational use.
Vacant Units by Type
Total:
For rent
Rented, not occupied
For sale
Sold, not occupied
Seasonal
For migrant workers

2019
5815
823
344
302
159
1174
0

ACS 5-Year 2019 estimates

Arlene Hopkins
• Question: Please increase the size of the question space. I have several
questions and they have all been truncated because this question box is too
small. Thank you.
• Answer: Sorry, but the size of the question space in the Bluejeans platform is set
by the software developer and not the City. Questions exceeding the size
limitation of the question space can also be emailed to
housingupdate@smgov.net
Elizabeth Van Denburgh
• Question: Why did Santa Monica not appeal the SCAG number seemed highly
subjective and arbitrary; units increased by 88% / 4,229 units in one month
between November and December 2019. What caused this mysterious
population explosion ?
• Answer: All of the background information for SCAG’s RHNA methodology is
available on the SCAG website: https://scag.ca.gov/rhna. The basis of the
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RHNA methodology is on several factors including existing unmet need. The
adjustment in Santa Monica’s estimated allocation throughout the RHNA
methodology development was the result of the RHNA subcommittee’s
deliberations. The methodology’s primary emphasis on proximity to jobs, transit,
and high-resource communities meant that cities in Western LA County and
Orange County saw larger allocations with a shift away from the eastern portion
of the SCAG region. City Council did not provide direction to City staff to appeal
the RHNA allocation as the appeal was unlikely to be successful given the
parameters by which appeals can be filed and granted and that the appropriate
forum would be to pursue legislative advocacy since Housing Element law
determines the methodology.
Elizabeth Van Denburgh
• Question: How do we prove ability to build the 69% affordable housing number
when we don't have budget for that?
• Answer: The Housing Element Update is not required to identify funding sources
for affordable housing but only needs to demonstrate that the units can be
accommodated. Achieving the RHNA allocation of 8,873 units, of which 69%
must be at affordable levels, will require a combination of public and private
investments. City staff will be analyzing potential incentives and exploring
possible financing tools and programs to support and encourage the
development of affordable housing to achieve the affordability targets established
by SCAG.
Nancy Coleman
• Question: Has any thought been given to creating COVID incubators by building
higher and denser buildings especially along Lincoln?
• Answer: As part of the Housing Element Update process, a Suitable Sites
Inventory (SSI) will be prepared to determine where housing development could
be accommodated to meet the RHNA. Sites across the City, including along
Lincoln Boulevard, will be reviewed. Additionally, an economic feasibility analysis
will be conducted to determine the likelihood of housing being developed in
various areas of the City. Information from the SSI and the feasibility analysis will
inform whether changes to density standards are needed to zoning districts.
Further, recent studies have been conducted to examine the relationship
between density and COVID-19 and have found that residential density in a
zoning sense is not a determinant in COVID infection rates. Rather, other factors
such as cost burden that lead to overcrowded living situations (i.e. more people
in a unit than intended) are leading determinants of COVID infection rates. As
such, the studies distinguish between density and overcrowding and their
relationship to COVID infection rates.
Ellen Hannan
• Question: Why did the State make unreachable goal for Santa Monica?
• Answer: The City of Santa Monica’s RHNA was determined by SCAG using the
adopted RHNA methodology, which utilizes a number of factors including jobs,
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transit access, household growth, and a social equity adjustment. The details of
SCAG’s adopted RHNA Methodology can be found on SCAG’s website
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/scag-final-rhna-methodology030520.pdf?1602189316
Alexandra Sokol
• Question: Given covid-19, do you think if more businesses opt to stay virtual that
there's potential for office buildings to be turned into housing?
• Answer: City staff will be conducting a feasibility market analysis of housing
production, which will include studying the potential of converting commercial
properties into residential use.
Marc L. Verville
• Question: Why has this state unconstitutional unfunded affordable mandate not
been appealed as the City cannot afford to build 2/3s of the required affordable
units?
• Answer: All of the background information for SCAG’s RHNA methodology is
available on the SCAG website: https://scag.ca.gov/rhna. The basis of the
RHNA methodology is on several factors including existing unmet need. The
adjustment in Santa Monica’s estimated allocation throughout the RHNA
methodology development was the result of the RHNA subcommittee’s
deliberations. The methodology’s primary emphasis on proximity to jobs, transit,
and high-resource communities meant that cities in Western LA County and
Orange County saw larger allocations with a shift away from the eastern portion
of the SCAG region. City Council did not provide direction to City staff to appeal
the RHNA allocation as the appeal was unlikely to be successful given the
parameters by which appeals can be filed and granted and that the appropriate
forum would be to pursue legislative advocacy since Housing Element law
determines the methodology.
Marc L. Verville
• Question: Will this state mandate speed up the gentrification machine that is
driving out current low income residents?
• Answer: Housing stability is a key tenet of the City’s housing approach. The
Housing Element will include policies and programs addressing housing
preservation and protections for existing tenants. Additionally, the City’s RHNA
mandate of 8,873 units requires that 69% of the units be provided to lower
income residents.
David Yuguchi
• Question: Does the planning department think we need to conduct an EIR for
the prospect of adding 8873 units in 8 years?
• Answer: An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Housing Element Update
will be prepared. The EIR for the Housing Element Update will analyze the
potential environmental effects of the addition of 8,873 units.
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Matthew Stevens
• Question: How does building housing only along the boulevards affirmatively
further fair housing? The boulevards have the most traffic, the most particulate
matter pollution, the most noise pollution, and the most light pollution. Shouldn't
we allow affordable housing in more quiet neighborhoods also?
• Answer: As part of the Housing Element Update process, a Suitable Sites
Inventory will be prepared to identify potential sites where housing development
could be accommodated. While commercial zones are the primary area to start,
this is an iterative process and sites across the City will be reviewed (not just
those on the boulevards). Selection of sites will necessarily include the filter of
State law mandate to affirmatively further fair housing. Additionally, a feasibility
market analysis will be conducted to determine the likelihood of affordable
housing being developed in various areas of the City.
Alyssa Erdley
• Question: How do you create affordable housing? How do you arrange the
financing for it?
• Answer: Affordable housing in Santa Monica is produced primarily through two
tracks: an inclusionary housing program that requires affordable units in
privately-financed market-rate housing projects and through publicly-assisted
100% affordable housing projects. As a data point, based on the City’s
Proposition R reports, approximately 62% of affordable housing units were
produced through the inclusionary housing program with the remainder produced
through public assistance. As a result, achieving RHNA’s allocation of 8,873
units, of which 69% must be at affordable (low income) levels, will require a
combination of public and private investments. City staff will be analyzing
potential incentives to support and encourage the development of affordable
housing to achieve the affordability targets established by SCAG.
Ellen Hannan
• Question: This plan puts all of the low income housing in the lowest income area
of the City. Why isn't it spread out into other areas? Smaller unit north of Wilshire
could be redeveloped.
• Answer: As part of the Housing Element Update process, a Suitable Sites
Inventory will be prepared to identify potential sites where housing development
could be accommodated. While commercial zones are the primary area to start,
this is an iterative process and sites across the City will be reviewed (not just
those on the boulevards). Selection of sites will necessarily include the filter of
State law mandate to affirmatively further fair housing. Additionally, a feasibility
market analysis will be conducted to determine the likelihood of affordable
housing being developed in various areas of the City.
Marc L. Verville
• Question: What are the actual cost or other penalties for noncompliance with the
RHNA / SCAG allocations?

134

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

•

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

Answer: In the 2019 legislative session, AB 101 was enacted, which further
expands the State’s toolkit to hold cities accountable for housing element
compliance. The legislation requires the Attorney General to bring any suit for
violation related to housing element compliance and request that the court issue
an order or judgment directing a violating jurisdiction to bring its housing element
into substantial compliance and requiring the court to retain jurisdiction to ensure
that an order or judgment to bring a housing element into compliance is carried
out and impose fines. Other repercussions for noncompliance include limited
access to state funding where eligibility for funding is contingent on the
jurisdiction having a substantially compliant housing element. To incentivize and
reward local governments that have adopted compliant and effective Housing
Elements, several housing, community development and infrastructure funding
programs include Housing Element compliance as a rating and ranking or
threshold requirement. Some of the programs that consider Housing Element
certification in their criteria are listed below:
o Infill Incentive Grant (IIG) Program
o Multifamily Housing Program
o Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program
o SB1 Sustainable Communities grants
o SB2 Planning grants
o Cal Recycle
o Water Resources Control Board
Funding programs that are currently used by the City are the Affordable Housing
and Sustainable Communities Program, SB1 grants, SB2 grants, LEAP grant,
Cal Recycle, and Water Resources Control Board.
An additional consequence of failure to comply is erosion of local land use
control, as established in SB35. On April 1 of each year, every jurisdiction in
California must submit an Annual Progress Report (APR) to HCD that reports on
housing metrics form the prior calendar year including total units permitted,
number of affordable units, and units approved. This information is used to
determine whether certain thresholds in SB35 are triggered. If a jurisdiction has
not met its lower and above-moderate income housing targets, developments
including at least 10% or 50% affordability, respectively, are entitled to a
streamlined approval process provided they meet certain conditions. Santa
Monica is one of 28 cities in California that is not currently subject to SB35’s
streamlining provisions. If Santa Monica cannot meet its RHNA targets in any of
the upcoming annual reporting periods, then SB35’s streamlining provisions will
be triggered.

Alyssa Erdley
• Question: Can you expand on and further explain how one addresses the
"affirmatively furthering fair housing"?
• Answer: Assembly Bill 686 mandates that the Suitable Sites Inventory of
Housing Elements will affirmatively further fair housing. “Affirmatively furthering
fair housing” means taking meaningful actions, in addition to combating
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discrimination, that overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive
communities free from barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on
protected characteristics. For example, concentrating affordable housing in one
area of the City would conflict with the mandate of affirmatively furthering fair
housing.
Ann Hoover
• Question: Why did City not appeal the 8873 RHNA for 2021-2029 cycle,
particularly given the prospect of penalties if City does not make "meaningful
progress" towards that goal? 8873 is a number incompatible with both the
General Plan and the LUCE.
• Answer: All of the background information for SCAG’s RHNA methodology is
available on the SCAG website: https://scag.ca.gov/rhna. The basis of the
RHNA methodology is on several factors including existing unmet need. The
adjustment in Santa Monica’s estimated allocation throughout the RHNA
methodology development was the result of the RHNA subcommittee’s
deliberations. The methodology’s primary emphasis on proximity to jobs, transit,
and high-resource communities meant that cities in Western LA County and
Orange County saw larger allocations with a shift away from the eastern portion
of the SCAG region. City Council did not provide direction to City staff to appeal
the RHNA allocation as the appeal was unlikely to be successful given the
parameters by which appeals can be filed and granted and that the appropriate
forum would be to pursue legislative advocacy since Housing Element law
determines the methodology.
Elizabeth Van Denburgh
• Question: How did the City do in achieving the five goals of the 2013-2021
Housing Element? What were the targets and the actuals against those targets?
• Answer: An assessment of the City’s progress in achieving the 2013-2021
Housing Element Goals will be included in the 6th Cycle Housing Element
Update. The City also submits Annual Progress Reports(APR) on the Housing
Element to HCD. The APR is available on the HCD website here:
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/housing-element/index.shtml
(click on the drop down menu for “Annual Progress Reports”).
Elizabeth Van Denburgh
• Question: Sorry. How did we do with all the goals of the 2013-2021 Housing
element for ALL goals outlined.?
• Answer: An assessment of the City’s progress in achieving the 2013-2021
Housing Element Goals will be included in the 6th Cycle Housing Element
Update. The City also submits Annual Progress Reports(APR) on the Housing
Element to HCD. The APR is available on the HCD website here:
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/housing-element/index.shtml
(click on the drop down menu for “Annual Progress Reports”).
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Ellen Hannan
• Question: Why isn't there a goal for individual ownership of an apartment or
condo conversions?
• Answer: The City will consider this suggested goal as part of the Housing
Element update.
Alyssa Erdley
• Question: Why didn't the city appeal the RHNA number from SCAG?
• Answer: All of the background information for SCAG’s RHNA methodology is
available on the SCAG website: https://scag.ca.gov/rhna. The basis of the
RHNA methodology is on several factors including existing unmet need. The
adjustment in Santa Monica’s estimated allocation throughout the RHNA
methodology development was the result of the RHNA subcommittee’s
deliberations. The methodology’s primary emphasis on proximity to jobs, transit,
and high-resource communities meant that cities in Western LA County and
Orange County saw larger allocations with a shift away from the eastern portion
of the SCAG region. City Council did not provide direction to City staff to appeal
the RHNA allocation as the appeal was unlikely to be successful given the
parameters by which appeals can be filed and granted and that the appropriate
forum would be to pursue legislative advocacy since Housing Element law
determines the methodology.
Marc L. Verville
• Question: How do those potential noncompliance cost penalties compare to the
City’s required infrastructure costs increases of parks, police, fire, new schools,
water system, power supply, traffic gridlock etc.?
• Answer: In addition to the loss of State funding for a variety of programs cost
penalties for a non-compliant Housing Element per Government Code Section
65585 are as follows:
o An initial penalty of between $10,000 and $100,000 per month, if within 12
months of the order, the city or county does not comply.
o

o

Triple the initial penalty, if within three months of the imposition of the first
penalty, the city or county does not comply.
Six times the initial penalty, if within six months of the imposition of the first
penalty, the city or county does not comply. The court may also appoint a
receiver with all powers necessary to bring the city or county into
substantial compliance.

The EIR for the Housing Element Update will identify the potential need for
increases in public services and upgrades in infrastructure. Costs for any
potential increases in public services and upgrades are not yet known.
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Elizabeth Van Denburgh
• Question: Are ADUs and Junior ADU included in housing unit counting? Please
describe further whatever the answer is.
• Answer: The State allows ADUs and JADUs to count as progress towards the
RHNA pursuant to Government Code Section 65400. Per HCD, a City’s Housing
Element could count up to five times the number of ADUs and JADUs permitted
in past years.
David Yuguchi
• Question: How many housing developments in SM have been built that are
100% affordable? How many units?
• Answer: There are 4,562 affordable housing units in the City as of June 2019
(most recent data available). This does not include all long-term rent-controlled
units that have been occupied since before 1999, which are still affordable or
units occupied by households with rental housing vouchers [although some may
already be accounted for in the number above].
Alyssa Erdley
• Question: Do you know how many of the city's current housing units are
occupied and how many vacant?
• Answer: Based on the State’s Department of Finance 2019 housing estimates,
City currently has an 8.6% vacancy rate. However, this data includes vacant
units include vacation/seasonal homes, secondary homes, units undergoing
remodeling/rehabilitation, units sold but not occupied, and vacant units available
for sale/rent. Vacancy data from the Census’ bureau American Communities
Survey indicate that 2019 vacancy rates for rental units is 2.5% and for
homeowner units is 2.2%. As indicated in the table below, the majority of these
vacant units are for seasonal, recreational use.
Vacant Units by Type
Total:
For rent
Rented, not occupied
For sale
Sold, not occupied
Seasonal
For migrant workers

2019
5815
823
344
302
159
1174
0

ACS 5-Year 2019 estimates

Tricia Crane
• Question: According to the Embarcadero Institute think tank, Senate Bill 828
passed in 2018 and double-counted how much housing is needed in the state
and yet it is now law. Many cities have appealed the housing allocations (not
Santa Monica). Can the new Council decide to sue instead of plan 8800 new
units?
• Answer: The City acknowledges that there is an on-going discussion at the
regional level about the allocation given to the Southern California region.
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Notwithstanding this discussion, the City is required under State law to adopt a
Housing Element Update by October 15, 2021 that demonstrates the City has the
plan, policies, and land available to accommodate for its RHNA allocation .
Elizabeth Van Denburgh
• Question: What is the status of the Suitable Sites Inventory be completed?
When can I get a copy of that?
• Answer: The Suitable Sites Inventory has not been completed and is in process.
City staff conducted a study session with the Planning Commission and City
Council on December 9 and 15, 2020, respectively, regarding the preliminary
factors and methodology for the SSI.
Ellen Hannan
• Question: Why isn't there a specific goal for stability of housing for long term
families and seniors?
• Answer: The City will consider this suggested goal as part of the Housing
Element update.
Marc L. Verville
• Question: Why was SM not directly represented in the SCAG process? Is not
the SCAG allocation in effect a massive form of taxation without representation?
• Answer: All jurisdictions within the SCAG region were invited to participate in
the RHNA process and City staff attended all RHNA subcommittee meetings to
follow the process. The SCAG Regional Council is an 86-member governing
board representing six counties and 191 cities. Santa Monica is represented on
the Regional Council through the Westside Cities Council of Governments.
Marc L. Verville
• Question: Why is the questionnaire not controlled for residents only? And How is
this questionnaire going to provide statistically valid information?
• Answer: The public outreach program for the Housing Element Update seeks to
be inclusive of the housing needs of all people, including residents and nonresidents. The Housing Element Update will address the housing demands of not
just those who are living in the City, but also those who desire to live in the City
such as workers in the City.
Mike Soloff
• Question: Thank you for doing this. Is your PowerPoint available on the
website?
• Answer: PowerPoint presentation for this Housing Element Update Webinar has
been posted on the City’s Housing Element Update website.
Ann Hoover
• Question: Santa Monica has over-produced housing in both of the last RHNA
cycles - why do we need to produce any more housing, except at the very
affordable level?
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Answer: SCAG determines the City’s RHNA, which is allocated among all
income levels, including market-rate housing. It should be noted that
approximately 70% of Santa Monica’s allocation is affordable housing. Market
rate housing projects are an important source of affordable units (they have
produced 62% of all affordable units) and are required to provide on-site or offsite affordable housing in accordance with the Affordable Housing Production
Program requirements.

Alexandra Sokol
• Question: Who is doing your environmental impact study?
• Answer: The Housing Element Update EIR will be prepared by Wood LLC.
Tricia Crane
• Question: Residents lobbied Council to appeal like other cities did. We never
heard any public discussion of this option. Why not?
• Answer: All of the background information for SCAG’s RHNA methodology is
available on the SCAG website: https://scag.ca.gov/rhna. The basis of the
RHNA methodology is on several factors including existing unmet need. The
adjustment in Santa Monica’s estimated allocation throughout the RHNA
methodology development was the result of the RHNA subcommittee’s
deliberations. The methodology’s primary emphasis on proximity to jobs, transit,
and high-resource communities meant that cities in Western LA County and
Orange County saw larger allocations with a shift away from the eastern portion
of the SCAG region. City Council did not provide direction to City staff to appeal
the RHNA allocation as the appeal was unlikely to be successful given the
parameters by which appeals can be filed and granted and that the appropriate
forum would be to pursue legislative advocacy since Housing Element law
determines the methodology.
Tricia Crane
• Question: Given that the state data is being challenged, should Santa Monica now with a new City Council - reconsider this project to pursue an unreasonable
plan?
• Answer: The Housing Element Update is required by State law. Failure to
prepare a Housing Element and have a certified Housing Element by October 15,
2021 could result in penalties, loss of funding, and loss of local control.
Ann Greenspun
• Question: Can we obtain the presentation slides?
• Answer: The PowerPoint presentation for this webinar has been posted on the
City’s Housing Element Update website.
Ann Greenspun
• Question: With a new city council, do you anticipate any change in RHNA
numbers?
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Answer: RHNA numbers for cities are determined by SCAG, and not at the local
level by the City.

Nancy Coleman
• Question: If Santa Monica is to use 70% of the 8800 for affordable housing how
is the city, who relies on private developers whose goal is not affordable but to
get as much as possible how will this be achieved?
• Answer: Achieving RHNA’s allocation of 8,873 units, of which 69% must be at
low income levels, will require a combination of public and private investments.
City staff will be analyzing potential incentives to support and encourage the
development of affordable housing to achieve the affordability targets established
by SCAG.
Ann Greenspun
• Question: What are the traffic projections?
• Answer: An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Housing Element Update
will be prepared. In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act
requirements, the EIR will study the vehicle miles traveled associated with the
production of up to 8,873 units in the City.
Elizabeth Lerer
• Question: Why didn't city staff ask residents if THEY wanted to challenge the
RHNA numbers?
• Answer: All of the background information for SCAG’s RHNA methodology is
available on the SCAG website: https://scag.ca.gov/rhna. The basis of the
RHNA methodology is on several factors including existing unmet need. The
adjustment in Santa Monica’s estimated allocation throughout the RHNA
methodology development was the result of the RHNA subcommittee’s
deliberations. The methodology’s primary emphasis on proximity to jobs, transit,
and high-resource communities meant that cities in Western LA County and
Orange County saw larger allocations with a shift away from the eastern portion
of the SCAG region. The draft RHNA was presented to the City Council in a
study session on December 10, 2019. City Council did not provide direction to
City staff to appeal the RHNA allocation as the appeal was unlikely to be
successful given the parameters by which appeals can be filed and granted and
that the appropriate forum would be to pursue legislative advocacy since Housing
Element law determines the methodology.
Mario Fonda-Bonardi
• Question: The source of the 8874 unit number is an artificial construct. There is
no solid basis for this number as it came from a 4 year old New York study. Why
do we need to accept this bogus methodology? For example, our number jumped
in Nov 2019 it increased magically 88% (4229 units) with no justification
• Answer: Based on SCAG’s Adopted RHNA methodology, SCAG has determined
that Santa Monica’s RHNA for the 2021-2029 Housing Element Update will be
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8,873 units. State law requires that the City prepares a Housing Element Update
that can accommodate the RHNA.
Ann Greenspun
• Question: Are any of you involved with the organization, Livable California?
Quality of life issues
• Answer: This question appears to be posed to other webinar participants. No
answer is necessary.
Ann Greenspun
• Question: Projection: How will telecommuting change building in the area, both
residential and commercial?
• Answer: The effects of telecommuting on commercial and residential
development are currently unknown. However, preliminary studies and data
indicate that the housing market remains strong even during the COVID19
pandemic. In addition, there are entire sectors of Santa Monica’s economy,
particularly in essential service functions such as healthcare, education, retail,
and other services where teleworking is not a viable long-term option and as a
result, there will continue to be a demand for housing to serve those workers.
Elizabeth Lerer
• Question: What are the fines for not meeting numbers?
• Answer: In addition to the loss of State funding for a variety of programs cost
penalties for a non-compliant Housing Element per Government Code Section
65585 are as follows:
o An initial penalty of between $10,000 and $100,000 per month, if within 12
months of the order, the city or county does not comply.
o

o

Triple the initial penalty, if within three months of the imposition of the first
penalty, the city or county does not comply.
Six times the initial penalty, if within six months of the imposition of the first
penalty, the city or county does not comply. The court may also appoint a
receiver with all powers necessary to bring the city or county into
substantial compliance.

Tricia Crane
• Question: Can Planning recommend to Council that we consult with the
Embarcadero Institute think tank before waste valuable staff energies and public
process? Other cities are challenging this meaningless and impossible housing
goals with NO funds from the state to build them?
• Answer: The City acknowledges that there is an on-going discussion at the
regional level about the allocation given to the Southern California region.
Notwithstanding this discussion, the City is required under State law to adopt a
Housing Element Update by October 15, 2021 that demonstrates the City has the
plan, policies, and land available to accommodate for its RHNA allocation .
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Ann Greenspun
• Question: Can you describe the height, apartment size of the proposed
buildings? Do we have enough open space to accommodate families?
• Answer: The Housing Element Update does not propose the construction of
housing buildings (therefore, there are no heights and sizes of proposed
buildings); rather the Housing Element Update must include the identification of
sites, policies, programs, and regulatory framework necessary to accommodate
for the potential development of housing units in accordance with the RHNA.
Mario Fonda-Bonardi
• Question: What is the relative cost of the penalties if we don't build 8800 units
compared to the actual infrastructure costs of schools, parks, police, water
supply, energy production etc. of those same units? We will have horrible
increases of public expense for a problem we did not create.
• Answer: In addition to the loss of State funding for a variety of programs, the
cost penalties for a non-compliant Housing Element per Government Code
Section 65585 are as follows:
o An initial penalty of between $10,000 and $100,000 per month, if within 12
months of the order, the city or county does not comply.
o Triple the initial penalty, if within three months of the imposition of the first
penalty, the city or county does not comply.
Six times the initial penalty, if within six months of the imposition of the first
penalty, the city or county does not comply. The court may also appoint a
receiver with all powers necessary to bring the city or county into
substantial compliance.
The EIR for the Housing Element Update will identify the potential need for
increases in public services and upgrades in infrastructure. Costs for any
potential increases in public services and upgrades are not yet known.
o

Ann Hoover
• Question: What specific advocacy is the City engaged in at the State level,
either to support the State's goals or to try and keep SM's RHNA #s more
reasonable in light of our realistic capacity (i.e., City is already built out)?
• Answer: State law requires that the City prepares a Housing Element Update
that can accommodate the RHNA. While there is no longer an opportunity to
appeal Santa Monica’s allocation, housing element law recognizes that the
RHNA allocation may exceed available resources and the community’s ability to
satisfy this need within the content of the general plan requirements.” This is a
process called the Quantified Objective that allows cities to request a more
realistic goal that accounts for other constraints. The Quantified Objective is
requested at the time of submitting the draft Housing Element to HCD. However,
it should be noted that the Quantified Objective is not used as the threshold for
determining the City’s compliance with its certified Housing Element with respect
to funding eligibility and erosion of land use control. The SCAG Regional Council
is also convening a closed session to review the findings of the ad-hoc RHNA
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litigation study team. The City will be monitoring the outcomes of those
discussions.
Ken Kutcher
• Question: If the City looks to past housing production, how will we account for
regulatory changes that have occurred since those prior housing units were
produced?
• Answer: The City is not just looking to past housing production when preparing
the Housing Element Update. New state housing regulations will be incorporated
and considered in the Housing Element Update process. This includes analysis
of potential ADU development, research into housing production policies (such
as density bonuses), as well as the preparation of the Suitable Sites Inventory.
Ann Greenspun
• Question: Yes, telecommuting helps reduce carbon emissions...so we do relook
at all of this?
• Answer: The City’s TDM Ordinance encourages telecommuting as a measure
for reducing vehicle trips and associated carbon emissions.
Elizabeth Lerer
• Question: Why does city staff and specifically the Planning Department
disregard residents?
• Answer: City Staff welcomes and considers all public input received on the
Housing Element Update. Per State Law, the City is required to prepare a
Housing Element Update that demonstrates that the City has the sites, policies,
programs, and regulatory framework necessary to accommodate for the RHNA.
Marc L. Verville
• Question: The RHNA 8,874 allocation is 87% (7,718) units driven by transit only,
not SM organic growth - how can one rail line and bus service drive that huge
increase in the level of build/development?
• Answer: The details of SCAG’s final adopted RHNA Methodology can be found
on SCAG’s website https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/scagfinal-rhna-methodology-030520.pdf?1602189316 As described, SCAG adopted
methodology utilizes a number of factors including jobs, transit access,
household growth, and a social equity adjustment.
Alexandra Sokol
• Question: I am wondering if Rachel can tell us if we'll see this come through to
our Task Force on the Environment as well?
• Answer: Due to the COVID19 pandemic, meetings for commissions that are not
chartered in the Santa Monica Municipal Code have been suspended. However,
members of the Task Force on the Environment are encouraged to participate
and provide comments in the various outreach events that City staff are
conducting.
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Ann Greenspun
• Question: Should we incentivize telecommuting?
• Answer: The City’s TDM Ordinance encourages telecommuting as a measure
for reducing vehicle trips.
Perry
• Question: Can Santa Monica exceed our RHNA? As an environmentallyconscious city, we should do everything we can to get more neighbors in our
walkable, transit-rich community.
• Answer: The Housing Element Update will establish the framework for achieving
the RHNA. Nothing in the Housing Element Update will preclude the City from
exceeding the RHNA.
Marc L. Verville
• Question: Why are we not assessing the infrastructure capability to determine
how many units we can actually accommodate before committing to the number
of units?
• Answer: Per State Law, the City is required to prepare a Housing Element
Update that demonstrates that the City has the sites, policies, programs, and
regulatory framework necessary to accommodate for the RHNA. Infrastructure
capacity to accommodate the potential buildout of 8,873 units will be analyzed in
the Housing Element EIR.
Ann Greenspun
• Question: Have residents been involved in the process before your presentation
today?
• Answer: Public outreach for the Housing Element Update was launched in
August 2020. The webinar is the first of a series of public outreach efforts for the
Housing Element Update.
Ann Greenspun
• Question: Where can I find the answers to my questions?
• Answer: Answers to the questions asked during this webinar have been posted.
Ann Greenspun
• Question: I would like you to post FAQ's...
• Answer: FAQ’s regarding the Housing Element Update can be found on the
Housing Element website: https://www.santamonica.gov/housing-elementupdate-FAQ. Questions and answers from this webinar have also been posted.
Mario Fonda-Bonardi
• Question: Our numbers are out of scale to our actual needs. Long Beach who
has the same freeway and light rail relationship as we do they got 5.34%
obligation while we got 9.57% in relation to our population. Why? SCAG is just
playing with the numbers again no credibility.
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Answer: The City of Santa Monica’s RHNA is based on SCAG’s adopted RHNA
methodology, which utilizes a number of factors including jobs, transit access,
household growth, and a social equity adjustment. The details of SCAG’s
adopted RHNA Methodology can be found on SCAG’s website
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/scag-final-rhna-methodology030520.pdf?1602189316.

Ellen Hannan
• Question: What type of state funding could we lose? What type of state funding
do we get now?
• Answer: In the 2019 legislative session, AB 101 was enacted, which further
expands the State’s toolkit to hold cities accountable for housing element
compliance. The legislation requires the Attorney General to bring any suit for
violation related to housing element compliance and request that the court issue
an order or judgment directing a violating jurisdiction to bring its housing element
into substantial compliance and requiring the court to retain jurisdiction to ensure
that an order or judgment to bring a housing element into compliance is carried
out and impose fines. Other repercussions for noncompliance include limited
access to state funding where eligibility for funding is contingent on the
jurisdiction having a substantially compliant housing element. To incentivize and
reward local governments that have adopted compliant and effective Housing
Elements, several housing, community development and infrastructure funding
programs include Housing Element compliance as a rating and ranking or
threshold requirement. Some of the programs that consider Housing Element
certification in their criteria are listed below:
 Infill Incentive Grant (IIG) Program
 Multifamily Housing Program
 Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program
 SB1 Sustainable Communities grants
 SB2 Planning grants
 Cal Recycle
 Water Resources Control Board
Funding programs that are currently used by the City are the Affordable Housing
and Sustainable Communities Program, SB1 grants, SB2 grants, LEAP grant,
Cal Recycle, and Water Resources Control Board.
Ann Greenspun
• Question: I would like examples of some of your proposals...much of it is
technical....
• Answer: Unknown as to what “proposals” this question is referring to.
Elizabeth Lerer
• Question: The entire survey should be available to view without having to
answer the questions.
• Answer: Upon request, the survey can be provided in PDF format to view in its
entirety. Please contact HousingUpdate@smgov.net for a copy.
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Alexandra Sokol
• Questions: Thanks All
• Answer: Thank you.
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EVENT NAME
Housing Element Webinar
EVENT DATE: THURSDAY, 12 NOVEMBER, 2020 ‐ 07:30 PM to 08:30 PM
EVENT BY: CITY PLANNING

CONFERENCE

Asked, but not posted (Waiting for approval) Questions
[07:32 PM]
crubin asked : Hi all, thanks for the presentation!
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[07:43 PM]
crubin asked : Could you share a bit about the housing goals for other westside
cities and to what extent Santa Monica is coordinating with Culver City, Beverly
Hills, Malibu, WeHo, Inglewood etc?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[07:43 PM]
Ann Hoover asked : How many units are already in the Planning Department pipeline
such that they will receive their building permits at a time that will count
towards the new (2021‐2029) cycle?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[07:44 PM]
Ann Hoover asked : Are the last cycle's numbers posted somewhere online?
(2013‐2021)?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[07:45 PM]
Ann Hoover asked : What is the current vacancy rate of apartment/condo rental
housing in the City? Some estimates say 4,000.
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[07:46 PM]
Ann Hoover asked : Does the Planning Department believe SM should still try to
build housing in all categories or just in Very, Low, and Moderate categories?
(i.e., Affordable Housing).
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[07:47 PM]
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Ann Hoover asked : What might this much added density and heights do to fire
safety?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[07:47 PM]
Ann Hoover asked : How does this much more development square with our police and
fire resources, our water resources and infrastructure, and energy supplies and
infrastructure?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[07:49 PM]
Ann Hoover asked : What about all of the trees that will likely be cut down to
achieve even some progress towards the 8873 goal? How does that square with Urban
Forest goals, green goals, etc.?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[07:50 PM]
Ann Hoover asked : We are a notably park‐poor City ‐ only 1.4 acres per 1000
residents, where LA has about 3.5 acres/1000 and national recommendation for health
and wellness is 5+ acres. How will City build additional park space to serve the
needs of this significant infusion of residents?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[07:52 PM]
Ann Hoover asked : We hear a lot about a jobs‐housing imbalance in our City. Has
City considered asking employers to survey employees to ask questions about (1)
where do they currently live if not in SM, (2) do they want to move to SM, (3) what
size home would they want, (4) what could they afford?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[07:54 PM]
Ann Hoover asked : Does Planning Dept have a perspective ‐ aside from State
mandates ‐ about where you see SM falling on the continuum between being a
Barcelona vs. staying more of a Stars Hollow?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[07:55 PM]
Ann Hoover asked : What about noise pollution and air quality issues? I've lived by
construction every year of my life in SM and it is crazy‐making. Should we aim to
foist this level (aiming to build 8873 units in 8 years) of noise and air pollution
on the community?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply
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[07:57 PM]
Ann Hoover asked : Has the Planning Department explored assertions by groups like
Livable California, the Embarcadero Institute, etc. that the State's numbers are
artificially inflated and involved double‐counting and that actual demand in next
cycle is about $1.1M rather than $3.1M? So that SM's # would be lower.
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[07:59 PM]
Ann Hoover asked : If vacancy rate in SM now IS 4000, would the 8873 # be lowered
by 4000? So the target for next cycle should be more like 4873?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[08:00 PM]
Arlene Hopkins asked : Community Wealth: How does this advance / foster /
cultivate household wealth through property (including multi‐family) ownership,
local small business? How does this keep wealth within our community rather that
facilitate wealth extraction?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[08:02 PM]
Cathy Karol‐Crowther asked : are the new recent apartment building that went up
along Lincoln, 5th and 6th and broadway full? the units are very small, they are
called family but are tiny tiny
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[08:06 PM]
Arlene Hopkins asked : New Housing Model: Protect land in a network of
community‐owned nonprofit land trusts with property improvements held in
resident‐owned, limited‐equity community cooperatives. The cooperatives pay ground
rent to the land trusts. The wealth‐building accrues to the residents. Eg:
LA EcoVillage.
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[08:06 PM]
Ann Hoover asked : What is Planning Department's perspective on Growth generally ‐
both economic and dramatic growth in housing stock? Is this sustainable and good
for the planet? Growth and sustainability seem to be in direct conflict,, no?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[08:06 PM]
Michael asked : Did the 2013‐2021 Element have a target or state requirement for
number of units to add? How many units have been added in this period?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply
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[08:07 PM]
Ann Hoover asked : Does Planning Department agree that rehabilitation / reuse of
existing buildings is often significantly more "green" than building new, i.e.,
involves creating a much lower carbon footprint?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[08:09 PM]
Arlene Hopkins asked : Social Capital: How protect / conserve / foster social
capital? We need life‐long friendships and social networks to persist, grow and
for relationships to deepen and age well. There is a need for community culture to
flourish and deepen over multi‐generations. Same neighbors, better neighborhoods
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[08:10 PM]
Ann Hoover asked : What is Planning Dept's perspective on proposed upzoning in the
State, such as was attempted with SB50?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[08:11 PM]
Macrina asked : is there a program to help low to moderate income families purchase
property in Santa Monica?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[08:17 PM]
Ann Hoover asked : For me, the priority is very affordable housing as that is where
production has fallen short since 2008. We have more market rate and luxury than
we need. If we want to maintain economic diversity, affordable should be the
focus. How will GS/GSH revenues help?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[08:17 PM]
Arlene Hopkins asked : How can we create community land trusts such as the Dudley
Street Neighbors ‐‐ https://www.dsni.org/ ?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[08:18 PM]
Julia asked : In terms of coliving style houses. Could that be zoned in R2 areas,
instead of being limited to commercial like a hostel would be? How would it count
towards "unit" requirement for the city. Can each room count as a unit if it's a
different person?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply
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[08:18 PM]
Arlene Hopkins asked : How can we engage with the California Community Land Trust
Network (https://www.cacltnetwork.org/) for our community to bring authentic,
resident‐oriented new housing models?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[08:19 PM]
Matt Stauffer asked : What happens if the city does not meet either the target
housing unit number or the deadline for approving the housing element?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[08:20 PM]
Arlene Hopkins asked : How can we engage with the LA Tenants Union please?
https://medium.com/@LATenantsUnion/affordable‐housing‐is‐a‐scam‐9a4c43ba8149
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[08:21 PM]
Benjamin jtg asked : Do all cities need to provide ~70% affordable units or was
this the choice of Santa Monica?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[08:23 PM]
Ann Hoover asked : I thought the EXPO was going to solve transit issues and make it
easier to get to work in SM; but NOW we have to actually build homes here. What
gives? We do so much and it's neve enough?!!
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[08:24 PM]
Christine E Parra asked : What was the metrics used to determine the RHNA number of
housing units required?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[08:27 PM]
Benjamin jtg asked : In order to build all this housing, will we plan on increasing
development FAR, height and unit counts?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[08:27 PM]
Ann Hoover asked : Why is it OK for State to mandate such a huge RHNA, which has
the potential to completely change the character of and life in our City?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply
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[08:29 PM]
Karen Melick asked : Why didn’t Santa Monica contest the high RINA allocation
number like some other Cities?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[08:30 PM]
Ann Hoover asked : THank you!
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply
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EVENT NAME
Housing Element Webinar
EVENT DATE: SATURDAY, 14 NOVEMBER, 2020 ‐ 10:30 AM to 11:30 AM
EVENT BY: CITY PLANNING

CONFERENCE

Asked, but not posted (Waiting for approval) Questions
[10:32 AM]
Jonathan Louis Mann asked : what is the blue jeans account?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[10:35 AM]
Faustino Garza asked : Will we have an opportunity to provide input into the RHNA
mandate?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[10:36 AM]
Jonathan Louis Mann asked : What developments have been approved by the Council
since July and are in the queue?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[10:37 AM]
Jonathan Louis Mann asked : What low‐income housing projects have been completed
recently and how do I apply?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[10:40 AM]
Peter Lahr asked : what is the cost of non compliance ‐ % of budget/yr ‐ given
~8800 housing units ‐ that equates to ~ 20% population increase in population
based on 2 occupants per 8800 units ?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[10:42 AM]
Faustino Garza asked : Is it too late for Santa Monica still appeal its RHNA
allocation?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[10:50 AM]
Leslie Lambert asked : How are conflicts between the Housing Element projected
densities and the LUCE/ZO resolved?
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0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[10:51 AM]
Peter Lahr asked : What is our current vacancies rates ‐ How many units are current
unsold and or vacant ?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[10:51 AM]
Leslie Lambert asked : What will be discussed at the December 10 EIR scoping
session?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[10:54 AM]
Leslie Lambert asked : Is only new construction counted toward meeting RHNA goals?
Do adaptive reuse of commercial buildings or acquisition/rehab units count?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[10:56 AM]
Peter Lahr asked : What % of affordable housing to total housing was built over the
last 8 years. My understanding is the City had a problem with getting affordable
housing built ‐ due to lack of interest from builders
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:01 AM]
Jonathan Louis Mann asked : What is being done to remove people from CCSM housing
who no longer qualify based on income?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:03 AM]
Faustino Garza asked : our city already is overcrowded with too much traffic
congestion and stress on our infrastructure. how can we avoid further building?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:07 AM]
Mike Feinstein asked : Can you provide the multiplier used to the base RHNA
numbers, that apply to the jobs/housing balance and/or the total jobs number? I
would like to calculate how much difference the Water Garden development meant to
our current RHNA numbers.
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:07 AM]
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Natalya Zernitskaya asked : How many housing units do surrounding cities need to
plan for according to RHNA?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:14 AM]
Natalya Zernitskaya asked : How can we take into consideration the history of
redlining in Santa Monica neighborhoods to encourage equitable creation of new
housing in areas that have historically been off‐limits to many Santa Monicans?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:15 AM]
Zina Josephs asked : Why should Santa Monica accept regional SCAG allotment numbers
that are based on a 2016 statewide study that is no longer relevant?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:16 AM]
Zina Josephs asked : how Why didn't the City of Santa Monica join the 50 cities
that appealed their allocations, knowing that if their appeals are successful,
their allotments will be added to ours?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:17 AM]
Zina Josephs asked : How many existing affordable units will have to be demolished
to build 8,800 new housing units?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:18 AM]
Peter Lahr asked : How do we as a city ‐meet the increase in demand on our Water
supply. Infrastructure demand will increase on all City provided services ‐
Has
a cost analysis been done to determine the increase in cost to the city with the
subsequent increase in population?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:19 AM]
Mike Feinstein asked : How will members of the Technical Working Groups be chosen?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:19 AM]
Natalya Zernitskaya asked : How can the City ensure that all of the housing units
planned for in this update are able to get built?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply
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[11:20 AM]
Natalya Zernitskaya asked : What barriers to new housing have been eliminated or
reduced, and what other barriers do we still need to address?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:20 AM]
Mercedes Finkelstein asked : What does being part of the Technical team involve?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:21 AM]
Natalya Zernitskaya asked : What percentage of land do renter‐occupied versus
owner‐occupied units take up in the city?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:21 AM]
Natalya Zernitskaya asked : Cities like Minneapolis have eliminated single family
zoning (which does not eliminate single family homes). How can we do this here?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:22 AM]
Natalya Zernitskaya asked : How is the city ensuring the growth strategy and land
use decisions are centering equity?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:22 AM]
Natalya Zernitskaya asked : Has the city considered establishing minimum density
requirements to promote full utilization of multifamily‐zoned sites?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:22 AM]
Miguel asked : Is targeted upzoning being considered to provide higher density in
some parts of the City?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:22 AM]
Natalya Zernitskaya asked : Is the city exploring strategically increasing housing
opportunity in lower‐density areas?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:23 AM]
Dolores Sloan asked : A viewing of the development on Lincoln shows little if no
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relief from box‐like walls of buildings overhanging swarming Lincoln Blvd. What
can we do to in meeting this high goal of production and giving evaluation over to
administrative approval, with no ARB input, to prevent this?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:23 AM]
Natalya Zernitskaya asked : Is the city exploring the use of public land for
affordable housing?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:23 AM]
Natalya Zernitskaya asked : How is the city connecting the housing element to the
creation of community amenities such as day care, open space, and grocery stores?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:24 AM]
Natalya Zernitskaya asked : How is the city considering sustainability in
construction materials and housing construction
How will the city promote and expand new housing models that can provide options
for a range of household sizes and configurations?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:26 AM]
Natalya Zernitskaya asked : How will the city plan for increased capacity to
realistically meet our housing needs?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:27 AM]
Peter Lahr asked : What loss of local control?
the local zones laws ?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

‐

What like height constrains in

[11:27 AM]
Natalya Zernitskaya asked : How is the city locating new sources of affordable
housing financing & funding?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:29 AM]
Natalya Zernitskaya asked : Is the city considering how to facilitate missing
middle housing options? What are concrete actions we can take as a community to
address these?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply
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[11:30 AM]
Natalya Zernitskaya asked : Will the city utilize the website to advertise new
affordable unit availability?
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply

[11:30 AM]
Jonathan Louis Mann asked : How will I know if my questions are answered
0 upvote | 0 answer | 0 reply
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D. November 18, 2020 – Planning Commission Housing
Element Study session
Housing Element Update: Introductory study session on the Housing Element
progress, schedule, and public outreach and possible nomination of Planning
Commissioner(s) to serve on the Housing Element Update Technical Working
Groups.
Attachment: Planning Commission PowerPoint Presentation
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Agenda for PC Study Session
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Planning Commission Introductory Study Session
Housing Element Update
November 18, 2020

1

Overview of the State Mandated Housing Element Update
Review of the 2013-2021 Housing Element
Santa Monica Context for Updating the Housing Element
Santa Monica’s RHNA and Suitable Sites Inventory
6th Cycle RHNA Process
Approach to Housing Priorities
Process and Timeline
Discussion

2

1
What is the Housing Element?

3

The Housing Element

The Housing Element

Other Housing Plans
• 2020-2024 Consolidated Plan – Approved August 2020

General Plan

Housing Element is a Mandatory State Requirement
• Established in 1969

•

• State Department of Housing and Community Development
(HCD) mandates that each jurisdiction does their part in
planning for their community’s housing needs every 8 years
• Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
represents 6 counties and 191 cities including Santa Monica

Housing Element

• Allocates the region’s housing need as determined by HCD to all
cities within the region

LUCE

Historic Preservation

Conservation

Safety

Open Space

5

Expand & Improve Public Infrastructure & Facilities

•

Preserve & Develop Affordable Housing

•

Public Services & Quality of Life Improvements for LMI and
Special Needs Populations

•

Economic Development Opportunities

•

Provide Assistance of Homelessness Services and Shelters

•

Fair Housing

•

•

Develops strategies to reduce barriers to housing access

• 2017 Housing Package

Increasing housing costs

•

• SB35 – streamlining
• Changes to Housing
Element law
• Fines for violations of HAA

Statewide median home cost is 2x the national
median (California Association of Realtors)

Housing shortage due to imbalance between
supply & demand

•

Estimated shortage of 3 million units (Legislative Analysts

•

Estimated 1.3 million low-income renter
households need affordable homes (California Housing

• 2018 Housing Legislation

Office)

• Changes to RHNA process
to be more objective
• Add Affirmatively
Furthering Fair Housing

Partnership)

•

8

•

Housing Legislation – Focus Areas

Declared Statewide Housing Crisis

• Programs implement the stated policies

Identifies fair housing issues

Noise

The Housing Crisis

Ensure that the City plans for the housing needs of
the community.
Components:
• Housing Needs Assessment and Characteristics
• Identifying Barriers to Market Rate and Affordable
Housing Development
• Evaluate Progress from Past 8 Years
• Identify sites that can accommodate housing
needs
• Goals, Policies, and Actions (Programs)

•

6

Why Update the Housing Element?

7

•

• Assessment of Fair Housing – Approved April 2020

• State can impose penalties (fines or withhold funding) for failing
to plan for housing needs

4

Details how federal funding will be spent on priority needs

Inequitable cost burden across income bands

•

8 in 10 low income households spent upwards of
50% of income on housing (California Budget and Policy Center)

9

Streamlining
Strengthening
Housing
Accountability
Act

Affordable
Housing
Funding

Remove Local
Barriers to
Housing
Production

Tenant
Protections
ADUs

Housing Legislation

Housing Legislation

Production & Preservation Actions mandated
by changes in 2019 State law

2020 has continued the trend…

Housing Legislation - SB, AB, Local IZO Timelines
2019

• Further attempts at encouraging
housing development

• SB330 (sunsets 1/1/25)
• Streamlining housing approvals
• Limits number of hearings on housing projects
• Ban on downzoning, housing moratoriums, and
non-objective design standards, and limits on
permits issued

2020

2021

2022

• Clarifications to SB330
• Process refinements for ADUs
• Changes to density bonus law: higher
bonuses, lower thresholds to qualify

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2021‐2029 Housing Element (6th Cycle)
SB 35 (2017 ‐ Ongoing)
SB 330 (2020‐2025)

• Density Bonuses for 100% Affordable Housing
(AB1763)

AB 1763 (2020 ‐ Ongoing)

• Accessory Dwelling Units (AB68, AB881, SB13)

IZO 2645 CCS
Exp 12/31/2021

SB 35 – By‐Right Approval Processing
SB 330 – Application Streamlining, Downzoning Prohibited
AB 1763 – Density Bonus for 100% Affordable Housing Projects
IZO 2645 (CCS)‐ Process Thresholds
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2013-2021 RHNA
1,674 Units allocated to Santa Monica for the 5th Cycle Housing Element

2

13

•

3,702 Unit Capacity on
Suitable Sites

•

10 Sites Completed, in
Construction

•

13 Planning Approved

•

2 Undergone TI for
Commercial Use

•

56 Remaining
Undeveloped Sites
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Quantified
Objective

Very Low
Income
(0-50% AMI)

428

297

Low Income
(51-80% AMI)

263

263

Moderate
Income
(81-120% AMI)

283

111

Above
Moderate
(>120% AMI)

700

700

TOTAL

1 674

1 371

Santa Monica’s Growth Strategy
• Guides Development to 2030
• Transit-Oriented Mixed-Use: ”complete
neighborhoods”

58%
Affordable
(974 units)

14

Map of 5th Cycle Suitable Sites
81 Suitable Sites

RHNA
Allocation

Income Category

Review of 2013-2021 Housing Element

•

Land Use and Circulation Element

• Continued Commitment to Affordable Housing
• Maintain Character of Residential Neighborhoods
• Area & Specific Plans to coordinate Public and Private
Investment and achieve Long-Term Goals

• Principles guided the 2013-2021 SSI

15

2013-2021 Housing Element Review

What is our Progress to Date (2013-September 2020)

Housing Element Goals
•

Goal 1.0: Construction of New Housing that is High Quality, Sustainable,
Compatible with the Surrounding Neighborhood and offers Opportunities
for Active Living.

•

Goal 2.0: Housing Production for all Income Categories including
Housing for the Community’s Workforce.

•

•

•

17

Example of Action: Maintain Affordable Housing Production Program
(Housing Division)

Goal 3.0: Protection of the Existing Supply of Affordable Housing.
•

These suitable sites were certified by HCD
in the 2013-2021 Housing Element.

Example of Action: Update the Zoning Ordinance (City Planning)
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Example of Action: Facilitate the Conservation of At-Risk Housing
(Housing Division)

Take the Online
Questionnaire to
give your feedback
on these goals!

2013-2021 Housing Element Review
Housing Element Goals
• Goal 4.0: Rehabilitation and continued maintenance of
the existing housing stock.
•

Take the Online
Questionnaire to
give your feedback
on these goals!

Example of Action: Maintain a Low Income Residential Repair Program
(Housing Division; Housing Authority)

• Goal 5.0: Provision of housing assistance and supportive
services to extremely low, very low-, low-, and moderateincome households and households with special needs.
•

Example of Action: Maintain Rental Housing Voucher Program
(Housing Authority)
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2013-2021 Housing Element Review
Housing Element Goals
• Goal 6.0: Elimination of discrimination in the rental or sale
of housing on the basis of race, religion, national origin,
sex, sexual preference, age, disability, family status, aids,
or other such characteristics.
•

Take the Online
Questionnaire to
give your feedback
on these goals!

Example of Action: Maintain Fair Housing Programs
(City Attorney's Office)

Santa Monica’s Housing: Facts & Trends

• Goal 7.0: Active participation of citizens, community
groups, and governmental agencies in housing, community
development and neighborhood safety activities
•

Example of Action: Provide Residential Neighborhood Safety
Program (Police)

20

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica

21

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica
Santa Monica has approximately 52,000 housing
units with more than 77% as multifamily

22

3

23

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica
Over the past 20 years single-family units have remained relatively
stable while multifamily housing has increased by approximately 12%

24

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica

4
Planning for Santa Monica’s Housing

25

26

27

How is Housing Need Determined?

RHNA Methodology Objectives

Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA)

5 Required Objectives (Gov’t Code Section 65584)
1.

Increasing the housing supply and mix of housing types, tenure, and affordability in
all jurisdictions within the region in an equitable manner

1. The State determines the number of units needed in
California for an 8-year cycle
2. This number (aka RHNA) is divided amongst regions of
the State
3. Santa Monica is located in the Southern California region,
which divides the number among cities
4. Cities must demonstrate that RHNA allocation can be
accommodated over 8-year cycle

2.

Promoting infill development and socioeconomic equity, the protection of
environmental and agricultural resources, the encouragement of efficient
development patterns, and the achievement of the region’s greenhouse gas
reduction targets

3.

Promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing

4.

Allocating a lower proportion of housing need to an income category when a
jurisdiction already has a disproportionately high share of households in that
income category

5.

Affirmatively furthering fair housing, meaning taking meaningful actions in addition
to combating discrimination that overcome patterns of segregation and foster
inclusive communities free from barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on
protective characteristics

28

RHNA Allocation Methodology As Adopted by SCAG March 5, 2020
Social
Equity
Adjustment

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) allocated
Santa Monica 8,873 units, more than 5 times the number in the prior cycle

31

Population
Proximity to
Transit

Future
vacancy need

Share of Jobs

2021-2029 RHNA

• Large allocation to Santa Monica (~ 8,800
units)
• ~70% at lower incomes
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Income Category
Very Low Income
(0‐50% AMI)

RHNA
Allocation
2787

Low Income
(51‐80% AMI)

1668

Moderate Income
(81‐120% AMI)

1698

Above Moderate
(>120% AMI)

2720

Comparison to Westside Cities, Other Coastal cities in LA/Orange County,
and Selected cities with similar RHNA allocation
Los Angeles
Long Beach
Glendale
Huntington Beach
Pasadena
Santa Monica
Oxnard
Newport Beach
West Hollywood
Culver City
Beverly Hills
Redondo Beach
Seal Beach
Laguna Niguel
San Clemente
Manhattan Beach
Rancho Palos Verdes
Hermosa Beach
Dana Point
El Segundo
Laguna Beach
Malibu

Potential Suitable Properties
Apply
Realistic
capacity

Determine Housing
Potential

What is its Purpose?
 Enables Santa Monica to determine whether there are
sufficient adequate sites to accommodate the RHNA
by income category.

Policy and
Zoning
Changes as
needed to
Meet RHNA

Westside Council of Governments Cities

Development Trends
 Rate of redevelopment of similar properties in City.

Market Conditions
 Evaluate market conditions on redevelopment; plays a vital role in
understanding likelihood of housing projects instead of commercial
development

Availability of Incentives
 Financial assistance, streamline processing, concessions,
flexible development standards.

Final Suitable Sites Inventory
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VLI
LI
MI
AMI
Total RHNA % Affordable
115680
68593
74936 196368
455577
57%
7123
4038
4149
11130
26440
58%
3430
2158
2244
5561
13393
58%
3652
2179
2303
5203
13337
61%
2740
1659
1562
3447
9408
63%
2787
1668
1698
2720
8873
69%
1835
1068
1535
4090
8528
52%
1453
928
1048
1405
4834
71%
1063
687
681
1493
3924
62%
1105
603
559
1066
3333
68%
1005
678
601
812
3096
74%
933
507
489
554
2483
78%
257
201
238
543
1239
56%
347
201
223
433
1204
64%
281
163
187
347
978
65%
322
164
155
132
773
83%
253
139
125
121
638
81%
231
127
105
93
556
83%
147
84
101
198
530
63%
189
88
83
131
491
73%
117
80
79
117
393
70%
27
19
17
15
78
81%

SSI | Other Things to Consider…
Filter using factors
such as existing
constraints/site
characteristics

 City Inventory of Properties with Residential Development Potential.

Affirmatively
Further Fair
Housing

Added by
AB1771 in 2018
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City Land Use Inventory

What is the Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI)?

Units
allocated
into
income
categorie
s

How does our RHNA compare to other cities?

SSI Methodology

Identifying Eligible Housing Sites Through The
Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI) + ADUs

Reallocate needs
from low resource
to high resource
cities within same
county

Account for
disproportionate
geographic
concentration of
each income
category

Total
RHNA
Allocation

30

What is Our RHNA?

How Do We Achieve our RHNA?

Projected
household
growth

Replacement
need

29

What is Our RHNA?

34

What Factors Affect RHNA?

36

SSI | Other Things to Consider…

SSI : New Requirements
What’s Different? More Challenging Criteria

Site Considerations for Affordable Housing

•

 Proximity to transit, high performing schools, jobs,
amenities (parks + services), and health care

•

Strict definition of “vacant” = potential for fewer qualifying sites

•

May only include non-vacant sites with realistic development potential

•

Presumption that existing uses are an impediment on non-vacant sites

•

Recycling of sites from prior Housing Elements

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
 Taking meaningful actions that overcome patterns of
segregation and fosters inclusive communities free from
barriers and address significant disparities in housing
needs and in access to opportunity.

•

“Do More With Less”
•

More “teeth” that Housing Elements result in
actual production and not just paper

•

ADUs count toward RHNA allocations, but
local governments must provide an analysis
of anticipated affordability levels

•

No Net Loss of residential unit capacity [Govt.
Code Section 65863(c)(1)]
•

•

Must continuously monitor capacity for
total number of units and at each income
level

RHNA

Suitable
Sites

May result in upzoning sites to satisfy
RHNA

No more expedited approval by HCD of

40

Limitations on use of non-vacant land/sites identified in prior Housing Elements

Limitations on assigning units capacity to sites (cannot be presumed to
accommodate maximum density permitted)

39

•

March 2020: Final RHNA Methodology adopted

•

September 2020: Draft RHNA Allocation Received

•

September 11 – October 26: Appeal Period
•

All appeals are available on the SCAG website:
http://www.scag.ca.gov/programs/Pages/6th-CycleRHNA-Appeals-Filed.aspx

•

Deadline for comments is December 10, 2020

•

January 10, 2021: Appeal Hearings heard by RHNA Appeals
Board (RHNA Subcommittee)

•

Any successful appeals will be reallocated back to each
county

•

Existing Zoning or General Plan land use restrictions
Any local ordinance, voter-approved measure or
standard that limits the number of residential permits

•

Prior underproduction of housing

•

Stable population growth

• Bases for appeal have been narrowed (Gov’t
Code Section 65584.05)
Appeals shall state why the revision is necessary to
further the intent of the 5 required RHNA objectives

•

Appeals must be consistent with the development
pattern in SCS

•

Failure to apply adopted final methodology

•

Failure to consider local planning factors and information
affirmatively furthering fair housing

•

Changed circumstances

42

• Process to request more realistic goal that
accounts for other constraints
• Request at time of submitting draft to HCD
for review
• Recognizes allocation “may exceed
available resources and the community’s
ability to satisfy this need within the content
of the general plan requirements”

44

•

• Appeals limited to:

Quantified Objective

• SCAG cannot grant appeal on the basis of any of
the following
•

RHNA Appeals Process

February 4, 2021: Final RHNA Allocation

41

•

The 6th Cycle RHNA Process

If developer agrees to 20% lower income inclusionary, by-right development
must be allowed

RHNA Timeline

RHNA Appeals Process

43

Substantial evidence to demonstrate existing use is likely to be discontinued

•

38

Implications of New Requirements

•

•

•

37

5

New restrictions added by AB1397 (2017 Housing Package)

Implications of Non-Compliance
• Must adopt the Housing Element Update by October 15,
2021
• Out of compliance if not adopted by then
• If not adopted within 120 days then must prepare an
update every 4 years
• Submit to HCD --> 90 days to certify as compliant/noncompliant
• Failure to comply can result in:
• Penalties and fines ($10-100K per month)
• Withhold important grant funding affecting: Housing
programs, Infrastructure, Water resources, Planning
grants
• Erosion of local land use control (e.g. SB35)

45

Santa Monica’s Housing Priorities:
Production & Preservation

Implications of Non-Compliance
• How is compliance with RHNA determined?
•

Based on building permits issued with each Annual Progress Report
(every April)

• APR Reporting Process
•
•
•

•

Due April 1 Each Year
Reporting Period: January 1 to December 31st of previous year
Data Inputs:
• Total Units, Number of Affordable Units (by affordability
category), Units Approved, Units Disapproved, Units Demolished
• Based on: Applications received and deemed complete (New in
2018, from AB 879), Entitlements, Building Permits Issued, C of
Os
Other Trackers in the APR:
• Progress Towards Housing Element Programs

46

• Stabilize existing housing stock

6

• Rent Control
• No net loss

• Support 100% Affordable Housing

• Plan for RHNA consistent with LUCE growth
strategy
• Support housing around Expo Stations and on
commercial boulevards

47

• Production:

Remove
ELI 5%
from AHPP

Corporate
Housing
Analysis

• Streamlined administrative approval for all
code-compliant housing projects citywide
• Implemented 2019 changes in State housing
law

Prop. R

State
Housing
Bills

Displacement
and
Gentrification

Adjustments
and Analysis

HOUSING
IN SANTA
MONICA

New
Housing
Models

Rent
Control

• Preservation: New leasing regulations for
rental units

• Data Updates and Public Input for Housing Needs
Assessment
• Suitable Sites Inventory Process

• Preliminary sites analysis based on factors such as vacancy,
underutilized sites, land use patterns, and recent development
• Apply new Housing Element law that affects eligible sites and
calculating capacity of each site

• Research and Policy Formulation

• Changes to State Density Bonus Law
• New Housing Models (e.g. coliving)
• Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)

• Require all leases to be at least 1 year
• Leased to natural persons intended to be their
primary residence
• Units leased unfurnished

2021
Housing
Element
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Phase II: Work Towards Certified Housing Element

• Density bonuses for 100% affordable housing
• Streamlining approvals
• Further removal of barriers to ADU production

Policy and
Requirements

6th Cycle
RHNA
AHPP
Study

48

Phase I Immediate Actions

Santa Monica’s Housing Approach
Housing
Production
Tracking

• Process and development incentives

Santa Monica’s Approach to Housing

50
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Housing Element Update Timeline

Phase II: Work Towards Certified Housing Element
• Conduct Feasibility Analysis to understand likelihood of
housing projects instead of commercial development and to
maximize inclusionary housing

7

• Account for effects of COVID-19

• Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

• Initial Public Input available until December 31, 2020

Process and Timeline

52
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Process
What’s Happened So Far?
• Week of November 9: Introductory Public Webinars
• Over 100 attendees at 3 webinars
• Questions posted on website and will be answered
• Call for Technical Working Group participation
• EIR Notice of Preparation published
What’s Next?
• November/December 2020: Gathering Initial Public Input and Launching
Technical Working Groups
• November 18 - Planning Commission Introductory Study Session
• December 9 – Planning Commission Study Session
• December 10 – EIR Scoping Session
• December 15 - City Council Study Session

Process
What’s Coming Up?
• December/January 2021: Suitable Sites Inventory Development and Review of
Goals and Policies
• Public engagement
• Study sessions with the Planning Commission and Council
• March 2021: Potential Concepts for Review
• Public engagement on setting goals, policies, and actions.
• Study sessions with Planning Commission and Council
• June 2021: Draft Housing Element and Draft EIR
• Public review of draft
• Study sessions with Planning Commission and Council

Get Involved!
Contact Us!
Also for translation
and non-digital information
HousingUpdate@smgov.net

Sign up to receive notifications!

www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-update

Take the Housing Questionnaire –
Available until December 11!
https://bit.ly/2IpkK4h
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Lend Your Expertise & Stay Involved!
Call for Participants for Technical Working Groups –
Sign up by November 25
www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-update
• Housing Production
•
•
•
•

Review Prior Goals & Policies for Effectiveness
Feedback on Feasibility Analysis Assumptions
Identifying Barriers to Production & Possible Innovations
Technical Group suggestions on Housing Production.

• Housing Stability & Preservation
•
•
•
•
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Review Prior Goals & Policies
Assessment Effectiveness of Prior Programs
Revise Programs or Suggest New Programs
Technical Group suggestions on Housing Stability.

57

Questions for Discussion
Commission feedback on Outreach Program
Commission feedback on Proposed Scope of Study
1. What are the priority housing issues in Santa Monica?
2. Are there any specific groups we should target new
housing for?
3. What housing types would the Commission be most
interested in seeing in Santa Monica?
4. What are policy areas we should explore in the update?
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City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

E. December 3, 2020 – Housing Production TWG #1
First session of the Housing Production Technical Working Group. Review of prior
goals, policies, and programs for effectiveness. To view the recordings, click the
links below:
Main Discussion: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bqivjlsMI5U
Breakout #1: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vKF8Cibspm0
Breakout #2: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8S1kxCIRyuA
Breakout #3: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XN89bWj24Q8

Attachments: PowerPoint Presentation, Summary of Discussion
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Agenda

Breakout Groups

1. Welcome/Housekeeping & Staff Introductions (10 mins)
2. Participant Introductions (20 mins)
3. Staff Presentation (15 mins)

Technical Working Group: Housing Production
Housing Element Update
December 3, 2020

Bluejeans Basics

Video
on/off

View
meeting
attendees

Mic
on/off

Chat with
group

Share
screen
Hang
up

Use
during
breakout

Resolve
technical
issues

a. Purpose of the Housing Production Technical Working Group
b. Review of the 2013-2021 Housing Element Goals, Objectives,
Programs

4. Breakout Discussions (45 minutes)
5. Summary of Breakout Discussions & Big Group Exercise (20
mins)
6. Conclusion & Next Steps (10 mins)

• You will be randomly assigned to a breakout
group facilitated by staff
• 45 minutes
• 3 Exercises

• Exercise #1: Review of Goals and Policies
• Exercise #2: What New Ideas Should the Housing
Element Update Address?
• Exercise #3: What Data Points and Sources Are
Needed to Inform Housing Production?

How To Comment

Requesting to Speak

USING “CHAT”
• Click on Chat
button
• Type message in
the box at bottom

USING “RAISE HANDS”
• To maintain orderly
discussion, when you want to
speak during a discussion
please click on “Raise Hand”
• You will be called upon by the
moderator in order
• Use this function during
breakout and big group
discussion

When you see
this icon, please
feel free to note
your thoughts in
the chat

Expectations for Participation

Discussion Rules

• Attend all meetings
• Share information with your network
• Avoid multi-tasking and other electronic
distractions

• Choose Civility - Disagree
respectfully

1

• Make space for others - Mute unless
you are speaking

Welcome & Introductions

Project Team
Project Lead
City Planning

Working Group Introductions
Support From
City Attorney
Housing Division
Rent Control Board

Team E-mail
HousingUpdate@smgov.net

• Name
• Affiliation / Organization (if any)
• Background
• Your Interest in Being in the Production Working Group

2
Purpose of Technical Working Group

More Information
www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-update

Purpose

Production Components of Housing Element

Production Discussion Topics

• Providing technical input and direction related to housing
production for the 2021-2029 Housing Element Update

Overall Goal: Ensure that the City plans for the
housing needs of the community.
Components:
• Housing Needs Assessment and
Characteristics
• Goals, Policies, and Actions (Programs)

• Identify barriers and constraints
• Tools to maximize affordable housing
• Housing types
• Role of public land
• Equitable distribution of new housing
• Options for where new housing growth
would be best located
• Housing/Construction innovations

Increase Housing
Production

Maximize
Affordable Housing

Innovations for
Housing Production

• Programs implement the stated policies

• Identifying Barriers to Market Rate and
Affordable Housing Development
• Evaluate Progress from Past 8 Years
• Identify sites that can accommodate housing
needs

Land Use and Circulation Element
Santa Monica’s Growth Strategy

3

• Guides Development to 2030
• Transit-Oriented Mixed-Use: ”complete
neighborhoods”
• Continued Commitment to Affordable Housing

Santa Monica’s Approach to Housing

• Maintain Character of Residential Neighborhoods
• Area & Specific Plans to coordinate Public and Private
Investment and achieve Long-Term Goals

• Principles guided the 2013-2021 Suitable Sites
Inventory

What are other
possible discussion
topics?

2013-2021 RHNA
1,674 Units allocated to Santa Monica for the 5th Cycle Housing Element
RHNA
Allocation

Quantified
Objective

Very Low
Income
(0-50% AMI)

428

297

Low Income
(51-80% AMI)

263

263

Moderate
Income
(81-120% AMI)

283

111

Above
Moderate
(>120% AMI)

700

700

TOTAL

1 674

1 371

Income Category

58%
Affordable
(974 units)

2013-2021 Housing Element Review

What is our Progress to Date (2013-September 2020)

Housing Element Goals

4

• Goal 1.0: Construction of New Housing that is High Quality, Sustainable,
Compatible with the Surrounding Neighborhood and offers Opportunities
for Active Living.
•

Review of 2013-2021 Housing Element

Example of Action: Update the Zoning Ordinance (City Planning)

• Goal 2.0: Housing Production for all Income Categories including
Housing for the Community’s Workforce.
•

Example of Action: Maintain Affordable Housing Production Program
(Housing Division)

• Goal 3.0: Protection of the Existing Supply of Affordable Housing.
•

2013-2021 Housing Element Review
Housing Element Goals
• Goal 4.0: Rehabilitation and continued maintenance of
the existing housing stock.
• Example of Action: Maintain a Low Income Residential Repair Program
(Housing Division; Housing Authority)

• Goal 5.0: Provision of housing assistance and supportive
services to extremely low, very low-, low-, and moderateincome households and households with special needs.
• Example of Action: Maintain Rental Housing Voucher Program
(Housing Authority)

2013-2021 Housing Element Review
Housing Element Goals

Breakout Groups
• You will be randomly assigned to a breakout
group facilitated by staff
• 45 minutes
• 3 Exercises

• Goal 6.0: Elimination of discrimination in the rental or sale
of housing on the basis of race, religion, national origin,
sex, sexual preference, age, disability, family status, aids,
or other such characteristics.

• Exercise #1: Review of Goals and Policies
• Exercise #2: What New Ideas Should the Housing
Element Update Address?
• Exercise #3: What Data Points and Sources Are
Needed to Inform Housing Production?

• Example of Action: Maintain Fair Housing Programs
(City Attorney's Office)

• Goal 7.0: Active participation of citizens, community
groups, and governmental agencies in housing, community
development and neighborhood safety activities
• Example of Action: Provide Residential Neighborhood Safety
Program (Police)

Reporting Back & Group Discussion
• Summary of Exercise results from each
group
• Big group ranking and discussion of the
housing issues to be explored

Example of Action: Facilitate the Conservation of At-Risk Housing
(Housing Division)

Next Meeting
• Date and Time

• December 17
• Time – 10-12 or 2:30-4:30?

5

• Preliminary Sites Analysis & Review of Factors
to consider in Feasibility Analysis

Next Steps

• Summary of this session and recording will be
posted on website
• Homework before next session

• Review Planning Commission presentation for
December 9

Next Meeting
Thank You!
Any follow-up? Please contact
HousingUpdate@smgov.net

Appendix A - Outreach Summary
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Housing production Technical Working Group #1, Breakout Session
December 3, 2020
Housing Production, First Session
The first meeting of the Housing Production Technical Working Group (TWG) took place on December 3,
2020. A total of 44 community members signed up for the Housing Production TWG. The session started
off with an introduction from staff, followed by an introduction by each of the TWG participants. Staff
then gave a brief presentation on the purpose of the Production TWG and a review of the goals,
objectives, and programs of the 2013 – 2021 Housing Element. Following the presentation, the
Production TWG broke out into small groups for a breakout session.
Breakout Session Re-Cap
The TWG members broke into three breakout groups of about 10-15 members each. Each breakout
group had two assigned staff members, one acting as moderator and the other as note taker. The
breakout groups were allotted 45 minutes to go over three different exercises focusing on:
1. A review of the 2013-2021 Housing Element production focuses goals;
2. An idea sprint to collect and rate the top new ideas and issues to be considered for the
upcoming Housing Element;
3. New data points to be considered and researched.
The breakout groups all had substantive conversations around the goals, so by the end of the 45
minutes no group made it to the second or third exercise. Below is a re-cap of the points raised for
exercise #1 for all three breakout groups:
Exercise #1 Re-Cap
For the first exercise, the TWG members reviewed the three housing production goals from the 20132021 Housing Element. Each member of the breakout groups voted on whether they agreed with each
goal. Following the vote, the moderator led a discussion on why there was disagreement and what
additional considerations should be made for each goal. The three production related goals are:
1. Construction of new housing that is high quality, sustainable, compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood and offers opportunities for active living.
2. Housing production for all income categories including housing for the community’s workforce.
7. Active participation of citizens, community groups, and governmental agencies in housing,
community development and neighborhood safety activities.
Team #1
Moderator: Jing Yeo
Note Taker: Cary Fukui
Goal #1: Construction of new housing that is high quality, sustainable, compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood and offers opportunities for active living.
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Votes: Notes:
6/9
• Need more context of existing conditions and impacts. Would be helpful to discuss after
the EIR is complete.
• A lot of this is subjective- sustainable, compatible, active living. Need precise definitions for
this goal.
• Although compatibility is subjective, during DRP, compatibility is well defined in the ZO.
Goal #2: Housing production for all income categories including housing for the community’s workforce.
Votes: Notes:
• Need more information and data to make these decisions, for example, pipeline projects
3/9
that will count towards 6th Cycle RHNA, associated infrastructure for housing units.
• Map of projects that will count towards 6th Cycle by next TWG session.
• Prop R/I account for inclusionary housing.
o Compliance monitoring income eligibility should be a separate report than Prop
R/I reports.
• Process design issue: Evaluate baseline environmental conditions and baseline concerns
from the community before setting goals for the Housing Element. Rethink the process.
Complete environmental analysis prior to goal setting.
o Carrying capacity, assessment of resources
Goal #7: Active participation of citizens, community groups, and governmental agencies in housing,
community development and neighborhood safety activities.
Votes: Notes:
• Due to time restraints and a lengthy discussion by team members, Goal #7 was not fully
6/9
discussed.

Additional Comments:
- General concern with the process for completing the Housing Element:
o It is difficult to set the goals for the Housing Element without baseline data on existing
conditions, future projections/trends, and environmental impacts.
- The team had questions about the specific legal consequences of not meeting RHNA
o Loss of local land use controls;
o Fees and fines;
o Additional streamlining.
- Circularity of the Housing Element Process:
o Use data points and metrics from the previous housing element cycles (1 through 4) to
assess the outcomes of each goal and policy. Data driven assessment of the success of
previous cycle goals to carry over into the 6th Cycle element.
o The success of the Housing Element relies on the success of the programs and
implementation actions, since the plan does not actually build new units
- RHNA process has been in review and discussion for two years and an appeal is unlikely.
Meeting RHNA means providing opportunity for all and quality affordable housing production.
We need more units.
Challenging RHNA:
o How to challenge RHNA to make the 6th Cycle an achievable process?
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6th Cycle RHNA is not feasible without resources from the state, especially with a
high affordability requirement.
o RHNA should consider local, regional, and statewide regional resources. High RHNA puts
pressure on limited resources.
Quantified Objectives is typically lower than the RHNA allocation and accounts for these
conditions. Although state law that measures compliance uses RHNA, not quantified objectives.
There is a group responsibility to look at these data and research gaps that are being discussed.
RHNA does not have requirements for building ownership units. If this is a concern or goal for
the City then it should be incorporated into goals, policies, and actions.
What existing pipeline projects will count towards the next RHNA? What is this number? Where
are these units?
Income Eligibility: ensure that the affordable and special housing built is occupied by the
demographics that they are intended for.


-

Team #2
Moderator: Ross Fehrman
Note Taker: Rachel Kwok
Goal #1: Construction of new housing that is high quality, sustainable, compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood and offers opportunities for active living.
Notes:
Votes: • Where does this cost come from? Infrastructure increase; impacts on schools, public
all
services, etc; who finances it?
• Opportunity to increase affordable housing; if city delinks it from inclusionary housing;
costly since it increases prices affordable housing; don’t penalize but encourage off-site
affordable housing; financing options available tax credits, developer in lieu fees, bonds, for
offsite housing; don’t restrict 0.5 mile requirement (but with some parameters); will get
more affordable housing
• No mix requirements - Requirements for 2-3 bedroom units family units on boulevards is
obstacle;
• Meeting RHNA should be a goal
• Update needs to include an analysis of sustainable number of units
• Like menu of options; let developers choose – some may want to do it onsite or offsite;
developers should be talked to see what works well and what doesn’t; incentives for
moderate housing – no financing tools; gaping hole in moderate income
• Realistically population change will happen – need programs how residents will be
productive once housing is constructed;
• Have affordable housing developers and market developers work together; unit mix waiver;
2-3 units are being used as co-living; roommates rather than families; mix use requirements
not providing the quantity of studios and 1 bedrooms demanded by market; will get more
units; will also get more affordable housing
•
Goal #2: Housing production for all income categories including housing for the community’s workforce.
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Votes: Notes:
all
• Rezone to increase housing: Take a look at how things are zoned, make sure we are
moving towards objective of providing housing for everyone and everyone who wants
to live here; especially in boulevards, and downtown; reassess how things are zoned;
provide higher densities for development of housing
• Construction of housing for all, not just for low income ; people with seniors, disabilities
and other difficulties; need to reach out to those people; focus on special needs housing
for seniors and disabilities
• Rezone to account for High Land Cost: land costs are high; need to allow for more
density; recognize differing opinions; without upzoning, the creation of affordable
housing without subsidizing is impossible;
• ARB Review process is too long: taking longer and more capricious; also costly to
development and complex
• Streamline approval process :
• Look at other housing: ADUs and adaptive reuse; housing that is occupied not like ones
in DT which have high vacancy rates; consider public ownership housing: will City
consider public ownership
• Need more equity: “compatible with the surrounding neighborhood” may be racially
charged; use terms like neighborhoods of opportunities and equity
• Economic and affordability of infrastructure need to be considered: upzone along with
downzoning; adaptive reuse of commercial properties in question; ADU’s -9000 SF units
in City; downzoning the corridors to increase density; majority of boulevards is one
story commercial buildings- turn these into community centers, terraced 2-3 stories;
costs should be figured in
• 3 major things to address: form of building – unit sizes, quality architecture, relationship
b/t height and FAR; , cost of affordable housing minimize cost of building it; offsiting it
or subsidizing; permitting process – each project is unique and zoning code is too strict
; must be completely compliant to be AA, more discretion to allow small modifications
• Land is expensive – need to add density; as land is upzoned it gets more expensive –
how do we account for that; affordable housing is expensive also due to time of process;
ARB for example; agree with sustainability – incentivize production of that
• Word high quality and compatibility is ambiguous – provide definition; for “accessibility
and ; agree to racially charged terms of compatibility; problematic to just build on
boulevards – sensitive to community – step down or landscaped buffers
Goal #7: Active participation of citizens, community groups, and governmental agencies in housing,
community development and neighborhood safety activities.
Votes: Notes:
10/13 • Disagree: goal should not be done unless true equitable representation of residents; many
community outreach magnifies privilege view points and not those adversely affected like
homeless and low income; must be done with true representation; gold standard is random
sampling of community members; voices of people displaced, low income and
homelessness should be involved;
• Low income people consists of disabilities, seniors, displaced people, and we need to
include group with those that represented and tell personal story;
• So many people involved in review – too many cooks in the kitchen; we have so many
requirements – people bring issues that are already required; or issues are common sense;
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Team #3
Moderator: Steve Mizokami
Note Taker: Roxanne Tanemori
Goal #1: Construction of new housing that is high quality, sustainable, compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood and offers opportunities for active living.
Votes: Notes:
Agreed • Current goal is broadly stated and can include a number of concepts that are important.
This goal still reflects community priorities however will need a workable strategy for
housing production (especially affordable units), and some trade-offs will need to be
seriously considered.
• Need to consider redefining ‘compatibility’ with surrounding neighborhood; massing
concepts may need reconsideration in order to accommodate the housing necessary to
meet the RHNA allocation.
• Santa Monica Boulevard generally (10th-20th Streets) – more availability of land for housing
uses (auto row parcels); consider the Mid-City area for upzoning? Owners may be
interested in other types of projects/uses. Wilshire/SMB corridors; 17th Street Expo Station:
How can this immediate area be modified to capitalize on potential housing development
in proximity to this Expo station? (in place of Memorial Park specific plan)
• Reconfigure the Zoning Tier system; can more incentives be put in place for developers
who are pursuing housing with greater sustainability and affordability – more incentives
for all housing projects not just 100% affordable projects.
• Current Zoning: reevaluate the Tier system, including Tier 3 that was removed in most
areas – can we reintroduce? Memorial Park Area plan: still need to work on this as the area
is an important area for housing.
• Zoning needs to reflect more allowances for affordable housing.
• How to manage discomfort of some community members re: scale and density of
development. How can more housing be introduced into our residential neighborhoods –
including being more intentional re: SFD zones (inefficient use of land – how to introduce
more housing but manage the concerns re: density and massing/scale).
• Process Streamlining: raise thresholds for discretionary review; HAA dictates
process/discretion to a large extent, therefore consider adjusting our thresholds
accordingly.
• DCP area: revisit the way housing was intended to be incentivized. Has it worked? Look at
data for construction starts and overall city approach for developement standards.
• SB 1818: review consistency with State Density Bonus law.
• Balance is needed and continue to protect existing housing in our residential
neighborhoods – relatively affordable (consider how to promote new housing plus retain
multifamily complexes).
• R1 Zones: can we show how to accommodate housing needs without having to comply
with draconian state mandates. Can our strategy help avoid mandates?
• Boulevards and Bergamot: we haven’t been successful in facilitating housing development
since LUCE; consider housing overlays – targeted upzoning for housing only.
• Learn from mistakes/what’s not working from case examples: former Pen Factory
site/other Wilshire Blvd sites on east end of town where housing projects were proposed
however highly opposed by neighborhoods: instead of housing projects, these sites
resulted in commercial projects in areas where housing would have helped revitalize areas.
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Developers are aware of community pressure/concerns about more housing/density.
Education is needed re: how housing can integrate well into our
community/neighborhoods. Reinforce vision for boulevards – the areas were slated
for/planned for more housing in LUCE.

Goal #2: Housing production for all income categories including housing for the community’s workforce.
Votes: Notes:
Agreed • Objective 2.1: Need to seriously consider reforming/restudying AHPP – in particular the
DCP and the required percentages for various income levels. Maintaining current program
isn’t viable.
• What are the funding streams for affordable housing (AH)? Include finding new ways to
help fund affordable housing.
• Financing for Affordable Housing: tax credit projects are challenging and uncertain. Need
new funding/financing models.
• Developer Feedback: Development schedules are longer: 6+ years to opening; this is not
sustainable.
• Affordable Housing must be incentivized within market-rate projects; use/restudy density
bonus framework.
• Evaluate barriers for developing new Affordable Housing: financing, development
standards, process/timelines. Improve predictability/certainty is needed. More certainty
will create a stable project concept to attract/secure financing and development partners.
• More clarity needed for what our RHNA allocation is comprised of for Affordable Housing
obligation (income levels are critical to financing and overall number of units that can be
produced).
• New sources and structures for financing needed: must develop advocacy plan and
implement at the state level. Maintain focus on changes in TCAC financing.
• Objective 2.4: Public Land: restate to emphasize prioritizing use of public land for
Affordable Housing.
• Don’t forget about new housing models – especially as it relates to producing more
affordability for both developer and residents.
Goal #7: Active participation of citizens, community groups, and governmental agencies in housing,
community development and neighborhood safety activities.
Votes: Notes:
N/A
• Due to time restraints and a lengthy discussion by team members, Goal #7 was not fully
discussed.
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F. December 9, 2020 PC Study Session
Housing Element Update: Study session on the Housing Element Update including
but not limited to progress, schedule public outreach, preliminary sites analysis,
and review of goals and policies.
Attachments: Planning Commission PowerPoint Presentation, Summary of Discussion
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Housing Element Update Timeline

Agenda for PC Study Session
1. Feedback on Community Outreach
2. Feedback on Scope of Study for Housing Element
3. Review of Goals and Policies from 2013-2021 Housing
Element
4. Overview of Approach to Preliminary Sites Analysis
5. Discussion

Planning Commission Study Session #2
Housing Element Update
December 9, 2020

1

2

3

Community Outreach

1

IDEAS + CONCEPTS

Feedback on Community Outreach

Community Outreach
Provide ideas and comments (website,
questionnaire, webinars, study
sessions)
Review and comment on concepts
from the Technical Working Groups

CONCEPTS

4

5

Public Webinars

•
•
•

New Housing
Element Update
website launched in
August
(www.santamonica.gov/housingelement-update)
•
•
•
•

Technical Working Groups

• Survey advertised on-line
on Housing Element website
and Webinars

November 12 Thursday (12 pm)
November 12 Thursday (7 pm)
November 14 Saturday (10 am)

Housing Production (December 3, December 17, other dates TBD)
•
•
•
•

• Includes 11 questions on
housing priorities and prior
Housing Element goals

107 participants

8

Review Prior Goals & Policies for Effectiveness
Feedback on Feasibility Analysis Assumptions
Identifying Barriers to Production & Possible Innovations
Technical Group suggestions on Housing Production.

• Housing Stability & Preservation (December 11, other dates TBD)
•
•
•
•

• Survey available between
early November –
December 11

Public comments and questions
received from webinar posted online

Background Information
FAQ
Updates
Project Schedule

6

Online Questionnaire

3 Identical Introductory
Webinars Held:

7

Planning Commission and City
Council
Ideas from both the Technical
Working Groups and Community
Outreach efforts are reviewed by
the Planning Commission and City
Council.
Technical Working Groups
Use data, expertise to
refine ideas into policies,
actions, and programs

Housing Element Website

9

Review Prior Goals & Policies
Assessment Effectiveness of Prior Programs
Revise Programs or Suggest New Programs
Technical Group suggestions on Housing Stability.

Santa Monica’s Housing Priorities:
Production & Preservation

Planning Commission Study Sessions
Additional Public Feedback Opportunities at Future PC
Study Sessions

• Stabilize existing housing stock

2

• Rent Control
• No net loss

• Release of Draft Suitable Sites Inventory
• Concepts and Options

• Support 100% Affordable Housing

• Process and development incentives

Scope of Study - Housing Element

• Plan for RHNA consistent with LUCE growth
strategy
• Support housing around Expo Stations and on
commercial boulevards

10

11

Questions for Discussion

Scope of Study: Housing Element
• Suitable Sites Inventory Process
Housing Needs
Assessment

Suitable Sites
Inventory

• Preliminary sites analysis based on factors
such as vacancy, underutilized sites, land
use patterns, and recent development
• Apply new Housing Element law that
affects eligible sites and determining
capacity of sites

Housing Goals

Feasibility
Analysis

Housing Policy
Research

• Feasibility Analysis to understand
likelihood of housing projects instead of
commercial development and to
maximize inclusionary housing
• Account for effects of COVID-19

• Housing Policy Formulation
Zoning
Changes
(as necessary)

Housing
Production
Policies

Housing
Preservation
Policies

• Changes to State Density Bonus Law
• New Housing Models (e.g. coliving)
• ADUs

13

Commission feedback on Outreach Program

1. What are policy areas we should explore in the update?
2. Are there any specific groups we should target new
housing for?

• Guides Development to 2030
• Transit-Oriented Mixed-Use: ”complete
neighborhoods”
• Continued Commitment to Affordable Housing
• Maintain Character of Residential Neighborhoods
• Area & Specific Plans to coordinate Public and Private
Investment and achieve Long-Term Goals

• Principles guided the 2013-2021 SSI

Review of 2013-2021 Housing Element

3. What housing types would the Commission be most
interested in seeing in Santa Monica?

14

Santa Monica’s Growth Strategy

3

Commission feedback on Proposed Scope of Study

Land Use and Circulation Element

16

12

15

2013-2021 Housing Element Review

2013-2021 Housing Element Review

Housing Element Goals | Objectives

Housing Element Goals | Objectives

Goal 1.0

Goal 2.0

Construction of New Housing that is High Quality, Sustainable,
Compatible with the Surrounding Neighborhood and offers
Opportunities for Active Living.
1.5 Facilitate Sustainable Housing
 (2017) Water Neutrality Ordinance
 (2019, 2020) Green Building Standards + New
Energy Code

Construction of Housing Production for all Income Categories
including Housing for the Community’s Workforce.

1.6 Facilitate Housing in Transit-Oriented Areas
 BAP + DCP Specific Plans
 (March 2020) Streamline Approvals for Housing
Projects: Process Thresholds

2.6 Special Needs Housing
 (2019) City: $40M to non-profit housing providers for
222 units (5 projects) to all affordability levels,
families seniors persons w/disabilities +

17

2.3 Affordable Housing Finance Programs
 (2016) Measure GSH + GS (1/2-cent sales tax)
 (2019) $8.3 M tax revenue + $1 M from commercial
linkage

18

2013-2021 Housing Element Review

2013-2021 Housing Element Review

2013-2021 Housing Element Review

Housing Element Goals | Objectives

Housing Element Goals | Objectives

Housing Element Goals | Objectives

Goal 3.0

Goal 4.0

Goal 5.0

Protection of the Existing Supply of Affordable Housing.

Rehabilitation and Continued Maintenance of Existing Housing
Stock.
4.1 Low-Income Residential Repair Program

Provision of Housing Assistance and Supportive Services to Extremely
Low, Very-Low, Low, and Moderate-Income Households and
Households with Special Needs.
5.1 Maintain Rental Housing Voucher Programs

3.3 Maintain Tenant Eviction Protection Program
 Rent Control: Ongoing events, seminars, consultation
with owners + tenants on rights under law. Board
monitors evictions
 +/- 13,000 annual inquiries
3.4 Conserve At-Risk Housing (from conversion to
market-rate)
 Westminster, SM Towers: Owner + City + HUD obtained
310 project-based vouchers increasing operating

19

 Acquisition/Rehab of Existing Housing (via House Trust
Funds): 2014-2021: 88 Affordable Units | Total Loans:
$33,154,018
 Rehabilitation of Existing Housing Units: 2014-2021
60 of 95 Affordable Units | Total Grants: $1,655,000
 Disability Community Resource Center (DCRC) 20142021
Home Access Program: 186 Home
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2013-2021 Housing Element Review

 HOME Vouchers: chronically homeless, emergency
service users.
 Intensive case management services.
 (2019) 20 vouchers issued to seniors to prevent
homelessness.
5.6 Facilitate Reduction of the Homeless: Housing
R
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2013-2021 Housing Element Review

Questions for Discussion

Housing Element Goals | Objectives

Housing Element Goals | Objectives

Commission Feedback on Goals and Policies Update

Goal 6.0

Goal 7.0

Elimination of Discrimination in the Rental or Sale of Housing on the Basis
of Race, Religion, National Origin, Sex, Sexual Preference, Age, Disability,
Family Status, Aids, or other such Characteristics.

Active Participation of Citizens, Community Groups, and Governmental
Agencies in Housing, Community Development, and Neighborhood
Safety Activities.
7.1 Maintain Community Notification Program

1. Do the Goals capture the priority housing issues in Santa
Monica?

6.1 Maintain Fair Housing Programs
 Educate landlords about discrimination and ensure
practices meet Fair Housing Laws.
6.2 Tenant/Landlord Mediation + Legal Services
 Continue to support mediation and legal assistance.

22

2. Are there new/revised Goals, Polices or Programs to
consider?

 Workshops, public meetings for community input on
policy development & long-range planning efforts.
Inform public on new development projects.
7.2 Maintain Residential Neighborhood Safety Program
 Neighborhood watch groups, crime prevention,
forums, etc.
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Preliminary Sites Analysis

SSI – General Overview of Methodology
City Land Use Inventory

• “First cut” on approach to identifying
potential sites

4

Filter using factors
such as existing
constraints/site
characteristics

• Follows approach last used in Downtown
Community Plan

Potential Suitable Properties
Apply
Realistic
capacity

• Attempt to identify sites that have highest
probability of turn over

Overview of Preliminary Sites Analysis

Determine Housing
Potential
Policy and
Zoning
Changes as
needed to
Meet RHNA

Final Suitable Sites Inventory

25

26

27

SSI – Identifying Potential Sites
City Land Use Inventory
Filter out: Single Family,
Ocean Park Single
Family, Ocean Park
Duplex, Residential
Mobile Home Zoning
District

Residential Zoned Parcels

SSI – Identifying Potential Sites

Step 1: Identify Commercial Zoned
Parcels & City Owned Properties
• Ensures No Net Loss
• Consistent with Housing
Preservation goals and policies
• Consistent with LUCE
Neighborhood Protection goals
and policies

Commercial Zoned Parcels and City
Owned Properties
Filter properties
based on: Site
Constraints & Other
Known Factors

Filtered Commercial Parcels and City
Properties

Commercial Zoned Parcels and City
Owned Properties

SSI – Identifying Potential Sites
Filtered Commercial Zoned Parcels and
City Owned Properties

Step 2: Consider Factors Affecting
Likelihood of Residential Redevelopment
Site Constraints
• Landmarks
• Affordable Housing & Condos
• Unique land uses (cemetery, hospital,
parks, libraries, etc)
Other Factors
• Approved/Under Construction Projects
• Newer buildings (post 1980)
• High AVR (assessor’s value ratio)

Rank and Review
Commercial and
City Owned Sites

Potential Suitable Properties

Step 3: Site Ranking and Review
Rank Sites according to:
1. Prior SSI properties
2. Downtown Community Plan properties
3. Vacant Lots (very limited in City)
4. Parking Lots
5. Auto Dealership Inventory Lots
6. Recent/active sales
7. Large Sites
8. Development Potential of 20K sf

Review Sites with Consideration to:
• Access to transit, jobs, schools, residential amenities
• Affirmatively furthering fair housing
• Common ownership of adjacent properties
• Potential redevelopment based on similar properties
• If existing uses are impediments to development
• Environmental constraints and existing conditions

28
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SSI : New Requirements
What’s Different? More Challenging Criteria
•

New restrictions added by AB1397 (2017 Housing Package)
•

Strict definition of “vacant” = potential for fewer qualifying sites

•

May only include non-vacant sites with realistic development potential
•

Substantial evidence to demonstrate existing use is likely to be discontinued

•

Limitations on use of non-vacant land/sites identified in prior Housing Elements

•

Presumption that existing uses are an impediment on non-vacant sites

•

Recycling of sites from prior Housing Elements
•

•

30

Questions for Discussion
Commission feedback on Approach to Preliminary Sites Analysis

5

1. Are the factors being considered for the preliminary sites analysis
appropriate?
2. Is the proposed ranking for site eligibility appropriate?

Discussion Questions

If developer agrees to 20% lower income inclusionary, by-right development
must be allowed

Limitations on assigning units capacity to sites (cannot be presumed to
accommodate maximum density permitted)

31

32

Questions for Discussion

33

Questions for Discussion

Questions for Discussion

Commission feedback on Outreach Program

Commission feedback on Goals and Policies Update

Commission feedback on Approach to Preliminary Sites Analysis

Commission feedback on Proposed Scope of Study

1. Do the Goals capture the priority housing issues in Santa
Monica?

1. Are the factors being considered for the preliminary sites analysis
appropriate?

2. Are there new/revised Goals, Polices or Programs to
consider?

2. Is the proposed ranking for site eligibility appropriate?

1. What are policy areas we should explore in the update?
2. Are there any specific groups we should target new
housing for?
3. What housing types would the Commission be most
interested in seeing in Santa Monica?
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Summary of Planning Commission and Rent Control Board
Comments from Study Sessions on Housing Element Update
December 2020
Study sessions were held with both the Planning Commission and Rent Control Board to inform the City
Council’s discussion on the Housing Element Update. The Planning Commission held two study
sessions on the Housing Element Update on November 18 and December 9. At the first Planning
Commission study session, the Housing Element Update framework was introduced with a more
substantive discussion occurring at the second study session. The Rent Control Board held a study
session on December 10. This report provides a summary of comments from both bodies.
Planning Commission Study Session Summary
The Planning Commission was asked to provide comments and feedback on the outreach program,
proposed scope of study for the Housing Element Update, Goals and Policies of the current 2013-2021
Housing Element, and preliminary sites analysis for the Housing Element Update.
Outreach Program
The Commission was generally supportive of the ongoing outreach program for the Update but indicated
that there should be further outreach to:
•

Communities of color

•

Low-income tenants

•

Persons experiencing housing insecurity

•

Persons experiencing homelessness

•

Property owners of large sites to gain better understanding of potential for conversion/addition of
residential vs. new construction

In order to elicit broader survey responses and understanding of the housing needs, the Commission also
provided suggestions on organizations that can expand the outreach network such as faith-based
organizations, non-profit affordable housing providers, and service providers.
The Commission also indicated for staff to consider preparing graphics to explain the nature of housing
construction, housing types, and density that may be discussed when concepts are presented.
Proposed Scope of Study
The Commissioners generally agreed with the policy areas that staff is already pursuing (density bonus,
new housing models, and ADUs) but emphasized that the Update should be tied to economic and
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environmental sustainability policies with a view towards equitable distribution of housing opportunity
across the city. In terms of policy areas for further exploration, there was interest in:
•

Exploring the viability of conversion of existing commercial space to residential use

•

Exploring how to incentivize more ownership units for a diverse spectrum of income levels

•

Incentives for affordable ADUs including fee breaks or tax breaks

•

Concepts for meeting the goal of Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing to address the legacy of
redlining and to ensure that housing growth does not disproportionately impact any one
neighborhood

•

How to produce housing units for the working middle class with an understanding of how to
encourage the financing of moderate-income housing, ideas such as a moderate-income density
bonus, and how to incentivize “missing middle” housing

•

New construction innovations with an emphasis on reducing the construction cost of housing

•

Strategies for alleviating rent burdens on residents

•

Protection of tenants at risk of eviction, including incentives to expiring deed restrictions

•

Funding strategies (e.g. land value tax)

•

Reduction of parking minimums for housing

•

How to ensure that all new buildings are net zero

The Commission indicated general support to prioritize housing for persons experiencing homelessness,
those at greatest risk of becoming homeless, young families most sensitive to pricing adjustments, the
moderate income “hole” for the middle class, and young people raised in Santa Monica but who cannot
afford to move back or continue to live in the City. Building from the policy areas to further explore, the
Commission provided thoughts on potential housing types including modular housing, work force office,
co-housing or other adaptive housing types that provide flexibility to address the changes in ways that
people live over time, and missing middle housing (e.g. townhomes, bungalows, garden apartments) that
limit scale and can allow for more density.
Feedback on 2013-2021 Housing Element Goals and Policies
The Commission reviewed all of the goals from the 2013-2021 Housing Element and evaluated whether
they should be continued forward as part of the 6 th Cycle Housing Element Update. The following is a
summary of the Commission’s thoughts on the modifications to prior goals:
•

Goal 1
o

Concern about use of terms “compatible” and “high quality” as those are subjective terms
that could be used to exclude housing, particularly in neighborhood transition areas

o

Should address adaptive reuse and home ownership in this goal
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Goal should reflect opportunities for active living, connections to transit, safety, and
sustainability

•

Goal 2
o

Should address racial equity, permanent supportive housing for most vulnerable
communities

o
•

Add to the end of the goal, “…those most at risk, affordable, and missing middle”

Goal 3
o

Goal should be re-worded to clarify that it’s intended to address preservation of
covenants for existing deed-restricted housing but also broader goal of preserving other
types of affordable housing (e.g. rent-controlled, those at greatest risk of loss/conversion)

•

Goal 5
o

Goal is very homeless-focused and needs to expand to include support programs for
working families, children, and seniors in addition to including emergency rental
assistance

•

Goal 6
o

Goal should address lower-cost opportunities for ownership through missing middle
housing

o

Goal should also affirmatively further fair housing through equitable zoning such that
there is the opportunity for affordable housing to be located anywhere and to also
understand the neighborhood impact of the varying scales of new housing construction

•

Goal 7
o

Change “citizens” to “residents and stakeholders” in the language of the Goal so that
includes people who work in Santa Monica but don’t live here

o

Goal should capture that the public is informed and engaged on new projects,plans, and
public safety.

Feedback on Preliminary Sites Analysis
The Commission was presented with factors being considered as part of the preliminary analysis of
potential housing sites and proposed ranking of those factors for determining site eligibility. The
Commission indicated that properties on the Historic Resources Inventory should be considered a
possible constraint while priority areas should be Bergamot Area and Downtown in addition to full
consideration of not only City-owned land but properties owned by other public entities such as the
SMMUSD and the State (e.g. DMV). The Commission also indicated that parking lots of faith-based
organizations could be a source of potential housing sites given the typical natural alignment between
their mission and affordable housing.
Rent Control Board Study Session Summary
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The Rent Control Board held a study session on December 10 and similar to the Planning Commission,
were asked for their thoughts on policy areas that should be explored as part of the Housing Element
Update. The Board wanted the Update to look at creative ways to help tenants in high turnover areas
become permanent community members. The Board’s comments emphasized the protection of existing
housing, keeping families in their homes, and prioritized the production of lower income housing (not
moderate income housing), particularly for workers and tenants in the context of economic recovery from
the COVID-19 pandemic. There was concern that with depressed rents, there may be a potential wave of
Ellis Act removals and the need for the City to consider a one-to-one unit replacement. The Board was
also not supportive of allowing medium-term housing, even in new construction, as the more frequent
turnover would result in higher rents overall. In terms of housing types, there was interest in supporting
incentives for the production of affordable ADUs and larger family-sized units while there was significant
concern about allowing smaller units or co-living models in new construction as they may not support a
diverse population.
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G. December 10, 2020 – EIR Scoping Session
Housing Element Update: Study session on the Housing Element Update including
but not limited to progress, schedule, public outreach, preliminary sites analysis,
and review of goals and policies.
Attachment: EIR Scoping Session PowerPoint Presentation
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6th Cycle 2021-2029

Housing Element
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
Public Scoping Meeting
December 10, 2020 at 5:30PM
Virtual Meeting

Ask Questions During the Meeting
Please offer comments or ask questions
Click on the Q&A button
Type Question Here

Welcomes and Introductions
Introductions

• City Staff
• EIR team
• Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions,
Inc., CEQA Consultants
ee
ers
rs
• Fehr & Peers, Transportation Engineers
• Historic Resources Group (HRG)
• MRS Environmental
• Agenda overview
• Housing Element Update Overview
• EIR Process Overview
• Opportunities to Stay Involved

General Plan

• Initiate public involvement in the
EIR process
• Notify the community and
agencies
• Provide project overview

• State Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD) mandates that each jurisdiction does
their part in planning for their community’s housing needs
every 8 years

Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA)

y Evaluate Progress from Past 8 Years

y Programs implement the stated policies

Noise

• State can impose penalties (fines or withhold funding) for
failing to plan for housing needs

Ensure that the City plans for the housing
needs of the community.

y Goals, Policies, and Actions (Programs)

Open Space

• Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
represents 6 counties and 191 cities including Santa Monica
• Allocates the region’s housing need as determined by
HCD to all cities within the region

How is Housing Need Determined?

y Identify sites that can accommodate housing needs

Safety

• Established in 1969

Why Update the Housing Element?

Housing Development

Historic Preservation Conservation

Q&A Button to Ask
Questions

Housing Element is a Mandatory State
Requirement

y Identifying Barriers to Market Rate and Affordable

LUCE

Moderator Chat
**Please Use Only for
Technical Issues**

• Provide overview of the
California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) and EIR process

y Housing Needs Assessment and Characteristics

Housing Element

View & Search
Participants

The Housing Element

• Inform community about future
opportunities to provide input
and stay involved

The Housing Element

Leave
Event

Meeting Purpose

• Request input on the scope of
the EIR

All Questions will be answered
during the meeting, time
permitting

Meeting Instructions

1.

The State determines the number of units needed in
California for an 8-year cycle

2. This number (aka RHNA) is divided amongst regions of

the State

3. Santa Monica is located in the Southern California region,

which divides the number among cities

4. Cities must demonstrate that RHNA allocation can be

accommodated over 8-year cycle

What is Our RHNA?
The Southern California Association of Governments
Government
(SCAG) allocated Santa Monica 8,873 units, more th
than
5 times the number in the
e prior
prio
or c
y e
yc
ycl
cycle

Housing Element Update Timeline

What is Our RHNA?

How Do We Achieve our RHNA?

2021-2029 RHNA

• Large allocation to Santa Monica (~8,800
units)
• ~70%
~70
70
7
0% a
att lower incomes

Income
Category
Very Low
Income
(0-50% AMI)
Low Income
(51-80% AMI)

Above
Moderate
(>120% AMI)

2,720

Final EIR Certification and Approval
(Planning Commission and City Council
Hearings)

What is its Purpose?
y Enables Santa Monica to determine whether there are sufficient adequate sites

to accommodate the RHNA by income category.

Inform public about CEQA and EIR process

• Inform decision makers and public of potential for significant
environmental impacts (adverse physical effects on the
environment)

EIR Timeline

Public Review Of
Housing Element
and Draft EIR

Winter 2020
EIR Scoping

• Identify ways to avoid or significantly reduce impacts with
mitigation
• Identify mitigation measures or alternatives to prevent
significant avoidable damage to the environment
• Foster public participation in planning process
• Disclose to the public the reasons behind agency decisionmaking for approval of projects

EIR is an informational document – does not approve/deny the
project

Contents of EIR

Late Summer
2021

• Project Description (including objectives and underlying
purpose of the project)
• Description of the existing environmental setting (usually time
of the NOP)

Public Draft EIR Released

Response to Comments and Final EIR
Released

y City Inventory of Properties with Residential Development Potential.

Basic Purpose of CEQA

Ensure early public input is addressed in EIR

(45-day comment period and virtual public
meeting)

What is the Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI)?

Scoping Meeting Goals

• Key community-environmental concerns
• Potential alternatives and mitigation measures

(Ends on December 31, 2020)

1,668
1,698

Solicit public input on the scope of the EIR

NOP Comment Period / Scoping Meeting

2,787

Moderate
Income
(81-120% AMI)

• Present key issues to be analyzed in Housing Element
Update EIR
• Review schedule and opportunities for public
participation

EIR Process Overview

RHNA
Allocation

Identifying Eligible Housing Sites through the
Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI) + Accessory Dwelling Units
(ADUs)

Summer 2021

Fall 2021

Release Draft
EIR

Finalize EIR /
Housing
Element
Certification

• Analysis of project’s physical impacts on the environment
(economic impacts not CEQA)
• Feasible mitigation measures (if any)
• Alternatives Analysis

EIR is an informational document – does not approve/deny the
project

CEQA Environmental Topics

Key Environmental Topics

Key Environmental Topics

• Aesthetics and
Shade/Shadow Effects

• Air Quality and GHGs:
construction and operational
emissions associated with new
housing; consistency with local
and regional plans; health risk

• Land Use and Planning: consistency with City and regional plans

• Historic Resources: historic
period structures and Citydesignated Landmarks

• Public Services: increased demand for services, including fire
and police protection, parks, and libraries

• Agriculture and Forestry
Resources
• Air Quality
• Biological Resources
• Cultural and Historic
Resources

• Land Use and Planning
• Mineral Resources
• Noise
• Population and Housing
• Public Services
• Transportation
• Tribal Cultural Resources

• Energy

• Utilities and Service Systems

• Geology and Soils

• Wildfire

• Greenhouse Gas Emissions

• Construction/Neighborhood
Effects

• Hazards and Hazardous
Materials
• Hydrology and Water Quality

• Noise: ambient noise levels; roadway noise; sensitive receptors
• Population and Housing: projected increase in population and
employment; affordable housing

• Energy: increased energy
consumption from stationary
and mobile sources due to new
housing

• Mandatory Findings of
Significance

Key Environmental Topics

Potential Project Alternatives

Scoping Comments

• Transportation: vehicle miles
traveled (VMT); pedestrian and
bicycle circulation and safety;
transportation demand
management

As required by CEQA, EIR will analyze
reasonable range of alternatives to the
proposed Housing Element

Receive Public Comments on:

• Tribal Cultural Resources:
Native American consultation
pursuant to AB 52 and SB 18

Intent of alternatives to reduce significant
environmental impacts

• Utilities: wastewater capacity;
water supply; including
consistency with Water Self
Sufficiency goal

Alternatives will look at varying housing
growth strategies that could achieve the
RHNA

• Other CEQA Issues: growth
inducement

Opportunities to Stay Involved

Written Comments by 5:30 PM on December 31,
2020

• Accept Scoping Comments

• Thru Dec 31, 2020

• Evaluate Potential
Environmental Impacts

• Now thru Summer 2021

• Draft EIR Release

• Summer 2021

• Draft EIR 45-Day Public
Comment Period

• Summer/Fall 2021

Verbal Comments Tonight
• During public testimony

Comments should focus on the potential
environmental impacts of the proposed
2021-2029 Housing Element

Alternatives will be informed by public input

Submit Scoping Comments
• Submit email (preferred) or letter to:
Rachel Kwok, Environmental Planner
E-mail: rachel.kwok@smgov.net
City of Santa Monica - City Planning Division
1685 Main Street
Mail Stop 28
Santa Monica, California 90401

• Technical issues to address in the EIR
• Appropriate range of alternatives to evaluate in the
EIR

• City Planning Commission &
Council Hearings

• October 2021

Project website: https://www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-update

Thank you for attending!
Comments on EIR scope can be sent to:
Rachel Kwok, Environmental Planner
E-mail: rachel.kwok@smgov.net
City of Santa Monica - City Planning Division
1685 Main Street
Mail Stop 28
Santa Monica, California 90401

For additional Housing Element Update
information:
HousingUpdate@smgov.net

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

H. December 10, 2020 – Rent Control Board Study Session
Housing Element Update: Introductory study session on the Housing Element
progress, schedule, and public outreach and possible nomination of Board
Member(s) to serve on the Housing Element Update Technical Working Groups.
Attachments: Rent Control Board PowerPoint Presentation, Summary of Discussion
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Agenda for RCB Study Session
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Rent Control Board Introductory Study Session
Housing Element Update
December 10, 2020

1

Overview of the State Mandated Housing Element Update
Review of the 2013-2021 Housing Element
Santa Monica Context for Updating the Housing Element
Santa Monica’s RHNA and Suitable Sites Inventory
6th Cycle RHNA Process
Approach to Housing Priorities
Process and Timeline
Discussion

2

1
What is the Housing Element?

3

The Housing Element

The Housing Element

Other Housing Plans
• 2020-2024 Consolidated Plan – Approved August 2020

General Plan

Housing Element is a Mandatory State Requirement
• Established in 1969

•

• State Department of Housing and Community Development
(HCD) mandates that each jurisdiction does their part in
planning for their community’s housing needs every 8 years
• Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
represents 6 counties and 191 cities including Santa Monica

Housing Element

• Allocates the region’s housing need as determined by HCD to all
cities within the region

LUCE

Historic Preservation

Conservation

Safety

Open Space

5

Expand & Improve Public Infrastructure & Facilities

•

Preserve & Develop Affordable Housing

•

Public Services & Quality of Life Improvements for LMI and
Special Needs Populations

•

Economic Development Opportunities

•

Provide Assistance of Homelessness Services and Shelters

•

Fair Housing

•

Develops strategies to reduce barriers to housing access

Housing Legislation – Focus Areas

Declared Statewide Housing Crisis
•

•

• 2017 Housing Package

Increasing housing costs

•

• SB35 – streamlining
• Changes to Housing
Element law
• Fines for violations of HAA

Statewide median home cost is 2x the national
median (California Association of Realtors)

Housing shortage due to imbalance between
supply & demand

•

Estimated shortage of 3 million units (Legislative Analysts

•

Estimated 1.3 million low-income renter
households need affordable homes (California Housing

• 2018 Housing Legislation

Office)

• Changes to RHNA process
to be more objective
• Add Affirmatively
Furthering Fair Housing

Partnership)

•

Inequitable cost burden across income bands

•

8 in 10 low income households spent upwards of
50% of income on housing (California Budget and Policy Center)

• Programs implement the stated policies

8

Identifies fair housing issues

Noise

The Housing Crisis

Ensure that the City plans for the housing needs
of the community.
Components:
• Housing Needs Assessment and
Characteristics
• Identifying Barriers to Market Rate and
Affordable Housing Development
• Evaluate Progress from Past 8 Years
• Identify sites that can accommodate housing
needs
• Goals, Policies, and Actions (Programs)

•

6

Why Update the Housing Element?

7

•

• Assessment of Fair Housing – Approved April 2020

• State can impose penalties (fines or withhold funding) for failing
to plan for housing needs

4

Details how federal funding will be spent on priority needs

9

Streamlining
Strengthening
Housing
Accountability
Act

Affordable
Housing
Funding

Remove Local
Barriers to
Housing
Production

Tenant
Protections
ADUs

Housing Legislation

Housing Legislation

Production & Preservation Actions mandated
by changes in 2019 State law

2020 has continued the trend…

2

• Further attempts at encouraging
housing development

• SB330 (sunsets 1/1/25)
• Streamlining housing approvals
• Limits number of hearings on housing projects
• Ban on downzoning, housing moratoriums, and
non-objective design standards, and limits on
permits issued

• Clarifications to SB330
• Process refinements for ADUs
• Changes to density bonus law: higher
bonuses, lower thresholds to qualify

• Density Bonuses for 100% Affordable Housing
(AB1763)

Review of 2013-2021 Housing Element

• Accessory Dwelling Units (AB68, AB881, SB13)

10

11

Land Use and Circulation Element

12

Map of 5th Cycle Suitable Sites

2013-2021 RHNA

•

81 Suitable Sites

•

3,702 Unit Capacity on
Suitable Sites

RHNA
Allocation

Quantified
Objective

• Transit-Oriented Mixed-Use: ”complete
neighborhoods”

•

10 Sites Completed, in
Construction

428

297

• Continued Commitment to Affordable Housing

Very Low
Income
(0-50% AMI)

•

13 Planning Approved

263

263

• Maintain Character of Residential Neighborhoods

•

2 Undergone TI for
Commercial Use

Low Income
(51-80% AMI)

283

111

• Area & Specific Plans to coordinate Public and
Private Investment and achieve Long-Term Goals

•

56 Remaining
Undeveloped Sites

Moderate
Income
(81-120% AMI)
Above
Moderate
(>120% AMI)

700

700

TOTAL

1 674

1 371

Santa Monica’s Growth Strategy
• Guides Development to 2030

• Principles guided the 2013-2021 SSI

13

1,674 Units allocated to Santa Monica for the 5th Cycle Housing Element
Income Category

These suitable sites were certified by HCD
in the 2013-2021 Housing Element.

14

15

2013-2021 Housing Element Review

What is our Progress to Date (2013-September 2020)

Housing Element Goals
•

Goal 1.0: Construction of New Housing that is High Quality, Sustainable,
Compatible with the Surrounding Neighborhood and offers Opportunities
for Active Living.

•

Goal 2.0: Housing Production for all Income Categories including
Housing for the Community’s Workforce.

•

•

•

16

Example of Action: Update the Zoning Ordinance (City Planning)

Example of Action: Maintain Affordable Housing Production Program
(Housing Division)

Goal 3.0: Protection of the Existing Supply of Affordable Housing.
•

17

58%
Affordable
(974 units)

Take the Online
Questionnaire to
give your feedback
on these goals!

2013-2021 Housing Element Review
Housing Element Goals
• Goal 4.0: Rehabilitation and continued maintenance of
the existing housing stock.
•

Example of Action: Maintain a Low Income Residential Repair Program
(Housing Division; Housing Authority)

• Goal 5.0: Provision of housing assistance and supportive
services to extremely low, very low-, low-, and moderateincome households and households with special needs.
•

Example of Action: Facilitate the Conservation of At-Risk Housing
(Housing Division)

18

Example of Action: Maintain Rental Housing Voucher Program
(Housing Authority)

Take the Online
Questionnaire to
give your feedback
on these goals!

2013-2021 Housing Element Review
Housing Element Goals
• Goal 6.0: Elimination of discrimination in the rental or sale
of housing on the basis of race, religion, national origin,
sex, sexual preference, age, disability, family status, aids,
or other such characteristics.
•

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica

Take the Online
Questionnaire to
give your feedback
on these goals!

3

Example of Action: Maintain Fair Housing Programs
(City Attorney's Office)

Santa Monica’s Housing: Facts & Trends

• Goal 7.0: Active participation of citizens, community
groups, and governmental agencies in housing, community
development and neighborhood safety activities
•

Example of Action: Provide Residential Neighborhood Safety
Program (Police)

19

20

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica
Santa Monica has approximately 52,000 housing
units with more than 77% as multifamily

22

21

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica

Over the past 20 years single-family units have remained relatively
stable while multifamily housing has increased by approximately 12%

23

24

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica

How is Housing Need Determined?
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA)

4
Planning for Santa Monica’s Housing

25

26

1. The State determines the number of units needed in
California for an 8-year cycle
2. This number (aka RHNA) is divided amongst regions of
the State
3. Santa Monica is located in the Southern California region,
which divides the number among cities
4. Cities must demonstrate that RHNA allocation can be
accommodated over 8-year cycle

27

RHNA Methodology Objectives

What Factors Affect RHNA?

5 Required Objectives (Gov’t Code Section 65584)
1.

Increasing the housing supply and mix of housing types, tenure, and affordability in
all jurisdictions within the region in an equitable manner

2.

Promoting infill development and socioeconomic equity, the protection of
environmental and agricultural resources, the encouragement of efficient
development patterns, and the achievement of the region’s greenhouse gas
reduction targets

3.

Promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing

4.

Allocating a lower proportion of housing need to an income category when a
jurisdiction already has a disproportionately high share of households in that
income category

5.

Affirmatively furthering fair housing, meaning taking meaningful actions in addition
to combating discrimination that overcome patterns of segregation and foster
inclusive communities free from barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on
protective characteristics

What is Our RHNA?

RHNA Allocation Methodology As Adopted by SCAG March 5, 2020
Social
Equity
Adjustment
Projected
household
growth

Population
Proximity to
Transit

Future
vacancy need

Share of Jobs

Replacement
need

28

Reallocate needs
from low resource
to high resource
cities within same
county

Account for
disproportionate
geographic
concentration of
each income
category

Units
allocated
into
income
categorie
s

Affirmatively
Further Fair
Housing

Added by
AB1771 in 2018

29

What is Our RHNA?
2021-2029 RHNA

• Large allocation to Santa Monica (~ 8,800
units)
• ~70% at lower incomes

31

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) allocated
Santa Monica 8,873 units, more than 5 times the number in the prior cycle

Total
RHNA
Allocation

30

How Do We Achieve our RHNA?

How does our RHNA compare to other cities?
Income Category

RHNA
Allocation

Very Low Income
(0‐50% AMI)

2787

Low Income
(51‐80% AMI)

1668

Moderate Income
(81‐120% AMI)

1698

Above Moderate
(>120% AMI)

2720

Comparison to Westside Cities, Other Coastal cities in LA/Orange County,
and Selected cities with similar RHNA allocation
Los Angeles
Long Beach
Glendale
Huntington Beach
Pasadena
Santa Monica
Oxnard
Newport Beach
West Hollywood
Culver City
Beverly Hills
Redondo Beach
Mission Viejo
Seal Beach
Laguna Niguel
San Clemente
Manhattan Beach
Rancho Palos Verdes
Hermosa Beach
Dana Point
El Segundo
Laguna Beach
Malibu
Santa Barbara (outside SCAG region)

Population VLI
LI
4,010,684 115680
472,217
7123
205,331
3430
201,281
3652
144,842
2740
92,357
2787
206,352
1835
85,780
1453
36,203
1063
39,705
1105
33,775
1005
66,994
933
94,267
672
24,992
257
65,316
347
64,581
281
35,250
322
41,731
253
19,614
231
33,146
147
16,777
189
22,343
117
11,720
27
93,511
2501

MI
68593
4038
2158
2179
1659
1668
1068
928
687
603
678
507
400
201
201
163
164
139
127
84
88
80
19
1620

74936
4149
2244
2303
1562
1698
1535
1048
681
559
601
489
396
238
223
187
155
125
105
101
83
79
17
1676

AMI
Total RHNA % Affordable
196368
455577
57%
11130
26440
58%
5561
13393
58%
5203
13337
61%
3447
9408
63%
2720
8873
69%
4090
8528
52%
1405
4834
71%
1493
3924
62%
1066
3333
68%
812
3096
74%
554
2483
78%
743
2211
66%
543
1239
56%
433
1204
64%
347
978
65%
132
773
83%
121
638
81%
93
556
83%
198
530
63%
131
491
73%
117
393
70%
15
78
81%
3637
9,435
61%

What is the Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI)?
 City Inventory of Properties with Residential Development Potential.
Westside Council of Governments Cities

32

SSI Methodology

Identifying Eligible Housing Sites Through The
Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI) + ADUs

What is its Purpose?
 Enables Santa Monica to determine whether there are
sufficient adequate sites to accommodate the RHNA
by income category.

33

SSI | Other Things to Consider…

City Land Use Inventory
Filter using factors
such as existing
constraints/site
characteristics

Potential Suitable Properties
Apply
Realistic
capacity

Determine Housing
Potential
Policy and
Zoning
Changes as
needed to
Meet RHNA

Development Trends
 Rate of redevelopment of similar properties in City.

Market Conditions
 Evaluate market conditions on redevelopment; plays a vital role in
understanding likelihood of housing projects instead of commercial
development

Availability of Incentives

SSI | Other Things to Consider…
Site Considerations for Affordable Housing
 Proximity to transit, high performing schools, jobs,
amenities (parks + services), and health care

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
 Taking meaningful actions that overcome patterns of
segregation and fosters inclusive communities free from
barriers and address significant disparities in housing
needs and in access to opportunity.

 Financial assistance, streamline processing, concessions,
flexible development standards.

Final Suitable Sites Inventory

34
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SSI : New Requirements

Implications of New Requirements

What’s Different? More Challenging Criteria
•

“Do More With Less”

5

New restrictions added by AB1397 (2017 Housing Package)
•

Strict definition of “vacant” = potential for fewer qualifying sites

•

May only include non-vacant sites with realistic development potential
•

Presumption that existing uses are an impediment on non-vacant sites

•

Substantial evidence to demonstrate existing use is likely to be discontinued

•

Limitations on assigning units capacity to sites (cannot be presumed to
accommodate maximum density permitted)

•

Recycling of sites from prior Housing Elements
•

The 6th Cycle RHNA Process

•

More “teeth” that Housing Elements result in
actual production and not just paper

•

ADUs count toward RHNA allocations, but
local governments must provide an analysis
of anticipated affordability levels

•

No Net Loss of residential unit capacity [Govt.
Code Section 65863(c)(1)]

If developer agrees to 20% lower income inclusionary, by-right development
must be allowed

•

37

38

RHNA Timeline
•

March 2020: Final RHNA Methodology adopted

•

September 2020: Draft RHNA Allocation Received

•

September 11 – October 26: Appeal Period
•

All appeals are available on the SCAG website:
http://www.scag.ca.gov/programs/Pages/6th-CycleRHNA-Appeals-Filed.aspx

•

Deadline for comments is December 10, 2020

•

January 10, 2021: Appeal Hearings heard by RHNA Appeals
Board (RHNA Subcommittee)

•

Any successful appeals will be reallocated back to each
county

•

February 4, 2021: Final RHNA Allocation
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Implications of Non-Compliance

May result in upzoning sites to satisfy
RHNA

No more expedited approval by HCD of

Implications of Non-Compliance

• Must adopt the Housing Element Update by October 15,
2021
• Out of compliance if not adopted by then
• If not adopted within 120 days then must prepare an
update every 4 years
• Submit to HCD --> 90 days to certify as compliant/noncompliant

•

•
•
•

•

Due April 1 Each Year
Reporting Period: January 1 to December 31st of previous year
Data Inputs:
• Total Units, Number of Affordable Units (by affordability
category), Units Approved, Units Disapproved, Units Demolished
• Based on: Applications received and deemed complete (New in
2018, from AB 879), Entitlements, Building Permits Issued, C of
Os
Other Trackers in the APR:
• Progress Towards Housing Element Programs
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Santa Monica’s Housing Priorities:
Production & Preservation

Remove
ELI 5%
from AHPP

Housing
Production
Tracking

6
Corporate
Housing
Analysis

• Stabilize existing housing stock
• Rent Control
• No net loss

Prop. R

Preservation

State
Housing
Bills

Displacement
and
Gentrification

Adjustments
and Analysis

Based on building permits issued with each Annual Progress Report
(every April)

• APR Reporting Process

• Failure to comply can result in:
• Penalties and fines ($10-100K per month)
• Withhold important grant funding affecting: Housing
programs, Infrastructure, Water resources, Planning
grants
• Erosion of local land use control (e.g. SB35)

Production

HOUSING
IN SANTA
MONICA

New
Housing
Models

Rent
Control

Policy and
Requirements

• Support 100% Affordable Housing

• Process and development incentives

Both

• Plan for New Housing consistent with LUCE
growth strategy

6th Cycle
RHNA
AHPP
Study
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•

Suitable
Sites

• How is compliance with RHNA determined?

Santa Monica’s Housing Approach

43

Must continuously monitor capacity for
total number of units and at each income
level

39
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Santa Monica’s Approach to Housing

•

RHNA

• Support housing around Expo Stations and on
commercial boulevards

2021
Housing
Element

45

Phase I Immediate Actions
• Production:

• Streamlined administrative approval for all
code-compliant housing projects citywide
• Implemented 2019 changes in State housing
law

Phase II: Work Towards Certified Housing Element
• Data Updates and Public Input for Housing Needs
Assessment
• Suitable Sites Inventory Process

• Preliminary sites analysis based on factors such as vacancy,
underutilized sites, land use patterns, and recent development
• Apply new Housing Element law that affects eligible sites and
calculating capacity of each site

• Density bonuses for 100% affordable housing
• Streamlining approvals
• Further removal of barriers to ADU production

• Preservation: New leasing regulations for
rental units

• Conduct Feasibility Analysis to understand likelihood of
housing projects instead of commercial development and to
maximize inclusionary housing
• Account for effects of COVID-19

• Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

• Initial Public Input available until December 31, 2020

• Research and Policy Formulation

• Changes to State Density Bonus Law
• New Housing Models (e.g. coliving)
• Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)

• Require all leases to be at least 1 year
• Leased to natural persons intended to be their
primary residence
• Units leased unfurnished
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Phase II: Work Towards Certified Housing Element

47
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Housing Element Update Timeline

What’s Happened So Far?
• October 31: EIR Notice of Preparation published
• Week of November 9: Introductory Public Webinars
• Over 100 attendees at 3 webinars
• Questions posted on website and will be answered
• November 18: PC Study Session #1
• December 3 & 11: Technical Working Groups kick-off
• December 9: PC Study Session #2
• December 10 – EIR Scoping Session

7
Process and Timeline
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What’s Next?
• December 2020: Continue to Gather Initial Public Input and Launch Technical
Working Groups
• December 15 - City Council Study Session
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Process
What’s Coming Up?
• December/January 2021: Suitable Sites Inventory Development and Review of
Goals and Policies
• Public engagement
• Study sessions with the Planning Commission and Council
• March 2021: Potential Concepts for Review
• Public engagement on setting goals, policies, and actions.
• Study sessions with Planning Commission and Council
• June 2021: Draft Housing Element and Draft EIR
• Public review of draft
• Study sessions with Planning Commission and Council

Process

51

Get Involved!
Contact Us!
Also for translation
and non-digital information

Questions for Discussion
1. What are the priority housing issues in Santa Monica?

HousingUpdate@smgov.net

2. Are there any specific groups we should target new
housing for?

Sign up to receive notifications!

3. What housing types would the Board be most
interested in seeing in Santa Monica?

www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-update

Take the Housing Questionnaire –
Available until December 11!

4. What are policy areas we should explore in the update?

https://bit.ly/2IpkK4h
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Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

Summary of Planning Commission and Rent Control Board
Comments from Study Sessions on Housing Element Update
December 2020
Study sessions were held with both the Planning Commission and Rent Control Board to inform the City
Council’s discussion on the Housing Element Update. The Planning Commission held two study
sessions on the Housing Element Update on November 18 and December 9. At the first Planning
Commission study session, the Housing Element Update framework was introduced with a more
substantive discussion occurring at the second study session. The Rent Control Board held a study
session on December 10. This report provides a summary of comments from both bodies.
Planning Commission Study Session Summary
The Planning Commission was asked to provide comments and feedback on the outreach program,
proposed scope of study for the Housing Element Update, Goals and Policies of the current 2013-2021
Housing Element, and preliminary sites analysis for the Housing Element Update.
Outreach Program
The Commission was generally supportive of the ongoing outreach program for the Update but indicated
that there should be further outreach to:
•

Communities of color

•

Low-income tenants

•

Persons experiencing housing insecurity

•

Persons experiencing homelessness

•

Property owners of large sites to gain better understanding of potential for conversion/addition of
residential vs. new construction

In order to elicit broader survey responses and understanding of the housing needs, the Commission also
provided suggestions on organizations that can expand the outreach network such as faith-based
organizations, non-profit affordable housing providers, and service providers.
The Commission also indicated for staff to consider preparing graphics to explain the nature of housing
construction, housing types, and density that may be discussed when concepts are presented.
Proposed Scope of Study
The Commissioners generally agreed with the policy areas that staff is already pursuing (density bonus,
new housing models, and ADUs) but emphasized that the Update should be tied to economic and
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environmental sustainability policies with a view towards equitable distribution of housing opportunity
across the city. In terms of policy areas for further exploration, there was interest in:
•

Exploring the viability of conversion of existing commercial space to residential use

•

Exploring how to incentivize more ownership units for a diverse spectrum of income levels

•

Incentives for affordable ADUs including fee breaks or tax breaks

•

Concepts for meeting the goal of Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing to address the legacy of
redlining and to ensure that housing growth does not disproportionately impact any one
neighborhood

•

How to produce housing units for the working middle class with an understanding of how to
encourage the financing of moderate-income housing, ideas such as a moderate-income density
bonus, and how to incentivize “missing middle” housing

•

New construction innovations with an emphasis on reducing the construction cost of housing

•

Strategies for alleviating rent burdens on residents

•

Protection of tenants at risk of eviction, including incentives to expiring deed restrictions

•

Funding strategies (e.g. land value tax)

•

Reduction of parking minimums for housing

•

How to ensure that all new buildings are net zero

The Commission indicated general support to prioritize housing for persons experiencing homelessness,
those at greatest risk of becoming homeless, young families most sensitive to pricing adjustments, the
moderate income “hole” for the middle class, and young people raised in Santa Monica but who cannot
afford to move back or continue to live in the City. Building from the policy areas to further explore, the
Commission provided thoughts on potential housing types including modular housing, work force office,
co-housing or other adaptive housing types that provide flexibility to address the changes in ways that
people live over time, and missing middle housing (e.g. townhomes, bungalows, garden apartments) that
limit scale and can allow for more density.
Feedback on 2013-2021 Housing Element Goals and Policies
The Commission reviewed all of the goals from the 2013-2021 Housing Element and evaluated whether
they should be continued forward as part of the 6 th Cycle Housing Element Update. The following is a
summary of the Commission’s thoughts on the modifications to prior goals:
•

Goal 1
o

Concern about use of terms “compatible” and “high quality” as those are subjective terms
that could be used to exclude housing, particularly in neighborhood transition areas

o

Should address adaptive reuse and home ownership in this goal
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Goal should reflect opportunities for active living, connections to transit, safety, and
sustainability

•

Goal 2
o

Should address racial equity, permanent supportive housing for most vulnerable
communities

o
•

Add to the end of the goal, “…those most at risk, affordable, and missing middle”

Goal 3
o

Goal should be re-worded to clarify that it’s intended to address preservation of
covenants for existing deed-restricted housing but also broader goal of preserving other
types of affordable housing (e.g. rent-controlled, those at greatest risk of loss/conversion)

•

Goal 5
o

Goal is very homeless-focused and needs to expand to include support programs for
working families, children, and seniors in addition to including emergency rental
assistance

•

Goal 6
o

Goal should address lower-cost opportunities for ownership through missing middle
housing

o

Goal should also affirmatively further fair housing through equitable zoning such that
there is the opportunity for affordable housing to be located anywhere and to also
understand the neighborhood impact of the varying scales of new housing construction

•

Goal 7
o

Change “citizens” to “residents and stakeholders” in the language of the Goal so that
includes people who work in Santa Monica but don’t live here

o

Goal should capture that the public is informed and engaged on new projects,plans, and
public safety.

Feedback on Preliminary Sites Analysis
The Commission was presented with factors being considered as part of the preliminary analysis of
potential housing sites and proposed ranking of those factors for determining site eligibility. The
Commission indicated that properties on the Historic Resources Inventory should be considered a
possible constraint while priority areas should be Bergamot Area and Downtown in addition to full
consideration of not only City-owned land but properties owned by other public entities such as the
SMMUSD and the State (e.g. DMV). The Commission also indicated that parking lots of faith-based
organizations could be a source of potential housing sites given the typical natural alignment between
their mission and affordable housing.
Rent Control Board Study Session Summary
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The Rent Control Board held a study session on December 10 and similar to the Planning Commission,
were asked for their thoughts on policy areas that should be explored as part of the Housing Element
Update. The Board wanted the Update to look at creative ways to help tenants in high turnover areas
become permanent community members. The Board’s comments emphasized the protection of existing
housing, keeping families in their homes, and prioritized the production of lower income housing (not
moderate income housing), particularly for workers and tenants in the context of economic recovery from
the COVID-19 pandemic. There was concern that with depressed rents, there may be a potential wave of
Ellis Act removals and the need for the City to consider a one-to-one unit replacement. The Board was
also not supportive of allowing medium-term housing, even in new construction, as the more frequent
turnover would result in higher rents overall. In terms of housing types, there was interest in supporting
incentives for the production of affordable ADUs and larger family-sized units while there was significant
concern about allowing smaller units or co-living models in new construction as they may not support a
diverse population.
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I. December 11, 2020 – Housing Stability TWG #1
First session of the Housing Stability Technical Working Group. Review of prior
goals, policies, and programs for effectiveness. To view the recording click the link
below:
Main Discussion: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=L_GXgq9MFWE
Attachments: PowerPoint Presentation, Summary of Discussion
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Agenda

Breakout Groups

1. Welcome/Housekeeping & Staff Introductions (10 mins)
2. Participant Introductions (20 mins)
3. Staff Presentation (15 mins)

Technical Working Group: Housing Stability
Housing Element Update
December 11, 2020

Bluejeans Basics

Video
on/off

View
meeting
attendees

Mic
on/off

Chat with
group

Share
screen
Hang
up

Use
during
breakout

Resolve
technical
issues

a. Overview of the Housing Element Update
b. Santa Monica’s Housing Approach + Facts/Figures
c. Purpose of Technical Working Group
b. Review of the 2013-2021 Housing Element Goals, Objectives,
Programs

• You will be randomly assigned to a breakout
group facilitated by staff
• 45 minutes
• 2 Exercises

• Exercise #1: What Data Points and Sources Are Needed
to Inform Housing Stability?
• Exercise #2: Review of Goals and What New Ideas
Should the Housing Element Update Address?

4. Breakout Discussions (45 minutes)
5. Summary of Breakout Discussions (20 mins)
6. Conclusion & Next Steps (10 mins)

How To Comment

Requesting to Speak

USING “CHAT”
• Click on Chat
button
• Type message in
the box at bottom

USING “RAISE HANDS”
• To maintain orderly
discussion, when you want to
speak during a discussion
please click on “Raise Hand”
• You will be called upon by the
moderator in order
• Use this function during
breakout and big group
discussion

When you see
this icon, please
feel free to note
your thoughts in
the chat

Expectations for Participation

Discussion Rules

• Attend all meetings
• Share information with your network
• Avoid multi-tasking and other electronic
distractions

• Choose Civility - Disagree
respectfully

1

• Make space for others - Mute unless
you are speaking

Welcome & Introductions

Project Team
Project Lead
City Planning

Working Group Introductions
Support From
City Attorney
Housing Division
Rent Control Board

Team E-mail
HousingUpdate@smgov.net

• Name
• Affiliation / Organization (if any)
• Background
• Your Interest in Being in the Stability Working Group

2
Brief Overview of Housing Element Update

More Information
www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-update

Housing Element Update Timeline

Contents of The Housing Element

Scope of Study: Housing Element
• Suitable Sites Inventory Process

Housing Element
Policies & Programs

Evaluation of
2013 – 2021
Housing Element:
- Progress
- Appropriateness
- Effectiveness

Housing Needs
Assessment:
- Population Trends
- Employment
- Housing
Characteristics
- Special needs

Resources:
- Land
- Financial
- Administrative

Today’s Focus

Preliminary Sites Analysis
• “First cut” on approach to identifying
potential sites

4

• Follows approach last used in Downtown
Community Plan

Overview of Preliminary Sites Analysis

• Attempt to identify sites that have highest
probability of turn over

Housing Needs
Assessment

Constraints:
- Land Use Plans and
Regulations
- Fees
- Procedures
- Environment
- Infrastructure
- Costs
- Affordable Housing

Suitable Sites
Inventory

Zoning
Changes
(as necessary)

• Preliminary sites analysis based on
factors such as vacancy, underutilized
sites, land use patterns, and recent
development
• Apply new Housing Element law that
affects eligible sites and determining
capacity of sites

Housing Goals

Feasibility
Analysis

Housing
Production
Policies

Housing Policy
Research

Housing
Preservation
Policies

• Feasibility Analysis to understand
likelihood of housing projects
instead of commercial development
and to maximize inclusionary
housing
• Account for effects of COVID-19

• Housing Policy Formulation

• Changes to State Density Bonus Law
• New Housing Models (e.g. coliving)
• ADUs

SSI – General Overview of Methodology
City Land Use Inventory
Filter using factors
such as existing
constraints/site
characteristics

Potential Suitable Properties
Apply
Realistic
capacity

Determine Housing
Potential
Policy and
Zoning
Changes as
needed to
Meet RHNA

Final Suitable Sites Inventory

SSI – Identifying Potential Sites

SSI – Identifying Potential Sites

Step 1: Identify Commercial Zoned
Parcels & City Owned Properties
• Ensures No Net Loss
• Consistent with Housing
Preservation goals and policies
• Consistent with LUCE
Neighborhood Protection goals
and policies

City Land Use Inventory
Filter out: Single Family,
Ocean Park Single
Family, Ocean Park
Duplex, Residential
Mobile Home Zoning
District

Filter properties
based on: Site
Constraints & Other
Known Factors

Filtered Commercial Parcels and City
Properties

Commercial Zoned Parcels and City
Owned Properties

Residential Zoned Parcels

Commercial Zoned Parcels and City
Owned Properties

SSI – Identifying Potential Sites
Step 3: Site Ranking and Review
Rank Sites according to:
1. Prior SSI properties
2. Downtown Community Plan properties
3. Vacant Lots (very limited in City)
4. Parking Lots
5. Auto Dealership Inventory Lots
6. Recent/active sales
7. Large Sites
8. Development Potential of 20K sf

Filtered Commercial Zoned Parcels and
City Owned Properties

Step 2: Consider Factors Affecting
Likelihood of Residential Redevelopment
Site Constraints
• Landmarks
• Affordable Housing & Condos
• Unique land uses (cemetery, hospital,
parks, libraries, etc)
Other Factors
• Approved/Under Construction Projects
• Newer buildings (post 1980)
• High AVR (assessor’s value ratio)

Rank and Review
Commercial and
City Owned Sites

Potential Suitable Properties

Review Sites with Consideration to:
• Access to transit, jobs, schools, residential amenities
• Affirmatively furthering fair housing
• Common ownership of adjacent properties
• Potential redevelopment based on similar properties
• If existing uses are impediments to development
• Environmental constraints and existing conditions

SSI : New Requirements

Questions for Discussion

What’s Different? More Challenging Criteria
•

Commission feedback on Approach to Preliminary Sites Analysis

New restrictions added by AB1397 (2017 Housing Package)
•

Strict definition of “vacant” = potential for fewer qualifying sites

•

May only include non-vacant sites with realistic development potential
•

Substantial evidence to demonstrate existing use is likely to be discontinued

•

Limitations on use of non-vacant land/sites identified in prior Housing Elements

•

Presumption that existing uses are an impediment on non-vacant sites

•

Recycling of sites from prior Housing Elements
•

•

Santa Monica’s Housing Approach
• Stabilize existing housing stock
• Rent Control
• Ensuring “No net loss” of units

1. Are the factors being considered for the preliminary sites analysis
appropriate?
2. Is the proposed ranking for site eligibility appropriate?

• Support 100% Affordable Housing

• Process and development incentives

• Preservation of Neighborhood Character

If developer agrees to 20% lower income inclusionary, by-right development
must be allowed

• LUCE supports new housing around Expo Stations
and on commercial boulevards

Limitations on assigning units capacity to sites (cannot be presumed to
accommodate maximum density permitted)

Production: Determining Housing Need

Santa Monica’s Housing Approach
Prop. R

Corporate
Housing
Analysis

1,674 Units allocated to Santa Monica for the 5th Cycle Housing Element
Income
Category

Preservation

State
Housing
Bills

Displacement
and
Gentrification

Adjustments
and Analysis

Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA)

Remove
ELI 5%
from AHPP

Housing
Production
Tracking

Production: 2013-2021 RHNA

Production

HOUSING
IN SANTA
MONICA

New
Housing
Models

Rent
Control

6th Cycle
RHNA
AHPP
Study

2021
Housing
Element

Policy and
Requirements

Both

1. The State determines the number of units needed in
California for an 8-year cycle
2. This number (aka RHNA) is divided amongst regions of
the State
3. Santa Monica is located in the Southern California region,
which divides the number among cities
4. Cities must demonstrate that RHNA allocation can be
accommodated over 8-year cycle

RHNA
Allocation

Completed and
In construction

Needed for
RHNA

428

114

(-51)

Low Income
(51-80% AMI)

263

263

(-113)

25

Moderate
Income
(81-120% AMI)

283

26

(-257)

2

700

1769

827 over

934

Extremely Low
(0-30% AMI)

58%
Affordable
(974 units)

Very Low
Income
(0-50% AMI)

Above
Moderate
(>120% AMI)
TOTAL

Approved Not in
Construction
50

56

1,674

Production: What is Our 2021-2029
RHNA?

Production: What is Our 2021- 2029
RHNA?
The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) allocate
allocated
Santa Monica 8,873 units, more than 5 times the number in the prior cy
cycle

2021-2029 RHNA

• Large allocation to Santa Monica (~ 8,800
units)
• ~70
70
0% at
at lower incomes
~70%

Income Category

Preservation: Existing Programs and Regulations
RHNA
Allocation

Very Low Income
(0-50% AMI)

2787

Low Income
(51-80% AMI)

1668

Moderate Income
(81-120% AMI)

1698

Above Moderate
(>120% AMI)

2720

What is the Housing Needs Assessment?

Overview of Existing Housing Conditions

Affordable Housing Production
City Funded

Preliminary Analysis of Possible “At-Risk” Units

Market Rate

Inclusionary

Assisted Units at Risk of Conversion

400

300

200

100

Market

Market

Market

Affordable

Market

Affordable

Market

Affordable

Market

Affordable

Market

Affordable

Market

Affordable

Market

Affordable

Market

Affordable

Market

Affordable

Market

Affordable

Market

Affordable

Market

Affordable

Market

Affordable

Market

Affordable

Market

Affordable

Market

Affordable

Market

Affordable

Market

Affordable

Market

Affordable

Market

Affordable

Market

Affordable

Market

Affordable

Market

0

94-95 95-96 96-97 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18 18-19

Low-income
units

Risk Level

Definition:

Very High

At-risk of converting to market rate within the next year

0

High

At-risk of converting to market rate in the next 1-5 years

184

Moderate

At-risk of converting to market rate in the next 5-10 years

0

Low

At-risk of converting to market rate in the next 10 or more years
and/or are owned by a large/stable non-profit, mission-driven
developer.

TOTAL
Affordable

Tenant
Protection
Programs

Programs for
Households
with Low
Income or
Special Needs

City Housing Stock

• Population and Employment trends
• Housing Needs Indicators
• Household and Housing Stock
Characteristics
• Special Needs Housing

500

Affordable

Leasing
Regulations

• Identification and analysis of
existing and projected housing
needs

600

Affordable

Homeshare
Ordinance

Government Code Section
65583(a)

4

Units

Rent Control

1,770
1,954

The California Housing Partnership (CHP) provides data on assisted housing units and assesses the level of
risk to converting to market rate. These data identify homes without a known overlapping subsidy that
would extend affordability beyond the indicated timeframe and unless otherwise noted are not owned
by a large/stable non-profit, mission-driven developer.

Non-Assisted Units at Risk of
Conversion
• Preliminary analysis of possible
factors that may contribute to
vulnerability of turnover
• Based on past trends, consider
factors of age of structure, # of
existing units, and max
allowable density
• State Law (SB330) provision of
“No Net Loss” – redevelopment
of a site cannot result in less
units

Withdrawn Rental Units
• Units withdrawn from Rent-Control Market since Ellis Act

• In 2019 Ellis withdrawals were completed on 114 units on 26
properties. 20 previously withdrawn units were re-rented in 2019,
resulting in a net loss of 94 units in the year
• In 2019, owners of 26 properties with 92 units began the process of
withdrawal
• 43 of the 92 units (47 percent) were already vacant.
• Remaining 49 units were occupied, but 19 of them (21 percent of the
total) were occupied by owners or their family members.
T i 30 i fd i i

Rental Data

Purpose

• Living in Santa Monica is costly
Renters
in
Santa
Monica need to earn
$61.33 per hour, more
than 4 times the
minimum wage in the
$2,450
City to afford the
$3,200
average
monthly
$4,273
asking median rent of
$3,200 for a two
bedroomapartment.
City are cost burdened

2019 Santa Monica Median Rent
Price
Studio

$1,950

One-Bedroom
Two-Bedroom
Three-Bedroom

• 43% of rental households in

Gross Rent as a % of Household Income
Rental Households
Total:
32,496
Less than 10.0 %
2,132
10.0 to 14.9 %
4,061
15.0 to 19.9 %
4,412
20.0 to 24.9 %
3,299
25.0 to 29.9 %
3,081
30.0 to 34.9 %
2,450
35.0 to 39.9 %
1,685
40.0 to 49.9 %
2,762
50.0 % or more
7,152
Not computed
1,462
Total Households Paying more than 30% of Household In
14,049

• Providing technical input and guidance related to housing
stability for the 2021-2029 Housing Element Update

5
Purpose of Technical Working Group

Stability Components of Housing Element

Stability Discussion Topics

Overall Goal: Ensure that the City plans for the
housing needs of the community.
Components:
• Housing Needs Assessment and
Characteristics
• Goals, Policies, and Actions (Programs)

• Affordability: Housing costs relative to
income
• Protecting existing tenants from
displacement (e.g. eviction, rent increase,
harassment)
• Overcrowding
• Safe and secure conditions
• Stable neighborhoods

• Programs implement the stated policies

• Identifying Barriers to Market Rate and
Affordable Housing Development
• Evaluate Progress from Past 8 Years
• Identify sites that can accommodate housing
needs

Conserve Existing
Housing Including
Affordable Housing

6

• Guides Development to 2030
• Transit-Oriented Mixed-Use: ”complete
neighborhoods”

Review of 2013-2021 Housing Element

• Continued Commitment to Affordable Housing
• Maintain Character of Residential Neighborhoods
• Area & Specific Plans to coordinate Public and Private
Investment and achieve Long-Term Goals

• Principles guided the 2013-2021 Suitable Sites
I
t

Affirmatively
Furthering Fair
Housing

Stability Discussion Topics
• Renter Protections
• Replacement/Right of Return Policies
• Affordable Housing Allocation/Local
Preference
• Affordable Housing Preservation
• Role of Public Land
• Facilitating Home Ownership
• Habitability and Enforcement

What are other
possible discussion
topics?

Land Use and Circulation Element
Santa Monica’s Growth Strategy

Analysis of Units At
Risk of
Loss/Conversion

What are other
possible discussion
topics?

2013-2021 Housing Element Review
Housing Element Goals
• Goal 1.0: Construction of New Housing that is High Quality, Sustainable,
Compatible with the Surrounding Neighborhood and offers Opportunities
for Active Living.
•

Example of Action: Update the Zoning Ordinance (City Planning)

• Goal 2.0: Housing Production for all Income Categories including
Housing for the Community’s Workforce.
•

Example of Action: Maintain Affordable Housing Production Program
(Housing Division)

• Goal 3.0: Protection of the Existing Supply of Affordable Housing.
•

Example of Action: Facilitate the Conservation of At-Risk Housing
(Housing Division)

2013-2021 Housing Element Review

2013-2021 Housing Element Review
Housing Element Goals

Housing Element Goals
• Goal 4.0: Rehabilitation and continued maintenance of
the existing housing stock.
• Example of Action: Maintain a Low Income Residential Repair Program
(Housing Division; Housing Authority)

• Goal 5.0: Provision of housing assistance and supportive
services to extremely low, very low-, low-, and moderateincome households and households with special needs.
• Example of Action: Maintain Rental Housing Voucher Program
(Housing Authority)

• You will be randomly assigned to a breakout
group facilitated by staff
• 45 minutes
• 2 Exercises

• Goal 6.0: Elimination of discrimination in the rental or sale
of housing on the basis of race, religion, national origin,
sex, sexual preference, age, disability, family status, aids,
or other such characteristics.

• Exercise #1: What Data Points and Sources Are Needed
to Inform Housing Stability?
• Exercise #2: Review of Goals and What New Ideas
Should the Housing Element Update Address?

• Example of Action: Maintain Fair Housing Programs
(City Attorney's Office)

• Goal 7.0: Active participation of citizens, community
groups, and governmental agencies in housing, community
development and neighborhood safety activities
• Example of Action: Provide Residential Neighborhood Safety
Program (Police)

Reporting Back & Group Discussion
• Summary of Exercise results from each
group
• Big group ranking and discussion of the
housing issues to be explored

Next Meeting
• Date and Time

7

• January 8
• Time – 10-12 or 2:30-4:30?

Next Steps

Next Meeting
Thank You!
Any follow-up? Please contact
HousingUpdate@smgov.net

Breakout Groups

• Effectiveness of prior housing
programs/new housing programs
• Summary of this session and recording will
be posted on website
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Housing Stability Technical Working Group #1, Breakout Session
December 11, 2020
Housing Stability, First Session
The first meeting of the Housing Stability Technical Working Group (TWG) took place on December 11,
2020. A total of 25 community members signed up for the Housing Stability TWG, with 18 total in
attendance. The session started off with an introduction from staff, followed by an introduction by each
of the TWG participants. Staff then gave a brief presentation on the purpose of the Stability TWG and a
review of the goals, objectives, and programs of the 2013 – 2021 Housing Element. Following the
presentation, the Stability TWG broke out into the discussion portion of the session.
Breakout Session Re-Cap
The TWG members stayed in one large group discussion of about 18 members. The group discussion
was allotted 45 minutes to go over two different exercises focusing on:
1. Data needed to inform housing needs, and potential sources for finding the data;
2. A review of the stability related goals and programs and any new ideas or issues to consider in
the Housing Element update.
Exercise #1 Re-Cap
For the first exercise, the TWG members discussed data needs and potential sources to help inform
housing needs in the City. Below is a summary of the group discussion:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Collect data to quantify the effect of COVID-19 on the City’s population.
Data on multi-family residential properties sold to track displacement and potential buyouts and
Ellised properties.
Data on the real vacancy rate for commercial and residential units.
Cost of converting commercial spaces versus building new housing, inclusive of land costs.
Data on food insecurity: Center for Health Equity and the Department of Public Health.
Track digital divide: those without access to high speed internet and devices.
Wellbeing Index Reports: housing burdens, rent burdens, where people are in terms of
Wellbeing?
Housing type plotted against age.
Track displacement: www.antievictionmap.com . Also tract the demographics of those
displaced; what are the issues connected with them?
How are long-term tenants managing to stay in place? What programs help them the most?
Affordable units, rent control, family legacy or ownership.
Ecological carrying capacity of the community, with 50 year projections.
Impact of housing affordability on teachers and administrators.
Include bedroom count data.
Lifespan of development.
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Exercise #2 Re-Cap
For the second exercise, the TWG members reviewed each stability related goal and program and
provided feedback on how these goals can be amended to meet today’s conditions. The TWG members
also provided their ideas on new issues or ideas to consider for the update. Below is a summary of topics
highlighted during the discussion:

Goal 3.0

Protect the Existing Supply of Affordable Housing.

Objectives:
3.1 Develop Programs to Address State and Federal Legislative Mandates.
3.2 Protect Mountain View Mobile Home Park Residents
3.3 Maintain a Tenant Eviction Protection Program
3.4 Facilitate the Conservation of At-Risk Housing
Votes
Notes:
(against): • Eligibility compliance should be a separate report.
3
• Poor conditions of affordable housing.
• Ellis withdrawals are a financial decision the prohibits construction of new units.
• Incentivize creation of higher density new construction housing in Santa
Monica.
• It is very hard to finance a market rate project. Some programs like the off-site
affordable housing helps. This should be expanded.
• Subjective decision of location of affordable off-site provisions (similar
neighborhood instead of 1/4 mile)
• Off-site should be able to build deeper levels of affordability to capture state
funds.
• Higher density for 100% affordable projects.
• Incentivize development outside of areas that have rent control and affordable
units.
• Enforcement to protect existing housing stock. Enforce maintenance of
affordable units. Reduces speculation, which leads to high land costs
• 70% of our rent controlled units are at market rate. As such, reviewing who is
living in the units is not a good indication of affordable units. Rent control is for
EVERYONE, not just low income, seniors, etc.

Goal 4.0

Rehabilitation and Continued Maintenance of the Existing Housing Stock

Objectives:
4.1 Maintain a Low-Income Residential Repair Program
4.2 Maintain a Housing Code Enforcement Program
4.3 Maintain an Earthquake Retrofitting Program
4.4 Maintain a Lead-Based Paint and Asbestos Hazards Reduction Program
Votes: Notes:
• Enforcement is essential and needs to be measured.
• Rent Control Board would like a full report on the programs under 4.1
• Break down barrier between new production and preservation efforts.
• Enforcement pushes landlords to Ellis: already under water. City needs a funding
source to assist with the rehabilitation of housing due to deferred maintenance.
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Credit for moving units to deed restricted.

Goal 5.0

Provision of Housing Assistance and Supportive Services to Very Low–, Low-,
and Moderate-Income Households and Households with Special Needs
Objectives:
5.1 Maintain Rental Housing Voucher Programs and Expand to Assist All Persons with
Disabilities
5.2 Maintain a Community Development Grant Program
5.3 Provide Tenant Relocation Assistance
5.4 Maintain a Temporary Relocation Program
5.5 Address Threats to the HUD Section 8 Rental Subsidy Program
5.6 Facilitate the reduction of the number of homeless individuals living on the streets of
Santa Monica through the provision of a range of housing options, with an emphasis on
affordable, permanent, supportive housing
Votes: Notes:
• Invest in social workers, case workers, mental health workers so that they are able
to achieve this goal. Not well funded.
• Ensure City is accessible- WCAG 2.1 guidelines for websites. 21st C accessibility
guidelines. Universal design perspective.

Goal 6.0

Elimination of Discrimination in the Rental or Sale of Housing on the Basis of
Race, Religion, National Origin, Gender, Sexual Preference, Age, Disability,
Family Status, Aids, or other such Characteristics.
Objectives:
6.1 Maintain Fair Housing Programs
6.2 Provide Tenant/Landlord Mediation and Legal Services
Votes: Notes:
•
•
•
•

Goal 7.0

Active participation of citizens, community groups, and governmental agencies
in housing, community development and neighborhood safety activities.
Objectives:
7.1 Maintain a Community Notification Program
7.2 Provide a Residential Neighborhood Safety Program
7.3 Conduct Housing Element Review
Votes: Notes:
• Notifications are essential. More than 500 feet. Radius should be 1 square block.
• Residents, not citizens.
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Goal 7.0
•
•

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

More community input. Specifically, a Committee that supports new housing
projects?
Notices not just for new buildings, but when they are acquired.

Other Comments & General Notes:
•
•
•
•
•

Comment about changing AHPP requirement from 55 years to life of development.
May not meet RHNA without considering looking at the less dense areas, zoning code changes
likely needed. Boulevards may not be enough, must look at residential neighborhoods.
Diversity needed citywide and not just in specific neighborhoods.
CCSM comment: it would help CCSM, particularly notification when MFR properties are up for
sale so CCSM can bid on them. Also need assistance (any incentives?) that would help an owner
prioritize selling to non-profit affordable housing providers.
Enforcement of law, tenant protections, Medium term housing. Lack of enforcement will enable
speculation to rise on misuse of how they rent or use their property.
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J. December 11, 2020 – Housing Element Questionnaire
An introductory questionnaire to get feedback on the Housing Element goals and
priorities was launched on November 14, 2020 and closed on December 11, 2020. A
total of 450 responses were received. For a summary of results please visit:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/results/SM-J8K8396Z7/
Attachment: Copy of Questionnaire
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Housing Element Update Priorities
Thank you for participating in the Housing Element Update questionnaire. Your responses to the
following questions will help us to develop the goals for the upcoming Housing Element Update. For
more information, visit the project website here.
* 1. What are the priority housing issues in Santa Monica? (Select up to 3)
Energy Efficiency of Housing

Design and Character of New Housing

Substandard Housing Conditions

Lack of Parking

Overcrowding

High Cost of Housing

Limited Housing Choices in Terms of Type, Size, and Number
of Bedrooms

Lack of Homebuying Opportunities
Lack of Financial Assistance for Renters

Lack of Resource Related to Tenant Rights
Too Much Housing Development
Need for Increased Renter Protection
Other (please specify)

* 2. Are there any specific groups we should target new housing for? (Select up to 3)
College Students

Persons with Disabilities

Families with Children

Young Adults/Professionals

Low-Income Households

Single Parent Families

Unsheltered or Formerly Unsheltered Persons

Seniors

Other (please specify)

* 3. What housing types would you be most interested in seeing in Santa Monica? (Select up to 3)
Multi-Family Rental Buildings

Live-Work Units

Multi-Family Condo Buildings

Accessory Dwelling Units

Duplexes

Single-Family Homes

Townhomes
Other (please specify)
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Housing Element Update Goals
The following are the existing 2013 - 2021 Housing Element goals. Please let us know if you agree or
disagree with these goals.
4. Goal 1.0: Construction of new housing that is high quality, sustainable, compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood and offers opportunities for active living.
I agree
I do not agree
Additional Comments:

5. Goal 2.0: Housing production for all income categories including housing for the community’s workforce.
I agree
I do not agree
Additional Comments:

6. Goal 3.0: Protection of the existing supply of affordable housing.
I agree
I do not agree
Additional Comments:
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7. Goal 4.0: Rehabilitation and continued maintenance of the existing housing stock.
I agree
I do not agree

Additional Comments:

8. Goal 5.0: Provision of housing assistance and supportive services to extremely low, very low, low, and
moderate income households and households with special needs.
I agree
I do not agree
Additional Comments:

9. Goal 6.0: Elimination of discrimination in the rental or sale of housing on the basis of race, religion, national
origin, sex, sexual preference, age, disability, family status, aids, or other such characteristics.
I agree
I do not agree
Additional Comments:

10. Goal 7.0: Active participation of citizens, community groups, and governmental agencies in housing,
community development and neighborhood safety activities.
I agree
I do not agree
Additional Comments:
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11. Having reviewed all of the goals from the existing Housing Element, what is one idea that you would like
the Housing Element Update to explore?
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K. December 15, 2020 – City Council Housing Element Study
session
Housing Element Update: Introductory study session on the Housing Element
progress, schedule, and public outreach.
Attachments: City Council PowerPoint Presentation, Staff Report
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Agenda for Council Study Session

City Council Housing Element Update Study Session
December 15, 2020

The Housing Element

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Overview of the State Mandated Housing Element Update
6th Cycle RHNA Process and Santa Monica’s RHNA
Santa Monica Context for Updating the Housing Element
Suitable Sites Inventory
Santa Monica Approach to Housing
Review of the 2013-2021 Housing Element
Process and Timeline
Discussion

1
What is the Housing Element?

The Housing Element

Contents of The Housing Element

General Plan

Housing Element is a Mandatory State Requirement
• Established in 1969

Housing Element
Policies & Programs

• State Department of Housing and Community Development
(HCD) mandates that each jurisdiction does their part in
planning for their community’s housing needs every 8 years
• Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
represents 6 counties and 191 cities including Santa Monica

• Allocates the region’s housing need as determined by HCD to all
cities within the region

Housing Element

LUCE

Historic Preservation

Conservation

- Progress
- Appropriateness
- Effectiveness

• State can impose penalties (fines or withhold funding) for failing
to plan for housing needs
Safety

The Housing Element Update Process
Adopted Housing
Element & EIR

RHNA Allocation
Prepared by HCD/SCAG

By October 15, 2021

HCD
90-day
Review

Certified Housing
Element

PC/CC Hearings

Housing Research
& Analysis

Revised Draft
Housing Element

Public Input

HCD 60-day Review

Testing Concepts
for Public Review

PC/CC
Hearings

Draft Housing
Element
Transmitted to HCD

Housing Element
Implementation
3 years from adoption to
complete Zoning/GP
Amendments if necessary

Evaluation of
2013 – 2021
Housing Element:

Open Space

- Population Trends
- Employment
- Housing
Characteristics
- Special needs

Noise

Why Update the Housing Element?
Ensure that the City plans for the housing needs of
the community.
Components:
• Housing Needs Assessment and Characteristics
• Identifying Barriers to Market Rate and Affordable
Housing Development
• Evaluate Progress from Past 8 Years
• Identify sites that can accommodate housing
needs
• Goals, Policies, and Actions (Programs)
• Programs implement the stated policies

Housing Needs
Assessment:

The Housing Crisis
Declared Statewide Housing Crisis
•

•

Increasing housing costs

•

Statewide median home cost is 2x the national
median (California Association of Realtors)

Housing shortage due to imbalance between
supply & demand

•
•

Estimated shortage of 3 million units (Legislative Analysts

Office)

Estimated 1.3 million low-income renter
households need affordable homes (California Housing
Partnership)

•

Inequitable cost burden across income bands

•

8 in 10 low income households spent upwards of
50% of income on housing (California Budget and Policy Center)

Resources:
- Land
- Financial
- Administrative

Constraints:
- Land Use Plans and
Regulations
- Fees
- Procedures
- Environment
- Infrastructure
- Costs
- Affordable Housing

Housing Legislation – Focus Areas

Housing Legislation

Housing Legislation

• 2017 Housing Package

Production & Preservation Actions mandated
by changes in 2019 State law

2020 has continued the trend…

• SB35 – streamlining
• Changes to Housing
Element law
• Fines for violations of HAA

• 2018 Housing Legislation

• Changes to RHNA process
to be more objective
• Add Affirmatively
Furthering Fair Housing

• Streamlining housing approvals
• Limits number of hearings on housing projects
• Ban on downzoning, housing moratoriums, and
non-objective design standards, and limits on
permits issued

Strengthening
Housing
Accountability
Act

Affordable
Housing
Funding

Remove Local
Barriers to
Housing
Production

• Further attempts at encouraging
housing development

• SB330 (sunsets 1/1/25)

Streamlining

• Clarifications to SB330
• Process refinements for ADUs
• Changes to density bonus law: higher
bonuses, lower thresholds to qualify

• Density Bonuses for 100% Affordable Housing
(AB1763)

Tenant
Protections

• Accessory Dwelling Units (AB68, AB881, SB13)

ADUs

How is Housing Need Determined?
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA)

2
The 6th Cycle RHNA Process

What Factors Affect RHNA?

Production: 2013-2021 RHNA
1,674 Units allocated to Santa Monica for the 5th Cycle Housing Element

RHNA Allocation Methodology As Adopted by SCAG March 5, 2020
Social
Equity
Adjustment
Projected
household
growth

Population
Proximity to
Transit

Future
vacancy need

Share of Jobs

Replacement
need

Reallocate needs
from low resource
to high resource
cities within same
county

Account for
disproportionate
geographic
concentration of
each income
category
Added by
AB1771 in 2018

1. The State determines the number of units needed in
California for an 8-year cycle
2. This number (aka RHNA) is divided amongst regions of
the State
3. Santa Monica is located in the Southern California region,
which divides the number among cities
4. Cities must demonstrate that RHNA allocation can be
accommodated over 8-year cycle

Affirmatively
Further Fair
Housing

Income
Category

Total
RHNA
Allocation
Units
allocated
into
income
categorie
s

RHNA
Allocation

Completed and
In construction

Needed for
RHNA

428

114

(-51)

Low Income
(51-80% AMI)

263

263

(-113)

25

Moderate
Income
(81-120% AMI)

283

26

(-257)

2

700

1769

827 over

934

Extremely Low
(0-30% AMI)

58%
Affordable
(974 units)

Very Low
Income
(0-50% AMI)

Above
Moderate
(>120% AMI)
TOTAL

Approved Not in
Construction
50

56

1,674

6th Cycle RHNA Timeline
•

March 2020: Final RHNA Methodology adopted

•

September 2020: Draft RHNA Allocation Received

•

September 11 – October 26: Appeal Period
•

All appeals are available on the SCAG website:
https://scag.ca.gov/rhna

•

Deadline for comments was December 10, 2020

•

January 10, 2021: Appeal Hearings heard by RHNA Appeals
Board (RHNA Subcommittee)

•

Any successful appeals will be reallocated back to each
county

•

February 4, 2021: Final RHNA Allocation

What is Our RHNA?
The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) allocated
allocate
Santa Monica 8,873 units, more than 5 times the number in the prior cy
cycle

What is Our RHNA?
2021-2029 RHNA

• Large allocation to Santa Monica (~ 8,800
units)
• ~70
70
70%
0% at
at lower incomes
~70%

Income Category

2787

Low Income
(51-80% AMI)

1668

Moderate Income
(81-120% AMI)

1698

Above Moderate
(>120% AMI)

2720

Appeals must be consistent with the development
pattern in SCS

• Appeals limited to:
Failure to apply adopted final methodology

•

Failure to consider local planning factors and information
affirmatively furthering fair housing

•

Changed circumstances

How a Quantified Objective Could be Requested
Infrastructure/
Utilities

RHNA

Filter
Through
Available
Resources

$$ for Affordable
Housing
Developer
Resources

Public Services

Los Angeles
Long Beach
Glendale
Huntington Beach
Pasadena
Santa Monica
Oxnard
Newport Beach
West Hollywood
Culver City
Beverly Hills
Redondo Beach
Mission Viejo
Seal Beach
Laguna Niguel
San Clemente
Manhattan Beach
Rancho Palos Verdes
Hermosa Beach
Dana Point
El Segundo
Laguna Beach
Malibu
Santa Barbara (outside SCAG region)

Population VLI
LI
4,010,684 115680
472,217
7123
205,331
3430
201,281
3652
144,842
2740
92,357
2787
206,352
1835
85,780
1453
36,203
1063
39,705
1105
33,775
1005
66,994
933
94,267
672
24,992
257
65,316
347
64,581
281
35,250
322
41,731
253
19,614
231
33,146
147
16,777
189
22,343
117
11,720
27
93,511
2501

MI
68593
4038
2158
2179
1659
1668
1068
928
687
603
678
507
400
201
201
163
164
139
127
84
88
80
19
1620

74936
4149
2244
2303
1562
1698
1535
1048
681
559
601
489
396
238
223
187
155
125
105
101
83
79
17
1676

AMI
Total RHNA % Affordable
196368
455577
57%
11130
26440
58%
5561
13393
58%
5203
13337
61%
3447
9408
63%
2720
8873
69%
4090
8528
52%
1405
4834
71%
1493
3924
62%
1066
3333
68%
812
3096
74%
554
2483
78%
743
2211
66%
543
1239
56%
433
1204
64%
347
978
65%
132
773
83%
121
638
81%
93
556
83%
198
530
63%
131
491
73%
117
393
70%
15
78
81%
3637
9,435
61%

What Counts?

• Housing Units that receive building permits or
Certificate of Occupancy during the planning
period
• Examples:
•
•
•

Westside Council of Governments Cities

Quantified
Objective

•

Existing Zoning or General Plan land use restrictions

•

Any local ordinance, voter-approved measure or
standard that limits the number of residential permits

•

Prior underproduction of housing

•

Stable population growth

• Failure to comply can result in:
• Penalties and fines ($10-100K per month)
• Withhold important grant funding affecting: Housing
programs, Infrastructure, Water resources, Planning
grants
• Erosion of local land use control (e.g. SB35)

A house, an apartment,
a group of rooms, or a
single room occupied or
intended for occupancy
as separate living
quarters.

• Shared living quarters
• Examples:
•
•

Temporary emergency shelters
Dormitories

Quantified Objective
• Process to request more realistic goal
that accounts for other constraints
• Request at time of submitting draft to
HCD for review
• Recognizes allocation “may exceed
available resources and the
community’s ability to satisfy this need
within the content of the general plan
requirements”

Implications of Non-Compliance
• Must adopt the Housing Element Update by October 15,
2021
• Out of compliance if not adopted by then
• If not adopted within 120 days then must prepare an
update every 4 years
• Submit to HCD --> 90 days to certify as compliant/noncompliant

Single-unit dwellings, ADUs
Multi-unit dwellings regardless of length of lease
Permanent supportive housing

Census definition of a
“Housing Unit”:

What Doesn’t Count?

• SCAG cannot grant appeal on the basis of any of
the following

Appeals shall state why the revision is necessary to
further the intent of the 5 required RHNA objectives

•

Comparison to Westside Cities, Other Coastal cities in LA/Orange County,
and Selected cities with similar RHNA allocation

RHNA Appeals Process

• Bases for appeal have been narrowed (Gov’t
Code Section 65584.05)

•

RHNA
Allocation

Very Low Income
(0-50% AMI)

RHNA Appeals Process

•

What Counts Towards RHNA?

How does our RHNA compare to other cities?

Quantified
Objective currently
has no part in
determining
compliance under
existing Housing
Element law

Implications of Non-Compliance
• How is compliance with RHNA determined?
•

Based on building permits issued with each Annual Progress Report
(every April)

• APR Reporting Process
•
•
•

•

Due April 1 Each Year
Reporting Period: January 1 to December 31st of previous year
Data Inputs:
• Total Units, Number of Affordable Units (by affordability
category), Units Approved, Units Disapproved, Units Demolished
• Based on: Applications received and deemed complete (New in
2018, from AB 879), Entitlements, Building Permits Issued, C of
Os
Other Trackers in the APR:
• Progress Towards Housing Element Programs

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica
Santa Monica has approximately 52,000 housing
units with more than 77% as multifamily
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Santa Monica’s Housing: Facts & Trends

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica

How Do We Achieve our RHNA?

Implications of New Requirements

Over the past 20 years single-family units have remained relatively
stable while multifamily housing has increased by approximately 12%
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Identifying Eligible Housing Sites Through The
Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI) + ADUs

“Do More With Less”
•

More “teeth” that Housing Elements result in
actual production and not just paper

What is the Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI)?

•

No Net Loss of residential unit capacity [Govt.
Code Section 65863(c)(1)]

 City Inventory of Properties with Residential Development Potential.

Planning for Santa Monica’s Housing

What is its Purpose?
 Enables Santa Monica to determine whether there are
sufficient adequate sites to accommodate the RHNA
by income category.

•

Must continuously monitor capacity for
total number of units and at each income
level

•

May result in upzoning sites to satisfy
RHNA

RHNA

Suitable
Sites

SSI – General Overview of Methodology

SSI – Identifying Potential Sites

City Land Use Inventory

City Land Use Inventory

Filter using factors
such as existing
constraints/site
characteristics

Filter out: Single Family,
Ocean Park Single
Family, Ocean Park
Duplex, Residential
Mobile Home Zoning
District

Potential Suitable Properties
Apply
Realistic
capacity

Residential Zoned Parcels
Determine Housing
Potential

SSI – Identifying Potential Sites

Step 1: Identify Commercial Zoned
Parcels & City Owned Properties
• Ensures No Net Loss
• Consistent with Housing
Preservation goals and policies
• Consistent with LUCE
Neighborhood Protection goals
and policies

Step 2: Consider Factors Affecting
Likelihood of Residential Redevelopment
Site Constraints
• Landmarks
• Affordable Housing & Condos
• Unique land uses (cemetery, hospital,
parks, libraries, etc)
Other Factors
• Approved/Under Construction Projects
• Newer buildings (post 1980)
• High AVR (assessor’s value ratio)

Commercial Zoned Parcels and City
Owned Properties
Filter properties
based on: Site
Constraints & Other
Known Factors

Filtered Commercial Parcels and City
Properties

Commercial Zoned Parcels and City
Owned Properties

Policy and
Zoning
Changes as
needed to
Meet RHNA

Final Suitable Sites Inventory

SSI – Identifying Potential Sites
Filtered Commercial Zoned Parcels and
City Owned Properties
Rank and Review
Commercial and
City Owned Sites

Potential Suitable Properties

Step 3: Site Ranking and Review
Rank Sites according to:
1. Prior SSI properties
2. Downtown Community Plan and
Bergamot Area Plan properties
3. Vacant Lots (very limited in City)
4. Parking Lots (including parking lots of
faith-based organizations)
5. Auto Dealership Inventory Lots
6. Recent/active sales
7. Large Sites
8. Development Potential of 20K sf

Santa Monica’s Housing Approach

5
Adjustments
and Analysis

• Production:

• Plan for RHNA consistent with LUCE growth
strategy
• Support housing around Expo Stations and on
commercial boulevards

• Streamlined administrative approval for all
code-compliant housing projects citywide
• Implemented 2019 changes in State housing
law
• Density bonuses for 100% affordable housing
• Streamlining approvals
• Further removal of barriers to ADU production

• Preservation: New leasing regulations for
rental units

• Require all leases to be at least 1 year
• Leased to natural persons intended to be their
primary residence
• Units leased unfurnished

Policy and
Requirements

Rent
Control

Both

6th Cycle
RHNA
AHPP
Study

• Stabilize existing housing stock

• Process and development incentives

Production

HOUSING
IN SANTA
MONICA

New
Housing
Models

Phase I Immediate Actions

Preservation

State
Housing
Bills

Corporate
Housing
Analysis

Santa Monica Housing Approach

Santa Monica’s Housing Priorities:
Production & Preservation

• Support 100% Affordable Housing

Prop. R

Displacement
and
Gentrification

Review Sites with Consideration to:
• Access to transit, jobs, schools, residential amenities (parks), healthcare
• Affirmatively furthering fair housing
• Common ownership of adjacent properties
• Potential redevelopment of similar properties based on market conditions
• If existing uses are impediments to development
• Environmental constraints and existing conditions

• Rent Control
• No net loss

Remove
ELI 5%
from AHPP

Housing
Production
Tracking

2021
Housing
Element

Phase II Towards Certified Housing Element
•

Housing Needs
Assessment

Suitable Sites
Inventory

Housing Goals

Suitable Sites Inventory Process
•
•

Feasibility
Analysis

•

Housing Policy Formulation

•

Conduct Feasibility Analysis to understand
likelihood of housing projects instead of
commercial development and to
maximize inclusionary housing

Housing Policy
Research

•
•
•

•

Zoning
Changes
(as necessary)

Housing
Production
Policies

Housing
Preservation
Policies

Preliminary sites analysis based on factors
such as vacancy, underutilized sites, land
use patterns, and recent development
Apply new Housing Element law that
affects eligible sites and calculating
capacity of each site
Changes to State Density Bonus Law
New Housing Models (e.g. coliving)
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)

Account for effects of COVID-19

Land Use and Circulation Element
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Santa Monica’s Growth Strategy

Housing Element Goals

• Guides Development to 2030

• Goal 1.0: Construction of New Housing that is High Quality, Sustainable,
Compatible with the Surrounding Neighborhood and offers Opportunities
for Active Living.

• Transit-Oriented Mixed-Use: ”complete
neighborhoods”
• Continued Commitment to Affordable Housing

Review of 2013-2021 Housing Element

2013-2021 Housing Element Review

• Maintain Character of Residential Neighborhoods
• Area & Specific Plans to coordinate Public and Private
Investment and achieve Long-Term Goals

•

•

Housing Element Goals
• Goal 4.0: Rehabilitation and continued maintenance of
the existing housing stock.
• Example of Action: Maintain a Low Income Residential Repair Program
(Housing Division; Housing Authority)

• Goal 5.0: Provision of housing assistance and supportive
services to extremely low, very low-, low-, and moderateincome households and households with special needs.
• Example of Action: Maintain Rental Housing Voucher Program
(Housing Authority)

Housing Element Update Timeline

Example of Action: Maintain Affordable Housing Production Program
(Housing Division)

• Goal 3.0: Protection of the Existing Supply of Affordable Housing.

• Principles guided the 2013-2021 Suitable Sites
Inventory

2013-2021 Housing Element Review

Example of Action: Update the Zoning Ordinance (City Planning)

• Goal 2.0: Housing Production for all Income Categories including
Housing for the Community’s Workforce.

•

Example of Action: Facilitate the Conservation of At-Risk Housing
(Housing Division)

2013-2021 Housing Element Review
Housing Element Goals

7

• Goal 6.0: Elimination of discrimination in the rental or sale
of housing on the basis of race, religion, national origin,
sex, sexual preference, age, disability, family status, aids,
or other such characteristics.
• Example of Action: Maintain Fair Housing Programs
(City Attorney's Office)

Process and Timeline

• Goal 7.0: Active participation of citizens, community
groups, and governmental agencies in housing, community
development and neighborhood safety activities
• Example of Action: Provide Residential Neighborhood Safety
Program (Police)

Community Outreach
IDEAS + CONCEPTS
Community Outreach
Provide ideas and comments (website,
questionnaire, webinars, study
sessions)
Review and comment on concepts
oups
from the Technical Working Groups

CONCEPTS

Planning Commission and City
Council
Ideas from both the Technical
Working Groups and Community
Outreach efforts are reviewed by
the Planning Commission and City
Council.
Technical Working Groups
Use data, expertise to
refine ideas into policies,
actions, and programs

Housing Element Website
New Housing
Element Update
website launched in
August
(www.santamonica.gov/housingelement-update)
•
•
•
•

Background Information
FAQ
Updates
Project Schedule

Public Webinars

Online Questionnaire

3 Identical Introductory
Webinars Held:
•
•
•

• Survey advertised on-line
e
on Housing Element website
and Webinars

November 12 Thursday (12 pm)
November 12 Thursday (7 pm)
November 14 Saturday (10 am)

• Includes 11 questions on
housing priorities and prior
Housing Element goals

107 participants

Process

Process

What’s Happened So Far: Study Sessions

What’s Coming Up?

• November-December:
• Planning Commission Study Session #1

•

(November 18)

• Planning Commission Study Session #2
(December 9)

Preparation published/EIR scoping session held December 10)

• Housing Production
• Conversion of commercial space to residential use
• How to support production of ownership units in order to
encourage more permanent residents and housing stock
• ADU incentives
• Concepts for meeting Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
requirement
• How to encourage “missing middle” and moderate-income housing
• New construction innovations that can reduce housing
construction cost
• How to ensure buildings are net zero
• Reduction of parking minimums
• Housing Stability
• Strategies for alleviating rent burdens on residents
• Protections for units and tenants at risk of eviction including
ti
f
ii
t

December/January 2021: Preliminary Sites Assessment and Review of Goals and

Policies
• Public engagement
• Study sessions with the Planning Commission and Council

•

March 2021: Potential Concepts for Review and SSI Review

•

June 2021: Draft Housing Element and Draft EIR

(www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-update)

Summary of Planning Commission
Study Session Comments
Scope of Study

Housing Production (December 3, December 17, other dates TBD)
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Public engagement on setting goals, policies, and actions.
Study sessions with Planning Commission and Council
Public review of draft
Study sessions with Planning Commission and Council

Summary of Rent Control Board
Study Session Comments
Rent Control Board

•
•
•
•

Consider potential wave of Ellis Act evictions due to COVID-19 effects
Focus on retaining existing long-term housing stock
Strategies to help tenants become long-term community members
Should not provide incentives for medium-term leases due to potential increased
rents
• Emphasize family-sized units and affordable ADUs to support diverse population

Review Prior Goals & Policies for Effectiveness
Feedback on Feasibility Analysis Assumptions
Identifying Barriers to Production & Possible Innovations
Technical Group suggestions on Housing Production.

• Housing Stability & Preservation (December 11, other dates TBD)
•
•
•
•

• Survey available between
early November –
December 11

Public comments and questions
received from webinar posted online

• Rent Control Board presentation of Housing
Element (December 10)
• Kick off Environmental Impact Report (Notice of

Technical Working Groups

Review Prior Goals & Policies
Assessment Effectiveness of Prior Programs
Revise Programs or Suggest New Programs
Technical Group suggestions on Housing Stability.

Summary of Planning Commission
Study Session Comments
Outreach Program
• Further outreach to
•
•
•
•
•

Communities of color
Low-income tenants
Persons experiencing housing insecurity
Persons experiencing homeliness
Property owners of large sites

2013-2021 Goals

• Provided feedback on goals consistent with comments on scope of study
•
•
•

Modifying language that could be read to be exclusionary (e.g. “citizens”,
“compatible”)
Equitable zoning to address Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
Preserving deed-restricted and naturally occurring affordable housing

Questions for Discussion
Council feedback on Outreach Program
Council feedback on Proposed Scope of Study
1. What are policy areas we should explore in the update?
2. Are there any specific groups we should target new
housing for?
3. What housing types would the Council be most
interested in seeing in Santa Monica?

Housing Legislation - SB, AB, Local IZO Timelines
2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2021-2029 Housing Element (6th Cycle)
SB 35 (2017 - Ongoing)
SB 330 (2020-2025)
AB 1763 (2020 - Ongoing)
IZO 2645 CCS
Exp 12/31/2021

SB 35 – By-Right Approval Processing
SB 330 – Application Streamlining, Downzoning Prohibited
AB 1763 – Density Bonus for 100% Affordable Housing Projects
IZO 2645 (CCS)- Process Thresholds

2028

2029
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To:

Mayor and City Council

From:

David Martin, Director, Administration

Subject: Review of Housing Element
Recommended Action
Staff recommends that the City Council review and discuss an update on current work
efforts related to the 2021-2029 Housing Element Update.
Summary
The Housing Element is mandated by State law to be updated every eight years. The
next planning period of 2021-2029 (also referred to as the 6th Cycle Housing Element
Update) takes place against the backdrop of an ongoing housing shortage in California.
Across the State, cities and counties are undertaking updates to their Housing Elements
including all 191 cities within the Southern California region. In this current Housing
Element cycle, Santa Monica is being asked to plan for the housing needs of the
community representing approximately 8,800 units, of which approximately 70% are
affordable housing units.
Over the past three years, the State legislature has passed housing legislation intended
to address the housing shortage by limiting local control and also modifying housing
element law. State law changes to how housing need is calculated have reduced local
influence in the allocation process. State law has also changed the appeal process to
significantly limit the bases on which appeals of housing allocations can be filed. These
changes, coupled with consequences for failing to meet housing production targets
established by the State, appear intended to spur housing production at the expense of
consideration for local factors. It is clear that planning for the significant number of
affordable units in Santa Monica’s allocation will require significant public investment
and partnership from the State. The Housing Element Update will explore all available
tools to produce affordable housing, but this may also present an opportunity for Council
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to direct staff to pursue legislative amendments that acknowledge Santa Monica’s past
and future efforts to support housing production and the reality of funding affordable
housing.
This report provides the following:
1) An overview of the Housing Element and recent housing legislation;
2) The Statewide Housing Crisis and Santa Monica housing context;
3) An update of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) process and
Santa Monica’s 6th Cycle Housing Element update;
4) An overview of the Suitable Sites Inventory;
5) An overview of the City’s approach to supporting housing production and
preservation to date;
6) Review of the 2013-2021 Housing Element; and
7) Housing Element Update Process and Timeline.
The conclusion of this report identifies areas where staff seeks Council’s guidance to
address the challenges and issues of the upcoming Housing Element Update.
Discussion
What is the Housing Element?
The housing element is a required element of a general plan. A general plan is
mandated by State law (Government Code Section 65300) and expresses the
community’s development goals and embodies public policy relative to the distribution
of future land uses, both public and private. A general plan consists of individual
elements that each address a specific area of concern, but collectively, they
comprehensively make up an integrated planning approach for a city. State law
(Government Code Section 65302) requires that general plans include seven
mandatory elements: land use, circulation (transportation), conservation, noise, open
space, safety, and housing. A city or county may choose to have additional elements as
part of their general plan. Santa Monica has adopted all mandatory General Plan
elements (land use and circulation (transportation) are contained in a single document,
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the Land Use and Circulation Element (“LUCE”)) in addition to an optional Historic
Preservation Element.

Since 1969, California has required that all local governments adequately plan to meet
the housing needs of the community. State law requires that communities prepare and
update the Housing Element every eight years. California’s housing-element law
acknowledges that, in order for the private market to adequately address the housing
needs and demand of Californians, local governments must adopt plans and regulatory
systems that provide opportunities for (and do not unduly constrain) housing
development. As a result, housing policy in California rests largely upon the effective
implementation of local general plans and, in particular, local housing elements.
Consistent with State law requirements (Government Code Section 65583), the Housing
Element consists of five major components:
•

A Housing Needs Assessment

•

Identification of Barriers to Market Rate and Affordable Housing Development

•

Evaluation of Progress from Prior Cycle

•

Identification of Sites that can Accommodate Housing Needs

•

Goals, Policies, and Implementation Actions
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Recent State Housing Legislation
Recent State housing legislation has significantly impacted local control in housing
matters. Most of this housing legislation took place in 2017, 2018, and 2019.
2017 Housing Legislation
In response to the declared housing crisis, Governor Brown signed a 15-bill housing
package in 2017 aimed at addressing the state’s housing shortage and rising housing
costs. The package included bills aimed towards:
•

Funding affordable housing,

•

Streamlining housing building permits,

•

Increasing compliance and penalty measures focused on local accountability
for housing production,

•

Authorizing local governments to adopt inclusionary zoning requirements to
apply affordable housing requirements to rental housing projects, and

•

Preserving existing affordable housing.

This package included AB 1505, which superseded the court decision in Palmer/Sixth
Street Properties, L.P. v. City of Los Angeles (2009) 175 Cal.App.4th 1396 to permit
local jurisdictions to impose certain inclusionary housing requirements; SB 35, which
required local entities not meeting their RHNA goals for housing construction to
streamline approval of certain housing projects by subjecting them to a ministerial
process; and AB 72, which enhanced the State’s ability to review a local agency’s
housing element for compliance with State law. As a complement, the package also
included the Building Homes and Jobs Act (SB2), which established a $75 recording fee
on real estate documents to increase the supply of affordable homes in California.
Through the subsequent SB2 grant program, $123M in funds collected from this fee
have been set aside to provide funding and technical assistance to all local
governments in California to help cities and counties prepare, adopt, and implement
plans and process improvements that streamline housing approvals and accelerate
housing production. This grant program is meant to facilitate planning activities that will
foster an adequate supply of homes affordable to Californians at all income levels. The
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City was awarded a SB2 grant in the amount of $300,000 to support housing production
activities.
2018 Housing Legislation
Subsequent legislative sessions have continued to seek to address the State housing
shortage by restricting local control over decision-making for housing developments.
The 2018 legislative session changed the factors to be considered in the Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) methodology in a manner that reduced local
influence. In the 2019 legislative session, SB330 created an “opt-in” process for
streamlined housing approvals and also banned downzoning, housing moratoriums, and
non-objective design standards through January 1, 2025.
2019 Housing Legislation
New 2019 laws further removed barriers to the production of 100% affordable housing
(AB1763) and accessory dwelling units (AB68, AB881, and SB13). AB101 allocated
$250M for all regions, cities, and counties to prioritize activities that accelerate housing
production, including the Local Early Action Planning Grant Program (LEAP) and
Regional Early Action Planning Grant Program (REAP). The City was awarded a LEAP
grant in the amount of $300,000 to support the 6 th Cycle Housing Element Update and
is working with the Westside Cities Council of Governments on activities to be funded
by a REAP grant.
2020 Housing Legislation
Due to the challenges of the COVID19 pandemic, lawmakers were only able to pass a
few pieces of housing legislation during the 2020 session. These pieces of housing
legislation relate to tenant protection from evictions during COVID19 pandemic (AB
3088) and further refinements to accessory dwelling units (AB 3182), and changes to
density bonus law (AB2345).
Council has taken actions to update local regulations in alignment with these changes in
State law, some of which are further detailed in Table 1 of the report listing prior Council
actions.
The Housing Crisis and Santa Monica
Since the 1970s, the State of California has struggled to keep pace with rising housing
demand. The housing crisis has reached a critical point, as the severe shortage of
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housing continues to drive housing costs and homelessness to record levels. Despite
booming economic growth in the State in the past decade, the pace of new housing
construction has failed to meet the demands of Californians. The California Legislative
Analyst’s Office estimates that to meet existing and projected demand, an estimated
three million new housing units are needed by 2025. The on-set of the COVID-19
pandemic in March 2020 has had temporary disruptive effects on the housing market.
Time will tell what the extent and duration of the effects will be. However, the limited and
early data indicate that the housing market continues to remain strong.1 Furthermore,
housing will continue to be an important priority for the City and the State. A diverse and
affordable housing stock in the City will be critical for rebuilding the economy, providing
safe shelter for residents re-entering the workforce, curbing the increase in
homelessness, and addressing social and economic inequities.
Housing Inventory
The lack of housing, particuarly affordable housing, is consistently a top concern for
many Santa Monica residents. The City’s housing stock of 52,529 total housing units is
comprised primarily of multifamily rental units.2 The highest concentration of renteroccupied housing is located downtown and east of Lincoln Boulevard along the Pico
Boulevard Corridor. The highest concentration of owner-occupied housing is located
north of Montana Avenue and in the eastern portion of the city north of Wilshire
Boulevard, as well as in certain census tracts in Sunset Park.

1

Harvard University, State of the Nation’s Housing 2020 Report
Based on the 2019 American Communities Survey 5-year estimates, approximately 10% of the total units are vacant (i.e.,
vacation/seasonal homes).
2

515

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

The majority (75%) of the City’s housing stock was built before 1980, indicating the slow
down of housing construction since that time period. Many of the older multifamily
housing are subject to the City’s Rent Control Law, which controls most residential
rental buildings constructed prior to April 10, 1979. Rent controlled units are subject to
maximum annual rent increases authorized by the Rent Control Board, and as such, are
valuable assets in the City’s housing market. These rent control units account for
slightly more than one‐half of all housing in Santa Monica and just over two‐thirds of
multi‐family housing. The number of rent controlled units has decreased over time as a
result of temporary use exemptions (for example, owner‐occupancy exemptions on
properties of three‐or‐fewer‐units), units granted removal permits, or units being
withdrawn from the rental housing market pursuant to the Ellis Act. In 2019, the number
of Rent Controlled units in the City was 27,381. With the City’s housing stock comprised
primarily of multifamily rental units, housing opportunities for larger families (i.e., units
with 3 bedrooms or more) are limited. Approximately 79% of the City’s housing units
have 2 bedrooms or less. 3
Cost of Housing
The City’s robust employment, coastal location, and mild weather attract residents,
employees, and visitors alike. The opportunity to live in the City, however, comes at a
3

American Communities Survey, 2018 5 Year Estimates
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hefty price. While it is generally recognized that Californians pay more for housing than
the average American, Santa Monica’s housing costs are among the highest in the
nation. In 2019, while the national median price for a single family home was $274,500,
the median single family home price in Santa Monica was $3,966,251.4

Although condominiums offer a less expensive path to home ownership for prospective
buyers, condo prices are also similarly inflated in the City. In 2019, the median condo
price in the City was $915,000 as compared to the national median price of $254,600
and the statewide median price of $477,000. Based on this median condo price, a
family would need a household income of $171,560 (35% more than the existing
median household income) to afford a condo in Santa Monica. With the high costs of
housing and the low supply of ownership units, home ownership is out of reach for
much of the population.
Not surprisingly, the rental market in Santa Monica also sees some of the highest prices
in the nation. In the last 20 years, the City’s rental market has seen an exponential
increase in median monthly rents. In 1999, a two-bedroom rental unit in Santa Monica

4

California Association of Realtors, 2019
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had a median price of $1,400. This number grew to a median price of $3,200 in 2019,
which is almost two times more than the State median ($1832).5

Housing Cost as a Share of Monthly Income
Housing costs are a major factor in the wellbeing of a household. If housing costs are
too high, families and households will spend more of their income on housing, leaving
less money available for other non-housing basic necessities including food,
transportation, childcare, and other necessary purchases. A household is considered to
be “housing cost burdened” if more than 30% of household income is devoted toward
housing costs.

California has the highest number of “housing cost burdened”

households in the nation.6 At least a third of California households spent more than 30%
of their incomes toward housing in 2018, and as many as one in five spent more than
half of their incomes on housing costs.7 Housing costs also vary substantially
throughout the State, with the highest costs in coastal urban areas and the lowest costs
in inland rural areas. According to the California Budget and Policy Center, eight in ten
low income households spent upwards of 50% of their income on housing. Within the
City of Santa Monica, more than 43% of the City's rental households are housing cost
burdened.8 Although housing affordability is a problem for much of the population
across the State and within the City, lower income households are disproportionately
more affected by high housing costs. In Santa Monica, renters in Santa Monica need to
5

Apartment List 2020 report on rental prices
The State of the Nation’s Housing 2019 Report, Joint Center for Housing Studies, Harvard University, online at
https://www.jchs.harvard.edu/state-nations-housing-2019
7 California Budget and Policy Center
8
American Communities Survey, 5 Year Estimate 2018
6
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earn $61.33 per hour, more than 4 times the minimum wage in the City, to afford the
average monthly asking median rent of $3,200 for a two-bedroom apartment. Having
less money available for non-housing costs often means that low income households
will have less savings in the bank, putting them at risk for poverty or preventing them
from rising out of it.9
Santa Monica’s Approach to Housing Production and Preservation
The City has historically implemented a two-pronged approach to housing: the
preservation of existing housing and the production of new housing with a focus on
affordable units. This approach is embodied in the City’s adopted Land Use and
Circulation Element (LUCE), which called for the creation of mixed use, complete
communities near transit; maintaining the character of the City’s residential
neighborhoods; and the development of affordable housing to meet the needs of all
household income levels.
Prior Council Actions
In recent years, Council has taken a number of actions and provided a series of
directions to staff that address the preservation of existing housing and production of
new housing units in the City. Table 1 provides an outline of the actions taken and
directions provided to date:
Table 1 Prior Council Actions related to Housing Production and Preservation
Council Date

Council Action

January 9, 2018: Council Discussion on

Council identifies “Options to Encourage

City Planning Division Priorities

Housing on the Boulevards and Bergamot
Plan Area” as one of the City Planning
Division’s top five workplan priorities.

9

Typically, poverty is calculated by the Official Poverty Measure, which defines a family as poor if their pretax cash income is less
than a poverty threshold that is standard across the nation.
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Council Date

Council Action

December 18, 2018 Council Discussion

Council

on Corporate Housing Potential Goals

adverse impacts of renovation of rent-

and Policy Options

controlled housing and the construction of
new

expressed

housing

designed

that

concerns

appeared

to

facilitate

directs

staff

about

to

be

temporary

occupancy.
December 18, 2018: Council Direction on

Council

to

prepare

amendments to Affordable Housing

amendments to the Affordable Housing

Production Plan

Production Plan disallowing the current
option for developers to provide fewer
extremely low-income (ELI) units, until
such time as a feasibility study can be
completed to extend to the rest of the
City,

as

Downtown

economically
Community

justified,
Plan

the

formula

requiring a mix of units at appropriate
sizes and affordability levels.
March 26, 2019 Amendments to the

Council authorized an expenditure to fund

City’s Affordable Housing Production

a feasibility study to analyze potential

Program

changes to the City’s Affordable Housing
Production Program. Additionally, Council
authorized modification to the Zoning
Ordinance to remove the ELI option from
the Tier 2 community benefits menu.

April 23, 2019: Changes to emergency

Council approved changes to the City’s

interim zoning for market-rate single room emergency
occupancy uses.

interim

zoning

ordinance

related to single room occupancy uses
and directed staff to provide additional
information about new housing models,
including single-room occupancy housing.
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Council Date

Council Action

May 14, 2019 Amendments to Zoning

Council approved changes to the Zoning

Ordinance related to Single-Room

Ordinance that would prohibit Single-

Occupancy Housing citywide

Room

Occupancy

Housing

citywide

unless proposed as a 100% Affordable
Housing Project as defined by SMMC
Section 9.52.0050 or certain specialized
housing

uses

shelters,

such

as

transitional

emergency

housing,

and

supportive housing.
June 11, 2019 Authorization to Apply for

Council authorized staff to apply for SB2

SB2 Housing Grant

grant funding that would be used to
analyze incentives or changes to project
requirements

to

stimulate

housing

production. Additionally, the grant funds
could

be

used

to

study

policies,

programs, and ordinances to protect and
support tenants currently living in the
city’s existing housing stock.
September 10, 2019: Council study

Council provided direction to develop

session discussing goals and policy

code

options for protecting the City’s existing

controlled housing with a restriction on

housing stock and considering what role

lease term and a requirement to lease

new housing models may have in the

only to natural persons; and directed Staff

production of housing.

to develop a strategy and potential code

amendments

to

protect

rent-

amendments for addressing new housing
models.

521

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

Council Date

Council Action

October 15, 2019: Extension of removal

Council adopted an extension of the

of the Extremely-Low Income Affordable

temporary removal of the ELI option for

Housing Category from the City's the

an additional year to allow for the RHNA

Affordable Housing Production Program

process and new State directives to
clarify required zoning capacity.

November 12, 2019: SB2 Grant Budget

Council authorized the use of SB2 grant

Authorization

funds for housing production studies and
implementation

activities,

including

a

financial feasibility analysis for affordable
housing.
December 10, 2019 Council Study

Council gave direction to move forward

Session on Housing Policy Update

on the Housing Element Update with an
emphasis on supporting 100% affordable
housing, incentivizing housing production
in

Bergamot

and

the

Boulevards,

reviewing the application of updates to
the State density bonus law on both
affordable
production,

and
and

market-rate

housing

protecting

existing

housing stock.
March

10,

2020

Emergency

Interim Council passed an emergency ordinance

Zoning Ordinance related to processing to allow for Administrative Approval of
of 100% affordable housing projects and 100% Affordable Housing Projects and
Tier 2 housing projects

Tier 2 Housing Projects compliant with
the Housing Accountability Act (HAA).
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Council Date

Council Action

August 25, 2020 Amendments to Zoning

Council passed amendments to the City’s

Ordinance related to Accessory Dwelling

Zoning Ordinance for consistency with

Units (ADUs) and Junior Accessory

State law with respect to removing

Dwelling Units (JADUs)

barriers to large family daycares, updates
to accessory dwelling unit regulations,
and updates to density bonus provisions
as

they

relate

to

100%

affordable

housing.
August 25, 2020 New Residential Leasing Council adopted new leasing regulations
Regulations

that require residential rental units to be
rented

unfurnished,

only

to

natural

persons, only to tenants intending the unit
to be their primary residence, and for an
initial term of not less than one year.
August 25, 2020 Emergency Ordinance

Council

extended

the

emergency

related to 100% Affordable Housing

ordinance adopted on March 10, 2020

Projects and Tier 2 Housing Projects

related to the administrative approval of
100% affordable housing projects and
Tier 2 HAA compliant housing projects.
The extension will sunset on December
31, 2021.

August 25, 2020 Amendments to

Council adopted amendments to the

Downtown Community Plan and Zoning

Downtown Community Plan (DCP) to

Ordinance for Housing Projects greater

authorize Tier 3 Housing Projects greater

than 90,000 sf

than 90,000 sf within the DCP area to be
approved
Permit.
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Council Date

Council Action

October 13, 2020 Ordinance to Extend Council passed an ordinance to extend
the

Removal

Income
from

of

Affordable

the

City's

the

Extremely-Low the sunset date of the provision to

Housing
Affordable

Category eliminate the ELI option to February 28,
Housing 2022.

Production Program
October 13, 2020 Amendments to New Council adopted limited exemptions to the
Residential Leasing Regulations

leasing regulations that were adopted on
August 25, 2020. The exemptions apply
to: an owner-occupied unit with certain
conditions and to ADUs and JADUs for
which plans are submitted for plan check
before December 31, 2020 if the ADU or
JADU is located on a parcel improved
with a single-unit dwelling occupied by
the

owner

as

the

owner’s

primary

residence and the owner remains on site
during the rental.
Regional Housing Needs Assessment
Every eight years, the State of California requires all city and county governments to
prepare plans to adequately meet the housing needs of the community. Housing needs
are determined by the California Housing and Community Development Department
(HCD), which decides what the numerical housing targets should be for each regional
council of governments. Each council of government across the state then further
allocates the regional housing number (known as the Regional Housing Needs
Assessment– or RHNA) to every city and county within its jurisdiction. For the planning
period of 2021-2029, HCD has determined that the RHNA for the Southern California
region is 1.3 million units.
RHNA Process
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RHNA is the process to identify the total number of housing units and income levels that
each jurisdiction must accommodate in its housing element. The Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) is required to develop a final RHNA methodology
to distribute existing and projected housing need for the 6th cycle RHNA for each
jurisdiction, which will cover the planning period October 2021 through October 2029.
SCAG’s RHNA Subcommittee met for a year beginning in October 2018 to develop the
methodology for the region. Following extensive feedback from stakeholders during the
proposed methodology comment period and an extensive policy discussion, SCAG
made their recommendation. SCAG’s Regional Council voted to approve the Draft
RHNA Methodology on November 7, 2019 and provide it to the State Department of
Housing and Community Development (HCD) for their statutory review. On January 13,
2020, HCD completed its review of the draft methodology and found that it furthers the
following five statutory objectives of RHNA (Government Code Section 65584):
•

Increase the housing supply and mix of housing types, tenure and affordability in
all cities and counties within each region in an equitable manner;

•

Promote infill development and socioeconomic equity, the protection of
environmental and agricultural resources, the encouragement of efficient
development patterns, and the achievement of the region’s greenhouse gas
reductions targets provided by the State Air Resources Board;

•

Promote an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing,
including an improved balance between the number of low-wage jobs and the
number of housing units affordable to low-wage workers;

•

Allocate a lower proportion of housing need to an income category when a
jurisdiction already has a disproportionately high share of households in that
category, as compared to the countywide distribution of households in that
category from the most recent American Community Survey; and

•

Affirmatively further fair housing.

On March 4, 2020, SCAG’s Regional Council voted to approve the 6th Cycle Final
RHNA Methodology (see Attachment A). In determining a jurisdiction’s RHNA allocation
by income category, the methodology applies a four‐step process:

525

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

1. Determine a jurisdiction’s projected housing need
a. Assign household growth to jurisdictions based on SCAG’s Connect
SoCal Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
Growth Forecast between 2020 and 2030
b. Calculate a jurisdiction’s future vacancy need for the jurisdiction’s owner
and renter households
c. Assign a replacement need to jurisdictions based on each jurisdiction’s
share of regional net replacement need based on information collected
from the replacement need survey submitted by local jurisdictions.
2. Determine a jurisdiction’s existing housing need considering factors such as
transit accessibility and share of the region’s jobs),
3. Determine a jurisdiction’s total housing need by adding 1 and 2 from above
4. Apply

a

Social

Equity

Adjustment

that

accounts

for

disproportionate

concentration of each income category in the County and the need to
affirmatively further fair housing.
5. Determine a jurisdiction’s total RHNA allocation by adding 3 and 4 from above
The RHNA allocation is then apportioned to the following income levels: very low, low,
moderate, and above moderate.
Santa Monica’s 6th Cycle RHNA (2021-2029)
Based on SCAG’s adopted 6th Cycle RHNA methodology, Santa Monica’s draft
allocation has been determined to be 8,873 units (see Attachment B), which represents
an almost 5-time increase over the previous Fifth Cycle allocation of 1,674 units. Of the
8,873 units, 69% (6,152) must be provided at affordable levels (very low, low, and
moderate income) as shown in Table 2.
Table 2. City of Santa Monica
Draft RHNA 2021-2029
Income Category

RHNA

Extremely Low (0-30% AMI)

-

526

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

Very Low (31-50% AMI)

2,786

Low (51-80% AMI)

1,668

Moderate (81-120% AMI)

1,698

Above Moderate (>120%AMI)

2,721

Total

8,873

The significant increase in the City’s RHNA

allocation can be tied back to SB828 and AB1771, which were passed with the 2019
legislative session and made changes to the RHNA process to use more data to reflect
job growth and housing needs, with an emphasis on fair housing goals. From a regional
planning standpoint, Santa Monica is highly transit accessible, has a larger share of
jobs, and is considered a high resource community, all key factors that resulted in
determining higher housing need.

As part of the Housing Element Update, Santa

Monica must demonstrate that there is available capacity within its jurisdictional
boundaries to accommodate its RHNA allocation. This will be a challenge as shown in
Figure 1. Within Santa Monica, the total number of building permits issued over the
last five years averaged

approximately 200 units/year.

The RHNA allocation

represents planning for issuance of an average of approximately 1,100 building permits
for housing units/year.
Figure 1: 2014-2019 Housing Units Permitted Compared to 6TH Cycle RHNA
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Review of 2013-2021 Housing Element
As part of the Housing Element update, staff is reviewing the goals, policies, and
programs of the 2013-2021 Housing Element. Table 3, below, shows the City’s progress
towards achieving the 2013-2021 5th Cycle RHNA, which is established by SCAG in
coordination with the State Department of Housing and Community Development. Table
3 also includes the City’s progress on meeting the Quantified Objectives that are
outlined in Santa Monica’s adopted 5th Cycle Housing Element.
The 2013-2021 certified Housing Element indicated that 81 identified suitable sites had
a potential capacity of 3,702 units. Only 10 of the 81 identified sites have been improved
with housing projects since 2013. Nevertheless, as shown in Table 3, Santa Monica has
exceeded the overall RHNA and has largely satisfied the City’s Quantified Objectives.
However, the allocation of units at the Low and Moderate Income category has not been
met.
Table 3. RHNA and Quantified Objectives Progress for
5th Cycle Housing Element (June 2013 - September 2020)
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RHNA Appeals Process
The RHNA appeals period ran from September 11 to October 26. All appeals are
posted on SCAG’S website (https://scag.ca.gov/rhna) with December 10, 2020 as the
deadline for comments. The appeals will be heard by the RHNA Appeals Board in
January 2021 with any successful appeals reallocated back to each county. The final
RHNA allocation is anticipated to be issued on February 4, 2021.
Government Code Section 65584.05 sets forth the bases under which jurisdictions can
seek appeals of their RHNA allocation. Appeals are required to state why the revised
allocation is necessary to further the five required RHNA objectives and also must be
consistent with the adopted Sustainable Communities Strategy. Appeals are limited to
consideration of the following factors:
•

Failure to apply adopted final methodology

•

Failure to consider local planning factors and information affirmatively furthering
fair housing

•

Significant and unforeseen change in circumstance after April 30, 2019
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SCAG cannot grant appeals based on the any of the following factors:
•

Existing Zoning or General Plan land use restrictions;

•

Any local ordinance, voter-approved measure or standard that limits the number
of residential permits;

•

Prior underproduction of housing; or

•

Stable population growth.

While there is no longer an opportunity to appeal Santa Monica’s allocation, State
housing element law recognizes that the RHNA allocation may exceed available
resources and the community’s ability to satisfy this need within the content of the
general plan requirements. As a result, a process called the Quantified Objective allows
cities to request a more realistic goal that accounts for other constraints. The Quantified
Objective is requested at the time of submitting the draft Housing Element to HCD.
Thus, for example, the 5th Cycle (2013-2021) Housing Element includes a Quantified
Objective for Santa Monica of 1,371 units, as compared to the RHNA allocation of 1,674
units. It should be noted, however, that the Quantified Objective is not used as the
threshold for determining the City’s compliance with its certified Housing Element with
respect to funding eligibility and erosion of land use control. This is further explained in
the next section.
Consequences of Non-Compliance with RHNA and State Law
The California Department of Housing and Community Development (“HCD”) is
responsible for administering State Housing Element Law (Government Code Article
10.6), including review of housing elements for compliance pursuant to Government
Code Section 65585(b). In 2017, the Governor signed AB72, which expanded and
clarified HCD’s authority enforcement activities. Specifically, this bill:
1) Requires HCD to review any action or failure to act by a city, county, or city and
county that it determines is inconsistent with the following:
a) An adopted housing element;

530

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

b) Its inventory of sites suitable to accommodate the city's, county's, or city's
and county's regional housing needs assessment (“RHNA”); and
c) A program to rezone sites to meet the city's, county's, or city's and
county's RHNA.
2) Allows HCD to revoke its findings that a housing element or an amendment to
the housing element is in substantial compliance, until the city, county, or city
and county comes into compliance, if it determines that an action or failure to act
by a city, county, or city and county does not substantially comply with housing
element law.
3) Allows HCD to consult with and to receive any written comments from a city,
county, or city and county, public agency, group or person regarding a city's,
county's, or city's and county's action or failure to act to determine whether or not
a housing element is in substantial compliance with housing element law.
4) Requires HCD to notify the local government and the Office of the Attorney
General (AG) that the city, county, or city and county has violated state law if the
department finds that the housing element or an amendment to the element, or
any action or failure to act pursuant to (1) above or that any city, county, or city
and county has taken an action in violation of the following:
a) The Housing Accountability Act (Government Code Section 65589.5);
b) No-net-loss-in zoning density law limiting downzoning and density
reductions (Government Code Section 65863);
c) Density Bonuses and Other Incentives (Government Code Sections
65915 to 65918-);
d) Prohibiting discrimination against affordable housing (Government Code
Section 65008); and
In the 2019 legislative session, AB 101 was enacted, which further expands HCD’s
toolkit to hold cities accountable for housing element compliance. The legislation
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requires the Attorney General to bring any suit for violation related to housing element
compliance and request that the court issue an order or judgment directing a violating
jurisdiction to bring its housing element into substantial compliance and requiring the
court to retain jurisdiction to ensure that an order or judgment to bring a housing
element into compliance is carried out and impose fines.
Other repercussions for noncompliance include limited access to state funding where
eligibility for funding is contingent on the jurisdiction having a substantially compliant
housing element. To incentivize and reward local governments that have adopted
compliant and effective Housing Elements, several housing, community development,
and infrastructure funding programs include Housing Element compliance as a rating
and ranking or threshold requirement. Some of the programs that consider Housing
Element certification in their criteria are listed below:
•

Infill Incentive Grant (IIG) Program

•

Multifamily Housing Program

•

Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program

•

SB1 Sustainable Communities grants

•

SB2 Planning grants

•

Cal Recycle

•

Water Resources Control Board

Funding programs that are currently used by the City are the Affordable Housing and
Sustainable Communities Program, SB1 grants, SB2 grants, LEAP grant, Cal Recycle,
and Water Resources Control Board.
An additional consequence of failure to comply is erosion of local land use control, as
established in SB35. On April 1 of each year, every jurisdiction in California must
submit an Annual Progress Report (APR) to HCD that reports on housing metrics form
the prior calendar year including total units permitted, number of affordable units, and
units approved. This information is used to determine whether certain thresholds in
SB35 are triggered. If a jurisdiction has not met its lower and above-moderate income

532

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

housing targets, developments including at least 10% or 50% affordability, respectively,
are entitled to a streamlined approval process provided they meet certain conditions.
Santa Monica is one of 28 cities in California that is not currently subject to SB35’s
streamlining provisions. If Santa Monica cannot meet its RHNA targets in any of the
upcoming annual reporting periods, then SB35’s streamlining provisions will be
triggered.
Suitable Sites Inventory
As part of the preparation of the Housing Element update, jurisdictions are required to
identify an inventory of suitable sites that can be developed for residential units in order
to accommodate the RHNA by income category. The 2018 legislative session brought
new restrictions to the criteria applied to suitable sites, now codified in Government
Code Section 65583.2. These changes have the potential effect of creating a situation
where the number of suitable sites decrease despite the increase in the RHNA housing
allocation. As provided in HCD’s Housing Element Sites Inventory Guidebook (see
Attachment C), factors that must be considered in the selection of suitable sites include
rate of redevelopment of similar properties in the City; the effect of market conditions on
the likelihood of a site being redeveloped for residential use; availability of incentives for
residential redevelopment; site considerations (such as whether existing uses on the
site are impediments to redevelopment); and if the site is aligned with the goal of
affirmatively furthering fair housing. The identification of suitable sites in the inventory
will help to determine whether changes to zoning, development standards, and
infrastructure capacity are necessary to accommodate the RHNA allocation.
Scope of Study for Housing Element
The Housing Element Update will entail a combination of public outreach efforts, policy
research, and analytical work with the goal of having an adopted Housing Element by
October 15, 2021, the deadline established in housing element law. Specific areas of
study for the Housing Element Update include:
•

Housing Needs Assessment
o Update of demographics and data on housing characteristics to establish
baseline picture of the community’s housing needs
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Preparation of the Suitable Sites Inventory
o Analyze sites with residential potential based on HCD’s requirements
o Consider LUCE growth strategy when selecting sites
o Consider opportunities to produce housing on City-owned land
o Determine realistic capacity of identified sites to determine potential to
meet RHNA allocation

•

Financial Feasibility Analysis (informs realistic capacity of suitable sites)
o Based on market conditions, assess the likelihood of residential
development occurring on a site rather than commercial
o Explore what it would take to support varying levels of inclusionary
affordable housing in market-rate development

•

Housing Policy and Research
o Production
▪

Consider further incentives for 100% affordable housing that match
the State in terms of up to 33 feet in height and larger density
bonuses

▪

Explore additional financing tools and consider flexibility in allowing
developers multiple methods to produce affordable housing

▪

Analyze potential processing incentives and modified and/or flexible
development standards for housing development, particularly for
100% affordable housing projects

▪

Analyze density bonuses

▪

Explore what it would take to incentivize ADU production to become
a measurable percentage of RHNA allocation

▪

Consider different models of housing such as co-living units

▪

Study fair and equitable distribution of housing throughout the city
so that not one area becomes overburdened

o Preservation
▪

Explore a minimum density requirement in the context of no net
loss of units
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Study possible resources available for City to provide landlord
assistance as an incentive to retain existing rental units and
stewardship of existing rent-controlled buildings

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will also be prepared for the Housing Element
Update as the RHNA allocation exceeds the number of housing units that was analyzed
in the 2010 LUCE EIR. The Notice of Preparation of the Housing Element Update EIR
was issued on October 31, 2020 for a 60-day review period ending on December 31,
2020. A virtual scoping meeting is scheduled for December 10, 2020.
Housing Element Update Process and Timeline
As discussed above, the City has already undertaken significant steps towards the
preservation and production of housing through a number of legislative actions and
policy changes. However, considerable work remains towards the goal of an adopted
Housing Element by October 2021. The process graphic and timeline for the project
below show the key milestone, the opportunities for public participation and the role of
the community at key milestones, in addition to showing how the EIR process relates to
the project.
Figure 2: Housing Element Update Process and Timeline
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The process of updating the Housing Element began in late August/September with
initial review of new Housing Element regulatory requirements, followed by the official
launch of the website of the Housing Element Update. City staff has also begun initial
analysis of the foundational data necessary for the Suitable Sites Inventory and
released the Notice of Preparation for the Housing Element EIR. As a result of the
COVID-19 pandemic, the public outreach program for the Housing Element Update has
been modified from the City’s normal practices for gathering community input. City staff
held three separate (but identical) virtual webinars at the beginning of November,
emailed and published an on-line housing survey, held presentations with the Planning
Commission and Rent Control Board in November and December, and conducted three
sessions of the Technical Working Group series in December. Due to the somewhat
technical nature of the scope of study and the mandatory timeline by which the Housing
Element update must be completed, staff invited persons with knowledge and
experience in housing production and preservation to sign up for two technical working
groups housing production and housing stability/preservation. The working groups are
intended to help formulate concepts that will be presented and tested with the broader
community.
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City staff anticipates returning to the Planning Commission and City Council in March
with early options and concepts on the Housing Element Update. In June/July, the Draft
Housing Element will be presented to the Planning Commission and City Council along
with the public release of the Draft EIR. The Draft Housing Element will then be
transmitted to HCD for a 60-day comment period. Adoption of the Housing Element is
required by State law to be completed by October 15, 2021, which is subsequently
followed by transmittal of the Housing Element to HCD for final certification.
Council Discussion
As work on the Housing Element Update continues, City staff is seeking direction from
Council as to:
•

The scope of study related to housing production:
o Preparation of Suitable Sites Inventory, with selection of sites guided by
HCD requirements and LUCE growth strategy
o Analysis of potential processing incentives and modified and/or flexible
development standards for housing development, particularly for 100%
affordable housing projects
o Feasibility analyses to determine likelihood of residential development and
testing varying levels of inclusionary affordable housing units
o Analysis of density bonuses and minimum density requirements
o Analysis of new housing models
o Study incentives and best practices for ADU production

•

The scope of study related to housing preservation:
o Explore minimum density requirement in the context of no net loss of units
o Analysis of potential “landlord assistance” incentives to encourage
continued maintenance and stewardship of existing rent-controlled
buildings

Financial Impacts & Budget Actions
There is no immediate financial impact or budget action necessary as a result of the
recommended action.
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Jing Yeo, Planning Manager
Forwarded to Council

Attachments:
A. SCAG Final RHNA Methodology (Web Link)
B. Draft RHNA Allocation for Santa Monica
C. State Housing and Community Development Site Inventory Guidebook (Web
Link)
D. Summary of Planning Commission and Rent Control Board Comments on the
Housing Element Update
E. Written Comments
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L. December 17, 2020 – Housing Production TWG #2
Second session of the Housing Production Technical Working Group. Presentation
by staff and consultant, HR&A, on the suitable sites analysis and development
feasibility analysis assumptions. To view the recordings click the links below:
Main Discussion: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YZ5cd5nuJrQ
Breakout #1: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Lmac_yK5bqA
Breakout #2: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=l0DlSd7fVVM
Breakout #3: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bs5hKe3hZbc
Attachments: PowerPoint Presentation, Summary of Discussion
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Agenda

Breakout Groups
• You will be randomly assigned to a breakout group
facilitated by staff
• 60 minutes
• 2 Exercises

1. Welcome
2. Staff Presentation (20 mins)

a. Purpose of Todays Session
b. Review of the Preliminary Sites Analysis
c. Feasibility Analysis Approach

Technical Working Group: Housing Production
Housing Element Update Session #2
December 17, 2020

• Exercise #1: Review of Factors to Consider in Preliminary
Sites Analysis
• Exercise #2: Review of Assumptions for Feasibility Analysis

3. Breakout Discussions (60 minutes) - 2 exercises
4. Summary of Breakout Discussions (20 mins)
5. Conclusion & Next Steps (10 mins)

Contents of The Housing Element

Scope of Study: Housing Element

Housing Element
Policies & Programs

1
Goals of Today’s Session

Evaluation of
2013 – 2021
Housing Element:
- Progress
- Appropriateness
- Effectiveness

Housing Needs
Assessment:
- Population Trends
- Employment
- Housing
Characteristics
- Special needs

Available Resources
for Housing
- Land (Suitable Sites)
- Financial
- Administrative

Today’s Focus

Preliminary Sites Analysis
• “First cut” on approach to identifying potential
sites

2

• Follows approach last used in Downtown
Community Plan

Overview of Preliminary Sites Analysis

• Attempt to identify sites that have highest
probability of turn over

Housing Needs
Assessment

Constraints to
Housing:
- Land Use Plans and
Regulations
- Fees
- Procedures
- Environment
- Infrastructure
- Costs
- Affordable Housing

Suitable Sites
Inventory

• Suitable Sites Inventory Process

• Preliminary sites analysis based on factors
such as vacancy, underutilized sites, land
use patterns, and recent development
• Apply new Housing Element law that
affects eligible sites and determining
capacity of sites

Housing Goals

Feasibility
Analysis

Housing Policy
Research

• Feasibility Analysis to understand
likelihood of housing projects instead
of commercial development and to
maximize inclusionary housing
• Account for effects of COVID-19

Zoning
Changes
(as necessary)

Housing
Production
Policies

Housing
Preservation
Policies

• Housing Policy Formulation

• Changes to State Density Bonus Law
• New Housing Models (e.g. coliving)
• ADUs

Today’s Focus

SSI – General Overview of Methodology
City Land Use Inventory
Filter using factors
such as existing
constraints/site
characteristics

Potential Suitable Properties
Apply
Realistic
capacity

Determine Housing
Potential
Policy and
Zoning
Changes as
needed to
Meet RHNA

Final Suitable Sites Inventory

SSI – Identifying Potential Sites
City Land Use Inventory
Filter out: Single Family,
Ocean Park Single
Family, Ocean Park
Duplex, Residential
Mobile Home Zoning
District

Residential Zoned Parcels

SSI – Identifying Potential Sites

Step 1: Identify Commercial Zoned
Parcels & City Owned Properties
• Ensures No Net Loss
• Consistent with Housing
Preservation goals and policies
• Consistent with LUCE
Neighborhood Protection goals
and policies

Commercial Zoned Parcels and City
Owned Properties
Filter properties
based on: Site
Constraints & Other
Known Factors

Filtered Commercial Parcels and City
Properties

Commercial Zoned Parcels and City
Owned Properties

SSI – Identifying Potential Sites

Step 2: Consider Factors Affecting
Likelihood of Residential Redevelopment
Site Constraints
• Landmarks
• Affordable Housing & Condos
• Unique land uses (cemetery, hospital,
parks, libraries, etc)
Other Factors
• Approved/Under Construction Projects
• Newer buildings (post 1980)
• High AVR (assessor’s value ratio)

Step 3: Site Ranking and Review
Rank Sites according to:
1. Prior SSI properties
2. Downtown Community Plan and
Bergamot Area Plan properties
3. Vacant Lots (very limited in City)
4. Parking Lots (including parking lots of
faith-based organizations)
5. Auto Dealership Inventory Lots
6. Recent/active sales
7. Large Sites
8. Development Potential of 20K sf

Filtered Commercial Zoned Parcels and
City Owned Properties
Rank and Review
Commercial and
City Owned Sites

Potential Suitable Properties

Review Sites with Consideration to:
• Access to transit, jobs, schools, residential amenities
• Affirmatively furthering fair housing
• Common ownership of adjacent properties
• Potential redevelopment based on similar properties
• If existing uses are impediments to development
• Environmental constraints and existing conditions

Questions for Discussion
TWG feedback on Approach to Preliminary Sites Analysis

3

1. Are the factors being considered for the preliminary
sites analysis appropriate?

2. Is the proposed ranking for site eligibility appropriate?

CITY OF SANTA MONICA
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRODUCTION PROGRAM
2020 UPDATE

Assumptions to Consider in Feasibility Analysis

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

HR&A SCOPE OF WORK

FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY APPROACH

Determine Objectives and Prepare Prototypes
Develop Market & Cost Assumptions

Å TODAY

Financial Feasibility Testing

• HR&A is conducting research on current real
estate market conditions to determine modeling
assumptions such as rents, cap rates, vacancy
rates, land value and construction costs.
• HR&A will prepare static pro forma models to
systematically test the financial feasibility of
each prototype at different affordability levels.

Internal Review and Discussion
Further Financial Feasibility Testing

• HR&A will use two metrics to determine financial
feasibility of various affordable housing
requirements: 1) return on total cost and 2)
developer profit margin.

Development of Recommended AHPP Requirements
Public Review and Comment
Final AHPP Recommendations
HR&A Advisors, Inc.

Santa Monica AHPP 2020 Update | 16

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT - NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION

Santa Monica AHPP 2020 Update | 15

STUDY AREA
Static Financial Feasibility Model
Illustrative Development Program
Total Development Cost (TDC)
- Hard Costs
- Soft Costs (As % of Hard Costs)
- Construction Financing Costs
Net Operating Income (NOI)
- Revenues
- Expenses (As % of Revenues)
Project Returns
Return on Cost

= NOI/TDC
Developer Profit Margin
= (NOI/Cap Rate) - Sale Costs - TDC

Santa Monica AHPP 2020 Update | 17

Market Area

# of
Prototypes

Downtown includes the Downtown
Community Plan Area

6

Boulevards includes Wilshire Blvd, Santa
Monica Blvd, Broadway and Colorado Blvd.

8

Bergamot includes the Bergamot Plan Area

5

Lincoln extends along Lincoln Blvd, south of
I-10

1

Montana extends along Montana Avenue
between 6th St. and 17th St.

2

Main extends along Main St. between Pico
Blvd. and Marine Ct.

1

R2 includes low-density residential land north
of the boulevards and south of I-10

1

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

N

1 mile

Santa Monica AHPP 2020 Update | 18

PROTOTYPE TESTING
INPUTS

SOURCES FOR KEY ANALYSIS METRICS
OUTPUTS

• MGAC Cost & Construction Management Consultants

• John Kaliski Architects and Danielian Associates

Hard Costs

• HR&A Experience

Market Assumptions
Affordability % and AMI Range

• Technical Working Group Conversations (including today)

Basic Development Standards

Program

KEY METRICS FOR DISCUSSION

• Standard Real Estate Data Sources

FAR

 Costar (Rents, Vacancies, Sale Prices, Cap Rates)

%

 CBRE (Cap Rates)

Number of Floors

Cap Rates

Required Return Thresholds
HR&A Advisors, Inc.

Santa Monica AHPP 2020 Update | 19

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

Santa Monica AHPP 2020 Update | 20

Breakout Groups

Reporting Back & Group Discussion

• You will be randomly assigned to a breakout group
facilitated by staff
• 60 minutes
• 2 Exercises

• Summary of Exercise results from each group

• Exercise #1: Review of Factors to Consider in Preliminary
Sites Analysis
• Exercise #2: Review of Assumptions for Feasibility Analysis

Next Meeting
• January 14, 2021 @ 10am -12pm
• Summary of this session and recording will be
posted on website
• Forthcoming homework in preparation for next
session:
• Identifying Barriers & Construction Innovations

Rents and
Operating Costs

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

Vacancies

Land Costs
Santa Monica AHPP 2020 Update | 21

4
Next Steps

Next Meeting
Thank You!
Any follow-up? Please contact
HousingUpdate@smgov.net
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Housing Production Technical Working Group Session #2
December 17, 2020
Housing Production second Session
The second meeting of the Housing Production Technical Working Group (TWG) took place on
December 17, 2020. The session started off with a brief presentation on the Suitable Sites Inventory and
the analysis, filtering, and ranking process for selecting suitable sites. Following the staff presentation,
the consultant team from HR&A presented on the development feasibility analysis. This analysis uses a
certain set of assumptions to test whether development is feasible given restraints such as hard and soft
costs, development standards and City processes, affordability requirements, vacancies, land costs, and
other factors.
Breakout Session Re-Cap
The TWG members broke into three different breakout groups. The groups were allotted an hour to go
over two different exercises focusing on:
1. For the first exercise, the TWG members discussed the filters used to filter out parcels, and then
went discussed the ranking process used to rank the remaining parcels
2. For the second exercise, led by HR&A, the TWG members discussed their experience with
factors that may affect project feasibility, specifically any factors and assumptions related to
hard costs, rents, vacancy rates, cap rates, land costs, emerging opportunities, and other factors
affecting housing production.
Group #1 Re-Cap
Moderator: Jing Yeo
Note Taker: Cary Fukui
Exercise #1: Suitable Sites Filtering and Ranking
• Freeways: Do not include I-10 in sites inventory. Create a buffer area around freeways due to
potential health impacts.
• Unique Land Uses:
o These uses may have potential for workforce housing. The site list should look at these
uses if there is potential for workforce housing there (surface parking on these uses, for
example).
o May be able to provide housing in a longer-term framework. We should consider these
in the future- freeway capping for example, airport/CC, or school district properties for
workforce.
o Potential for unique land uses to be a resource in the future- hospitals, schools, parks,
etc. Individual creative opportunities may be available.
• Historic Resources: Is this landmarks only or does it include the HRI? Consider whether HRI
should be included or not.
o Seconded
• List should not be overly inclusive- vast majority of 5th Cycle SSI was not re-developed.
• Promenade: Might be out of scale to include the promenade (3-4 stories).
• Montana: Neighborhood resistance is likely. Follow path of least resistance.
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Consider small additions to low-scale commercial streets. Too small to trigger AHPP, but
still adds units. This should still be considered.
Main Street: A lot of HRI buildings or potential resources. Could be a potential district. Do not
want to lose neighborhood character.
Makes sense to include Wilshire, SMB, Olympic.
SMC (parking lot near airport): lots of land available for affordable workforce and student
housing.
City Owned Property: City Yards, BBB yard (outside 500 ft buffer from freeway)
Bergamot: Do not consider redevelopment of Bergamot.
Residential Zones and Historic Resources: Consider being permissive to additional units in
residential zones and resources if not impacted.
Downtown: consider Downtown fully. Character and infrastructure may change. Some sites may
be long-term, but we should think about those opportunities now.
Consider DMV site.
Acquisition of market rate units for long-term affordable units should be counted towards
RHNA.
o

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Exercise #2: Assumptions for the Feasibility Analysis
Hard Construction Costs:
• Height is an issue: capacity can be met with 3 to 4 stories. Wood frame construction lowers cost
and is feasible.
• Today, it is typical for taller buildings to have type 1 construction at the 1st/2nd floor, which
allow for taller buildings at a lower cost.
• Affordable units lower project valuation. Acquisitions and conversions are less costly. Allow
developers to partner for off-site acquisitions.
Rents and Operating Expenses:
• Older housing stock has seen a 10% drop in rents.
• Do not assume future buildings will have GF retail. Consider allowing or requiring GF residential.
• Higher density = lower operating, maintenance, and replacement costs.
Vacancies
• High office vacancies is short-term due to job losses related to COVID-19
o Similar to the very low residential vacancy rates.
• CA DOF has a residential vacancy rate of 8%+ for Santa Monica.
Land Costs:
• Montana and Main street are low priority areas for development.
• Land value of $350-400K will not be enough to incentivize a low-density commercial building
with a reliable income stream to re-develop to housing. Must think of incentives to turn over
these small commercial properties.
o Talk to previous SSI sites that did not turn over to see what it would take.
• Develop a systematic way to measure a sites realistic probability of redeveloping, using metrics
such as land costs.
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Emerging Opportunities
• Develop new housing with flexible ground floor uses, such as lofts and live-work spaces. That
will allow for the easy transition between residential and commercial based on market trends.
Other Factors Affecting Housing Production
• Study the differences in costs for off-site versus on-site affordable housing.
• Consider limiting commercial uses.
• Leverage private capital to acquire existing buildings for deed restricted affordable housing.
• Quantify the cost of the entitlement period.
• Typical pre-construction time allocation for a project is 4/5 years. Reduce this to increase
feasibility
• Consider various tax and processing incentives to encourage low-density commercial turnover
and for additional affordable/inclusionary units.

Group #2 Re-Cap
Moderator: Steve Mizokami
Note Taker: Stephanie Reich
Exercise #1: Suitable Sites Filtering and Ranking
• Adaptive re-use of commercial space should be considered for housing opportunities.
• Why not consider the airport site for housing?
• Santa Monica Business Park is a great opportunity for housing.
• Expand to Ocean Park and Montana?
o R1 may not be appropriate for affordable housing. What about additional ADUs?
Should be considered.
o Important to consider issues of equity. If R1 is not included, that would perpetuate
the history of redlining and the racial divide.
• Perhaps there could be consideration of City properties, such as the BBB lot
• Potential for including Unique Land Uses.
• What about environmental factors such as proximity to the freeway? 500 feet away from the
freeway is typically a factor. In one example, proximity to the freeway was less of a factor than
post office lot adjacent. Air quality should be based on actual testing, and not to automatically
dismiss sites based on the 500 feet distance from the freeway. Also concern to make sure there
is safety when considering pollution, staying away from fault lines and tsunami zones.
• On parcels with existing housing, if there can be more units on those sites, consider innovative
ways to maintain housing for existing residences, lease-ups and rehabilitation can be
considered. Consider adaptive re-use, additions to existing buildings.
• Open space- consider edges of public parks, is there space in the PROW that can be captured for
housing?
• Why are we looking at Value of Land Improvements? List of properties that are not good
candidates for redevelopment. High value would likely not turn-over so we won’t include them.
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Exercise #2: Assumptions for the Feasibility Analysis
Hard Construction Costs:
• Net cost of affordable units: $650 – 700K.
• Trust fund: $20M for every 70 units.
• Type V: $325 per SF
• Type III: $350 per SF
• 10% added for prevailing wage
• 90 unit building with 2.5 levels of subterranean parking: $37M
• $400 per SF for parking
• $150 per SF for below grade parking
• $20 per SF for parking, $25 per SF lower
Rents and Operating Expenses:
• Affordability has been 10-15%
• Lost redevelopment funds
• Need $200M in the trust fund: currently $18M
Vacancies
• Pre-covid vacancy is around 10%
• Covid vacancy is around 10-12% for office and retail
Cap Rates
• 3.7 for Bergamot and commercial boulevards
• 3-4 for residential
Land Costs:
• Von’s site cost? Would be helpful comparable
• See sale transactions
Emerging Opportunities
• Alternative forms of housing
• Co-housing and micro units
• Commercial conversions
• Design flexibility to lower costs
• Ownership housing
• De-commodify housing
• Limited equity housing co-ops.
Other Factors Affecting Housing Production
• Return to TWG with real life numbers
• Pro forma on non-pandemic dollars.
• Entitlement costs and delays- how is this accounted for?
• Provide a list of HR&A assumptions
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Project went from 7 to 40M because of processing times.

Group #3 Re-Cap
Moderator: Rachel Kwok
Note Taker: Ross Fehrman
Exercise #1: Suitable Sites Filtering and Ranking
• Does the approach of excluding “historic resources” from the SSI include HRI properties? If you
exclude HRI, it will be an impediment to development for a lot of parcels.
o If HRI properties were included, demolition will be very difficult. Adaptive reuse or
remodel is expensive for these buildings.
o We tend to not develop historic properties (HRI or not) to avoid displacement.
• Should consider ownership of properties. Property owners that don’t live here only tend to do
small T.I.s to their buildings. They aren’t looking to redevelop it completely.
• We need to be more proactive in incorporating affordable housing in all areas of Santa Monica.
This includes looking into how to utilize R1 properties.
• We can’t just focus on boulevards for affordable housing. They are too expensive to buy for
affordable housing purposes.
• Schools and church parking lots should be included in the SSI, but finding replacement parking
will be difficult, even though state law may not require replacement parking.
o For churches to give up parking, we would need to change the zoning since they are
mostly in areas with low heights.
• HCD has constraints on prior SSI sites. Reusing them will need zoning changes because there
must be reasons they didn’t develop.
• Affirmatively furthering fair housing needs to be incorporated into every parcel identified on the
SSI.
o Segregation goes both ways… we have areas that are 80% white.
• Auto dealership inventory are being used for parking… as well as churches, etc.… maybe they
shouldn’t be included on the SSI because replacing the parking is very hard/expensive.
• Parking requirements are constraints… both amount and cost.
• Within the NC zone, rental value is high, which might not lead to redevelopment.
• Individual site characteristics matter. Exclude sites less than 15,000 SF. Smaller parcels such as
7,500 SF are very hard to park and development, and projects are not always feasible without
parking.
• SSI should consider assessed values of properties… focus on low assessed values so we get
higher property taxes when they redevelop.
o Disagree… owner won’t sell because of that exact reason… people want to keep their
low assessed valued properties because they get to still charge market rents
o Rebuttal.. that’s because development potential is too low to incentive that.
o Developer experience is that people that owned properties for a long time are the least
likely to redevelop
• Past development trends have to be in the feasibility analysis.
• Need to incorporate metrics around racial justice and AFFH.
• Any sites with current renters should be completely off the inventory.
• R2 areas have a lot of renters and rent controlled units. Targeting them for redevelopment is a
recipe for displacement and a loss of existing affordable housing.
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Exercise #2: Assumptions for the Feasibility Analysis
• Will you be collecting data from developers on recent construction costs in Santa Monica?
o Yes, would like to incorporate that into our analysis.
• A 17 or 18% IRR should be included. And should include entitlement and predevelopment
period.
• Capitol evaluates deals on IRR. So it is a very important metric to include.
Hard Construction Costs:
• For 100% affordable housing project, factor in prevailing wage requirements.
• 3-4 story affordable housing with subterranean parking: 350,000-400,000 per unit, but overall
650,000-750,000 per unit with soft and land costs. It has gone up significantly in the last 3 to 4
years.
• Material inflation costs should be factored in for the next 8 years.
• 420,000-430,000 net SF; residential gross (not including subterranean garage) - 350,000 per SF;
subterranean garage – 125,000 per SF.
• What about using prefab units to lower cost
o Right now, the costs aren’t all that different between modular and non-modular.
o Modular projects don’t easily lend to good architecture at the moment.
o Viable for 100% affordable due to prevailing wage.
▪ CCSM – Modular has not brought cost down for us, only time.
• For concrete buildings, need 10 stories to make it financially feasible
Rents and Operating Expenses:
• Rent studies should consider if parking was included and that feasibility.
• For rents today, you need to be in the $7 per SF range to make development work. Site selection
factors heavily into this though. Downtown, boulevards, Montana Avenue, and Main Street have
the rents that can support new development. We are seeing noticeable discount in land price to
make Bergamot work.
• $200-250 per parking spot
• Commercial rents are hard to tell at the moment. Depends on location… more affordable the
farther east, but rent still haven’t dropped on the Promenade even though its half vacant.
Vacancies:
• Post Covid, its going to depend what the city does… for example, permit times.
Cap Rate:
• There are not a lot of transactions happening right now.
• Investors will not use a cap rate below 4%, but generally 4.25% in the underwriting.
• Low cap rates are supported and driven by the high demand for housing and high income office.
A lot will depend on that demand.
• Cap rates are low because of exchange buyers driven by tax deferral.
Land Costs:
• Why are we not considering Ocean Park as a boulevard?
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There needs to be an overlay about retail rents. Owners getting a great return on low property
tax and high rents.
We can pay generally 160,000/200,000 per unit on boulevards or in the downtown… 175-200
units per acre.
Affordable housing example… Project on Pico: 8.3 million on 21,000 SF parcel; Project on 14th
St: 11.9 million at 30,000 SF parcel taking advantage of AB 1763
Density is a huge factor for making affordable housing work.

Emerging Opportunities:
• Land trades
• Pay close attention to what HCD will allow us to do… adaptive reuse, ADUs, constraints.
• SB 330 makes the difficult to redevelop existing housing due to current development standards.
o Standards need to change to at least allow an equal or more unit replacement count.
• Commercial conversion is very difficult and expensive… plumbing, electrical, etc.
• Ownership housing is difficult due to the code because of the affordability requirement.
• State law has enacted great new changes for ADUs, but we have to have the land to do it or
displace parking. At some point ADUs are not attractive for property values… privacy is a
deterrent.
• R2 parcels used as commercial parking lots need to be looked at. They would result in no
displacement and can only add to housing.
• Developers pass on sites that have existing residential.
• Conversions don’t pencil out. It is easier to keep the building vacant then to convert to
residential.
• ADUs can now convert non-livable space, but the City is currently restricting some areas from
converting.
Other Factors Affecting Housing Production:
• Process takes too long, which costs money. Far faster in other places in the country.
• The City has made very good efforts to streamline that ensure predictability.
• Code compliant housing for an AA is not always viable because of low development potential or
inclusionary housing (downtown)… it forces us to go to higher tiers.
• Streamline ARB more.
• Affordable requirements need to be realigned for feasibility.
• Public art fee is too high. Can’t architecture be the art?
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Overall Notes on Development Assumptions from All Breakout Groups Organized by Category
Hard Construction Costs:
• Hard construction costs for 3 to 4 story affordable projects with underground parking are
$350,000-$400,000 per unit. All in costs, including soft costs, financing costs, and land costs are
$650,000-750,000 per unit.
• Residential hard costs are $350 per gross square foot and $420-$430 per net square foot. Type V
residential construction is slightly lower at $325 PSF. Prevailing wages add 15 percent to hard
construction costs for residential and 10 percent for commercial.
• Subterranean parking costs $125 PSF.
• One 90-unit residential project in Santa Monica cost $37 million, or $400-$425 PSF for the
residential units and $150 PSF for parking.
• Office hard costs are approximately $200 PSF for core and shell, with an additional $50 PSF
tenant improvement allowance.
• Construction cost increases are outpacing rents in Santa Monica.
• Pre-fabrication costs are approximately $25 PSF less than traditional residential construction
costs.
• One developer would develop 10 story concrete apartment buildings if $8 PSF rents were
achievable.
Rents and Operating Expenses:
• Older housing stock has seen a 10% drop in rents. Rents in Santa Monica are generally below
average because of RHNA growth.
• In order to pencil, apartment rents need to be in the $7.00 PSF range, which is feasible in
Downtown, Boulevards, Main, and Montana, but not in Bergamot.
• Santa Monica has seen a small decline in office rents over the long-term, especially on the
Boulevards on the eastern side of the City.
• Rents on 3rd street have not declined, but vacancies have increased.
• Parking rents are $200-$250 per space.
Vacancies
• Office and retail vacancies and rents are hurting because of the length of the approvals process.
Office vacancies were approximately 10 percent pre-COVID-19, and are 10-12 percent now.
Retail vacancies are also 10-12 percent.
• Residential vacancy rates are 5 percent.
• Ground floor retail vacancies are high. Santa Monica should explore opportunities to reposition
vacant retail and office space and allow more flex uses (i.e. ground floor live/work lofts).
Capitalization Rates:
• Investors will not use cap rates below 4-4.25 percent. Sellers are achieving lower cap rates but
can’t finance their projects.
• Residential cap rates are 3-4 percent in Downtown, Montana, and Main. Elsewhere, residential
cap rates are 40-75bps higher.
• Trends are driven by employment and wages.
• Exchange buyers are driving cap rates to low levels, dependent on tax rates.
Land Costs:
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•

Land costs range from $160,000-$200,000 per unit, with 175-200 units per acre on the
Boulevards and in Downtown.
• Up zoning would increase the value, and motivate sellers, increasing the number of available
parcels.
Other Factors Affecting Housing Production
• The development process takes approximately 5 times, compared to other cities. Codecompliant project streamlining has helped with risk and predictability but has not changed the
timeline dramatically.
• Ownership housing is difficult to develop because 30 percent affordable units does not pencil.
• Santa Monica should consider alternative forms of housing (i.e. co-housing, micro-units, and
ownership models)
• Santa Monica should consider commercial conversion as an adaptive reuse option.
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M. January 7, 2021 – Housing Commission Study Session
Housing Element Update: Study session on the Housing Element Update including
but not limited to progress, schedule, public outreach, preliminary sites analysis,
and review of goals and policies.
Attachment: Housing Commission PowerPoint Presentation
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Agenda for Study Session

Housing Commission
Housing Element Update Study Session
January 7, 2021

The Housing Element

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Overview of the State Mandated Housing Element Update
6th Cycle RHNA Process and Santa Monica’s RHNA
Santa Monica Context for Updating the Housing Element
Suitable Sites Inventory
Santa Monica’s Approach to Housing
Review of the 2013-2021 Housing Element
Process and Timeline
Discussion

1
What is the Housing Element?

The Housing Element

Contents of The Housing Element

General Plan

Housing Element is a Mandatory State Requirement
• Established in 1969

Housing Element
Policies & Programs

• State Department of Housing and Community Development
(HCD) mandates that each jurisdiction does their part in
planning for their community’s housing needs every 8 years
• Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
represents 6 counties and 191 cities including Santa Monica

• Allocates the region’s housing need as determined by HCD to all
cities within the region

Housing Element

LUCE

Historic Preservation

Conservation

- Progress
- Appropriateness
- Effectiveness

• State can impose penalties (fines or withhold funding) for failing
to plan for housing needs
Safety

The Housing Element Update Process
Adopted Housing
Element & EIR

RHNA Allocation
Prepared by HCD/SCAG

By October 15, 2021

HCD
90-day
Review

Certified Housing
Element

PC/CC Hearings

Housing Research
& Analysis

Revised Draft
Housing Element

Public Input

HCD 60-day Review

Testing Concepts
for Public Review

PC/CC
Hearings

Draft Housing
Element
Transmitted to HCD

Housing Element
Implementation
3 years from adoption to
complete Zoning/GP
Amendments if necessary

Evaluation of
2013 – 2021
Housing Element:

Open Space

- Population Trends
- Employment
- Housing
Characteristics
- Special needs

Noise

Why Update the Housing Element?
Ensure that the City plans for the housing needs of
the community.
Components:
• Housing Needs Assessment and Characteristics
• Identifying Barriers to Market Rate and Affordable
Housing Development
• Evaluate Progress from Past 8 Years
• Identify sites that can accommodate housing
needs
• Goals, Policies, and Actions (Programs)
• Programs implement the stated policies

Housing Needs
Assessment:

The Housing Crisis
Declared Statewide Housing Crisis
•

•

Increasing housing costs

•

Statewide median home cost is 2x the national
median (California Association of Realtors)

Housing shortage due to imbalance between
supply & demand

•
•

Estimated shortage of 3 million units (Legislative Analysts

Office)

Estimated 1.3 million low-income renter
households need affordable homes (California Housing
Partnership)

•

Inequitable cost burden across income bands

•

8 in 10 low income households spent upwards of
50% of income on housing (California Budget and Policy Center)

Resources:
- Land
- Financial
- Administrative

Constraints:
- Land Use Plans and
Regulations
- Fees
- Procedures
- Environment
- Infrastructure
- Costs
- Affordable Housing

Housing Legislation – Focus Areas

Housing Legislation

Housing Legislation

• 2017 Housing Package

Production & Preservation Actions mandated
by changes in 2019 State law

2020 has continued the trend…

• SB35 – streamlining
• Changes to Housing
Element law
• Fines for violations of HAA

• 2018 Housing Legislation

• Changes to RHNA process
to be more objective
• Add Affirmatively
Furthering Fair Housing

• Streamlining housing approvals
• Limits number of hearings on housing projects
• Ban on downzoning, housing moratoriums, and
non-objective design standards, and limits on
permits issued

Strengthening
Housing
Accountability
Act

Affordable
Housing
Funding

Remove Local
Barriers to
Housing
Production

• Further attempts at encouraging
housing development

• SB330 (sunsets 1/1/25)

Streamlining

• Clarifications to SB330
• Process refinements for ADUs
• Changes to density bonus law: higher
bonuses, lower thresholds to qualify

• Density Bonuses for 100% Affordable Housing
(AB1763)

Tenant
Protections

• Accessory Dwelling Units (AB68, AB881, SB13)

ADUs

How is Housing Need Determined?
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA)

2
The 6th Cycle RHNA Process

What Factors Affect RHNA?

Production: 2013-2021 RHNA
1,674 Units allocated to Santa Monica for the 5th Cycle Housing Element

RHNA Allocation Methodology As Adopted by SCAG March 5, 2020
Social
Equity
Adjustment
Projected
household
growth

Population
Proximity to
Transit

Future
vacancy need

Share of Jobs

Replacement
need

Reallocate needs
from low resource
to high resource
cities within same
county

Account for
disproportionate
geographic
concentration of
each income
category
Added by
AB1771 in 2018

1. The State determines the number of units needed in
California for an 8-year cycle
2. This number (aka RHNA) is divided amongst regions of
the State
3. Santa Monica is located in the Southern California region,
which divides the number among cities
4. Cities must demonstrate that RHNA allocation can be
accommodated over 8-year cycle

Affirmatively
Further Fair
Housing

Income
Category

Total
RHNA
Allocation
Units
allocated
into
income
categorie
s

RHNA
Allocation

Completed and
In construction

Needed for
RHNA

428

114

(-51)

Low Income
(51-80% AMI)

263

263

(-113)

25

Moderate
Income
(81-120% AMI)

283

26

(-257)

2

700

1769

827 over

934

Extremely Low
(0-30% AMI)

58%
Affordable
(974 units)

Very Low
Income
(0-50% AMI)

Above
Moderate
(>120% AMI)
TOTAL

Approved Not in
Construction
50

56

1,674

6th Cycle RHNA Timeline
•

March 2020: Final RHNA Methodology adopted

•

September 2020: Draft RHNA Allocation Received

•

September 11 – October 26: Appeal Period
•

All appeals are available on the SCAG website:
https://scag.ca.gov/rhna

•

Deadline for comments was December 10, 2020

•

January 10, 2021: Appeal Hearings heard by RHNA Appeals
Board (RHNA Subcommittee)

•

Any successful appeals will be reallocated back to each
county

•

February 4, 2021: Final RHNA Allocation

What is Our RHNA?
The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) allocated
allocate
cycle
Santa Monica 8,873 units, more than 5 times the number in the prior cy

What is Our RHNA?
2021-2029 RHNA

• Large allocation to Santa Monica (~ 8,800
units)
~70%
• ~70
70%
70
0% at
at lower incomes

How does our RHNA compare to other cities?
Income Category

RHNA
Allocation

Very Low Income
(0-50% AMI)

2787

Low Income
(51-80% AMI)

1668

Moderate Income
(81-120% AMI)

1698

Above Moderate
(>120% AMI)

2720

Comparison to Westside Cities, Other Coastal cities in LA/Orange County,
and Selected cities with similar RHNA allocation
Los Angeles
Long Beach
Glendale
Huntington Beach
Pasadena
Santa Monica
Oxnard
Newport Beach
West Hollywood
Culver City
Beverly Hills
Redondo Beach
Mission Viejo
Seal Beach
Laguna Niguel
San Clemente
Manhattan Beach
Rancho Palos Verdes
Hermosa Beach
Dana Point
El Segundo
Laguna Beach
Malibu
Santa Barbara (outside SCAG region)

Implications of Non-Compliance
• Must adopt the Housing Element Update by October 15,
2021
• Out of compliance if not adopted by then
• If not adopted within 120 days then must prepare an
update every 4 years
• Submit to HCD --> 90 days to certify as compliant/noncompliant
• Failure to comply can result in:
• Penalties and fines ($10-100K per month)
• Withhold important grant funding affecting: Housing
programs, Infrastructure, Water resources, Planning
grants
• Erosion of local land use control (e.g. SB35)

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica

Population VLI
LI
4,010,684 115680
472,217
7123
205,331
3430
201,281
3652
144,842
2740
92,357
2787
206,352
1835
85,780
1453
36,203
1063
39,705
1105
33,775
1005
66,994
933
94,267
672
24,992
257
65,316
347
64,581
281
35,250
322
41,731
253
19,614
231
33,146
147
16,777
189
22,343
117
11,720
27
93,511
2501

MI
68593
4038
2158
2179
1659
1668
1068
928
687
603
678
507
400
201
201
163
164
139
127
84
88
80
19
1620

74936
4149
2244
2303
1562
1698
1535
1048
681
559
601
489
396
238
223
187
155
125
105
101
83
79
17
1676

AMI
Total RHNA % Affordable
196368
455577
57%
11130
26440
58%
5561
13393
58%
5203
13337
61%
3447
9408
63%
2720
8873
69%
4090
8528
52%
1405
4834
71%
1493
3924
62%
1066
3333
68%
812
3096
74%
554
2483
78%
743
2211
66%
543
1239
56%
433
1204
64%
347
978
65%
132
773
83%
121
638
81%
93
556
83%
198
530
63%
131
491
73%
117
393
70%
15
78
81%
3637
9,435
61%

Westside Council of Governments Cities

What Counts Towards RHNA?
What Counts?

• Housing Units that receive building permits or
Certificate of Occupancy during the planning
period
• Examples:
•
•
•

Single-unit dwellings, ADUs
Multi-unit dwellings regardless of length of lease
Permanent supportive housing

Census definition of a
“Housing Unit”:
A house, an apartment,
a group of rooms, or a
single room occupied or
intended for occupancy
as separate living
quarters.

What Doesn’t Count?
• Shared living quarters
• Examples:
•
•

Temporary emergency shelters
Dormitories

Implications of Non-Compliance
• How is compliance with RHNA determined?
•

Based on building permits issued with each Annual Progress Report
(every April)

• APR Reporting Process
•
•
•

•

Due April 1 Each Year
Reporting Period: January 1 to December 31st of previous year
Data Inputs:
• Total Units, Number of Affordable Units (by affordability
category), Units Approved, Units Disapproved, Units Demolished
• Based on: Applications received and deemed complete (New in
2018, from AB 879), Entitlements, Building Permits Issued, C of
Os
Other Trackers in the APR:
• Progress Towards Housing Element Programs

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica
Santa Monica has approximately 52,000 housing
units with more than 77% as multifamily

3
Santa Monica’s Housing: Facts & Trends

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica
Over the past 20 years single-family units have remained relatively
stable while multifamily housing has increased by approximately 12%

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica

The Housing Crisis in Santa Monica

4
Planning for Santa Monica’s Housing

How Do We Achieve our RHNA?

Implications of New Requirements

Identifying Eligible Housing Sites Through The
Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI) + ADUs

“Do More With Less”
•

More “teeth” that Housing Elements result in
actual production and not just paper

What is the Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI)?

•

No Net Loss of residential unit capacity [Govt.
Code Section 65863(c)(1)]

 City Inventory of Properties with Residential Development Potential.

What is its Purpose?
 Enables Santa Monica to determine whether there are
sufficient adequate sites to accommodate the RHNA
by income category.

SSI – Identifying Potential Sites
City Land Use Inventory
Filter out: Single Family,
Ocean Park Single
Family, Ocean Park
Duplex, Residential
Mobile Home Zoning
District

Residential Zoned Parcels

Commercial Zoned Parcels and City
Owned Properties

Step 1: Identify Commercial Zoned
Parcels & City Owned Properties
• Ensures No Net Loss
• Consistent with Housing
Preservation goals and policies
• Consistent with LUCE
Neighborhood Protection goals
and policies

•

Must continuously monitor capacity for
total number of units and at each income
level

•

May result in upzoning sites to satisfy
RHNA

SSI – General Overview of Methodology
City Land Use Inventory
Filter using factors
such as existing
constraints/site
characteristics

RHNA

Potential Suitable Properties
Apply
Realistic
capacity

Determine Housing
Potential

Suitable
Sites

Policy and
Zoning
Changes as
needed to
Meet RHNA

Final Suitable Sites Inventory

SSI – Identifying Potential Sites
Map of Commercial Zoned Parcels

SSI – Identifying Potential Sites
Commercial Zoned Parcels and City
Owned Properties
Filter properties
based on: Site
Constraints & Other
Known Factors

Filtered Commercial Parcels and City
Properties

Step 2: Consider Factors Affecting
Likelihood of Residential Redevelopment
Site Constraints
• Landmarks
• Affordable Housing & Condos
• Unique land uses (cemetery, hospital,
parks, libraries, etc)
Other Factors
• Approved/Under Construction Projects
• Newer buildings (post 1980)
• High AVR (assessor’s value ratio)

Santa Monica’s Housing Priorities:
Production & Preservation

SSI – Identifying Potential Sites
Filtered Commercial Zoned Parcels and
City Owned Properties
Rank and Review
Commercial and
City Owned Sites

Potential Suitable Properties

Step 3: Site Ranking and Review
Rank Sites according to:
1. Prior SSI properties
2. Downtown Community Plan and
Bergamot Area Plan properties
3. Vacant Lots (very limited in City)
4. Parking Lots (including parking lots of
faith-based organizations)
5. Auto Dealership Inventory Lots
6. Recent/active sales
7. Large Sites
8. Development Potential of 20K sf

• Stabilize existing housing stock
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• Rent Control
• No net loss

• Support 100% Affordable Housing

Santa Monica Housing Approach

Review Sites with Consideration to:
• Access to transit, jobs, schools, residential amenities (parks), healthcare
• Affirmatively furthering fair housing
• Common ownership of adjacent properties
• Potential redevelopment of similar properties based on market conditions
• If existing uses are impediments to development
• Environmental constraints and existing conditions

Phase I Immediate Actions

• Plan for RHNA consistent with LUCE growth
strategy
• Support housing around Expo Stations and on
commercial boulevards

Phase II Towards Certified Housing Element

• Production:

• Streamlined administrative approval for all
code-compliant housing projects citywide
• Implemented 2019 changes in State housing
law
• Density bonuses for 100% affordable housing
• Streamlining approvals
• Further removal of barriers to ADU production

• Process and development incentives

•

Housing Needs
Assessment

Suitable Sites
Inventory

• Preservation: New leasing regulations for
rental units

Housing Goals

Suitable Sites Inventory Process
•
•

Feasibility
Analysis

•

Housing Policy Formulation

•

Conduct Feasibility Analysis to understand
likelihood of housing projects instead of
commercial development and to
maximize inclusionary housing

Housing Policy
Research

•
•
•

•

Zoning
Changes

• Require all leases to be at least 1 year
• Leased to natural persons intended to be their
primary residence
• Units leased unfurnished

(as necessary)

Land Use and Circulation Element

Housing
Production
Policies

Preliminary sites analysis based on factors
such as vacancy, underutilized sites, land
use patterns, and recent development
Apply new Housing Element law that
affects eligible sites and calculating
capacity of each site
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Changes to State Density Bonus Law
New Housing Models (e.g. coliving)
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)

Account for effects of COVID-19

Housing
Preservation
Policies

2013-2021 Housing Element Review

Review of 2013-2021 Housing Element

2013-2021 Housing Element Review

Santa Monica’s Growth Strategy

Housing Element Goals

Housing Element Goals

• Guides Development to 2030

• Goal 1.0: Construction of New Housing that is High Quality, Sustainable,
Compatible with the Surrounding Neighborhood and offers Opportunities
for Active Living.

• Goal 4.0: Rehabilitation and continued maintenance of
the existing housing stock.

• Transit-Oriented Mixed-Use: ”complete
neighborhoods”
• Continued Commitment to Affordable Housing
• Maintain Character of Residential Neighborhoods
• Area & Specific Plans to coordinate Public and Private
Investment and achieve Long-Term Goals

• Principles guided the 2013-2021 Suitable Sites
Inventory

•

Example of Action: Update the Zoning Ordinance (City Planning)

• Goal 2.0: Housing Production for all Income Categories including
Housing for the Community’s Workforce.
•

Example of Action: Maintain Affordable Housing Production Program
(Housing Division)

• Goal 3.0: Protection of the Existing Supply of Affordable Housing.
•

Example of Action: Facilitate the Conservation of At-Risk Housing
(Housing Division)

• Example of Action: Maintain a Low Income Residential Repair Program
(Housing Division; Housing Authority)

• Goal 5.0: Provision of housing assistance and supportive
services to extremely low, very low-, low-, and moderateincome households and households with special needs.
• Example of Action: Maintain Rental Housing Voucher Program
(Housing Authority)

2013-2021 Housing Element Review

Housing Element Update Timeline

Housing Element Goals
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• Goal 6.0: Elimination of discrimination in the rental or sale
of housing on the basis of race, religion, national origin,
sex, sexual preference, age, disability, family status, aids,
or other such characteristics.
• Example of Action: Maintain Fair Housing Programs
(City Attorney's Office)

Process and Timeline

• Goal 7.0: Active participation of citizens, community
groups, and governmental agencies in housing, community
development and neighborhood safety activities
• Example of Action: Provide Residential Neighborhood Safety
Program (Police)

Community Outreach
IDEAS + CONCEPTS
Community Outreach
Provide ideas and comments (website,
questionnaire, webinars, study
sessions)
Review and comment on concepts
from the Technical Working Groups
oups

CONCEPTS

Planning Commission and City
Council
Ideas from both the Technical
Working Groups and Community
Outreach efforts are reviewed by
the Planning Commission and City
Council.
Technical Working Groups
Use data, expertise to
refine ideas into policies,
actions, and programs

Online Questionnaire
• Survey advertised on-line
e
on Housing Element website
and Webinars
• Includes 11 questions on
housing priorities and prior
Housing Element goals
• Survey available between
early November –
December 11

Housing Element Website
New Housing
Element Update
website launched in
August
(www.santamonica.gov/housingelement-update)
•
•
•
•

Background Information
FAQ
Updates
Project Schedule

Technical Working Groups
Housing Production (December 3, December 17, January 22)
•
•
•
•

Review Prior Goals & Policies for Effectiveness
Feedback on Feasibility Analysis Assumptions
Identifying Barriers to Production & Possible Innovations
Technical Group suggestions on Housing Production.

• Housing Stability & Preservation (December 11, January 8, January 28)
•
•
•
•

Review Prior Goals & Policies
Assessment Effectiveness of Prior Programs
Revise Programs or Suggest New Programs
Technical Group suggestions on Housing Stability.

Public Webinars
3 Identical Introductory
Webinars Held:
•
•
•

November 12 Thursday (12 pm)
November 12 Thursday (7 pm)
November 14 Saturday (10 am)

107 participants
Public comments and questions
received from webinar posted online

Process
What’s Happened So Far: Study Sessions
• November-December:
• Planning Commission Study Session #1
(November 18)

• Planning Commission Study Session #2
(December 9)

• Rent Control Board presentation of Housing
Element (December 10)
• City Council Study Session (December 15)
• Kick off Environmental Impact Report (Notice of
Preparation published/EIR scoping session held December 10)

(www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-update)

Process
What’s Coming Up?
•

December/January 2021: Preliminary Sites Assessment and Review of Goals and

Policies
• Public engagement
• Study sessions with the Planning Commission and Council

•

March 2021: Potential Concepts for Review and SSI Review

•

June 2021: Draft Housing Element and Draft EIR

•
•
•
•

Public engagement on setting goals, policies, and actions.
Study sessions with Planning Commission and Council
Public review of draft
Study sessions with Planning Commission and Council

Summary of Rent Control Board
Study Session Comments
Rent Control Board

•
•
•
•

Consider potential wave of Ellis Act evictions due to COVID-19 effects
Focus on retaining existing long-term housing stock
Strategies to help tenants become long-term community members
Should not provide incentives for medium-term leases due to potential increased
rents
• Emphasize family-sized units and affordable ADUs to support diverse population

Summary of Planning Commission
Study Session Comments
Outreach Program
• Further outreach to
•
•
•
•
•

Communities of color
Low-income tenants
Persons experiencing housing insecurity
Persons experiencing homeliness
Property owners of large sites

2013-2021 Goals

• Provided feedback on goals consistent with comments on scope of study
•
•
•

Modifying language that could be read to be exclusionary (e.g. “citizens”,
“compatible”)
Equitable zoning to address Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
Preserving deed-restricted and naturally occurring affordable housing

Summary of City Council
Study Session Comments
• General comments to proceed with preparation of Housing Element Update
• Pursue parallel track
• Consider additional study and possible legal options to challenge regional
allocations
• Funding for affordable housing
• Legislative advocacy acknowledging constraints on housing production

Summary of Planning Commission
Study Session Comments
Scope of Study

• Housing Production
• Conversion of commercial space to residential use
• How to support production of ownership units in order to encourage
more permanent residents and housing stock
• ADU incentives
• Concepts for meeting Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing requirement
• How to encourage “missing middle” and moderate-income housing
• New construction innovations that can reduce housing construction
cost
• How to ensure buildings are net zero
• Reduction of parking minimums
• Housing Stability
• Strategies for alleviating rent burdens on residents
• Protections for units and tenants at risk of eviction including
preservation of expiring covenants

Questions for Discussion
Commission feedback on Outreach Program
Commission feedback on Proposed Scope of Study
1. What are policy areas we should explore in the update?
2. Are there any specific groups we should target new
housing for?
3. What housing types would the Commission be most
interested in seeing in Santa Monica?
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N. January 8, 2021 – Housing Stability TWG #2
Second session of the Housing Stability Technical Working Group. Review of
programs related to housing stability and proposal of new programs. The TWG
only reviewed goal #3 programs, the remaining programs were reviewed in the
third session on January 28, 2021. To view the recording, click the links below:
Main Discussion: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kmrYa81Dv7s
Attachments: PowerPoint Presentation, Summary of Discussion
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Agenda

Bluejeans Basics

1. Welcome/Housekeeping & Staff Introductions
2. Assessment of Programs from 2013-2021 Housing
Element
3. Conclusion & Next Steps

Video
on/off

Technical Working Group: Housing Stability
Housing Element Update

View
meeting
attendees

Mic
on/off

Chat with
group

Use
during
breakout

Resolve
technical
issues

Share
screen

January 8, 2021

Hang
up

1

2

3

How To Comment

Requesting to Speak

USING “CHAT”
• Click on Chat
button
• Type message in
the box at bottom

USING “RAISE HANDS”
• To maintain orderly
discussion, when you want to
speak during a discussion
please click on “Raise Hand”
• You will be called upon by the
moderator in order
• Use this function during
breakout and big group
discussion

When you see
this icon, please
feel free to note
your thoughts in
the chat
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1
Welcome & Introductions

5

Project Team
Project Lead
City Planning
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Contents of The Housing Element
Support From
City Attorney
Housing Division
Human Services Rent Control Board

Housing Element
Policies & Programs

Evaluation of
2013 – 2021
Housing Element:

Team E-mail
HousingUpdate@smgov.net

‐ Progress
‐ Appropriateness
‐ Effectiveness

More Information
www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-update

Housing Needs
Assessment:
‐ Population Trends
‐ Employment
‐ Housing
Characteristics
‐ Special needs

Resources:
‐ Land
‐ Financial
‐ Administrative

2
Constraints:
‐ Land Use Plans and
Regulations
Fees
Procedures
Environment
Infrastructure
Costs
Affordable Housing

Program Assessment from 2013-2021

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

Today’s Focus
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2013-2021 Programs Assessment

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Goal 3.0
Protect the Existing Supply of Affordable
Housing
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2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Goal 3.0: Protect the Existing Supply of Affordable Housing

Goal 3.0: Protect the Existing Supply of Affordable Housing

Tenants Rental Assistance Program (TARP)
What Is it?

How Did We Do?

To reduce the impact of Costa
Hawkins, City provides up to two
years of rental assistance to
Section 8 and Shelter Plus Care
tenants whose landlords
terminate their Section 8 rental
contracts

Program deemed unnecessary after the City
adopted its anti‐discrimination regulations
related to source of income/vouchers,
consistent with State law. See SMMC
4.28.030(b).

Preserving Our Diversity (POD) Program
1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?
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2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Goal 3.0: Protect the Existing Supply of Affordable Housing
Rent Control Consultations with Tenants/Property Owners

Rent Control Law restricts grounds
upon which an owner may
terminate tenancy. These eviction
restrictions also expand to non‐
rent control units.

Rent Control Agency responds to approximately
14,000 inquiries/year on topics related to
eviction restrictions. The Agency also conducts
a series of community workshops to educate
landlords and tenants on eviction regulations.

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?
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What Is it?

How Did We Do?

Rent Control Agency provides
information to tenants and
property owners including rights
and responsibilities and various
administrative remedies available
under Rent Control law.

Rent Control Agency responds to approximately
14,000 public inquiries/year and 5‐6
informational workshops/year.

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Conserve At-Risk Housing
1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?

Tenant Eviction Protection Program

How Did We Do?

Monitoring of publicly‐assisted
affordable housing with expiring
covenants. Risk of conversion to
market rate is very limited for
2021‐2029 as City has option to
purchase property at lower price
or projects are owned by non‐
profit housing providers, whose
mission is affordable housing.

City collaborates with owners of publicly‐assisted
affordable housing to renew long‐term affordability
covenants.

3. Are there other
programs or concepts
that we should be
considering?

Conserve At-Risk Housing
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Recent Example: Retention of Senior affordable
housing (Westminster Towers, Santa Monica Towers,
and Neilson Villas). City collaborated with property
owners and HUD to obtain 390 project‐based
vouchers, which substantially increased property
operating revenue to complete needed repairs and
upgrades while allowing rents to remain affordable.

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?
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Goal 4.0
Rehabilitation & Continued Maintenance of
Existing Housing Stock

Rent Control Consultations with Tenants/Property Owners

16

What Is it?

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Tenant Rental Assistance Program (TARP)

Note: Program adjustments will be discussed
with Housing Commission mid/late January 2021

Goal 3.0: Protect the Existing Supply of Affordable Housing

14

Goal 3.0: Protect the Existing Supply of Affordable Housing

FY19/20 program expansion – added 125
households

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Council gave direction December 2019 to
prepare a Right to Counsel ordinance. Under
review by CAO in light of funding availability and
all available tools to strengthen tenant
protections.

Preserving Our Diversity (POD) Program

FY17/18 pilot – 24 households

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Tenant Eviction Protection Program
How Did We Do?

How Did We Do?

Provides cash‐based assistance to
very‐low income, long‐term Santa
Monica seniors (65+) in rent‐
controlled units (occupied before
1/1/2000) to help achieve a
minimum monthly household
after‐rent income of $700 for a
one‐person household or $1,393
for a two‐person household
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Goal 3.0: Protect the Existing Supply of Affordable Housing

What Is it?

What Is it?

2013-2021 Programs Assessment
Goal 4.0: Rehabilitation & Continued Maintenance of Existing Housing Stock
Residential Repair Programs: Acquisition & Rehabilitation
What Is it?

How Did We Do?

City furthers affordable housing
preservation by loaning its
Housing Trust Funds to nonprofit
housing providing to purchase and
rehabilitate existing rental
properties occupied primarily by
low‐income households.

Successful program that preserves existing
affordable housing but can be expensive when
considering the per‐unit cost of
acquisition/rehabilitation compared to new
construction, however ensures that low‐income
tenants are not displaced. Within the current
cycle, 88 affordable units within 7 properties
were granted loan amounts just over $33M
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1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Goal 4.0: Rehabilitation & Continued Maintenance of Existing Housing Stock

Goal 4.0: Rehabilitation & Continued Maintenance of Existing Housing Stock

Residential Repair Programs: Rehabilitation (small grants)

Residential Repair Programs: Minor Home Modifications for Special Needs

What Is it?

How Did We Do?

CDBG‐funded program for owners
of multifamily rental properties
occupied by low‐ and moderate‐
income tenants; Rehabilitation
accomplished by providing small
$15K/per‐unit grants to individual
apartment owners who can
demonstrate that more than 50%
of the subject apartments are
occupied by low‐income
households.

Current cycle includes 95 units, 60 of which are
affordable within 7 properties, with a grant total
of $1.6 M.
Note: May not continue into the next Housing
Element due to:
• Challenge in finding owners who are
willing/eligible to participate (no applications
in past 2 years)
• Requirement that 51% of units occupied by
low‐income households means that these
kinds of buildings are diminishing

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?

19

What Is it?

How Did We Do?

Minor home modifications that
Within the current cycle, there have been 186
improve physical access for people home modifications with total funding of around
with disabilities and seniors that
$256,000.
empower them to live
independently.

2013-2021 Programs Assessment
Goal 4.0: Rehabilitation & Continued Maintenance of Existing Housing Stock
Mandatory Seismic Retrofit
1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?
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2013-2021 Programs Assessment

What Is it?

How Did We Do?

Seismic Retrofit ordinance
adopted in 2017. Program
encompasses 20 years of work to
increase the safety of earthquake‐
vulnerable buildings in the event
of a large earthquake. Nearly
2,000 commercial and multi‐unit
dwelling buildings were identified
as potentially seismically
vulnerable.

In 2019, 320 seismic retrofit permits were
applied for
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2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Goal 4.0: Rehabilitation & Continued Maintenance of Existing Housing Stock

2013-2021 Programs Assessment
Goal 5.0
Housing Assistance and Supportive Services to
Very Low, Low, and Moderate-Income
Households & Households with Special Needs

Goal 4.0: Rehabilitation & Continued Maintenance of Existing
Housing Stock

Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Program
Residential Repair Programs: Acquisition & Rehabilitation
What Is it?

How Did We Do?

City‐funded loan and grants for acquisition
and rehabilitation of rental properties for
affordable housing require lead‐based paint
testing and remediation.

Housing Authority inspects approximately
1,500 apartments annually/biannually
occupied by voucher holders.

Housing Authority educates landlords and
tenants participating in voucher programs
about rights/responsibilities regarding lead‐
based paint. Housing Authority inspects
apartments occupied by voucher households
to identify cracking/peeling and requires
landlords to remedy.

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?

Residential Repair Programs: Rehabilitation (small grants)
Residential Repair Programs: Minor Home Modifications for
Special Needs

3. Are there other
programs or concepts
that we should be
considering?

Mandatory Seismic Retrofit
Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Program
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2013-2021 Programs Assessment
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2013-2021 Programs Assessment

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Goal 5.0: Housing Assistance and Supportive Services to Very Low, Low, and
Moderate-Income Households & Households with Special Needs

Goal 5.0: Housing Assistance and Supportive Services to Very Low, Low, and
Moderate-Income Households & Households with Special Needs

Goal 5.0: Housing Assistance and Supportive Services to Very Low, Low, and
Moderate-Income Households & Households with Special Needs

Rental Housing Voucher Program

Housing Retention Support Services/Programs

Supportive Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals

What Is it?

How Did We Do?

Rental housing vouchers provide extremely
low‐ and very low‐income households with
rent subsidies to bridge the gap between
what the household can afford and market
rents (limit to the subsidy amount).

Housing Authority administers more
than 1,500 vouchers and the program
is integral to providing affordable
housing opportunities in SM for a
vulnerable population. City has
collaborated with owners of senior
housing developments to obtain
hundreds of new vouchers allocated to
the senior developments to ensure
long‐term affordability for the
hundreds of seniors occupants.

Housing Authority administers 4 voucher
programs targeting: 1) homeless persons
living with a disability, 2) veterans, 3)
household at‐risk of losing their housing, 4)
generally targeted.
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1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?

What Is it?

How Did We Do?

Human Services Division manages
community grants to non‐profits providing
case management, legal services and
employment services to help low‐income
residents maintain stable income and
housing and prevent unlawful evictions.
Through the Human Services Grants
Program (HSGP), funding is provided
annually to Legal Aid Foundation of Los
Angeles (LAFLA), St. Joseph Center, and
Chrysalis.

Twice annual reporting by grantee
agencies. In FY19‐20:
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• LAFLA served 695 households with
legal services related to housing,
benefits & discrimination;
• St. Joseph Center served 121 low‐
income households to remain stably
housed;
• Chrysalis served 198 youth with
employment and training.

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?

What Is it?

How Did We Do?

City continues to
invest in services
and programs that
serve homeless and
at‐risk individuals
with case
management,
interim housing and
intensive health and
behavioral health
services.

In FY 19/20, $1.8M provided to 6 programs through HSGP. Served
608 homeless and formerly homeless individuals.
• 371 formerly homeless were assisted in maintaining housing
• 102 homeless provided interim housing
• 86 placed into permanent housing
• 3 homeless families provided interim housing
• 4 formerly homeless families received services to retain housing
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Note: March‐June 2020 local interim housing programs and drop‐in
services reduced to half capacity due to COVID. HSGP grants for
services were reduced in FY20/21 budget process.

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Goal 5.0: Housing Assistance and Supportive Services to Very Low, Low, and
Moderate-Income Households & Households with Special Needs

Goal 5.0: Housing Assistance and Supportive Services to Very Low, Low, and
Moderate-Income Households & Households with Special Needs

Tenant Relocation Assistance Program

Temporary Relocation Program

What Is it?
Chapter 4.36 TENANT RELOCATION
ASSISTANCE
Ensures that tenants who are permanently
displaced are provided the required
relocation fees or alternative housing.

Housing Unit
Type

2020
Relocation
Fee

Fee if Household
Includes
Senior/Disabled/Minor

Single

$16,500

$17,200

One‐Bedroom

$22,700

$24,250

Two or More
Bedrooms

$31,550

$33,650

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?
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What Is it?

How Did We Do?

Chapter 4.36.100 TENANT RELOCATION
ASSISTANCE (Temporary)
Santa Monica law requires that landlords,
under certain circumstances, pay a tenant's
expenses, provide alternate comparable
housing or a hotel/motel stay, when the
tenant is forced to vacate their rental unit
temporarily. Examples include fumigation,
extensive repair or remodel work where
tenants must vacate, or Code violations
where the City orders tenants to leave.

Number of Cases where Assistance
Provided:
2018: 39
2019: 61

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?

Rental Housing Voucher Program

Supportive Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk
Individuals

Temporary Relocation Program
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2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Goal 6.0
Elimination of Discrimination in Rental or Sale of
Housing on the Basis of Race, Religion, National
Origin, Sex, Sexual Preference, Age, Disability,
Family Status, AIDS, or other such
Characteristics
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2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Goal 6.0: Elimination of Discrimination in Rental or Sale of Housing on the Basis
of Race, Religion, National Origin, Sex, Sexual Preference, Age,
Disability, Family Status, AIDS, or other such Characteristics

Goal 6.0: Elimination of Discrimination in Rental or Sale of Housing on the Basis
of Race, Religion, National Origin, Sex, Sexual Preference, Age,
Disability, Family Status, AIDS, or other such Characteristics

Fair Housing Programs

Tenant / Landlord Mediation & Legal Services

What Is it?

How Did We Do?

Public Rights division educates
landlords/the public on practices
that meet fair housing laws.

City hosts a free half‐day fair housing workshop
for landlords, property managers, tenants, and
the general public each year. The workshop,
attended by at least 70 people each year,
includes a general overview of all fair housing
rights and responsibilities and then also
presentations on hot topics such as Section 8
discrimination and reasonable accommodations
for tenants with disabilities.

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?

What Is it?

Data: Rent Control Annual Report 2019

Rent Control Agency provides mediation services
to resolve property owner/tenant disputes
before a hearing. City also funds legal services
for low‐income tenants through Human Services
Grants Program to Legal Aid Foundation.

Cases Mediated 2019: 97
Withdrawn/dismissed:
Resolved/closed:
No resolution/refer to hearing:
Partial resolution/refer to hearing:
Pending
Hearings 2019: 70
Withdrawn:
Decision granting decrease:
Decision denying decrease:
Pending:

Additionally, City has partnered with Straus
Institute for Dispute Resolution (Pepperdine
Caruso School of Law) to provide free mediation
services to residential landlords and tenants to
resolve rental disputes in connection with
COVID‐19.
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Tenant/Landlord Mediation & Legal Services

21
33
4
12

Next Meeting
• Date and Time

3

• January 29 @ 10:00-12:00pm

3. Are there other
programs or concepts
that we should be
considering?

Next Steps

34

16
35
25
4
17
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2013-2021 Programs Assessment
Goal 6.0: Elimination of Discrimination in Rental or Sale of Housing on
the Basis of Race, Religion, National Origin, Sex, Sexual Preference,
Age, Disability, Family Status, AIDS, or other such Characteristics
Fair Housing Programs

3. Are there other
programs or concepts
that we should be
considering?

Housing Retention Support Services/Programs

Tenant Relocation Assistance Program

29

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Goal 5.0: Housing Assistance and Supportive Services to
Very Low, Low, and Moderate-Income Households &
Households with Special Needs

35

• Continue Review of Effectiveness of prior
housing programs/new housing programs
• Summary of this session and recording will
be posted on website

36

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?
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2013-2021 Housing Element Goals and Programs | HOUSING STABILITY | TWG #2 (January 8, 2021)
Public Comments Provided During Technical Working Group (TWG) Discussion:
Meeting Notes on Goal # 3 and Related Programs
Participant Questions:
1. Are these Programs still appropriate in achieving each Goal?
2. Are there changes that would improve the Programs?
3. Are there other programs, concepts, or other forms of assistance that we should be considering?

Goal 3.0 Protect the existing supply of affordable housing.
Tenant Assistance Rental Program (TARP):
NOTES:
▪

PRESENTATION SLIDE UPDATE: Update the slide to ensure that the language clearly states that the program
was intended to apply to universe of tenants already existing in a unit and not the broader population of voucher
holders seeking housing.

▪

Should explain in the Housing Element Update why the narrow program was deemed unnecessary (supported by
numbers from CAO that show how many tenants were actually affected and served by the program (if any) prior to
the establishment of SMMC 4.28.030(b) and perhaps make clear that the requirement that address antidiscrimination will remain in place.

▪

It is common for landlords to continue to refuse Section 8 vouchers by finding other reasons to reject a potential
tenant:
▪ Credit is common discriminatory factor. Should consider how to prohibit the use of credit during
consideration of possible tenants.
▪ Housing Commission studied this issue and had recommendations
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▪

Must improve the enforcement of this law.

▪

Additional outreach from City staff (and not from landlords based on resident mistrust) is necessary to educate
tenants on program qualifications and benefits of participating in voucher programs and to landlords on the
proactive process necessary to request project-based vouchers.

▪

Program purpose was intended to address existing residents in place so that they would not be displaced.
However, what about new residents with Section 8 vouchers?
POD (Preserving Our Diversity) Program:

NOTES:
▪

Support for the program and should expand, but will need to find funding. Reduction of rent burdened is needed.

▪

Clarification that POD is not a housing rental subsidy but is intended to achieve a “basic needs budget” allowing
seniors the ability to have a minimum amount of income remaining after rent is paid each month; attempts to
equalize after-rent income for seniors. POD is a quality of life program, allowing money for food and medical
expenses:

▪
▪

Based on UCLA Elder Index with transportation adjustment for Santa Monica;
POD was supposed to be a “last resort” form of assistance after all other programs have been exhausted (justifies
use of Housing Trust Fund dollars in that context)

▪

Concern about long-term funding for POD:

▪

Policy Question: due to limited resources, whether it may be better to enroll fewer people at higher benefits.
Consider temporary cap on participants due to COVID. Housing Commission will be discussing this in January
2021.

▪

Funding shouldn’t come from Housing Trust Fund since the purpose of the Housing Trust Fund is to produce
affordable housing units. Funding should come from housing rental authority.

▪

Global Comment: Benefit of providing assistance to existing tenants is that those dollars are usually spent locally.
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▪

Most landlords are unfamiliar with project-based voucher and also POD – needs to be more concrete outreach on
the part of the program (WISE, Authority staff contacting landlords and property management companies).

▪

Example: City of LA has a Landlord Outreach Coordinator (HUD funded position) that focuses on targeting
education for landlords.

▪

“Wraparound support” when on-boarding participants.
Tenant Eviction Protection Program:

NOTES:
▪

Program requires that landlords submit notice to Rent Control Board. Failure to file eviction notice can constitute a
defense to that eviction action.

▪

Staff should specify data more relevant to the program other than the number of public inquiries, such as to
understand how many inquiries are eviction-related, and which are other housing-related inquiries.

▪

PRESENTATION SLIDE UPDATE: Provide number of eviction notices filed with RCB as program data:
2018: 112
2019: 86 notices filed (8-9 actual evictions)

▪

Will protections enacted during the COVID Emergency Orders be continued/sustained following the pandemic?
CAO is tracking current COVID period for eviction notices. Is this something to consider in the HE moving forward?

▪

Request/comment made to temporarily suspend “first-rent charge” requirement that does not allow MAR to account
for landlords that provide partial free rent in the initial lease term.

▪

Clarification/response to this comment: The MAR calculation is part of the Rent Control Charter and any changes
would therefore require a change by voters.

▪

Staff comment: 2002: landlords evicting for reasons other than not paying rent, be sent to Rent control.
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Rent Control Law: Consultations with Tenants/Property Owners
NOTES:
▪

More appropriate to add 14,000 calls data here. See notes above.
Conserve At-Risk Housing:

NOTES:
▪

Emerging Theme: At-risk housing should also mean non-covenant units as well.

▪

At-risk housing has typically meant publicly-assisted housing and not AHPP (inclusionary) deed-restricted housing;
consider revising deed restrictions from 55 years to “life of the development”. Also correct language inconsistencies
in deed restrictions.

▪

Does the City keep track of expiring covenants? Could the City be more proactive in finding non-profits to purchase
the buildings? City should keep track of expiring covenants and be proactive on finding non-profit housing providers
to purchase expiring properties.
▪
▪

▪

How do we save at-risk units/retain AHPP units when they are a part of larger market-rate projects?
How to evaluate person capacity on whether residents still need assistance through the years? Must
be able to reevaluate their needs to ensure that these units are available to persons who may be
more vulnerable.

Rent Control stock is getting older and those units are most at-risk of being Ellised;
▪

Need to reform the rent increase process in conjunction with incentives to encourage landlords to
stay in rental business, rehabilitate aging buildings, and protect the existing housing supply.

▪

Incentives to help fund and encourage rehabilitation may include fee waivers by the City (e.g. water
meter), reduce permit review time frames, fee waivers for rent burden tenants, etc. (see Jay Johnson
for more ideas on incentives)
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▪

Relationship between preservation and production – rent controlled units come under greater risk if there are not
sufficient opportunities elsewhere in the City for new construction. Increase opportunities/density or standards in
other areas/neighborhoods to preserve at-risk housing in neighborhoods where developers are currently looking to
redevelop based on aging buildings.

▪

Ensure that the protections in SB330 requiring replacement and no net loss of units are not tied to transit
accessibility and that any underserved areas are still protected; ensure that SB 330 applies Citywide.

New Ideas, Concepts, Programs?
▪

Accessible Units: Must be able to know the location of these types of units throughout the City: add to trust fund
agreements to identify the location of these units within the City (which is currently private information).

▪

Invest and improve digital infrastructure and overall accessibility to high speed internet for lower-income residents
to help manage their health at home and will help to retain housing.

▪

Create outcome-based program for landlords with enhanced incentives to encourage their participation in Section
8 housing – families continue to be rejected.

▪

There are parking needs for families living in affordable housing developments.

▪

Some other form of tenant assistance rental program (unrelated to Costa Hawkins) is in need; eventually resident
portion of rent exceeds payment standard (section 8 threshold) and assistance is needed make up the difference
to remain in unit and not lose benefit.

▪

Emergency Rental Assistance – potentially empower Rent Control Agency to administer this assistance.

General Comments Provided by John Given via email Related to Goal #3
▪

Offer property tax abatement/reduction incentives for landlords. The abatement can be pro rata to the number of
units the owner voluntarily makes subject to affordable housing regulatory agreements (up to 120% AMI). The Mills
Act historic preservation law provides a similar program.
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▪

Adopt an ordinance affecting sale of multifamily buildings to increase opportunity for qualified affordable housing
developers to acquire at market rates. For buildings under 20 units, the law might only require a pre-marketing
period notice. For buildings over 20 units there might be a first right of offer and last right of refusal. The COPA
Ordinance in SF is a model.

▪

Associated with above comment is the need for funding. First the City should set aside first priority on affordable
housing production sources to be applied toward acquisition of buildings with expiring rent restrictions. A unit
preserved and converted to long term affordability is a unit of production. Second, allow density bonus and
inclusionary units to be fulfilled by developer funding off-site affordable housing by acquisition, preservation and
conversion of existing rental units.

▪

The operating rental supply is where most current residents experience issues of affordability and stability. Santa
Monica does better than most on services to stabilize rent security for current residents. The question remains how
do we assure long term stability and affordability of the housing supply.
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O. January 20, 2021 – Planning Commission Update
Discussion
Housing Element Update: Discussion with the Planning Commission on progress
made on the Housing Element Update and comments heard from the Rent Control
Board, City Council, and Housing Commission.
Attachment: Planning Commission PowerPoint Presentation
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Summary of Rent Control Board
Study Session Comments

Progress Update
•

Planning Commission Housing Element Update
Standing Discussion

•

Technical Working Groups
• Production – feedback on goals, data points/sources, preliminary sites
methodology, and assumptions for feasibility study
• Stability – feedback on goals, data points/sources, program assessment

•

SCAG RHNA Appeals
• Ongoing in January
• All but one appeal recommended for denial

•

Exploring legislative advocacy

January 20, 2021

1

2

Summary of Housing Commission
Study Session Comments
•

General comments to proceed with preparation of Housing Element Update
Pursue parallel track
• Consider additional study and possible legal options to challenge regional
allocations
• Funding for affordable housing
• Legislative advocacy acknowledging constraints on housing production

•

•

4

•
•
•
•
•

5

Consider potential wave of Ellis Act evictions due to COVID-19 effects
Focus on retaining existing long-term housing stock
Strategies to help tenants become long-term community members
Should not provide incentives for medium-term leases due to potential increased rents
Emphasize family-sized units and affordable ADUs to support diverse population

3

Summary of City Council
Study Session Comments
•
•

Rent Control Board

Wrapped up Initial Phase of Outreach
• Revise Goals
• New Ideas to Explore
• Survey results posted on website

Summary of Housing Commission
Study Session Comments
•

Site Selection
• Maximize publicly-owned land
• Support for general approach consistent with LUCE
Groups to Target
• Santa Monica workers who cannot afford to live in Santa Monica
• Rent-burdened tenants
• Homeless population
Types of Units
• Units that can accommodate families
• Smaller units closer to transit with reduced parking
• Support for ADUs
• If ownership is a goal, need to address pricing – do not agree that
ownership improves permanent residency

•

6

Ensure Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing requirement is fully
addressed
New Ideas to Explore

• Affordable housing funding - possibility of value capture program if upzoning
occurs
• Mid-cycle adjustments
• Apply SB330 protections into local law
• Allow for innovations that can reduce cost of producing housing such as
modular construction
• Conduct outreach to moderate-income housing developers.
• Consider reducing minimum parking requirements to assist production
of moderate-income housing
• Need to understand the tipping points where there is an increase in
construction cost due to change in construction type or other factors (e.g.
high rise requirements) including 100% affordable housing projects
• HR&A should study an off-site affordable housing scenario and Update
should consider whether limitations on where the off-site housing can be
located can be loosened to incentivize this option
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P. January 22, 2021 – Housing Production TWG #3
The third msession of the Housing Production Technical Working Group. This
session focused on a discussion on the barriers to housing production. Additionally,
the project consultant reviewed the development prototypes used to model
housing feasibility. The TWG then broke into two small groups to provide feedback
and comments. To view the recordings click the links below:
Main Discussion: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8AO9hqJA--8
Breakout #1: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lrYwuIB9sIM
Breakout #2: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=T8eMR7JDgIE
Attachments: PowerPoint Presentation, Summary of Discussion
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Agenda
1. Welcome
2. Staff Presentation (20 mins)
a.
b.
c.
d.

3. Breakout Discussions (80 minutes)

Technical Working Group: Housing Production
Housing Element Update Session #3

a. Exercise 1: Barriers to Housing Production/Innovations to
Reduce Cost of Producing Housing
b. Exercise 2: Feedback on Development Prototypes

Goals of Today’s Session

4. Summary of Breakout Discussions (15 mins)
5. Next Steps (5 mins)

January 22, 2021

1

1

Purpose of Today’s Session
Overview of Development Process for Multi-Unit Housing
Barriers to Housing Production and Housing Innovation
Overview of Development Prototypes

2

3

Contents of The Housing Element

Overview of Development Process
City Planning – Zoning Standards
Land Use

Housing Element
Policies & Programs

Evaluation of
2013 – 2021
Housing Element:
‐ Progress
‐ Appropriateness
‐ Effectiveness

Housing Needs
Assessment:
‐ Population Trends
‐ Employment
‐ Housing
Characteristics
‐ Special needs

Available Resources
for Housing
‐ Land (Suitable Sites)
‐ Financial
‐ Administrative

Today’s Focus

4

2
Constraints to
Housing:
‐ Land Use Plans and
Regulations
Fees
Procedures
Environment
Infrastructure
Costs
Affordable Housing

5

Overview of Development Process

6

Overview of Development Process

Variance, Modifications, Coastal Approval, Etc. [SMMC Section 9.42 & 9.43]
Administrative Approvals (AA) [SMMC Section 9.39]
Development Review Permits (DRP) [SMMC Section 9.40]
Architectural Review Board (ARB) [SMMC Section 9.55]
Landmarks Commission [SMMC Section 9.56]
Demolition [SMMC Section 9.25]
Affordable Housing and Incentives
[SMMC Section 9.22]
Community Benefits
Tier 2 & 3 Projects NOT in DCP Area
[SMMC Section 9.23]
DCP Tier 2 & 3 Requirements
[SMMC Section 9.10.070]
Affordable Housing Production
Program [SMMC Section 9.64]

Density Bonuses; Incentives & Concessions; Waivers/Modifications to Development Standards

Overview of Development Process

Mobility

City Planning ‐ Process and Requirements

Process

Development Standards

Overview of Development Process

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

Off‐Street Parking Requirements
Parking Location & Access
HVO Triangles
Bicycle Parking
Loading
Electric Vehicle Charging
Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) Plan

Soils Report
Means and Methods Plan

Water/ Stormwater
Water Neutrality
Wastewater Capital Facilities
Water‐ Efficient Landscaping
Urban Runoff Mitigation

SMMC Section 9.53

Building & Safety

Increases to: Housing (Affordability %, Unit Mix, Mitigation Fee); Transportation Impact Fee; Open
Space/Parks and Recreation Dev. Impact Fee; Transportation Demand Management measures.

Public Works Department

[SMMC Section 9.28.060]
SMMC Sections 9.28.070 & 9.28.120
SMMC Section 9.21.180
SMMC Section 9.28.140
SMMC Section 9.28.080
SMMC Section 9.28.160

State Building Code
ADA Requirements

Increases to: Housing (Affordability %, Unit Mix); Transportation Impact Fee; Open Space/Parks and
Recreation Dev. Impact Fee; Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee; Transportation Demand
Management measures.
Affordable Housing Obligation (On‐Site, Off‐Site, In‐lieu Fee); Unit Mix; Unit Size

For developments with 750 SF or more floor area; or when located within a hillside area; or a
designated seismic or fault hazard zone.
For tenant‐occupies properties.

Energy Reach Code
Title 24 Certificate of Compliance
Solar Photovoltaic
Undergrounding Utilities
Development Standards
Construction & Demolition Waste
Management Plan

Childcare Linkage Fee [SMMC Section 9.65]
Transportation Impact Fee [SMMC Section 9.66]
Parks & Recreation Development Impact Fee [SMMC Section 9.67]
Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee [SMMC Section 9.68]

7

For new development or if there is a new increase in the number of plumbing fixtures.
For new development or increasing bedroom count.
For new landscaping or irrigation.
New structures 500 SF or more, or addition of 50% or more to an existing 500 SF structure. For
parcels 15,000 SF or greater, on‐site rainwater collection and non‐potable water use is required.
Energy
For new developments.
For new developments.
For new developments and major additions [SMMC Section 8.106.055]
For new developments or if valuation exceeds 50% of replacement value. Waiver can be obtained.
Resource, Recovery, and Recycling (RRR)
SMMC Section 9.21.130
Security Deposit required if project includes more than 1,000 SF or valuation exceeds $50,000.
Urban Forestry

Tree Protection Requirements

Private Developer Cultural Art Contribution [SMMC Section 9.30]
Development Impact Fees

Limitations on the location of Residential vs. Commercial Uses
Parcel and Intensity Standards
Minimum & Maximum Parcel Size/Dimensions
FAR/Parcel Coverage
Maximum Parcel Area per Unit (R2, R3, R4, OPD, OP2, OP3, OP4)
Building Form and Location
Height
Number of Stories
Minimum & Maximum Ground Floor Height
Maximum Building Footprint
Setbacks ‐ Front; Side (Interior & Street); Rear; When Adjacent to Residential
Upper Story Stepbacks
Daylight Plane when Adjacent to Residential Districts
Active Commercial Design
Pedestrian Oriented Design
Build‐To Line for Nonresidential Uses
Standards for Residential Uses
Outdoor Living Areas (Common vs. Private) [SMMC Section 9.21.090]
Planting Area Percentage
Landscaping [SMMC Section 9.26]
Additional Standards
Height Projections [SMMC Section 9.21.060]
Projections from Buildings into Minimum Setbacks [SMMC Section 9.21.110]
Screening [SMMC Section 9.21.140]
Unexcavated Yard Areas [SMMC Section 9.21.190]

8

9

SMMC Section 7.40

Overview of Development Process

Housing Barrier and Cost Reduction Opportunities

Fire Department
Fire Sprinklers
Fire Safety Evacuation Plan

For new developments, additional stories, and remodels/additions based on percentages.
For new buildings 50' and higher.

Outside Agencies
Southern California Edison (SCE)
So Cal Gas
Coastal Commission

• Reduce minimum parking requirements

3

Rent Control Board
Subject to Rent Control requirements if property contains rent‐controlled units.

• Flexibility in Unit Mix requirements

Transformer Requirements
Gas Meter Requirements
Coastal Development Permit or Waiver

• Remove/Optimize building code barriers to modular
construction and robotic parking to speed up delivery of project
construction timelines

Barriers to Housing Production & Innovation

10

11

12

Housing Barrier and Cost Reduction Opportunities
• Flexibility in On-site Open Space/Common Space

4

• Flexibility in ground floor use – consider allowing residential
instead of retail except in “main street”, “center”, and corner
locations.

CITY OF SANTA MONICA

• Additional site opportunities for development of optimized Type
V construction

AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRODUCTION PROGRAM
2020-2021 UPDATE

Development Assumptions to Consider in Feasibility Analysis

TECHNICAL WORKING GROUP
JANUARY 22, 2020

13

14

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM TWG #2
HARD CONSTRUCTION COSTS:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Type I/II residential: $350 per GSF and $420‐430 per NSF
Type V residential costs are slightly lower
Subterranean Parking: $125‐150 PSF
Office: $200 PSF + $50 TI allowance
Pre‐fabrication costs are approximately $25 PSF less
Meaning annual cost increases are outpacing annual rent increases in
percentage terms.

CAPITALIZATION RATES:
•
•
•

Sellers achieve low cap rates but can’t finance their projects below 4‐
4.25%
Residential cap rates are 3‐4% in Downtown, Montana, and Main
Exchange buyers are driving cap rates to low levels, dependent on tax
rates

LAND COSTS:
•

•

Boulevards and Downtown: $160,000‐$200,000 per unit (175‐200 units
per acre)
Up zoning would increase the value, and motivate sellers, increasing the
number of available parcels

RENTS AND OPERATING EXPENSES:
•
•
•
•
•

Older housing stock has seen a 10% drop in rents. If the City keeps pace
with RHNA, rents might stagnate while construction costs grow.
To pencil, apartment rents need to be approximately $7.00 PSF (not
feasible in Bergamot)
Small decline in office rents over the long‐term (especially Boulevards)
Rents on 3rd Street have not declined, but vacancies have increased.
Monthly parking rents are $200‐$250 per space

OTHER FACTORS AFFECTING HOUSING PRODUCTION:
•
•
•
•

Development process takes approximately 5 times longer than other
cities
Ownership housing with 30 percent affordable units does not pencil
Should consider alternative forms of housing
Should consider commercial conversion as an adaptive reuse option

VACANCIES:
•
•
•

Office and retail vacancies are 10‐12%
Residential vacancy rates are 5%.
Should explore opportunities to reposition vacant retail and office
space

15

PROTOTYPES

PROGRAM ASSUMPTIONS
Double Lot

Large Site

Downtown

Downtown, Boulevards,
Montana, Main and Lincoln
15,000 SF

35,000 SF

Zoning District
MUBL

Lot Size
Double Lot

Land Use
retail/office

2

Boulevard

MUBL

Double Lot

retail/apartments

3

Boulevard

MUB, GC (SM Blvd)

Double Lot

retail/office

4

Boulevard

MUB, GC (SM Blvd)

Double Lot

retail/apartments

5

Main and Lincoln

GC (Lincoln)

Double Lot

retail/apartments

Ground Floor Plate

3,000 SF (TBD)

6,000 SF (TBD)

14,000 SF

6

Main and Lincoln

NC (Main)

Double Lot

retail/apartments

Ground Floor Use

Apartments

Retail

Retail

7

Montana

NC (Montana)

Double Lot

retail/apartments

Floor to Floor Height

11 ft.

11 ft.

11 ft.

15%
50%
20%
15%

15%
50%
20%
15%

15%
50%
20%
15%

350 SF
430 SF
740 SF
920 SF

440 SF
590 SF
920 SF
1,060 SF

440 SF
590 SF
920 SF
1,060 SF

Bergamot

Bergamot (BTV, MUC) Large Site

retail/apartments

9

Bergamot

Bergamot (BTV, MUC) Large Site

retail/office

10

Downtown

Downtown (TA, NV)

Single Lot

retail/apartments

11

Downtown

Downtown (TA, NV)

Double Lot

retail/office

12

Downtown

Downtown (TA, NV)

Double Lot

retail/apartments

8

Market Area
Lot Area

Unit Mix
Studio
1 Bed
2 Bed
3 Bed

Unit Size
Studio
1 Bed
2 Bed
3 Bed
N

16

Single Lot

1

R.E. Market
Boulevard

17

1 mile

*Double

18

7,500 SF

*

lots in Downtown will have larger ground floor plates, because there is no parking requirement

Bergamot

AFFORDABLE HOUSING ASSUMPTIONS

Total Share of Affordable Units 20% ‐ XX%

Share of Affordable Units by AMI
ELI (<30% AMI)
VLI (<50% AMI)
LI (<90% AMI)
Moderate (<120% AMI)

25%
25%
25%
25%

BUILDING MODULATION
(by percentage of lot coverage per floor)
Market Area Downtown

HR&A’s initial round of testing will assume 20%
affordable units. Further sensitivity testing will test
greater levels of affordability if initial testing deems
it appropriate.

Floor 7 34%

90%

Floor 5 59%

100%

Floor 4 77%

61%

100%

Floor 3 88%

81%

100%

Floor 2 100%

90%

100%

100%

100%

Ground Floor 100%

• You will be randomly assigned to a breakout
group facilitated by staff
• 80 minutes
• 2 Exercises

45%

Floor 6 45%

Equal shares of affordable units across these four
income levels are aligned with Santa Monica’s RHNA
(45% VLI, 27% LI, and 28% MI).

Breakout Groups

Boulevards, Montana,
Main and Lincoln
Bergamot

• Exercise #1: Barriers to Housing Production
• Exercise #2: Review of Prototype Assumptions for
Feasibility Analysis

HR&A’s analysis is not constrained by the number of floors or maximum FAR.
Note: Values are expressed as a percent of ground floor plate

19

20

21

Reporting Back & Group Discussion

Next Meeting

• Summary of Exercise results from each
group

• Mid-February 2021 @ 10am -12pm

4

• Summary of this session and recording will
be posted on website

Next Steps

• Forthcoming homework in preparation for
next session:
• Market Assumptions for Development

22

23

Next Meeting
Thank You!
Any follow-up? Please contact
HousingUpdate@smgov.net

25
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Housing production Technical Working Group Session #3
January 22, 2021
Housing Production Third Session
The second meeting of the Housing Production Technical Working Group (TWG) took place on January
22, 2021. The session started off with a staff presentation on potential barriers to development and the
building prototypes for development feasibility. Participants then broke out into two working groups to
provide feedback on how the City code, fees, and processes create barriers to housing production. This
was followed by a second exercise led by HR&A to get feedback on the prototypes and assumptions
used in the development feasibility model.
Group #1 Re-cap
Moderator: Jing Yeo
Note Taker: Cary Fukui
Exercise #1: Barriers to Housing Production
• City Planning Development Standards
o Off-Site Affordable Housing: Empower developers to create off-site affordable housing
by providing more options and programs.
 Quarter mile location requirement is difficult to achieve.
 Land values are too high for a single off-site affordable development. Provide
opportunities for developers to merge off-site requirements onto one site to
reduce the land cost.
o Unit Mix Requirement: Requirement for average bedroom factor to be comparable for
market rate and affordable units leads to a loss of total units.
 3 Bedroom units must be at corners for light/air.
 Consider a unit size requirement instead of a bedroom size requirement. Pair
with a limit on smaller units to encourage more family housing.
o Definition of High Rise: The City’s definition of a high rise, 55’ or greater, is lower than
the State’s definition and adds costs to projects.
 Total height includes roof decks. This adds 500K to 1M to a project total cost.
o Ground Floor Commercial Requirement: Consider allowing ground floor residential.
 Increases total unit count
 Decline in commercial and retail, even pre-COVID.
 Not financeable for 100% affordable housing projects.
o Affordable Housing Requirements: Reconsider at what point the AHPP requirements
kick in.
 Incentivizes 2-unit and SFR development where a MFR project would otherwise
be built.
o Height Limit: Limited height is a major barrier that leads to higher cost for housing.
o Consistency in Development Standards: There is no consistency in standards across
different areas and neighborhoods, like the Downtown versus the Bergamot area.
o SB1818: Density Bonus Law
 Need more development allowance.
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 Affects feasibility of construction relative to return
 Limits ability to bring projects.
 Change interpretation to be applicable to commercial zones.
Daylight Plane and Upper Level Stepbacks
 Daylight plane eats away at the floor plate, reducing total units or unit sizes.
 Upper level stepbacks reduce design flexibility. What is the goal of the upper
level setback? Is it to improve visibility to the sky from the street? Or is it about
shadow casting? Look at other ways to meet the goals without creating a hard
and fast rule that make the buildings identical at the upper level.
High Land Costs: Consider using public lands for affordable housing projects
 Reduces cost of holding the land.
Complicated Fee System: The fee system is not transparent.
 Difficult to predict the development fees- consider consolidating fees into a
single per unit fee. A per unit fee would be easier and would encourage larger
units.
 Art fee: difficult to find quality art. Count good architecture as public art- use
this fee for better building design.

Process
o Streamline the Process:
 5x longer in Santa Monica relative to other cities.
 Expensive to hold the land for such a long time.
 AA has become DR, DR has become DA.
Hard and Soft Costs
o Construction Costs is not a Huge Impediment to Housing Production
 The real limiting factor is the building envelope. Difficult to design in lower
height.
 Counterpoint: Construction cost is the highest line item, followed by the cost of
holding land.
 Figures used for construction costs are foundational numbers that then are the
basis for fee and decision-making. They are a fixed cost that nobody can control
so it is not the right lever to be looking at.
o $90K per Space at Arroyo

Exercise #2: HR&A Prototype Review
• Prototypes
o Expand the Boundaries Beyond Commercial Boulevards:
 Possibility to study R1 lots and buffer lots between R1 and mixed-use zones.
 Counterpoint: SFR is based on parcel size and cost. It will cost more to build
affordable housing here.
o Consider a Ground Floor Residential Prototype
 Consider privacy concerns when building ground floor residential adjacent to
the sidewalk.
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Counterpoint: Ground floor commercial is good for small businesses. Keep the
first 30-50 feet of GF development on boulevards for commercial use.
o Santa Monica Business Park
 This is overlooked: consider these lots for housing development.
 Currently underutilized. Not well designed. Too much parking.
o Low-Density Zoning Reform:
 Consider 4 units per parcel minimum.
Program Assumptions
o Parking Requirement
 Look at the impact of lowering the parking requirement.
 Look at the cost of providing EV parking and bike parking.
 Off-site parking options for affordable housing projects. Oftentimes, residents
need cars for work, or if residents are families, elderly or have a physical
disability. Consider off-site parking agreements with existing underused parking
structures.
o Construction Costs:
 These costs are wrong. Much lower than what is seen in reality.
 Members would like to provide real data that they see in the field.
 Costs vary by area.
o 11’ Ground Floor Height Requirement
 This may not be accurate if we assume ground floor commercial. Very low for
industry standards.
Affordable Housing Assumptions
o 20% to 25% Affordability Requirement
 20% is very realistic, up to 21 to 22%.
 25% is likely the max.
 Counterpoint: 15% is realistic.
 Back into a % that maximizes units.
Misc. Comments
o Look at BBB and Parking Structure 3 as sites for affordable housing.
o Bonus for 150% AMI to fill the missing middle


•

•

•

Group #2 Re-cap
Moderator: Steve Mizokami
Note Taker: Stephanie Reich
Exercise #1: Barriers to Housing Production
• City Planning Development Standards
o Rethink ground floor retail requirements to respond to current conditions
 Identify particular locations and address ground floor activity in other ways
o Unit mix requirement can be burdensome.
 Mandatory 2 and 3 bedroom units downtown don’t make sense in downtown
and Wilshire Boulevard.
 Micro units/shared housing and more flexible types should be considered
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Small units may not be as appealing to young people as we think
 Older units with more space are more appealing
 Who is our market?
Ensure amenities are provided
 Outdoor space should be augmented with park space if reduced
 Reconcile quality of life with cost of construction- for example, reducing
outdoor space reduces quality of life
 Instead reconsider setbacks
Height limitation is a barrier, can go higher on boulevards
Flexibility in ground floor space- embrace repurposing of existing non-livable space for
ADUs as been passed by the State
Ocean Park area and other areas outside of downtown provide more space
Development is important for the tax basis, if retail is empty there is no tax basis
NIMBY is not restricted to SM
Increase height limit that can be a blend - market rate and affordable
 Economies of scale are important
 More units helps ease the process
Impediments are not one size fits all - each area has different standards
Boulevards have overly restrictive standards - Wilshire boulevard height restriction is
way too low for example
 MUBL only allows 3 stories - at least an additional story on Wilshire and MUBL
with 30% FAR increase… expanding the envelope would help significantly
Bergamot - 1.7 FAR .2 increase provides no incentive to developer, standards are too
restrictive
 Increase FAR and heights should be a priority
DCP – an impediment is the high percentage of required affordable housing… has sent
developers away
 25% is too much. Vons property is an outlier… no other projects have come in
since that requirement was applied
General Commercial zone, 2 story standards would not invite housing.
General Commercial on SM- development agreements on multiple parcels for
economies of scale?
 Increase height requirements
100% affordable on top of existing parking structures? Is that feasible?
ADU Framework imposed by the State - apply to commercial sites not only residential
sites to allow by-right process to add units potentially with affordability
Zoning incentives for new development of housing projects - large commercial sites if
consolidated can provide additional height if some of the property is set aside for
affordable housing
Amplify: modifications across different districts and underutilized parking lots
Ground floor commercial is a big question- ground floor area is part of a complex urban
built form. The opposite of ground floor retail shouldn’t be just to repeat the 4th floor at
grade.
 Higher floor to floor height is still necessary.
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70% deed restricted affordable is required. How can we make the market rate
construction serve the inclusionary?
o Why haven’t the 973 SF that have been approved gone into production?
o Already an allowance for offsite affordable, can partner with an affordable housing
developer
 Is there something about the requirement that is not working?
o Height - if you consider height relative to the width of a boulevard, additional height will
work (fundamental urban design standard)
o Affordable housing goal is a big challenge
o Eliminate the option of commercial development… there is enough everything else.
o Affordable housing, we need public resources - public land would be a great resource
demand
 The same for the State - DMV site
o There is the political will to accomplish this goal, but resources need to be committed
o Separation of affordable and market rate housing.
Mobility
o Parking requirements- learn from the DCP.
Fees
o Reduction of Permit Fees would Help
Process
o Discretionary Review process - DR permit process threshold is too low.
 Projects that are fully compliant should not be reviewed by the Planning
Commission.
 Review seems pro forma. Raise the threshold for DR permit
o Process is to complicated and frustrating
 Streamline entitlement process to get to permit ready
o Allow more innovation for developers to partner with non-profits,
 Off-site affordable housing may increase total production and affordable
production
o Reduction of risk and time for review and approval
o Requirements are all well-intentioned, but a variance from the Code is very difficult…
time and litigation risk creates a cost factor unique in Santa Monica
o Innovations should be processed more easily
o Streamlined process very important
o Provide meaningful incentives with streamlining, predictability of more height, FAR
o Certainty is extremely important - can I build what’s in my pro forma? If there is no
certainty, a developer may choose to go elsewhere
o Public private partnerships may be more helpful to produce affordable housing - direct
payment and then receive a percentage after 5-10 years?
Hard and Soft Costs
o Keeping costs down reduces risk - room for market forces to innovate
o City owns 177 parcels
o Land and other related costs represents 30-35% of cost of affordable housing. If land is
contributed by the City it’s a big savings.
o

•
•
•

•
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Combine inclusionary housing and market rate housing, rents go up.
Upzoning is not necessary… Ron Goldman articles in SMDP
Many ways to incentivize build-out of 150 underdeveloped properties downtown.
Don’t use zoning code to upzone… instead, create a more innovative Santa Monica
Reduction in parking helps with the cost control
Smaller units are more expensive to build
Housing affordability - 100% affordable that competes for tax credits is difficult in SM
 Inclusionary housing and the high cost of development makes it extremely
difficult
Cost of development standards - what is an efficient building?
 If open space requirements, setbacks, projections, RRR, etc. reduce
rentable/leasable square footage… increase costs vs. valuation.
 80-85% efficiency is a good standard.
 What is the efficiency defined by the current building standards? Look at the
net effect of building efficiency as a result of all the restrictions/requirements
Mass Timber construction may be a less expensive option
 Sustainable, prefab elements don’t have to shut down streets
 Simpler construction process especially on smaller lots
Public/private partnerships may be more helpful to produce affordable housing Direct payment and then receive a percentage after 5-10 years
Site selection - surface parking lots that have R2 standards are quite restrictive. They
are only serving underutilized commercial uses.
Review development standards and tailor them to cost-effective and sustainable
construction techniques
Automated parking - still new, should continue to be explored (WEHO has done it
successfully)
Tax credit program - we have been competitive due to City funding… there will be more
competition. Public money at all levels is important.

Exercise #2: HR&A Prototype Review
• Prototypes

•

o Separate Santa Monica Boulevard out of the DCP
 Double lot assumption should be broken out
o Will Montana, Main, and Lincoln be informative to the major boulevards?
o Main Street has historic integrity and should be pulled out separately
 There is less development potential there and it should be studied
differently
o Reconsider ground floor commercial within the prototype
Program Assumptions
o Minimum unit size requirements elsewhere in downtown should be included in
assumptions
o Net rentable in different prototypes as compared to other markets
 Net to gross ratio
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o Prototypes start with general assumptions based on developed or recently
entitled
Affordable Housing Assumptions
o Does what we are doing allow us to look at off-site option?
 Yes, looking at that and looking at off-site in lieu fee
o For 100% affordable project, what size does it become effective to go to taller
steel framed construction
 How large would it have to be to be more cost effective in Type 1
o Look at assumptions for affordability
 80-100% of AMI is being used
Building Moduilation
o Looking at streamlining ARB
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Q. January 28, 2021 – Housing Stability TWG #3
The third session of the Housing Stability Technical Working Group. This session
continued the review of programs related to housing stability and the proposal of
new programs. The TWG reviewed the remaining programs that were not
discussed during the January 8, 2021 session. To view the recording click the link
below:
Main Discussion: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=81VF2vdsXHU
Attachments: PowerPoint Presentation, Summary of Discussion
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Bluejeans Basics

1. Welcome/Housekeeping & Staff Introductions
2. Assessment of Programs from 2013-2021 Housing
Element
3. Conclusion & Next Steps

Video
on/off

Technical Working Group: Housing Stability
Housing Element Update

View
meeting
attendees

Mic
on/off

Chat with
group

Use
during
breakout

Resolve
technical
issues

Share
screen

January 28, 2021

Hang
up

1

2

How To Comment

Requesting to Speak

USING “CHAT”
• Click on Chat
button
• Type message in
the box at bottom

USING “RAISE HANDS”
• To maintain orderly
discussion, when you want to
speak during a discussion
please click on “Raise Hand”
• You will be called upon by the
moderator in order
• Use this function during
breakout and big group
discussion

When you see
this icon, please
feel free to note
your thoughts in
the chat
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1
Program Assessment from 2013-2021

5

2013-2021 Programs Assessment
Goal 4.0
Rehabilitation & Continued Maintenance of
Existing Housing Stock

7

3

6

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Goal 4.0: Rehabilitation & Continued Maintenance of Existing Housing Stock

Goal 4.0: Rehabilitation & Continued Maintenance of Existing Housing Stock

Residential Repair Programs: Acquisition & Rehabilitation

8

What Is it?

How Did We Do?

City furthers affordable housing
preservation by loaning its
Housing Trust Funds to nonprofit
housing providing to purchase and
rehabilitate existing rental
properties occupied primarily by
low‐income households.

Successful program that preserves existing
affordable housing but can be expensive when
considering the per‐unit cost of
acquisition/rehabilitation compared to new
construction, however ensures that low‐income
tenants are not displaced. Within the current
cycle, 88 affordable units within 7 properties
were granted loan amounts just over $33M

Residential Repair Programs: Rehabilitation (small grants)
1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?
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What Is it?

How Did We Do?

CDBG‐funded program for owners
of multifamily rental properties
occupied by low‐ and moderate‐
income tenants; Rehabilitation
accomplished by providing small
$15K/per‐unit grants to individual
apartment owners who can
demonstrate that more than 50%
of the subject apartments are
occupied by low‐income
households.

Current cycle includes 95 units, 60 of which are
affordable within 7 properties, with a grant total
of $1.6 M.
Note: May not continue into the next Housing
Element due to:
• Challenge in finding owners who are
willing/eligible to participate (no applications
in past 2 years)
• Requirement that 51% of units occupied by
low‐income households means that these
kinds of buildings are diminishing

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Goal 4.0: Rehabilitation & Continued Maintenance of Existing Housing Stock

Goal 4.0: Rehabilitation & Continued Maintenance of Existing Housing Stock

Residential Repair Programs: Minor Home Modifications for Special Needs

Mandatory Seismic Retrofit

What Is it?

How Did We Do?

Minor home modifications that
Within the current cycle, there have been 186
improve physical access for people home modifications with total funding of around
with disabilities and seniors that
$256,000.
empower them to live
independently.

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?
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2013-2021 Programs Assessment
Goal 4.0: Rehabilitation & Continued Maintenance of Existing Housing Stock
Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Program

What Is it?

How Did We Do?

Seismic Retrofit ordinance
adopted in 2017. Program
encompasses 20 years of work to
increase the safety of earthquake‐
vulnerable buildings in the event
of a large earthquake. Nearly
2,000 commercial and multi‐unit
dwelling buildings were identified
as potentially seismically
vulnerable.

In 2019, 320 seismic retrofit permits were
applied for

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?
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2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Housing Authority inspects approximately
1,500 apartments annually/biannually
occupied by voucher holders.

Housing Authority educates landlords and
tenants participating in voucher programs
about rights/responsibilities regarding lead‐
based paint. Housing Authority inspects
apartments occupied by voucher households
to identify cracking/peeling and requires
landlords to remedy.

3. Are there other
programs or concepts
that we should be
considering?

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Mandatory Seismic Retrofit

Goal 5.0: Housing Assistance and Supportive Services to Very Low, Low, and
Moderate-Income Households & Households with Special Needs
Rental Housing Voucher Program
What Is it?

How Did We Do?

Rental housing vouchers provide extremely
low‐ and very low‐income households with
rent subsidies to bridge the gap between
what the household can afford and market
rents (limit to the subsidy amount).

Housing Authority administers more
than 1,500 vouchers and the program
is integral to providing affordable
housing opportunities in SM for a
vulnerable population. City has
collaborated with owners of senior
housing developments to obtain
hundreds of new vouchers allocated to
the senior developments to ensure
long‐term affordability for the
hundreds of seniors occupants.

Housing Authority administers 4 voucher
programs targeting: 1) homeless persons
living with a disability, 2) veterans, 3)
household at‐risk of losing their housing, 4)
generally targeted.

Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Program
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2013-2021 Programs Assessment

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?
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Goal 5.0
Housing Assistance and Supportive Services to
Very Low, Low, and Moderate-Income
Households & Households with Special Needs

Residential Repair Programs: Acquisition & Rehabilitation

Residential Repair Programs: Minor Home Modifications for
Special Needs

How Did We Do?

City‐funded loan and grants for acquisition
and rehabilitation of rental properties for
affordable housing require lead‐based paint
testing and remediation.

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Goal 4.0: Rehabilitation & Continued Maintenance of Existing
Housing Stock

Residential Repair Programs: Rehabilitation (small grants)

What Is it?

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?
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2013-2021 Programs Assessment

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Goal 5.0: Housing Assistance and Supportive Services to Very Low, Low, and
Moderate-Income Households & Households with Special Needs

Goal 5.0: Housing Assistance and Supportive Services to Very Low, Low, and
Moderate-Income Households & Households with Special Needs

Goal 5.0: Housing Assistance and Supportive Services to Very Low, Low, and
Moderate-Income Households & Households with Special Needs

Housing Retention Support Services/Programs

Supportive Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals

Tenant Relocation Assistance Program

What Is it?

How Did We Do?

Human Services Division manages
community grants to non‐profits providing
case management, legal services and
employment services to help low‐income
residents maintain stable income and
housing and prevent unlawful evictions.
Through the Human Services Grants
Program (HSGP), funding is provided
annually to Legal Aid Foundation of Los
Angeles (LAFLA), St. Joseph Center, and
Chrysalis.

Twice annual reporting by grantee
agencies. In FY19‐20:
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• LAFLA served 695 households with
legal services related to housing,
benefits & discrimination;
• St. Joseph Center served 121 low‐
income households to remain stably
housed;
• Chrysalis served 198 youth with
employment and training.

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?

What Is it?

How Did We Do?

City continues to
invest in services
and programs that
serve homeless and
at‐risk individuals
with case
management,
interim housing and
intensive health and
behavioral health
services.

In FY 19/20, $1.8M provided to 6 programs through HSGP. Served
608 homeless and formerly homeless individuals.
• 371 formerly homeless were assisted in maintaining housing
• 102 homeless provided interim housing
• 86 placed into permanent housing
• 3 homeless families provided interim housing
• 4 formerly homeless families received services to retain housing
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1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?

What Is it?
Chapter 4.36 TENANT RELOCATION
ASSISTANCE
Ensures that tenants who are permanently
displaced are provided the required
relocation fees or alternative housing.

Note: March‐June 2020 local interim housing programs and drop‐in
services reduced to half capacity due to COVID. HSGP grants for
services were reduced in FY20/21 budget process.
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Housing Unit
Type

2020
Relocation
Fee

Fee if Household
Includes
Senior/Disabled/Minor

Single

$16,500

$17,200

One‐Bedroom

$22,700

$24,250

Two or More
Bedrooms

$31,550

$33,650

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Goal 5.0: Housing Assistance and Supportive Services to Very Low, Low, and
Moderate-Income Households & Households with Special Needs

2013-2021 Programs Assessment
Goal 6.0
Elimination of Discrimination in Rental or Sale of
Housing on the Basis of Race, Religion, National
Origin, Sex, Sexual Preference, Age, Disability,
Family Status, AIDS, or other such
Characteristics

Goal 5.0: Housing Assistance and Supportive Services to
Very Low, Low, and Moderate-Income Households &
Households with Special Needs

Temporary Relocation Program
What Is it?

How Did We Do?

Chapter 4.36.100 TENANT RELOCATION
ASSISTANCE (Temporary)
Santa Monica law requires that landlords,
under certain circumstances, pay a tenant's
expenses, provide alternate comparable
housing or a hotel/motel stay, when the
tenant is forced to vacate their rental unit
temporarily. Examples include fumigation,
extensive repair or remodel work where
tenants must vacate, or Code violations
where the City orders tenants to leave.

Number of Cases where Assistance
Provided:
2018: 39
2019: 61

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?

Rental Housing Voucher Program

3. Are there other
programs or concepts
that we should be
considering?

Housing Retention Support Services/Programs
Supportive Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk
Individuals
Tenant Relocation Assistance Program
Temporary Relocation Program
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2013-2021 Programs Assessment
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2013-2021 Programs Assessment

2013-2021 Programs Assessment

Goal 6.0: Elimination of Discrimination in Rental or Sale of Housing on the Basis
of Race, Religion, National Origin, Sex, Sexual Preference, Age,
Disability, Family Status, AIDS, or other such Characteristics

Goal 6.0: Elimination of Discrimination in Rental or Sale of Housing on the Basis
of Race, Religion, National Origin, Sex, Sexual Preference, Age,
Disability, Family Status, AIDS, or other such Characteristics

Goal 6.0: Elimination of Discrimination in Rental or Sale of Housing on
the Basis of Race, Religion, National Origin, Sex, Sexual Preference,
Age, Disability, Family Status, AIDS, or other such Characteristics

Fair Housing Programs

Tenant / Landlord Mediation & Legal Services

Fair Housing Programs

What Is it?

How Did We Do?

Public Rights division educates
landlords/the public on practices
that meet fair housing laws.

City hosts a free half‐day fair housing workshop
for landlords, property managers, tenants, and
the general public each year. The workshop,
attended by at least 70 people each year,
includes a general overview of all fair housing
rights and responsibilities and then also
presentations on hot topics such as Section 8
discrimination and reasonable accommodations
for tenants with disabilities.

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?

What Is it?

Data: Rent Control Annual Report 2019

Rent Control Agency provides mediation services
to resolve property owner/tenant disputes
before a hearing. City also funds legal services
for low‐income tenants through Human Services
Grants Program to Legal Aid Foundation.

Cases Mediated 2019: 97
Withdrawn/dismissed:
Resolved/closed:
No resolution/refer to hearing:
Partial resolution/refer to hearing:
Pending
Hearings 2019: 70
Withdrawn:
Decision granting decrease:
Decision denying decrease:
Pending:

Additionally, City has partnered with Straus
Institute for Dispute Resolution (Pepperdine
Caruso School of Law) to provide free mediation
services to residential landlords and tenants to
resolve rental disputes in connection with
COVID‐19.
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16
35
25
4
17

1. Is this Program still
appropriate in
achieving the
Goal?
2. Are there changes
that could improve
the Program?

Tenant/Landlord Mediation & Legal Services

21
33
4
12
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Next Meeting
• Date and Time

3

Thank You!

• Mid-February @ 10:00-12:00pm

Next Steps

25

Next Meeting

• Recommendations for housing programs
• Summary of this session and recording will
be posted on website
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Any follow-up? Please contact
HousingUpdate@smgov.net

27

3. Are there other
programs or concepts
that we should be
considering?
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2013-2021 Housing Element Goals and Programs | HOUSING STABILITY | TWG #2 + #3 (January 8 & 28, 2021)
Public Comments Provided During Technical Working Group (TWG) Discussion | Notes on Goal # 3, 4, 5, 6, 7
Participant Questions:
1. Are these Programs still appropriate in achieving each Goal?
2. Are there changes that would improve the Programs?
3. Are there other programs, concepts, or other forms of assistance that we should be considering?

Goal 3.0 Protect the existing supply of affordable housing.
Tenant Assistance Rental Program (TARP):
NOTES:
▪

PRESENTATION SLIDE UPDATE: Update the slide to ensure that the language clearly states that the program
was intended to apply to universe of tenants already existing in a unit and not the broader population of voucher
holders seeking housing.

▪

Should explain in the Housing Element Update why the narrow program was deemed unnecessary (supported by
numbers from CAO that show how many tenants were actually affected and served by the program (if any) prior to
the establishment of SMMC 4.28.030(b) and perhaps make clear that the requirement that address antidiscrimination will remain in place.

▪

It is common for landlords to continue to refuse Section 8 vouchers by finding other reasons to reject a potential
tenant:
▪ Credit is common discriminatory factor. Should consider how to prohibit the use of credit during
consideration of possible tenants.
▪ Housing Commission studied this issue and had recommendations

▪

Must improve the enforcement of this law.
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▪

Additional outreach from City staff (and not from landlords based on resident mistrust) is necessary to educate
tenants on program qualifications and benefits of participating in voucher programs and to landlords on the
proactive process necessary to request project-based vouchers.

▪

Program purpose was intended to address existing residents in place so that they would not be displaced.
However, what about new residents with Section 8 vouchers?
POD (Preserving Our Diversity) Program:

NOTES:
▪

Support for the program and should expand, but will need to find funding. Reduction of rent burdened is needed.

▪

Clarification that POD is not a housing rental subsidy but is intended to achieve a “basic needs budget” allowing
seniors the ability to have a minimum amount of income remaining after rent is paid each month; attempts to
equalize after-rent income for seniors. POD is a quality of life program, allowing money for food and medical
expenses:

▪
▪

Based on UCLA Elder Index with transportation adjustment for Santa Monica;
POD was supposed to be a “last resort” form of assistance after all other programs have been exhausted (justifies
use of Housing Trust Fund dollars in that context)

▪

Concern about long-term funding for POD:

▪

Policy Question: due to limited resources, whether it may be better to enroll fewer people at higher benefits.
Consider temporary cap on participants due to COVID. Housing Commission will be discussing this in January
2021.
Funding shouldn’t come from Housing Trust Fund since the purpose of the Housing Trust Fund is to produce
affordable housing units. Funding should come from housing rental authority.

▪
▪

Global Comment: Benefit of providing assistance to existing tenants is that those dollars are usually spent locally.

▪

Most landlords are unfamiliar with project-based voucher and also POD – needs to be more concrete outreach on
the part of the program (WISE, Authority staff contacting landlords and property management companies).
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▪

Example: City of LA has a Landlord Outreach Coordinator (HUD funded position) that focuses on targeting
education for landlords.

▪

“Wraparound support” when on-boarding participants.
Tenant Eviction Protection Program:

NOTES:
▪

Program requires that landlords submit notice to Rent Control Board. Failure to file eviction notice can constitute a
defense to that eviction action.

▪

Staff should specific data more relevant to the program other than the number of public inquiries, such as to
understand how many inquiries are eviction-related, and which are other housing-related inquiries.

▪

PRESENTATION SLIDE UPDATE: Provide number of eviction notices filed with RCB as program data:
2018: 112
2019: 86 notices filed (8-9 actual evictions)

▪

Will protections enacted during the COVID Emergency Orders be continued/sustained following the pandemic?
CAO is tracking current COVID period for eviction notices. Is this something to consider in the HE moving forward?

▪

Request/comment made to temporarily suspend “first-rent charge” requirement that does not allow MAR to account
for landlords that provide partial free rent in the initial lease term.

▪

Clarification/response to this comment: The MAR calculation is part of the Rent Control Charter and any changes
would therefore require a change by voters.

▪

Staff comment: 2002: landlords evicting for reasons other than not paying rent, be sent to Rent control.
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Rent Control Law: Consultations with Tenants/Property Owners
NOTES:
▪

More appropriate to add 14,000 calls data here. See notes above.
Conserve At-Risk Housing:

NOTES:
▪

Emerging Theme: At-risk housing should also mean non-covenant units as well.

▪

At-risk housing has typically meant publicly-assisted housing and not AHPP (inclusionary) deed-restricted housing;
consider revising deed restrictions from 55 years to “life of the development”. Also correct language inconsistencies
in deed restrictions.

▪

Does the City keep track of expiring covenants? Could the City be more proactive in finding non-profits to purchase
the buildings? City should keep track of expiring covenants and be proactive on finding non-profit housing providers
to purchase expiring properties.
▪
▪

▪

How do we save at-risk units/retain AHPP units when they are a part of larger market-rate projects?
How to evaluate person capacity on whether residents still need assistance through the years? Must
be able to reevaluate their needs to ensure that these units are available to persons who may be
more vulnerable.

Rent Control stock is getting older and those units are most at-risk of being Ellised;
▪

Need to reform the rent increase process in conjunction with incentives to encourage landlords to
stay in rental business, rehabilitate aging buildings, and protect the existing housing supply.

▪

Incentives to help fund and encourage rehabilitation may include fee waivers by the City (e.g. water
meter), reduce permit review time frames, fee waivers for rent burden tenants, etc. (see Jay Johnson
for more ideas on incentives)
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▪

Relationship between preservation and production – rent controlled units come under greater risk if there are not
sufficient opportunities elsewhere in the City for new construction. Increase opportunities/density or standards in
other areas/neighborhoods to preserve at-risk housing in neighborhoods where developers are currently looking to
redevelop based on aging buildings.

▪

Ensure that the protections in SB330 requiring replacement and no net loss of units are not tied to transit
accessibility and that any underserved areas are still protected; ensure that SB 330 applies Citywide.

New Ideas, Concepts, Programs?
▪

Accessible Units: Must be able to know the location of these types of units throughout the City: add to trust fund
agreements to identify the location of these units within the City (which is currently private information).

▪

Invest and improve digital infrastructure and overall accessibility to high speed internet for lower-income residents
to help manage their health at home and will help to retain housing.

▪

Create outcome-based program for landlords with enhanced incentives to encourage their participation in Section
8 housing – families continue to be rejected.

▪

There are parking needs for families living in affordable housing developments.

▪

Some other form of tenant assistance rental program (unrelated to Costa Hawkins) is in need; eventually resident
portion of rent exceeds payment standard (section 8 threshold) and assistance is needed make up the difference
to remain in unit and not lose benefit.

▪

Emergency Rental Assistance – potentially empower Rent Control Agency to administer this assistance.

Comments Provided by John Given via email Related to Goal #3
▪

Offer property tax abatement/reduction incentives for landlords. The abatement can be pro rata to the number of
units the owner voluntarily makes subject to affordable housing regulatory agreements (up to 120% AMI). The Mills
Act historic preservation law provides a similar program.

▪

Adopt an ordinance affecting sale of multifamily buildings to increase opportunity for qualified affordable housing
developers to acquire at market rates. For buildings under 20 units, the law might only require a pre-marketing
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period notice. For buildings over 20 units there might be a first right of offer and last right of refusal. The COPA
Ordinance in SF is a model.
▪

Associated with above comment is the need for funding. First the City should set aside first priority on affordable
housing production sources to be applied toward acquisition of buildings with expiring rent restrictions. A unit
preserved and converted to long term affordability is a unit of production. Second, allow density bonus and
inclusionary units to be fulfilled by developer funding off-site affordable housing by acquisition, preservation and
conversion of existing rental units.

▪

The operating rental supply is where most current residents experience issues of affordability and stability. Santa
Monica does better than most on services to stabilize rent security for current residents. The question remains how
do we assure long term stability and affordability of the housing supply.

Goal 4.0 Rehabilitation and continued maintenance of the existing housing stock.

1. Residential Rehabilitation Program: Acquisition & Rehabilitation
NOTES:
▪

Consider a “right of first refusal program” that would allow affordable housing developers/providers to compete on
for-sale residential properties to promote acquisition/rehab program.

▪

Consider expanding rehabilitation to per unit basis for smaller property owners to convert existing units to longterm affordable (expansion of small grants but in exchange have long-term affordability, see small grants program
below)

▪

Must research how to finance this program; consider in-lieu fees to help support. Policy change would be needed.

▪

HCD: whether these types of converted units would count towards RHNA. These converted units should be
considered new units.
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2. Residential Rehabilitation Program: Rehabilitation (small grants)
NOTES:
▪

Consider expanding program to per unit basis for smaller property owners to convert existing units to long-term
affordable (expansion of small grants for ongoing maintenance/repair, in exchange deed restricting units for longterm affordability)

▪

Consider a program similar to the Mills Act program for historic properties: property tax
abatement/exemption/reduction for a period of time to amortize the cost of the work in exchange for rehabilitation
on sliding scale basis (example year to year, 5 years max)

▪

Rent Control, then vacancy decontrol: only 27% of units are still at pre-1999 rental rates. Other units have had rent
control increases. Tenants approach City to ask for rent reductions. However there are social reasons of why
renters choose to not engage and request reductions as well.

▪

Owners are not always willing partners to rehab housing. Landlords take rent decreases instead of doing the
repairs. Need for compliance to ensure landlords are completing their rehab work they are saying they will.

▪

Not opposed to “exchanging units” but evidence does not support landlords needing the assistance. Since Costa
Hawkins, we have seen a decrease in requests to increase rents by landlords since the law allows the increase in
rent upon new tenants.

▪

Consider revising this program as an exchange – provide grants in exchange for long-term affordability (deed
restrict). Encourage landlords to agree to affordable rents through program and ensure these rehab units are
deed restricted.

▪

Landlord Perspective: Extend amortization period (key reason for low usage of this rent increase petition), simplify
and reduce hearings process timeframe – its in everyone’s interest to maintaining properties. Must revisit to
encourage property owners to use the petition. Change to per unit basis and not the entire property: this would
allow owners to rehab units as they become available. (City Staff Response: Review timeframe is needed to
adequately research evidence for each case, and the review process has improved).
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COVID-related observation: vacancies are increasing due to COVID. Landlords begin repairs, then lengthen the
time to complete work during this COVID period (to wait out this low period) and delay until they reoccupy to achieve
higher rents. In the meantime, units remain unoccupied.

3. Residential Rehabilitation Program: Minor Home Mods for Special Needs (Human Services)
NOTES:
▪

How is this program being advertised/marketed? Through special needs organizations to reach landlords. Primarily
for renters and landlords.

4. Mandatory Seismic Retrofit (Building &Safety):
NOTES:
▪

Funding assistance/incentives needed for landlords to participate in this mandatory program ($50-100K/job
resulting in negative net income)
▪

Program now includes balcony rehab as necessary, however the program needs focus on the improvements.
Burdensome process and in need of more assistance rather than a mandatory requirement.

▪

Need improvement for permitting process for smaller-scale landlords: streamline process, improve outreach
services.

5. Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Program:
NOTES:
▪

How many units are not being treated? What’s needed so that the program can be expanded?
▪

Tailor program to other programs (CDBF, Acquisition/Rehab) because it involves disturbing the paint.
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Proactive testing/investigation should be a long-term solution (i.e. lead-based paint removal), however largely
not an issue until paint is disturbed or cracking/peeling.

▪

Obligation for owners to ensure the safety of their buildings for residents. Paint rehab needs to be done correctly
and a viable solution. Focus on units occupied by family and children.

▪

Issues: Landlord will not test for lead paint and disclose they are unaware. Incentivize tenants or landlords to test,
then remedy.

Other Comments:
▪

Permitting process for work on existing buildings is intimidating for small landlords – cost unknown.

New Programs:
▪

Consider “Mills Act” type program that provides property tax abatement to owners that choose long-term
affordability but get tax break.

▪

Right of first refusal to achieve long-term affordability.

▪

Moral obligation to maintain building conditions. How to ensure baseline responsibility to maintain units? (leadbased paint, safe conditions, repairs, regular upgrades).

▪

Residential Repair - Different views – are grants needed to assist landlords in maintaining property – yes after
baseline responsibility (need resources to enforce this) – how to achieve long-term affordability deed restriction?
▪
▪

How to ensure that the unit doesn’t flip to market rate?
Need incentives to retain existing housing – way to ensure long-term affordability
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Goal 5.0 Provision of housing assistance and supportive services to very low–, low-, and moderate-income households
and households with special needs.
1. Rental Housing Voucher Program:
NOTES:
▪

How could this be operated in coordination with POD? (Staff Response: POD is not a rental subsidy program. Its
more related to providing support to after-rent income (seniors). It is a “basic needs budget”. Seniors should have
about $700-800 remaining to cover after-rent expenses (medical, food, etc). Intended to help preserve the unit for
senior occupants. Residents are either enrolled in one program or the other).

▪

Education and outreach to seniors, especially to family members who care for those seniors, to help reduce any
underlying fear of eviction related to participation in housing programs (especially Section 8) or engaging in
conversation about services that may be of assistance. Funding for an outreach coordinator would be helpful.

▪

Funding forecast for POD over the next 8 years relative to eligible pool of beneficiaries:
▪

TUT is primary funding source and uses some HTF

2. Housing Retention Support Services/Programs:
NOTES:
▪

Great program

▪

Improve education/online materials to help guide tenants through process and understanding of
rights/responsibilities.
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Concern: Minor issues between residents and landlords go unchallenged by residents as they may not be
significant enough to make it to court.

3. Supportive Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals:
NOTES:
▪

These support programs follow the client and are not connected to specific to the housing unit itself.

▪

Important to help keep or bring back residents to the community. Needs to be more robust, improve services to
better help participants long-term, improve tailoring services to individual.

4. Tenant Relocation Assistance Program: Chapter 4.36 TENANT RELOCATION ASSISTANCE
NOTES:
▪

How does this program work in comparison to owner buy-out?

▪

Payments are taxable – City increased the amounts to account for this – many residents are not reporting this
taxable income when filing taxes and landlords sometimes release 1099 to tenants:
▪
▪

▪
▪
▪

Tenant relocation fee is necessary to find new place to stay – largely low-income.
City had a relocation appeals board several years ago.
Relocation fees, while important when evicted, do not provide the necessary support residents need when evicted:
▪
▪

▪

Should be reduced because of these actual tax actions
Costs should be related to actual costs

More support is needed in finding new housing for the resident and ensure there is follow-up by the City.
Funding for an outreach coordinator would be helpful.

Eliised residents: relocation fees are not high enough to support resident displacement.
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5. Temporary Relocation Program: Chapter 4.36.100 TEMPORARY RELOCATION ASSISTANCE
NOTES:
▪

Additional oversight on Means/Methods plan needed:
▪
▪

Review whether the improvements are necessary or cosmetic;
Ensure that cosmetic-type improvements within the unit should not considerably relocate tenant, landlords must
be held to a reasonable time of temporary displacement.

New Programs / Other Comments
▪

General Comment: Systems need to work for everyone, must better understand peoples needs to tailor programs
to the needs of the people to better serve.

▪

Needs to work for people who are not effective in self-advocacy and not just people who know where to go and
what resources are available.

▪

Think about user/participants of these programs and how we can more effectively help people understand what is
available.
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Goal 6.0 Elimination of discrimination in the rental or sale of housing on the basis of race, religion, national origin, sex,
sexual orientation, gender identity, income levelpreference, age, disability, family status, aids, or other such
characteristics.
1. Fair Housing Programs:
NOTES:
▪

Update the current language in Goal 6: Include not to be discriminated based on income level; new legislation that
prohibits discrimination on source of income basis.

▪

How to ensure enforcement around discrimination that happens in relation to fair housing – hard to prove these
cases; Lack of self-reporting, so consider pro-actively addressing this.

▪

Information about prevalence of discrimination in renting – consider survey of renters to understand if there is
prevalence of this in the market.

▪

Protections for undocumented individuals?

▪

Rent Control Board maintains some data:
▪
▪

Need public rights data on discrimination cases
Additional staffing needed?

2. Tenant/Landlord Mediation and Legal Services:
NOTES:
▪

No Comments

760

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

Goal 7.0 Inform, engage, and promote active participation of citizens residents, community groups, workforce,
stakeholders, and governmental agencies in housing, community development and neighborhood public safety
activities.
No Programs to Discuss
▪
▪

Request to discuss participation programs for next TWG session #4.
Add programs – support groups to help credit, finding housing if homeless, support groups/counseling
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R. February 17, 2021 – Planning Commission Discussion
Discussion and possible recommendation to City Council on potential interim
amendments to the Zoning Ordinance to establish temporary land use restrictions
in order to retain potential housing sites pending the completion of the Housing
Element Update.
Update, Discussion and Possible Action on Housing Element Update process,
including, but not limited to, reports from technical working groups, upcoming
milestones and public input opportunities, updates on project schedule, and
potential issues for further study.
Attachments: Planning Commission Staff Report, Pipeline Projects
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Planning Commission Report
Planning Commission Meeting: February 17, 2021

Agenda Item: 10-B

To:

Planning Commission

From:

Jing Yeo, City Planning Division Manager

Subject

Discussion and Possible Recommendation to City Council on Potential
Interim Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance to Establish Temporary
Land Use Restrictions in order to Retain Potential Housing Sites
Pending the Completion of the Housing Element Update

Executive Summary
On January 12, 2021, City Council directed staff to return with proposed emergency
interim zoning regulations to: 1) prohibit 100% non-residential projects of greater than
7,500 sf in the Industrial Conservation District with possible consideration for exceptions
such as schools; 2) prohibit single-unit dwellings in any non-residential zone; and 3)
impose additional restrictions to ensure that potential housing development sites are
preserved pending the completion of the Suitable Sites Analysis and 6th Cycle Housing
Element Update. This report presents a proposal for the Planning Commission’s
discussion and possible recommendation to Council.
Every eight years, cities are required to update their Housing Elements. For the 20212029 planning period (also referred to as the 6th Cycle Housing Element), Santa Monica
received an allocation to plan for 8,873 housing units of which approximately 70% are
affordable housing units. This represents approximately a five-times increase over the
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (“RHNA”) in the current cycle (2013-2021).
The Housing Element is required to include a Suitable Sites Inventory (“SSI”), which is a
listing of sites throughout the city that hold realistic potential for housing development
based on a jurisdiction’s RHNA number. Staff is in the process of preparing a draft SSI
for the 6th Cycle Housing Element. However, in recent years, staff has seen an uptick in
applications submitted for non-residential development on potential housing sites in the
city’s commercial districts – largely consisting of office space. The largest amount of office
space has been proposed in the Bergamot Area Plan (“BAP”) area, the Hospital Mixed
Use (“HMU”) zone, and the Industrial (“IC”) Conservation zone.
The IC Zone is the only zone in the city that does not allow multi-unit housing development
as a permitted land use. This policy dates back to the adoption of the Land Use and
Circulation Element (“LUCE”) and establishment of the IC district as an area that had
traditionally been the city’s job base, housing former industrial and manufacturing uses.
Over time, buildings in the area have been adaptively reused to affordable workspace,
1
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primarily to cultivate start-up and incubator space for creative industries. However, in
recent years, staff has seen turnover in a handful of properties to creative office
redevelopment potentially signaling that the existing building stock may be coming to the
end of its useful life barring further investment. While the IC District has not been an area
that has traditionally accommodated housing, its proximity to the Expo Line, aging
building stock, and availability of larger parcels makes it an area that should be evaluated
for housing potential as part of the Housing Element Update.
The City’s overall land use strategy contemplates housing production along the City’s
boulevards. In addition to receiving a number of applications for non-residential
development in commercial boulevards in recent years, staff has also received recent
inquiries for single-unit dwellings in commercial zones on the boulevards. While the
Zoning Ordinance has permitted single-unit dwellings in commercial zones for decades,
this allowance does not maximize the housing potential for the limited number of potential
housing sites and therefore, is being re-evaluated in light of the City’s RHNA for the 6th
Cycle housing element.
Given the very large RHNA allocation, and in order to preserve the opportunity to plan for
housing on as many available sites as possible, staff recommends interim zoning
regulations to temporarily suspend processing and approval of applications for new
single-unit dwellings in commercial zones and new non-residential construction citywide
with the following exceptions:





Attached and free-standing additions to existing buildings
Changes of use in existing buildings
Schools including facilities owned and operated by the school
Industrial Conservation zone South of Olympic Boulevard

These exceptions balance the need to temporarily curtail single-unit dwellings and nonresidential development on potential housing sites with continuing support for economic
recovery efforts that have included greater flexibility in changes of use. They also
acknowledge that the areas closest to the I-10 freeway are unlikely to be ideal locations
for housing.
Background
The LUCE was adopted in 2010 with a growth strategy that focused new housing
development in areas with the greatest access to high frequency transportation systems
– the commercial boulevards and the areas surrounding the Expo Light Rail stations –
Downtown, Bergamot, and Memorial Park. As a counter balance, the LUCE also
established the IC land use designation, which was intended to conserve small light
industrial and service/commercial uses that have traditionally populated the area and
formed part of Santa Monica’s employment base. The IC district also was intended to
support existing and new creative businesses reliant on the affordable workspace created
from adaptive reuse of former industrial buildings. This vision was carried through the
2015 zoning ordinance update that prohibited housing out of concern that introducing
residential uses would have the potential to increase real estate speculation thereby
2
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displacing the creative industries and small-scale industrial uses supported by affordable
workspace.
The Zoning Ordinance has also allowed for single-unit dwellings in all zones for decades.
There continue to be very limited pockets where single-unit dwellings exist in commercial
zones in the city, derived from the city’s early settlement patterns. Based on assessor
data, there are currently approximately 232 parcels with single-unit dwellings in
commercial zones.
Discussion
Limited Land Area Available for Housing Projects
The LUCE growth strategy that focused development opportunities in the limited areas of
Downtown, Bergamot and the boulevards represents approximately 12% of the city’s total
land area. As a first step in preparing the SSI analysis, a preliminary sites analysis has
been conducted to filter out parcels that would not likely be potential housing sites based
on the following criteria:


Parcels with existing Landmarks or Historic Resources



Parcels that are under construction, have recently completed projects, approved
entitlements, and pending entitlement for commercial uses only



Parcels that have unique land uses such as hospitals, cemetery, schools, parks,
churches/religious facilities, utilities, government offices, libraries, police/fire
stations, transportation infrastructure/Metro Expo LRT and airport



Parcels developed with affordable housing and condos



Parcels with newer buildings developed post 1980

Once the filters were applied, parcels were prioritized for their likelihood to produce
housing resulting in an even smaller subset of parcels representing approximately 3% of
the city’s total land area identified as potentially having the highest housing potential.
Likelihood of Commercial vs. Housing Projects
In 2019, the City Council directed that staff prepare an analysis of the likelihood of housing
development based on existing development standards and testing various inclusionary
housing requirements (Attachment A). The analysis demonstrated that at current
inclusionary housing levels for Tier 2 projects on the boulevards (i.e. minimum 15% Very
Low Income), housing projects were less likely than commercial projects to proceed due
to lower height and FAR (resulting in fewer units) and lower rents. The results of the
study are consistent with the trends toward applications being filed for non-residential
development on the boulevards, particularly in areas where there is no distinction in
height and FAR between housing and commercial projects.

3
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Overview of Approved and Pending Non-Residential Projects
In recent years, staff has received applications for non-residential development on
possible housing sites - predominantly consisting of 319,000 square feet of total office
space, all of which are currently pending. The largest amount of office space has been
proposed in the Bergamot area, the Hospital Mixed Use zone, and the Industrial
Conservation zone. Other pending non-residential projects include a Downtown hotel
and electric vehicle charging facility on two surface parking lots. As a point of reference,
in the past five years, 11 projects consisting of approximately 184,000 square feet of nonresidential uses has been approved including 99,000 square feet of office, 36,000 square
feet of retail, and 49,000 square feet of other uses ranging from daycare to auto
dealerships. The majority of these projects (6 of 11) have largely consisted of additions
to existing buildings in the Downtown area.
Proposed Temporary Prohibition on Non-Residential Development
The combination of Santa Monica’s very large RHNA allocation of 8,873 units and with
only 3% of the City’s total land area available as the highest potential for housing, the
turnover of even a handful of sites to non-residential development instead of housing
projects would greatly impact the City’s ability to have sufficient sites for the SSI and
would very likely hamper future Housing Element updates. As a result, a temporary
prohibition on non-residential development is proposed to ensure that the Housing
Element Update has the opportunity to evaluate all available areas of the city for housing
potential. In order to ensure that potential housing sites are also not underdeveloped, it
is also proposed that single-unit dwellings be temporarily prohibited in all commercial
zones.
Staff also considered a temporary prohibition on single-unit dwellings in multi-unit zones.
The purpose of the proposed ordinance is to retain the opportunity to plan for sites with
housing potential for the SSI and therefore, multi-unit residential neighborhoods are not
being prioritized (relative to commercial zones) due to concerns regarding displacement
of existing tenants. However, as a matter of policy, the continued inclusion of single-unit
dwellings as a permitted use in multi-unit zones will be evaluated as part of the 6th Cycle
Housing Element update.
Exceptions to Proposed Ordinance
In order to ensure that there continues to be support for economic recovery efforts from
the impacts of COVID-19, it is proposed that the ordinance not apply to:
 Additions to existing buildings
 Changes of use in existing buildings
 Schools including facilities owned and operated by schools
This would allow continued maintenance and investment in existing commercial buildings
that are unlikely to be housing sites while also ensuring that the flexibility in changes of
use afforded by Interim Zoning Ordinance No. 2657 (citywide economic recovery IZO)
remains to support tenanting of vacancies throughout the city.

4
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A further exception is proposed for the Industrial Conservation zone south of Olympic
Boulevard. This is not an area that has historically seen development activity and would
be unlikely to have significant turnover. Further, the area is largely located within 500
feet of the I-10 freeway and therefore, is not an ideal location for housing.
In addition, the proposed interim zoning regulations would not affect the Bergamot Area
Plan (BAP) area. Because the land use regulations for the BAP are contained in the plan,
rather than the Zoning Ordinance and any changes to that area would require an
amendment to the BAP. Since the adoption of the BAP, very little development activity
has occurred in the Bergamot area and therefore, staff does not believe that potential
housing sites are at risk of turnover in this area over the next eight months. However, per
Council’s direction, staff will continue to examine potential amendments to the BAP to
encourage housing production as part of the 6th Cycle Housing Element Update.
Applicability of Proposed Ordinance
Staff proposes that the ordinance apply only to applications submitted after January 12,
2021, which is the date that Council first gave direction to staff to prepare emergency
zoning regulations. This is consistent with the approach the City has taken with respect
to previous interim zoning regulations.
Staff considered a broader applicability to projects that were pending as of January 12,
2021, however, most of these projects have been in process for years and would likely
continue to proceed as non-residential projects. The purpose of the ordinance is to
provide the opportunity to plan for high potential housing sites, and it is not clear that
capturing pending projects would align with that goal. It is more likely, given the amount
of time these projects have been in process, that the proposed interim zoning regulations
would only have the effect of temporarily delaying one or more of these projects, rather
than incentivizing the property owner to instead convert the site into a housing project.
Prepared by:

Jing Yeo, Planning Manager

Attachments
A.

HR&A AHPP Financial Feasibility Results 11-13-2019

5
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TH
Pipeline Projects & 6 Cycle RHNA
As of February 2021
Credit Towards 6th Cycle RHNA
6th Cycle Draft
Approved
RHNA Allocation Not in Plan Check
Extremely Low
Very Low

2787

Pending

65

18

124

28

Units Left to
Plan for 6th
Cycle RHNA
2552

Credit Towards
5th Cycle RHNA
Approved
in Plan Check
53
26

Low

1698

140

27

1531

15

Moderate

1698

72

27

1599

47

Market Rate

2690

1278

522

890

673

Unknown
Affordability
Level

--

--

33

--

--

8873

1679

655

6539

814

Total # of Units

Total Units Towards 6th Cycle RHNA

2334
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S. February 18, 2021 – Housing Stability TWG #4
Fourth session of the Housing Stability Technical Working Group. Review of the
feasibility of proposed programs and development of draft concepts. To view the
recording click the link below:
Main Discussion: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HodcOWAhBLQ
Attachments: PowerPoint Presentation, Emerging Themes
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Agenda
1. Finishing up from last time: Goal 7 programs
2. Summary of Participant Comments


TWG – City Program Mtg Notes:
Did we sufficiently capture all comments and suggestions?

Technical Working Group: Housing Stability
Housing Element Update



2013-2021 Programs Assessment
Goal 7.0: Inform, engage, and promote active participation of
residents, community groups, workforce, stakeholders, and
governmental agencies in housing, community development and
public safety.
Programs related to this goal?

TWG – Emerging Themes:

Are there programs or
concepts that we
should be
considering?

Potentially Viable Vs. Future Programs/Enhancements
(Thoughts + Comments)

February 18, 2021

3. Wrap up Set of Concepts to Share w/Community
4. Conclusion & Next Steps

1

2

3

Major Revenue Sources

2
Technical Working Group Recommendations
on Housing Programs

4

•

Affordable Housing

•

Other Programs
• CDBG
• General Fund

•
•
•

COVID -19 Effects
• Will the Pandemic result in a temporary loss in jobs/housing or will this alter
conditions for residents moving forward?

Measure GSH
In-lieu fees from AHPP and Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Program
Proceeds from sale of City-owned property

• Uncertainty on Potential Impacts on City Programs and Services
• Uncertainty on Potential Impacts on Available Funding and Resources
• Likely increase in need for support services in all areas.

• Post-Eviction Moratorium: How to Address Resident Loss of Housing?
• City Council Homeless Report: Peak 2023, impacts 2024-2025
• LA County possible 59% increase in homelessness by 2023
• Uncertainty on any Federal Assistance

5

6

Funding Challenges for Rental Assistance

Organizing Feedback on Housing Programs

City Emergency Rent Assistance Programs

• Potentially Viable Program Enhancements

• Based on funding for residents already assisted through local non-profits
(cased by case) and not based on systematic program serving broader
community
•

• What does expansion look like?
• Additional Seniors?
• Others with Similar Basic Needs Budget to Seniors?
• Others such as Families? (significantly higher $ based on a family
household budget)

• Program enhancements likely viable based on current funding availability
•

During FY2020-21, City provided assistance to 650 out of 1,000 applicants
through the COVID-19 Emergency Rental Assistance Program (ERAP)

Priority and Trade-Offs
• How to prioritize these Program Enhancements in the context of limited
funding/resources and considering other existing programs/services?
•

• Future Programs and Program Enhancements

• $2.8M in funds provided ($2.55M CDBG funds, $250K General Funds)
• Use of CDBG funding for ERAP made possible by HUD’s one-time waiver
of 15% public services cap. CDBG is not viable source of recurring
funding.
•

Potentially Viable Program Enhancements
• POD (Preserving Our Diversity) Program
• Support for program, consider expansion, need long-term funding

City will be looking to County for rental assistance

7

•

New programs or program enhancements for future consideration
depending on funding/staff resources.

•

Which of these new programs or program enhancements do we
want to solicit feedback from the community?

•
•
•

• Credit Counseling services & Support groups
• Funding for City Outreach Coordinator needed

Future Programs | Program Enhancements

•
•

10

Future Programs | Program Enhancements

• Expansion of Residential Rehabilitation Program

• Temporary Relocation Program

• Provide funding to rehabilitate units in exchange for long-term
affordability
• Current program not priority relative to other needed programs,
considering limited resources/funding available.

With existing
limited resources,
which of these
enhancements
should be
prioritized?

• Addressing Landlord Upkeep/Maintenance of Existing Housing Stock

Pilot Program: $120,000/Year for 2 yrs.

9

Potentially Viable Program Enhancements
• Educating Tenants/Landlords: Addressing Information/Education
Gap (Residents + Landlords)

Challenge: Lack of consistent funding to support acquisition or incentives
Consider expanding AHPP Off-Site program to allow acquisition of existing
units and convert to deed-restricted affordable.

Right to Counsel
•

8

• Increase Awareness of Rental Housing Voucher Programs
• Additional outreach from City Staff on program qualifications/benefits
• Help reduce underlying concerns of eviction, encourage participation in
housing programs

Conserve At-Risk Housing

With existing
limited resources,
which of these
enhancements
should be
prioritized?

• Challenges in engaging willing/eligible participants: may not be
economically viable

•
If/when resources
become available,
which of these
concepts should
be prioritized?

• Tenant Relocation Assistance Program

Landlord Compliance with Improvements/Repairs (improve
oversight/monitoring) to qualify for assistance
Greater Assistance to landlords in rehabilitation of units/buildings

11

•

Additional Support Needed: locating new housing for resident and
follow-up

•

Funding for Outreach Coordinator needed

Needs restoration of Neighborhood Preservation Coordinator to sustain this
program

• Support Services for Homeless/At-Risk

12

•

Improve long-term services /tailor to individual

•

Additional staffing required to further lower client/staff ratios

If/when resources
become available,
which of these
concepts should
be prioritized?

Testing Draft Concepts

New Concepts for Exploration
• Right of First Refusal

3

• Allow non-profit affordable providers first opportunity to purchase for-sale
residential properties

Rollout concepts for housing programs to broader
community for feedback (including prioritization of
concepts) in early March 2021.

• Tax Abatement for Rehabilitation (small grants)
•

Property tax abatement in exchange for rehabilitating units/buildings

•

Must evaluate potential effectiveness/output with staff resources to
administer program

•

May be more effective in communities experiencing very low rents

•

Coordination outside of Santa Monica (state + county assessor)

13

14

Next Meeting
Thank You!
Any follow-up? Please contact
HousingUpdate@smgov.net

16

Next Steps

15
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TWG Stability Group | Emerging Themes
Potentially Viable Program Enhancements + Future Programs/Enhancements
When discussing any program expansion, it’s important to consider its viability, the tradeoffs associated with expanding a program (considering all programs and services
provided by the City), and effectiveness and priority given the City’s funding
limitations/reality of available resources. While many important ideas and concepts have
been suggested, they may be limited based on lack of funding and staff resources.
Please note that while existing programs listed here may continue to be maintained in the
HE update, we are simply commenting on the proposed program enhancements or
expansions to those programs/services as expressed by participants of the TWG.
TWG suggestions on program enhancements and new programs have been categorized
into the following two categories based on Staff’s initial review:
1. Potentially Viable Program Enhancements: this group includes potentially
viable program enhancements, based on current funding availability.
▪

Where does the program enhancement/expansion fit in terms of
prioritizing and what are the trade-offs when considering other
programs (due to lack of funding/resources)?

2. Future Programs/Program Enhancements: this group includes future programs
or enhancements to existing programs for future consideration dependent on if and
when additional funding and staff resources become available.
▪

Which of these new programs or program enhancements or
expansions do we want to solicit feedback from the community?

COVID-19 Pandemic Notes
Important to note the likely impact the pandemic will have on available funding and
resources and its impact to the programs and services the City provides.
▪

Fundamental Question: did the pandemic lead to this one-time loss in
jobs/housing, or has this changed everything moving forward?

▪

Uncertainty on how pandemic will impact maintaining existing programs.

▪

Anticipated that need for support will significantly increase in all areas. Staff will
best plan for projections.
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Post-Eviction Moratorium (currently extended until end of June 2021): How will the
City address resident loss of housing?
▪

City Council’s Homeless Report has projections on what may occur moving
forward. Peak anticipated in 2023 but impacts will be in 2024-2025. LA County
anticipates a possible 59% increase in homelessness by 2023.

▪

Uncertainty in the federal government response since it’s a nationwide issue.

▪

City of Santa Monica approach: doing what we can to provide people with
assistance to prevent eviction during this crisis however not at a broad and
sweeping capacity (e.g. paying back rent) based on resource limitations and
pending federal intervention

Current Revenue Sources
▪

Affordable Housing Revenue Sources:
▪
▪

▪
▪
▪

In-lieu fees from AHPP and Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage
Program
Proceeds from sale of City-owned property

Measure GSH tax
Community Development Block Grants
General Fund

1. Potentially Viable Program Enhancements:
▪

POD (Preserving Our Diversity): Support for the program and should consider
expansion, however will need to find long-term funding. Reduction of rent
burdened is needed.
Staff Initial Comments/Response/Background Data:
Funded by GSH funds
▪

Funding: approximately $2M/year pre-COVID pandemic

▪

GSH currently being used to balance the FY20/21 budget

▪

What’s Next?
▪

Expansion to Non-Seniors
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•

▪

Implications: If program was extended to include families, the
basic-needs budget (after rent-income, currently estimated
$700 for seniors) for families would be significantly higher
based on a family household budget and needs (e.g.
childcare, etc)

What is meant by expansion?
•
•
•

▪

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

Additional seniors
Others who have similar basic needs budget to seniors
Others such as families

Conserve At-Risk Housing: At-risk housing should also include non-covenant
residential units such as rent controlled units.
Staff Initial Comments/Response:

▪

▪

Challenge: Lack of consistent funding to support acquisition or incentives to
conserve housing.

▪

Rent Control Board: interest in preventing loss of rent controlled units
through Ellis Act:
▪

SB330 provides some protections to existing housing stock (no loss
in residential units) in that replacement in the number of existing units
may not be possible based on current density limitations in
residential neighborhoods.

▪

Preserving Rent Controlled Units: consider expanding AHPP off-site
program to allow developers to purchase existing residential
properties and convert rent controlled units to affordable units to
satisfy AHPP obligation.

Right to Counsel: initiate program to provide assistance to residents.
Staff Initial Comments/Response:
•

Pilot Program with City Attorney’s Office approved with mid-year budget –
$120,000 per year for 2 years

•

As part of the pilot program, evaluate its effectiveness, program capacity,
and whether the program can be sustainable.
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Educating Tenants/Landlords: Addressing the information/education gap
between Residents + Landlords:
▪

Increasing Awareness of Rental Housing Voucher Programs: Additional
outreach from City staff (and not from landlords based on resident mistrust) is
necessary to educate tenants/increase awareness on program qualifications and
benefits of participating in voucher programs and to landlords on the proactive
process necessary to request project-based vouchers.
o Help reduce any underlying fear of eviction related to participation in
housing programs (especially Section 8) or engaging in conversation about
services that may be of assistance.
o Voucher Funding for an outreach coordinator would be helpful.
o Data: Housing Division issues as many vouchers as available and have
contractors assisting with this work:
▪

Must have qualifying VLI tenants and must be part of long-term
program

▪

Approximately 60-70 vouchers issued in the past year;

o How do vouchers work?
▪

Landlords must have rents lower than payment standard to be viable:
•

$1512 studio

•
•

$1930 1BR
$2800 2BR

▪

1-year contracts for project vouchers

▪

Landlords view as burden with less flexibility (e.g. they could achieve
rent at market rates)

▪

Waiting list for vouchers (different from BMR housing waiting list)

o Funding for an Outreach Coordinator position would be helpful.
▪

Credit Counseling
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Addressing Landlord Upkeep/Maintenance of Existing Housing Stock
▪

Landlord Compliance of Improvements/Repairs: Improve Inspections:
Owners are not always willing partners to rehab housing. Landlords take rent
decreases instead of doing the repairs. Need for compliance to ensure landlords
are completing their rehab work they are saying they will.
Staff Initial Comments/Response:
Coordination with Building and Safety to ensure that the scope of work of a permit
is being completed, however additional coordination needed on the rehab work
that is required of the landlord.

2. Future Programs/Program Enhancements:
New Concepts/Future Programs
▪

Right of First Refusal: Based on COPA program – allow non-profit affordable
housing providers first opportunity to purchase for-sale residential properties in
efforts to promote acquisition/rehab.

▪

Tax Abatement: Rehabilitation (small grants): Consider a program similar to
the
Mills
Act
program
for
historic
properties:
property
tax
abatement/exemption/reduction for a period of time to amortize the cost of the
work in exchange for rehabilitation on sliding scale basis (example year to year,
5 years max)
Staff Initial Comments/Response:
▪

Must consider overall effectiveness on a more broader scale and balance
output with staff resources to administer such program.

▪

Impact on landlords and possible concerns with ensuring rehabilitation work
is completed in a manner in compliance with such program.

▪

Such program may be better suited or more appropriate in cities
experiencing very low rents and there is a pervasive maintenance issue.

▪

Implementation may require coordination outside of Santa Monica similar
to the Mills Act program that is a State program in coordination between
local cities and the County Assessor’s Office.
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Program Enhancements or Expansions
▪

Expansion of Residential Rehabilitation Program: Rehabilitation (small
grants): Consider expanding program as an exchange to per unit basis (and
not entire property) for smaller property owners to convert existing units to
long-term affordable (expansion of small grants for ongoing
maintenance/repair, in exchange deed restricting units for long-term
affordability). Encourage landlords to agree to affordable rents through
program and ensure these rehab units are deed restricted.
Staff Initial Comments/Response:

▪

▪

Currently there are rehab projects in-progress scheduled for
completion in FY2021-22 consisting of 38 units at two locations.

▪

However, currently there are no additional/continued funding for this
program for the next 5 years in CDBG consolidated plan.

▪

In terms of priorities, currently the small grants program is not a
critical priority relative to other programs that provide needed
benefits, considering all other issues and limited resources including
funding.

▪

Program Concerns: Although the Program has been successful,
there are considerable challenges in finding property owners who are
willing and eligible to participate. City has not received any
applications in past 2 years. Property eligibility requires that 51% of
the units must be occupied by low-income households however
demonstrating this is challenging (requires resident cooperation) and
such buildings are diminishing. In conjunction with limited funding,
Program may not be viable during the next Housing Element cycle.

▪

Comment on Expansion: Potential challenges for landlord to deedrestrict their units long-term as it may not be economically viable and
therefore unlikely; the amount of financial assistance in rehabilitating
units compared to loss of market rents.

Tenant Relocation Assistance Program: Relocation fees, while important
when evicted, do not provide the necessary support residents need when
evicted:
▪

More support is needed in finding new housing for the resident and
ensure there is follow-up by the City.

▪

Funding for an outreach coordinator would be helpful.
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Staff Initial Comments/Response:
An outreach coordinator involves funding/FTE position. However short of
obtaining additional staff, staff to consider improvements related to
educating tenants on available resources to find new housing.
▪

Temporary Relocation Program: Review whether the improvements are
necessary or cosmetic. Ensure that cosmetic-type improvements within the
unit should not considerably relocate tenant, landlords must be held to a
reasonable time of temporary displacement.
Staff Initial Comments/Response:
Restoration of the Neighborhood Preservation Coordinator whose role is to
coordinate tenant protections including relocation assistance would be
helpful in providing additional monitoring and assistance.

▪

Support Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals:
Important to help keep or bring back residents to the community. Needs to
be more robust, improve services to better help participants long-term,
improve tailoring services to individual.
Staff Initial Comments/Response:
Currently funded housing retention programs have a 90% or better (some
are 97%) retention rate. Improving services would require additional
investments to increase staffing and lower the client/staff ratio. Currently
staff ratios can be 1:30 or more. Best practices are 1:10 for high-need
individuals
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Overall Funding Challenges: Staff Initial Comments/Data:
▪

▪

City emergency rent assistance programs have historically been based on limited
flexible general funding for residents who are already being assisted through local
non-profits (case by case) and not based on a systemic program that would assist
the broader population based on limited resources:
▪

During FY2020-21, the City provided assistance to 650 out of 1,000
applicants through the COVID-19 Emergency Rental Assistance Program
(ERAP)

▪

$2.8M in funds provided: $2.55M CDBG funds, $250K General Funds

▪

Use of CDBG funding for ERAP made possible by HUD’s onetime waiver
of 15% public services cap. CDBG is not viable source of recurring funding.

▪

City will be looking to County for rental assistance (County potentially has
access to the $25B)

Additional staff capacity to manage programs is needed as well.
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T. February 19, 2021 – Housing Production TWG #4
Fourth session of the Housing Production Technical Working Group. Review of the
HR&A preliminary results. To view the recording click the link below:
Main: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=57Fyjew8uw8
Attachments: PowerPoint Presentation, Summary of Discussion, HR&A Preliminary Analysis

794

Agenda
1. Welcome
2. Presentation

4

a. Preliminary Results on Feasibility Testing

Technical Working Group: Housing Production
Housing Element Update Session #4

3. Breakout Discussion
4. Next Steps

Next Steps

February 19, 2021
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CITY OF SANTA MONICA
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRODUCTION PROGRAM
2020-2021 UPDATE
PRELIMINARY FEASIBILITY MODELING RESULTS
)HEUXDU\
HR&A Advisors, Inc.

INTRODUCTION & APPROACH
Determine Objectives and Prepare Prototypes
Develop Market & Cost Assumptions

ASSUMPTIONS

Financial Feasibility Testing
Technical Working Group Review and Discussion

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS

Å TODAY

Further Financial Feasibility Testing

Final AHPP Recommendations
Santa Monica AHPP 2020 Update | 2

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION

4
3
2
1
0
100% Market Rate
29,000 SF

7.5% ELI Affordable
32,000 SF

15% VLI Affordable
34,000 SF

Existing development standards generally support lower shares of
affordable units (i.e., 7.5% ELI units under suspended development
standards). Would greater FAR and height limits support higher
shares of affordable units?

Public Review and Comment

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

Current Max Height

5

Based on an illustrative MUBL project along the boulevards.

Development of Recommended AHPP Requirements

NEXT STEPS

Number of Floors Needed for
Market Return

ANALYTIC CONCEPT| Increased development standards could
create additional value to support on-site affordable units.

HR&A SCOPE OF WORK

INITIAL TAKEAWAYS AND CONSIDERATIONS

Santa Monica AHPP 2020 Update | 1

ELI: Extremely Low Income
VLI: Very Low Income
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HR&A Advisors, Inc.
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ANALYSIS APPROACH | The analysis uses a static pro forma approach to
test the required scale of development to support affordable units.
•

Financial Feasibility Model
Illustrative Development Program

Developer Profit Margin
(Net Proceeds– TDC)/Net Proceeds > 12.5%

Illustrative Multiyear Discounted Cash Flow vs. Static Pro Forma Analysis

- Land Costs
- Construction Financing Costs
Net Operating Income (NOI)
- Revenues
- Expenses (As % of Revenues)
Project Returns

This analysis is an iterative process. The preliminary findings are
subject to revision and refinement based on additional sensitivity
testing and feedback from the Technical Working Group.

Return on Total Development Cost
Developer Profit Margin

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

Return on Cost
NOC/TDC > 1.0% over cap rate

- Soft Costs (As % of Hard Costs)

The analysis uses two metrics to determine financial feasibility: 1)
return on total development cost and 2) developer profit margin.

•
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DEVELOPMENT PROTOTYPES
R.E. Market
Boulevard

Zoning District

1

MUBL

Double Lot

retail/office

2

Boulevard

MUBL

Double Lot

retail/apartments

3

Boulevard

MUB, GC (SM Blvd)

Double Lot

retail/office

4

Boulevard

MUB, GC (SM Blvd)

Double Lot

retail/apartments

5

Main & Lincoln

GC (Lincoln)

Double Lot

retail/apartments

6

Main & Lincoln

NC (Main)

Double Lot

retail/apartments

7

Montana

NC (Montana)

Double Lot

retail/apartments

8

Bergamot

Bergamot (BTV, MUC)

Large Site

retail/apartments

9

Bergamot

Bergamot (BTV, MUC)

Large Site

retail/office

10

Downtown

Downtown (TA, NV)

Single Lot

retail/apartments

11

Downtown

Downtown (TA, NV)

Double Lot

retail/office

12

Downtown

Downtown (TA, NV)

Double Lot

retail/apartments

13

Pico & Ocean Park

Pico (NC, MUBL);
Ocean Park (R3, NC)

Double Lot

retail/apartments

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

Lot Size

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION
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INITITIAL TAKEAWAYS AND CONSIDERATIONS
• Update to 2019 HR&A Affordable Housing Production Program Analysis - Projects along the
Boulevards, Lincoln, Bergamot, and in Downtown are still likely to be developed at current zoning
standards with no more than 7.5% ELI affordable units.

INTRODUCTION & APPROACH

Land Use

INITIAL TAKEAWAYS AND CONSIDERATIONS

• Development feasibility is highly sensitive to land costs, cap rates, rents, parking ratios, and
construction costs. Most assumptions are adjusted to pre-COVID conditions (2020 Q1) as a proxy
for future stabilized conditions and are adjusted beyond the 2019 modeling.

ASSUMPTIONS
PRELIMINARY FINDINGS

• The combination of high land costs and low-density zoning standards are a major barrier to
new residential development.

NEXT STEPS

• To the extent that total development costs can be reduced through changes in zoning,
development standards and/or permit processing time, affordability goals can be better
accomplished.
ELI: Extremely Low Income

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION
N

1 mile
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CONSTRUCTION HARD COSTS PER GROSS SQUARE FOOT (PGSF)
Office and Retail (Excl. of Parking)

INTRODUCTION & APPROACH

Office (Core and Shell)

$185 PGSF

Retail (Core and Shell)

ASSUMPTIONS

$160 PGSF

Hard Costs

Up to 5 floors

$225 PGSF

6-8 floors

$240 PGSF

9+ floors

$250 PGSF

Parking

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS

Hard Costs

NEXT STEPS

Subterranean Parking
(Single Level)

($67,000 per space @ 450 SF)

Below-Ground Parking
(Multiple Levels)

($83,000 per space @ 450 SF)

$135 PGSF
$165 PGSF

*Prototypes in Downtown include a 10% premium on hard costs.
9+ story buildings assume Type I or II construction, which are associated with higher hard costs for construction materials, labor and fire/life safety.
Source: MGAC, non-union wage construction costs, 2020
Santa Monica AHPP 2020 Update | 11

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

HR&A Advisors, Inc.
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Per GSF

Per NSF

Per Unit

Hard Cost (Apartments and Retail)

$240

$285

$240,000

Parking Costs (Subterranean)

$1301

$1551

$130,000

SUBTOTAL: Hard Costs

$380

$450

$385,000

Soft Costs

$70

$80

$65,000

Financing Costs

$60

$70

$55,000

SUBTOTAL: Hard, Soft & Financing

$500

$590

$490,000

Land Costs (Boulevards)

$130

$155

$130,000

Developer Profit (12.5% of value)

$115

$135

$110,000

TOTAL: Development Costs

$7452

$8802

$735,0002

1Parking
2

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION

APARTMENT DEVELOPMENT COSTS COMPARISONS

Apartment (Excl. of Parking)*

Hard Costs

INITIAL TAKEAWAYS AND CONSIDERATIONS

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

operating income and investment returns for each prototype. The interactive
model can evaluate changes to key metrics.

Total Development Cost (TDC)
- Hard Costs

HR&A conducted research on real estate market conditions based
on pre-COVID conditions and prepared static pro forma models
to test the financial feasibility of 13 retail/apartment and
retail/office prototypes on commercial streets and boulevards.

•

FINANCIAL MODEL| HR&A developed detailed projections of costs, net

In HR&A’s analysis, both return metrics need to be met for a project to be deemed feasible:

This HR&A’s analysis tests the required scale of development to
support the inclusion of affordable units to meet certain
affordability thresholds (related to the City’s RHNA) based on
standard underwriting assumptions and investment return targets
from a developer’s perspective.

•

FEASIBILITY METRICS | Profit Margin and Return on Cost thresholds are comparable
to a market responsive IRR derived from multi-year discounted cash flow modeling.

costs are $67,000-83,000 per space, assuming 450 SF per space.
Costs are based on a double lot, 5 story MUBL prototype. In other market areas total development costs range between $700,000 and $815,000 per unit.

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION
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West LA:
$320

Submarkets Area

Land Cost (Per Land SF)

Downtown

$690

Boulevards

$435

Bergamot

$420

Lincoln/Main

$430

Montana

$390

Pico/Ocean Park

Venice:
$360

$430
N

1 mile

Boulevards

$8.00

$4.75

Bergamot

Lincoln

Boulevards

$3.64

Montana

$4.55

$6.90
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Lincoln/Main

North of
Wilshire2

$2,500

$2,900

$2,600

$2,900

$3,100

$2,800

1 Bedroom

$3,300

$3,500

$3,400

$3,700

$2,800

$3,500

2 Bedroom

$5,300

$5,000

$5,000

$4,500

$4,300

$5,200

$5,700

$5,400

$5,400

$5,000

$4,900

$340

$565

$860

$800

$430

$435

$380

$690

Land price  retail value
CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION
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MONTHLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING RENTS

Office Office
Downtown Boulevards

Santa Monica AHPP 2020 Update | 20

Retail
Lincoln/Main

$6.05

Apartments (Average)
North of Wilshire Pico/Ocean Park

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION

HR&A Advisors, Inc.
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Vacancy Rates (Citywide)

Monthly Rent
Moderate Income
(120% AMI)

Office

4.7%

Office

8.2%

Studio

$406

$676

$812

$1,488

Retail

5.0%

Retail

4.5%

1 Bedroom

$464

$773

$928

$1,701

Apartments

4.0%

Apartments

4.8%

2 Bedroom

$522

$870

$1,044

$1,913

3 Bedroom

$580

$966

$1,160

$2,126

Cap Rates

Vacancy Rates

Source: CoStar, 2020 Q1

Unit Sizes (Market Rate and Affordable)

Unit Mix (Market Rate and Affordable)

Citywide

Downtown

Studio

440 SF

350 SF

Studio

15%

1 Bedroom

590 SF

430 SF

1 Bedroom

50%

2 Bedrooms

920 SF

740 SF

2 Bedrooms

Unit Mix

20%

2 Bedrooms

1060 SF

920 SF

2 Bedrooms

15%

Source: CoStar

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION
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Least Likely

4
3

Most Likely

Marginal

develop at current zoning standards with 7.5% ELI affordable units.
7.5% ELI Affordable
Max Tier 2 Height and FAR

1
0
Scenario 1

Scenario 2

LEGEND
Least Likely – This prototype exceeds current
development standards. This prototype would require
significant cost savings or lower developer returns in order
to satisfy current development standards. Therefore, it is
least likely to be developed.

2

Scenario 3

HR&A Advisors, Inc.
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FEASIBILITY FINDINGS - APARTMENTS | Some prototypes are likely to

Current Max Height

5

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

Marginal – This prototype’s return metrics are marginally
feasible, or approach maximum height and FAR limits. By
achieving rent targets, or with certain cost savings or
creative design, the prototype could be developed.
Most Likely – This prototype is financially feasible at a
height and FAR that does not exceed current development
standards. This prototype is likely to be developed.

5

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION
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Least Likely

4
3

Marginal

45’ 2.25 FAR

36’ 1.75 FAR

Least Likely
Marginal

Least Likely
60’ 2.0 FAR
Most Likely

Least Likely

Most Likely

Most Likely

36’ 1.5 FAR
32’ 1.0 FAR

2

27’ 1.0 FAR

1
0

Parking Req.

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

Bergamot

Monthly Rent
Low Income
(80% AMI)

HR&A’s analysis uses the development return metrics to
determine how likely a developer would be to pursue an
apartment project with 7.5% ELI, 15% VLI and a 20% mix
of affordable units, and if additional development
capacity (FAR/height) would change that decision.

NEXT STEPS

$6.40

$4.60

$0.00

Capitalization Rates (Citywide)

Number of Floors Needed for
Market Return

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS

$5.80 $5.60 $5.90
$4.60 $4.50 $4.50

Monthly Rent
Very Low Income
(50% AMI)

INTRODUCTION & APPROACH

ASSUMPTIONS

$5.25

$4.50

Monthly Rent
Extremely Low
Income (30% AMI)

Unit Size

ANALYSIS | HR&A tested a range of affordability scenarios to determine
the likelihood of a developer to undertake an apartment project.

INITIAL TAKEAWAYS AND CONSIDERATIONS

$5.00

OTHER ASSUMPTIONS

$5,200

Santa Monica AHPP 2020 Update | 17

$5.40

Retail rent assumptions are based on comparable rents from apartment buildings (North of Wilshire, Pico/Ocean Park) and/or mixed-use properties with ground floor retail uses. Third
Street Promenade rents are not included in this analysis.

Rent assumptions are based primarily on a set of comparable, top of market, new construction properties (not rent controlled) representative of each submarket area.
On a per unit basis, Downtown rents are lower because unit sizes are smaller. On a PSF basis, Downtown has the highest rents. 2 Due to limited new construction in North of
Wilshire and Pico/Ocean Park submarkets, rent assumptions are adjusted based on existing market rate buildings to account for variations in quality and unit sizes.

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION

$7.20

$6.90

$1.00

$440
$430

1

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

$4.00

$6.40

Source: Santa Monica AHPP Income and Rent Limits, 2020

3 Bedroom

$5.00

$2.00

Average Market Land Price

Pico/Ocean
Park2

Studio

$6.00

$3.00

Residual Land Value PSF

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

$7.00

Downtown

Source: CoStar. Rents are based on Q1 2021 average of 1-story buildings built before 1990

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION

Downtown1

• HR&A estimated the capitalized value of 3,000-8,000 SF standalone retail storefronts.
• Current retail rents are highest along Montana, yielding Residual Land Values (RLV) exceeding $860 PSF for small
retail properties.
• Rents in most other markets also generate RLVs above market land sales, disincentivizing some owners to sell their
properties for housing development.
• Rents along Lincoln are lower, yielding a below market RLV, which supports housing development.
• In the next phase of work, HR&A will further analyze the impact of COVID-19 impacts on the retail tipping point.

Current Rents PSF

PER-UNIT RENT ASSUMPTIONS | Rents are highest in Downtown,
Montana, and Pico/Ocean Park for top of market new construction.
Unit Size

PER-SQUARE FOOT RENT ASSUMPTIONS | Rent assumptions are
based on a set of comparable properties for each submarket area.

Main St

Source: CoStar; Recent west LA (west of 1-405) land prices average $320 PSF;
Recent Venice land prices average $360 PSF.
HR&A Advisors, Inc.

RETAIL “TIPPING POINT” | Retail rents in Santa Monica are high, disincentivizing some owners to sell their properties for housing development.

Number of Floors

LAND COST ASSUMPTIONS BY SUBMARKET AREA

Boulevards
Boulevards
Boulevards
Boulevards
Parking)
(Parking
Overlay (Citywide
MUBL
MUB
1)
Overlay 1
Citywide

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

Lincoln
Lincoln
GC

Main
Main
NC

Montana
Montana
NC

Pico/Ocean
Park
Pico/Ocean
Park NC

Bergamot
Bergamot

Overlay 1

Citywide

Citywide

Citywide

Bergamot

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION

Downtown
Single Downtown
Double
Downtown
Downtown
Lot Lot
Lot Lot
Single
Double
Downtown
Maximum

Downtown
Maximum

Santa Monica AHPP 2020 Update | 22

FEASIBILITY FINDINGS - APARTMENTS | Only Bergamot and

Downtown prototypes could support 15% VLI at current zoning standards.

FEASIBILITY FINDINGS - APARTMENTS | Most prototypes would need
to be larger to support 20% affordable units, particularly where there are
higher parking requirements, higher land costs, and/or lower rents.

15% VLI Affordable
Max Tier 2 Height and FAR

APARTMENTS VS. OFFICE | With 7.5% ELI units, apartments require the
same or less density than office buildings to generate similar profit margins.
Apartments with 7.5% ELI Affordable

20% Affordable 25% ELI, 25% VLI, 25% LI, 25% MI
Max Tier 2 Height and FAR

Office

6

Least Likely

Least Likely

Least Likely

Marginal
60’ 2.0 FAR

Least Likely

45’ 2.25 FAR
36’ 1.75 FAR

Least Likely

Most Likely

Most Likely

36’ 1.5 FAR
32’ 1.0 FAR

2

27’ 1.0 FAR

1
0

Parking Req.

Boulevards
Boulevards
Boulevards
Boulevards
Parking)
(Parking
Overlay (Citywide
MUBL
MUB
1)
Overlay 1
Citywide

Lincoln
Lincoln
GC

Main
Main
NC

Montana
MontanaNC

Pico/ Park
Pico/Ocean
OceanPark NC

Bergamot
Bergamot

Overlay 1

Citywide

Citywide

Citywide

Bergamot

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION
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Downtown
Maximum
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3

Least Likely

Least Likely
Least Likely

Least Likely

Least Likely

Marginal

Most Likely

60’ 2.0 FAR

Height and
FAR varies

45’ 2.25 FAR
36’ 1.75 FAR

Most Likely

36’ 1.5 FAR
32’ 1.0 FAR

2

27’ 1.0 FAR

Parking Req.

5
4

2

2.57 FAR

2.34 FAR

3

2.60 FAR
2.13 FAR

2.60 FAR

2.13 FAR

1.93 FAR

2.60 FAR

1

1
0

Downtown
Downtown
Downtown
Single Downtown
Double
Lot Lot
Lot Lot
Single
Double
Downtown
Maximum

4

Number of Floors

3

Least Likely

Number of Floors

Number of Floors

4

Least Likely

5

5

0
Boulevards
Boulevards
Lincoln/
Lincoln
Boulevards
Lincoln
Boulevards
Parking)
(Parking
Overlay (Citywide
MUBL
MUB
Main
GC
1) 1
(Overlay
(Citywide
(Overlay 1
Overlay 1
Citywide
Overlay 1
Parking Req.)
Parking Req.)
Parking Req.)

Lincoln/
Main
Main
NC

Montana
MontanaNC

(Citywide
Citywide
Parking Req.)

Citywide

Pico/ Park
Pico/Ocean
OceanPark
Ocean Park
NC
NC
Citywide

Bergamot
Bergamot
Bergamot
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HR&A Advisors, Inc.

Downtown
Downtown
Downtown
Single Downtown
Double
Lot Lot
Lot Lot
Single
Double
Downtown
Maximum

Downtown
Maximum

Santa Monica AHPP 2020 Update | 24

Boulevards
(ParkingMUBL
Overlay 1)
Boulevards

Parking Req.

Boulevards
(Citywide
Parking)
Boulevards
MUB

Overlay 1

Bergamot
Bergamot

ROC Margin

1.07%

1.21%

Profit
Margin
HR&A Advisors, Inc.

20.3%

20.3%

0.90%

Downtown Double
LotLot
Downtown
Double

Height limit is 75’ for Tier 3 in Bergamot
Bergamot
Downtown Maximum

Citywide

Height limits is 84’ for 30% affordable in Downtown

1.00%

1.09%

CONFIDENTIAL
DRAFT
– NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION
17.5%
17.5%
20.8%

1.25%

1.05%

20.8%

20.5%
20.5%
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1.23%

ROC Margin: Return on Cost/Prevailing Cap Rate

APARTMENTS VS. OFFICE | With 15% VLI units, apartments require the

same or more density to generate similar profit margins, except for Downtown.

APARTMENTS VS. OFFICE |At 20% affordability, apartments require more
density to generate similar profit margins, except for Downtown.

Apartments with 15% VLI Affordable

Apartments with 20% Affordable

Office

Office

General Feasibility Findings:

25% ELI, 25% VLI, 25% LI, 25% MI

• Projects along the Boulevards, Lincoln, Bergamot and in Downtown are likely to develop at current
development standards with no more than 7.5% ELI affordable units1.

Number of Floors

Number of Floors

6
5
4
3
2

2.87 FAR
2.27 FAR

2.87 FAR

2.57 FAR

2.69 FAR

2.13 FAR

2.20 FAR

2.60 FAR

Parking Req.

Boulevards
Boulevards
MUBL
Boulevards
(ParkingMUBL
Overlay 1)

Boulevards
MUB
Boulevards
MUB
Boulevards
(Citywide
Parking)

(Overlay
1 Parking Req.)
Overlay 1

(Citywide
Parking Req.)
Citywide

ROC Margin

1.11%

1.21%

Profit Margin

20.5%

20.5%

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

4
3
3.27 FAR
2.47 FAR

1.04%

1.16%

Bergamot
Bergamot
Bergamot

Height limit is 75’ for Tier 3 in Bergamot
Bergamot
Downtown Maximum

1.10%

Height limits is 84’ for 30% affordable in Downtown

19.5%
19.5%
20.8%
CONFIDENTIAL
DRAFT
– NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION

0

Downtown
Double
Downtown
Lot
Downtown Double
Double
LotLot

Boulevards
Boulevards
(ParkingMUBL
Overlay 1)

Parking Req.

3.0 FAR

2.65 FAR

1.23%

ROC Margin

1.20%

1.37%

20.8%

20.4%

20.4%

Profit Margin

22.3%

22.3%

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

Bergamot
Bergamot

Citywide

1.05%
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Boulevards
MUB
Boulevards
(Citywide
Parking)

Overlay 1

1.25%

ROC Margin: Return on Cost/Prevailing Cap Rate

1.08%

2.27 FAR

2.87 FAR

Downtown
Double
Downtown Double
LotLot

Bergamot
1.21%

1.12%

20.5%
20.5%
21.1%
CONFIDENTIAL
DRAFT
– NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION

Downtown Maximum
1.29%

1.27%

1.42%

21.2%

23.2%

23.2%
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• Downtown and Bergamot are the only prototypes likely to develop with up to 20% affordable, due
to lower parking ratios (or no parking requirement) in Downtown, lower land cost in Bergamot, and
higher height and FAR limits in both submarkets.
• At 7.5% ELI, apartments can compete with office by generating the same profit margins at the same
or lower densities. At higher affordability levels, apartments are less competitive as they require the
same or more density than office to generate the same profit margin except for Downtown. Meanwhile,
office might still be preferred over apartments due to a higher Return on Cost margin.
1

MUB and Lincoln, while feasible at 7.5% ELI, exceed current FAR limits.

HR&A Advisors, Inc.
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ROC Margin: Return on Cost/Prevailing Cap Rate

PRELIMINARY FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY FINDINGS

CAVEATS

Affordable Housing Findings:

These preliminary findings are qualified by the
following considerations:

7.5% ELI
affordable units

Prototypes along Main, Pico, Montana, and Ocean Park cannot support 7.5% ELI at
current zoning standards due to the high cost of parking, and land costs which are
outpacing rents. Prototypes along Lincoln can marginally support 7.5% ELI units at
current zoning standards. This level is easily supported in Downtown and Bergamot.

15% VLI
affordable units

20%
affordable units
equally split across
four income bands
HR&A Advisors, Inc.

3.07 FAR

2.33 FAR

1

1
0

• Total development costs are a barrier to development, especially the cost of parking and land. Total
development cost increases have outpaced rent growth.

5

2

PRELIMINARY FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY FINDINGS

•

Most prototypes other than Bergamot and Downtown cannot support 15% VLI units
at current development standards. Additional height and FAR are needed for the other
submarket areas for 15% VLI units.

Recent construction is limited within the
submarket areas, so extrapolation from data on
older buildings was necessary to develop some
assumptions.

•

Older rental properties include larger units than
pipeline projects. HR&A developed a residential
rent adjustment factor to account for smaller
expected average unit sizes in the prototypes.

Additional height and FAR are needed to support 20% affordability in all
submarkets except Downtown, which can support 20% affordable units based on
current development standards.

•

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION
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INTRODUCTION & APPROACH
INITIAL TAKEAWAYS AND CONSIDERATIONS
ASSUMPTIONS
PRELIMINARY FINDINGS
NEXT STEPS

HR&A used pre-COVID assumptions as a proxy
for future conditions. The impacts of the
pandemic on the market are uncertain.

HR&A Advisors, Inc.
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HR&A Advisors, Inc.

Santa Monica AHPP 2020 Update | 31

NEXT STEPS
In the next phase of work, HR&A will conduct additional sensitivity tests:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

FAR/height
% affordable units and income mix
On-site vs. off-site provision of affordable units
COVID impacts
Alternative ground floor uses
Alternative parking requirements
Unit size and unit mix
Retail redevelopment Tipping Point
Holding costs

HR&A Advisors, Inc.
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TWG Stability Group | Emerging Themes
Potentially Viable Program Enhancements + Future Programs/Enhancements
When discussing any program expansion, it’s important to consider its viability, the tradeoffs associated with expanding a program (considering all programs and services
provided by the City), and effectiveness and priority given the City’s funding
limitations/reality of available resources. While many important ideas and concepts have
been suggested, they may be limited based on lack of funding and staff resources.
Please note that while existing programs listed here may continue to be maintained in the
HE update, we are simply commenting on the proposed program enhancements or
expansions to those programs/services as expressed by participants of the TWG.
TWG suggestions on program enhancements and new programs have been categorized
into the following two categories based on Staff’s initial review:
1. Potentially Viable Program Enhancements: this group includes potentially
viable program enhancements, based on current funding availability.
▪

Where does the program enhancement/expansion fit in terms of
prioritizing and what are the trade-offs when considering other
programs (due to lack of funding/resources)?

2. Future Programs/Program Enhancements: this group includes future programs
or enhancements to existing programs for future consideration dependent on if and
when additional funding and staff resources become available.
▪

Which of these new programs or program enhancements or
expansions do we want to solicit feedback from the community?

COVID-19 Pandemic Notes
Important to note the likely impact the pandemic will have on available funding and
resources and its impact to the programs and services the City provides.
▪

Fundamental Question: did the pandemic lead to this one-time loss in
jobs/housing, or has this changed everything moving forward?

▪

Uncertainty on how pandemic will impact maintaining existing programs.

▪

Anticipated that need for support will significantly increase in all areas. Staff will
best plan for projections.
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Post-Eviction Moratorium (currently extended until end of June 2021): How will the
City address resident loss of housing?
▪

City Council’s Homeless Report has projections on what may occur moving
forward. Peak anticipated in 2023 but impacts will be in 2024-2025. LA County
anticipates a possible 59% increase in homelessness by 2023.

▪

Uncertainty in the federal government response since it’s a nationwide issue.

▪

City of Santa Monica approach: doing what we can to provide people with
assistance to prevent eviction during this crisis however not at a broad and
sweeping capacity (e.g. paying back rent) based on resource limitations and
pending federal intervention

Current Revenue Sources
▪

Affordable Housing Revenue Sources:
▪
▪

▪
▪
▪

In-lieu fees from AHPP and Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage
Program
Proceeds from sale of City-owned property

Measure GSH tax
Community Development Block Grants
General Fund

1. Potentially Viable Program Enhancements:
▪

POD (Preserving Our Diversity): Support for the program and should consider
expansion, however will need to find long-term funding. Reduction of rent
burdened is needed.
Staff Initial Comments/Response/Background Data:
Funded by GSH funds
▪

Funding: approximately $2M/year pre-COVID pandemic

▪

GSH currently being used to balance the FY20/21 budget

▪

What’s Next?
▪

Expansion to Non-Seniors
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•

▪

Implications: If program was extended to include families, the
basic-needs budget (after rent-income, currently estimated
$700 for seniors) for families would be significantly higher
based on a family household budget and needs (e.g.
childcare, etc)

What is meant by expansion?
•
•
•

▪

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

Additional seniors
Others who have similar basic needs budget to seniors
Others such as families

Conserve At-Risk Housing: At-risk housing should also include non-covenant
residential units such as rent controlled units.
Staff Initial Comments/Response:

▪

▪

Challenge: Lack of consistent funding to support acquisition or incentives to
conserve housing.

▪

Rent Control Board: interest in preventing loss of rent controlled units
through Ellis Act:
▪

SB330 provides some protections to existing housing stock (no loss
in residential units) in that replacement in the number of existing units
may not be possible based on current density limitations in
residential neighborhoods.

▪

Preserving Rent Controlled Units: consider expanding AHPP off-site
program to allow developers to purchase existing residential
properties and convert rent controlled units to affordable units to
satisfy AHPP obligation.

Right to Counsel: initiate program to provide assistance to residents.
Staff Initial Comments/Response:
•

Pilot Program with City Attorney’s Office approved with mid-year budget –
$120,000 per year for 2 years

•

As part of the pilot program, evaluate its effectiveness, program capacity,
and whether the program can be sustainable.
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Educating Tenants/Landlords: Addressing the information/education gap
between Residents + Landlords:
▪

Increasing Awareness of Rental Housing Voucher Programs: Additional
outreach from City staff (and not from landlords based on resident mistrust) is
necessary to educate tenants/increase awareness on program qualifications and
benefits of participating in voucher programs and to landlords on the proactive
process necessary to request project-based vouchers.
o Help reduce any underlying fear of eviction related to participation in
housing programs (especially Section 8) or engaging in conversation about
services that may be of assistance.
o Voucher Funding for an outreach coordinator would be helpful.
o Data: Housing Division issues as many vouchers as available and have
contractors assisting with this work:
▪

Must have qualifying VLI tenants and must be part of long-term
program

▪

Approximately 60-70 vouchers issued in the past year;

o How do vouchers work?
▪

Landlords must have rents lower than payment standard to be viable:
•

$1512 studio

•
•

$1930 1BR
$2800 2BR

▪

1-year contracts for project vouchers

▪

Landlords view as burden with less flexibility (e.g. they could achieve
rent at market rates)

▪

Waiting list for vouchers (different from BMR housing waiting list)

o Funding for an Outreach Coordinator position would be helpful.
▪

Credit Counseling
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Addressing Landlord Upkeep/Maintenance of Existing Housing Stock
▪

Landlord Compliance of Improvements/Repairs: Improve Inspections:
Owners are not always willing partners to rehab housing. Landlords take rent
decreases instead of doing the repairs. Need for compliance to ensure landlords
are completing their rehab work they are saying they will.
Staff Initial Comments/Response:
Coordination with Building and Safety to ensure that the scope of work of a permit
is being completed, however additional coordination needed on the rehab work
that is required of the landlord.

2. Future Programs/Program Enhancements:
New Concepts/Future Programs
▪

Right of First Refusal: Based on COPA program – allow non-profit affordable
housing providers first opportunity to purchase for-sale residential properties in
efforts to promote acquisition/rehab.

▪

Tax Abatement: Rehabilitation (small grants): Consider a program similar to
the
Mills
Act
program
for
historic
properties:
property
tax
abatement/exemption/reduction for a period of time to amortize the cost of the
work in exchange for rehabilitation on sliding scale basis (example year to year,
5 years max)
Staff Initial Comments/Response:
▪

Must consider overall effectiveness on a more broader scale and balance
output with staff resources to administer such program.

▪

Impact on landlords and possible concerns with ensuring rehabilitation work
is completed in a manner in compliance with such program.

▪

Such program may be better suited or more appropriate in cities
experiencing very low rents and there is a pervasive maintenance issue.

▪

Implementation may require coordination outside of Santa Monica similar
to the Mills Act program that is a State program in coordination between
local cities and the County Assessor’s Office.
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Program Enhancements or Expansions
▪

Expansion of Residential Rehabilitation Program: Rehabilitation (small
grants): Consider expanding program as an exchange to per unit basis (and
not entire property) for smaller property owners to convert existing units to
long-term affordable (expansion of small grants for ongoing
maintenance/repair, in exchange deed restricting units for long-term
affordability). Encourage landlords to agree to affordable rents through
program and ensure these rehab units are deed restricted.
Staff Initial Comments/Response:

▪

▪

Currently there are rehab projects in-progress scheduled for
completion in FY2021-22 consisting of 38 units at two locations.

▪

However, currently there are no additional/continued funding for this
program for the next 5 years in CDBG consolidated plan.

▪

In terms of priorities, currently the small grants program is not a
critical priority relative to other programs that provide needed
benefits, considering all other issues and limited resources including
funding.

▪

Program Concerns: Although the Program has been successful,
there are considerable challenges in finding property owners who are
willing and eligible to participate. City has not received any
applications in past 2 years. Property eligibility requires that 51% of
the units must be occupied by low-income households however
demonstrating this is challenging (requires resident cooperation) and
such buildings are diminishing. In conjunction with limited funding,
Program may not be viable during the next Housing Element cycle.

▪

Comment on Expansion: Potential challenges for landlord to deedrestrict their units long-term as it may not be economically viable and
therefore unlikely; the amount of financial assistance in rehabilitating
units compared to loss of market rents.

Tenant Relocation Assistance Program: Relocation fees, while important
when evicted, do not provide the necessary support residents need when
evicted:
▪

More support is needed in finding new housing for the resident and
ensure there is follow-up by the City.

▪

Funding for an outreach coordinator would be helpful.
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Staff Initial Comments/Response:
An outreach coordinator involves funding/FTE position. However short of
obtaining additional staff, staff to consider improvements related to
educating tenants on available resources to find new housing.
▪

Temporary Relocation Program: Review whether the improvements are
necessary or cosmetic. Ensure that cosmetic-type improvements within the
unit should not considerably relocate tenant, landlords must be held to a
reasonable time of temporary displacement.
Staff Initial Comments/Response:
Restoration of the Neighborhood Preservation Coordinator whose role is to
coordinate tenant protections including relocation assistance would be
helpful in providing additional monitoring and assistance.

▪

Support Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals:
Important to help keep or bring back residents to the community. Needs to
be more robust, improve services to better help participants long-term,
improve tailoring services to individual.
Staff Initial Comments/Response:
Currently funded housing retention programs have a 90% or better (some
are 97%) retention rate. Improving services would require additional
investments to increase staffing and lower the client/staff ratio. Currently
staff ratios can be 1:30 or more. Best practices are 1:10 for high-need
individuals
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Overall Funding Challenges: Staff Initial Comments/Data:
▪

▪

City emergency rent assistance programs have historically been based on limited
flexible general funding for residents who are already being assisted through local
non-profits (case by case) and not based on a systemic program that would assist
the broader population based on limited resources:
▪

During FY2020-21, the City provided assistance to 650 out of 1,000
applicants through the COVID-19 Emergency Rental Assistance Program
(ERAP)

▪

$2.8M in funds provided: $2.55M CDBG funds, $250K General Funds

▪

Use of CDBG funding for ERAP made possible by HUD’s onetime waiver
of 15% public services cap. CDBG is not viable source of recurring funding.

▪

City will be looking to County for rental assistance (County potentially has
access to the $25B)

Additional staff capacity to manage programs is needed as well.
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U. February 25, 2021 – Affordable Housing Development
Roundtable
A roundtable discussion with affordable housing developers that work in Santa
Monica and in the Los Angeles region.
Attachment: PowerPoint Presentation

840

What is Santa Monica’s RHNA?
2021-2029 RHNA

• Large allocation to Santa Monica (8,895 units)
• ~70% at lower incomes

Affordable Housing Roundtable

Income Category

Production: 2013-2021 RHNA
RHNA
Allocation

Very Low Income
(0‐50% AMI)

2794

Low Income
(51‐80% AMI)

1672

Moderate Income
(81‐120% AMI)

1702

Above Moderate
(>120% AMI)

2727

1,674 Units allocated to Santa Monica for the 5th Cycle Housing Element
Income
Category

RHNA
Allocation

Completed and
In construction

Needed for
RHNA

428

114

(‐51)

Low Income
(51‐80% AMI)

263

263

(‐113)

Moderate
Income
(81‐120% AMI)

283

26

(‐257)

2

Above
Moderate
(>120% AMI)

700

1769

827 over

934

Extremely Low
(0‐30% AMI)

58%
Affordable
(974 units)

February 25, 2021

Very Low
Income
(0‐50% AMI)

TOTAL

1

2

Affordable Housing Production Tools
• Affordable Housing is
Produced through
inclusionary housing
program and City’s
Housing Trust Fund
• Funding sources
• Private market
• TCAC
• City’s Housing Trust
Fund

4

Housing Production 1994‐2019
Type

Number

Percentage

Inclusionary

City Funded

Market Rate

3312

62%

817

1,217

Affordable

2034

38%

40%

60%

Total

5346

100%

3

Approved Not in
Construction
50

56

1,674

25
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CITY OF SANTA MONICA
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRODUCTION PROGRAM
2020-2021 UPDATE
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPER ROUNDTABLE
FEBRUARY 25, 2021
HR&A Advisors, Inc.
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AGENDA

Accelerating Affordable Housing Development and
Reducing Costs in Santa Monica:
•
•
•
•
•

Introduction (20-min)
Opportunities to Maximize Scale/ Funding (25-min)
Development Barriers in Santa Monica (25-min)
Partnership Opportunities w/ Market Rate Developers (25-min)
Other Innovative Concepts (25-min)

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – 846
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HR&A SCOPE OF WORK

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

Determine Objectives and Prepare Prototypes
Develop Market & Cost Assumptions
Financial Feasibility Testing
Technical Working Group Review and Discussion
Further Financial Feasibility Testing

 TODAY

Development of Recommended AHPP Requirements
Public Review and Comment
Final AHPP Recommendations
HR&A Advisors, Inc.

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – 847
NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION
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MIXED-INCOME ANALYSIS APPROACH
• HR&A’s analysis tests the required scale of
development (building height/FAR) to support the
inclusion of affordable units.
• HR&A conducted research on pre-COVID real estate
market conditions.
• HR&A prepared static pro forma models to test
alternative affordable housing percentages against
fixed financial feasibility thresholds.
• The analysis uses two metrics to determine financial
feasibility: 1) return on total development cost and
2) developer profit margin.
HR&A Advisors, Inc.

Financial Feasibility Model
Illustrative Development Program
Total Development Cost (TDC)
- Hard Costs
- Soft Costs (As % of Hard Costs)
- Land Costs
- Construction Financing Costs
Net Operating Income (NOI)
- Revenues
- Expenses (As % of Revenues)

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – 848
NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION

Project Returns
Return on Total Development Cost
Developer Profit Margin
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DEVELOPMENT PROTOTYPES
Zoning District

Lot Size

Land Use

1

R.E. Market
Boulevard

MUBL

Double Lot

retail/office

2

Boulevard

MUBL

Double Lot

retail/apartments

3

Boulevard

MUB, GC (SM Blvd)

Double Lot

retail/office

4

Boulevard

MUB, GC (SM Blvd)

Double Lot

retail/apartments

5

Main & Lincoln

GC (Lincoln)

Double Lot

retail/apartments

6

Main & Lincoln

NC (Main)

Double Lot

retail/apartments

7

Montana

NC (Montana)

Double Lot

retail/apartments

8

Bergamot

Bergamot (BTV, MUC)

Large Site

retail/apartments

9

Bergamot

Bergamot (BTV, MUC)

Large Site

retail/office

10

Downtown

Downtown (TA, NV)

Single Lot

retail/apartments

11

Downtown

Downtown (TA, NV)

Double Lot

retail/office

12

Downtown

Downtown (TA, NV)

Double Lot

retail/apartments

13

Pico & Ocean Park

Pico (NC, MUBL);
Ocean Park (R3, NC)

Double Lot

retail/apartments

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – 849
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DISCUSSION

HR&A Advisors, Inc.
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OPPORTUNITIES TO MAXIMIZE SCALE/FUNDING

Development Standards
Location/Eligibility
Income Mix
Product Type (for rent, for sale)
Construction Type

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – NOT
FOR DISTRIBUTION
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DEVELOPMENT BARRIERS IN SANTA MONICA
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Construction Cost
Land Availability
Improving Competitive Position (as land buyer)
Financing (acquisition, construction, operation)
City Approvals

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – 852
NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION
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PARTNERSHIPS

Market Rate Developers?
(delivery of inclusionary units off-site)
Opportunities on City-Owned Land

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – 853
NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION
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OTHER INNOVATIVE CONCEPTS
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Useful Lessons from Other Cities
Legislative Proposals

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT – 854
NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION
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V. March 5, 2021 – ADU Questionnaire
As part of the Housing Element Update, the City of Santa Monica is conducted a
questionnaire to better understand how Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) are used
and how they contribute to the City’s housing supply. The survey was sent out to
both property owners and renters of ADUs, and was posted on the website for
anyone to take. The questionnaire was active from March 5th through March 18th.
For a summary of the results see the link below:
ADU Questionnaire Results: https://www.surveymonkey.com/results/SMXWXQCLVV9/
Attachment: ADU Questionnaire
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ADU Questionnaire
Cuestionario de ADU
The City of Santa Monica is in the process of updating its Housing Element, a plan to address the
City’s future housing needs over the next eight years. This survey will help the City understand how
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) are used and how they contribute to the City’s housing supply. This
information will be anonymous.
La Ciudad de Santa Mónica está en proceso de actualizar el Elemento de Vivienda, un plan para dirigir
las futuras necesidades de vivienda de la Ciudad durante los próximos ocho años. Esta encuesta
ayudará a la Ciudad a comprender cómo se utilizan las Viviendas Secundarias a la Residencia
Principal (ADU por sus siglas en inglés) y cómo contribuyen al suministro de viviendas de la Ciudad.
Esta información será anónima.
1. What Santa Monica Zip Code do you live in?
¿En qué código postal de Santa Mónica vive?
90401
90402
90403
90404
90405
I do not live in Santa Monica
No vivo en Santa Mónica

ADU Questionnaire
Cuestionario de ADU
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2. Do you have an ADU on your property or do you live in an ADU?
¿Tiene una ADU en su propiedad o vive en una ADU?
I have a completed ADU on my property
Tengo una ADU completa en mi propiedad
I am in the process of constructing an ADU on my property
Estoy en el proceso de construir un ADU en mi propiedad
I live in an ADU (i.e. rent)
Vivo en una ADU (es decir, alquilar)
None of the above
Ninguna

ADU Questionnaire
Cuestionario de ADU
3. How many bedrooms are contained within your ADU?
¿Cuántos dormitorios hay adentro de su ADU?
0 (Studio/Estudio)
1
2
3
More than 3
Más de 3

ADU Questionnaire
Cuestionario de ADU
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4. Is your ADU currently occupied or has it been occupied in the past year? And if so, by who?
¿Está o ha estado ocupada su ADU en el último año? Y si es así, ¿por quién?
My ADU is not currently occupied and has not been occupied in the past year
Mi ADU no está ocupada actualmente y no ha estado ocupada en el último año
My ADU is currently occupied by a family member or was occupied in the past year by a family member
Mi ADU está ocupada actualmente por un miembro de la familia o estuvo ocupada el año pasado por un miembro de la familia
My ADU is currently occupied by a non-family member or was occupied in the past year by a non-family member
Mi ADU está ocupada actualmente por un miembro que no es de la familia o estuvo ocupada en el último año por un miembro
que no es de mi familia
Other (please specify)
Otro (por favor especifica)

ADU Questionnaire
Cuestionario de ADU
5. What is the monthly rent or the expected monthly rent of your ADU?
¿Cuál es su renta mensual o cuanto espera que sea la renta mensual de su ADU?
I do not charge rent
No cobro renta
Less than $1,000
Menos de $1,000
Between $1,000 and $1,500
Entre $1,000 y $1,500
Between $1,500 and $2,000
Entre $1,500 y $2,000
Between $2,000 and $2,500
Entre $2,000 y $2,500
Between $2,500 and $3,000
Entre $2,500 y $3,000
More than $3,000
Más de $3,000
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ADU Questionnaire
Cuestionario de ADU
6. How many bedrooms will be contained within your ADU?
¿Cuántos dormitorios tendrá adentro de su ADU?
0 (Studio/Estudio)
1
2
3
More than 3
Más de 3

ADU Questionnaire
Cuestionario de ADU
7. Who do you intend to occupy your ADU?
¿Quién va a ocupar su ADU?
I intend to have a family member occupy my ADU
La intención es que un miembro de la familia ocupe mi ADU
I intend to have a non-family member occupy my ADU
La intención es que un miembro que no sea de la familia ocupe mi ADU
I am unsure at this time
No estoy segura(o) en este momento
Other (please specify)
Otro (por favor especifica)
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ADU Questionnaire
Cuestionario de ADU
8. If you are planning to rent out your ADU, what do you expect to charge per month?
Si planea alquilar su ADU, ¿cuánto espera cobrar por mes?
I do not plan to charge rent
No planeo cobrar renta
Less than $1,000
Menos de $1,000
Between $1,000 and $1,500
Entre $1,000 y $1,500
Between $1,500 and $2,000
Entre $1,500 y $2,000
Between $2,000 and $2,500
Entre $2,000 y $2,500
Between $2,500 and $3,000
Entre $2,500 y $3,000
More than $3,000
Más de $3,000
I am unsure at this time
No estoy segura(o) en este momento

ADU Questionnaire
Cuestionario de ADU
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9. How many bedrooms are contained within the ADU you live in?
¿En la ADU que vive cuántos dormitorios hay?
0 (Studio/Estudio)
1
2
3
More than 3
Más de 3

ADU Questionnaire
Cuestionario de ADU
10. What is your monthly rent of the ADU?
¿Cuál es su renta mensual de la ADU?
I do not pay rent
No pago renta
Less than $1,000
Menos de $1,000
Between $1,000 and $1,500
Entre $1,000 y $1,500
Between $1,500 and $2,000
Entre $1,500 y $2,000
Between $2,000 and $2,500
Entre $2,000 y $2,500
Between $2,500 and $3,000
Entre $2,500 y $3,000
More than $3,000
Más de $3,000
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W.
March 9, 2021 – City Council Hearing: Emergency
Interim Zoning Ordinance
Introduction and adoption of an emergency interim zoning ordinance to establish
temporary land use restrictions prohibiting non-residential development Citywide
pending completion of the Housing Element Update.
Attachment: City Council Staff Report
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To:

Mayor and City Council

From:

David Martin, Director, City Planning

Subject: Introduction and Adoption of an Emergency Interim Zoning Ordinance to
Establish Temporary Land Use Restrictions Prohibiting Non-Residential
Development Citywide Pending Completion of the Housing Element Update
Recommended Action
Staff recommends that the City Council introduce and adopt an Emergency Interim
Zoning Ordinance temporarily prohibiting, with some exceptions, non-residential
development citywide and single-unit dwellings in commercial zones.
Summary
On January 12, 2021, City Council directed staff to return with proposed emergency
interim zoning regulations to: 1) prohibit 100% non-residential projects of greater than
7,500 square feet (sf) in the Industrial Conservation (“IC”) District with possible
consideration for exceptions such as schools; 2) prohibit single-unit dwellings in any
non-residential zone; and 3) impose additional restrictions to ensure that potential
housing development sites are preserved pending the completion of the Suitable Sites
Analysis and 6th Cycle Housing Element Update.
The Housing Element is required to include a Suitable Sites Inventory (“SSI”), which is a
listing of sites throughout the city that hold realistic potential for housing development
based on a jurisdiction’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (“RHNA”) number. Staff is
in the process of preparing a draft SSI for the 6th Cycle Housing Element. However, in
recent years, staff has seen an uptick in applications submitted for non-residential
development on potential housing sites in the city’s commercial districts – largely
consisting of office space. The largest amount of office space has been proposed in the
Bergamot Area Plan (“BAP”) area, the Hospital Mixed Use (“HMU”) zone, and the
Industrial Conservation (“IC”) zone. The City’s adopted growth strategy in the Land Use
and Circulation Element (“LUCE”) contemplates housing production along the
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commercial boulevards, which have greatest access to transportation systems. The
LUCE also identifies housing as a permitted use throughout the city with the one
exception being the IC Zone. As parcels are turned over, applicants have increasingly
chosen to pursue non-residential projects instead of housing projects. There is growing
concern that as this trend continues in the context of the Housing Element Update, the
City will be precluded from the opportunity to plan for the possibility of housing on these
parcels. Further, even though the IC Zone has not been an area that has traditionally
accommodated housing; its proximity to the Expo Line, aging building stock, and
availability of larger parcels makes it an area that should be evaluated for housing
potential as part of the Housing Element Update.
In addition to receiving a number of applications for non-residential development on
commercial boulevards in recent years, staff has also received recent inquiries for
single-unit dwellings in commercial zones on the boulevards. While the Zoning
Ordinance has permitted single-unit dwellings in commercial zones for decades, this
allowance does not maximize the housing potential for the limited number of potential
housing sites and therefore, is being re-evaluated in light of the City’s RHNA for the 6th
Cycle housing element.
Given the very large RHNA allocation, and in order to preserve the opportunity to plan
for housing on as many available sites as possible, staff recommends interim zoning
regulations to temporarily suspend new single-unit dwellings in commercial zones and
new non-residential construction citywide with the following exceptions:
•

Attached and free-standing additions to existing buildings no larger than the floor
area of the existing building

•

Changes of use in existing buildings

•

Industrial Conservation zone 500 feet from the I-10 freeway

•

Bayside Conservation zone (Promenade and 2nd & 4th Streets)

•

Schools including facilities operated by the school
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These exceptions balance the need to temporarily curtail single-unit dwellings and nonresidential development on potential housing sites with continuing support for economic
recovery efforts that have included greater flexibility in changes of use. They also
acknowledge that the areas closest to the I-10 freeway are unlikely to be ideal locations
for housing. The exemption for schools addresses the fundraising challenges and
construction timelines that are unique to schools. As critical infrastructure, school
facilities are complementary to the production of the housing, are generally already
located on property owned by a school, and therefore are unlikely to be realistic housing
production sites.
Background
Every eight years, California cities are required to update their Housing Elements. For
the 2021-2029 planning period (also referred to as the 6th Cycle Housing Element),
Santa Monica received an allocation to plan for 8,873 housing units of which
approximately 70% are affordable housing units. This represents approximately a fivetimes increase over the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (“RHNA”) in the current
cycle (2013-2021). Santa Monica’s RHNA allocation is within the context of a declared
statewide housing crisis. The significant focus on affordable housing reflects the
housing needs of the community in light of high housing costs and residents and
workers increasingly unable to afford housing in Santa Monica.
The LUCE was adopted in 2010 with a growth strategy that focused new housing
development in areas with the greatest access to high frequency transportation systems
– the commercial boulevards and the areas surrounding the Expo Light Rail stations –
Downtown, Bergamot, and Memorial Park. As a counterbalance, the LUCE also
established the IC land use designation, which was intended to conserve small light
industrial and service/commercial uses that have traditionally populated the area and
formed part of Santa Monica’s employment base. The IC district also was intended to
support existing and new creative businesses reliant on the affordable workspace
created from adaptive reuse of former industrial buildings. This vision was carried
through the 2015 zoning ordinance update that prohibited housing out of concern that
introducing residential uses would have the potential to increase real estate speculation
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thereby displacing the creative industries and small-scale industrial uses supported by
affordable workspace.
The Zoning Ordinance has also allowed for single-unit dwellings in all zones for
decades. There continue to be very limited pockets where single-unit dwellings exist in
commercial zones in the city, derived from the city’s early settlement patterns. Based on
assessor data, there are currently approximately 232 parcels with single-unit dwellings
in commercial zones.
Discussion
Limited Land Area Available for Housing Projects
The LUCE growth strategy that focused development opportunities in the limited areas
of Downtown, Bergamot and the boulevards represents approximately 12% of the city’s
total land area. As a first step in preparing the SSI analysis, a preliminary sites analysis
has been conducted to filter out parcels that would not likely be potential housing sites
based on the following criteria:
•

Parcels with existing Landmarks or Historic Resources

•

Parcels that are under construction, have recently completed projects, approved
entitlements, and pending entitlement for commercial uses only

•

Parcels that have unique land uses such as hospitals, cemetery, schools, parks,
churches/religious facilities, utilities, government offices, libraries, police/fire
stations, transportation infrastructure/Metro Expo LRT and airport

•

Parcels developed with affordable housing and condos

•

Parcels with newer buildings developed post 1980

Once the filters were applied, parcels were prioritized for their likelihood to produce
housing resulting in an even smaller subset of parcels representing approximately 3% of
the city’s total land area identified as potentially having the highest housing potential.
Overview of Approved and Pending Non-Residential Projects
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In recent years, staff has received applications for non-residential development on
possible housing sites - predominantly consisting of 319,000 square feet of total office
space, all of which are currently pending. The largest amount of office space has been
proposed in the Bergamot area, the Hospital Mixed Use zone, and the Industrial
Conservation zone. Other pending non-residential projects include a Downtown hotel
and electric vehicle charging facility on two surface parking lots. As a point of
reference, in the past five years, 11 projects consisting of approximately 184,000 square
feet of non-residential uses has been approved including 99,000 square feet of office,
36,000 square feet of retail, and 49,000 square feet of other uses ranging from daycare
to auto dealerships. The majority of these projects (6 of 11) have largely consisted of
additions to existing buildings in the Downtown area.
These development trends are supported by an analysis conducted by HR&A Advisors
in 2019 studying the likelihood that an applicant would choose to pursue a housing
development based on the City’s existing development standards and inclusionary
housing requirements. The analysis demonstrated that at current inclusionary housing
levels for Tier 2 projects on the boulevards (i.e. minimum 15% Very Low Income),
housing projects were less likely than commercial projects to proceed due to lower
height and FAR (resulting in fewer units) and lower rents. The results of the study are
consistent with the recent trends toward applications being filed for non-residential
development instead of housing projects on the boulevards, particularly in areas where
there is no distinction in height and FAR between housing projects and commercial
development.
Proposed Temporary Prohibition on Non-Residential Development
The combination of Santa Monica’s very large RHNA allocation of 8,873 units and with
only 3% of the City’s total land area available as the highest potential for housing, the
turnover of even a handful of sites to non-residential development instead of housing
projects would greatly impact the City’s ability to have sufficient sites for the SSI and
would very likely hamper future Housing Element updates. As a result, a temporary
prohibition on non-residential development is proposed to ensure that the Housing
Element Update has the opportunity to evaluate all available areas of the city for
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housing potential. This would not implicate housing projects meeting the definition of a
housing development project in the Housing Accountability Act. In order to ensure that
potential housing sites are also not underdeveloped, it is also proposed that single-unit
dwellings be temporarily prohibited in all commercial zones.
Staff also considered a temporary prohibition on single-unit dwellings in multi-unit
zones. The purpose of the proposed ordinance is to retain the opportunity to plan for
sites with housing potential for the SSI and therefore, multi-unit residential
neighborhoods are not being prioritized (relative to commercial zones) due to concerns
regarding displacement of existing tenants. However, as a matter of policy, the
continued inclusion of single-unit dwellings as a permitted use in multi-unit zones will be
evaluated as part of the 6th Cycle Housing Element update.
Exceptions to Proposed Ordinance
In order to ensure that there continues to be support for economic recovery efforts from
the impacts of COVID-19, it is proposed that the ordinance not apply to:
•

Attached and free-standing additions to existing buildings no larger than the floor
area of the existing building

•

Changes of use in existing buildings

•

Schools including facilities owned and operated by the school

•

Industrial Conservation zone 500 feet from the I-10 freeway

•

Bayside Conservation zone (Promenade and 2nd & 4th Streets)

This would allow continued maintenance and investment in existing commercial
buildings that are unlikely to be housing sites while also ensuring that the flexibility in
changes of use afforded by Interim Zoning Ordinance Nos. 2657 (citywide economic
recovery IZO) and 2658 (Promenade economic recovery IZO) remain to support
tenanting of vacancies throughout the city. The exceptions also clarify that building
additions cannot exceed the floor area of the existing building.
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A further exception is proposed for the Industrial Conservation zone for parcels entirely
within 500 feet of the I-10 freeway. This would exempt 125 parcels (out of total 201
total parcels in the IC zone) in an area that has historically not seen development
activity and would be unlikely to have significant turnover.

Figure 1: Map showing parcels in IC Zone exempted from proposed IZO
In addition, the proposed interim zoning regulations would not affect the Bergamot Area
Plan (BAP) area. Because the land use regulations for the BAP are contained in the
plan, rather than the Zoning Ordinance, and any changes to that area would require an
amendment to the BAP. Since the adoption of the BAP, very little development activity
has occurred in the Bergamot area and therefore, staff does not believe that potential
housing sites are at risk of turnover in this area over the next eight months. However,
per Council’s direction, staff will continue to examine potential amendments to the BAP
to encourage housing production as part of the 6th Cycle Housing Element Update.
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Applicability of Proposed Ordinance
Staff proposes that the ordinance apply only to applications submitted after January 12,
2021, which is the date that Council first gave direction to staff to prepare emergency
zoning regulations. This is consistent with the approach the City has taken with respect
to previous interim zoning regulations.
Staff considered a broader applicability to projects that were pending as of January 12,
2021, however, most of these projects have been in process for years and would likely
continue to proceed as non-residential projects. When staff first formulated the filters
for the preliminary SSI, these sites were filtered out for that reason. The purpose of the
ordinance is to provide the opportunity to plan for high potential housing sites, and it is
not clear that capturing pending projects would align with that goal. It is more likely,
given the amount of time these projects have been in process, that the proposed interim
zoning regulations would only have the effect of temporarily delaying one or more of
these projects, rather than incentivizing the property owner to instead convert the site
into a housing project.
Planning Commission Action
The Planning Commission discussed the proposed ordinance at their February 17, 2021
meeting and voted 5-1 to recommend that the Council adopt the proposed interim
ordinance. As part of their deliberations, the Commission held an extensive discussion
on whether housing should be a permitted use in the IC Zone due to its proximity to the
freeway and resultant environmental justice issues. The Commission also noted that
the restrictions on non-residential development should be temporary and used for the
intended purpose of commitments to incentive housing production in the Housing
Element Update.
Environmental Analysis
The proposed IZO is exempt from the provisions of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) of the State Implementation
Guidelines (common sense exemption). Based on the evidence in the record, it can be
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seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the proposed changes may have a
significant effect on the environment. The proposed ordinance temporarily restricts new
non-residential development and single-unit dwellings in commercial zones citywide,
and would not result in any changes to current development standards, which were
subject to environmental review at the time of adoption. Changes of use and building
additions may still continue for non-residential development, subject to current land use
regulations and development standards, and their own individual environmental
analysis. Therefore, the proposed IZO would not have an indirect or direct adverse
change on the environment and no further environmental review under CEQA is
required.
Financial Impacts and Budget Actions
There is no immediate financial impact or budget action necessary as a result of the
recommended action.

Prepared By:

Jing Yeo, Planning Manager

Approved

Forwarded to Council

Attachments:
A. Proposed Emergency IZO
B. Written Comments
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X. March 16th & 17th, 2021 – Planning Commission Housing
Element Discussion
Discussion on and possible recommendation to City Council on draft concepts for
the 6th Cycle Housing Element Update (2021-2029), including, but not limited to: 1)
options for distribution of potential housing sites; 2) options for how to achieve
capacity on sites with highest housing potential, with a focus on tools to support
affordable housing; and 3) updates to housing programs to address the housing
needs of existing residents.
Attachments: Planning Commission PowerPoint Presentation, Staff Report
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$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

2ZQHU

6DQWD0RQLFDLVDPDMRUUHJLRQDOMREFHQWHU



2QO\RI&LW\ţVZRUNIRUFHRIOLYHDQG
ZRUNLQWKH&LW\



7ZRRUPRUH +LVSDQLFRU :KLWHDORQH
UDFHV
/DWLQRRULJLQ QRW+LVSDQLF
RU/DWLQR


5HQWHU

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Housing Needs Assessment

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Housing Needs Assessment

Santa Monica Employer Mobility & Housing survey in progress

Mobility & Housing Survey - Preliminary Highlights

 :LOOKHOSWREHWWHUXQGHUVWDQGKRXVLQJQHHGVRI6DQWD0RQLFDZRUNHUVDQG
UHODWLRQVKLSWRZRUNHUWUDYHOEHKDYLRU

 7KH6DQWD0RQLFDZRUNIRUFHLVVSUHDGDFURVVDUDQJHRILQFRPHVLQDOOGLIIHUHQW
HPSOR\PHQWVHFWRUV
Respondents by Work Sector

 5HVSRQVHVJDWKHUHGIURPSHRSOHZLWK6DQWD0RQLFDZRUN]LSFRGHV
 5HVSRQVHVEHLQJUHYLHZHGEXWVXUYH\UHVXOWVZLOOLQFOXGH










5DFHLQFRPHE\VHFWRUDQGRFFXSDWLRQ
0DSRIZKHUHZRUNHUVDUHFRPLQJIURP
&RPPXWHPRGHVDQGDELOLW\WRWHOHZRUN
:LOOLQJQHVVWRWUDGHRIIKRXVLQJFRVWVDQGKRXVLQJVL]HIRUDVKRUWHUFRPPXWH



Household
Income Bracket

Healthcare

Public
Education

Government

Hotels

Restaurants

Retail

Lower Income
(< 80% AMI)

48

148

27

26

42

37

Middle Income
(between 80%
and 120% AMI)

25

142

39

15

22

18

Higher Income
(> 120% AMI)

44

145

68

10

19

8



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Housing Needs Assessment

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Mobility & Housing Survey – Highlights of Preliminary Results

 7KHPHGLDQPLGGOHLQFRPH
FRPPXWHULVZLOOLQJWRSD\
DERXWPR IRUDKRXVLQJ
XQLWFORVHUWRWKHLUZRUNLQ6DQWD
0RQLFDZLWKOHVVZLOOLQJQHVVWR
SD\IRUVPDOOHUKRXVHKROGV
 $OLWWOHRYHUDWKLUGRIPLGGOH
LQFRPH FRPPXWHUVZRXOGEH
ZLOOLQJWRGRZQVL]HWKHLU
KRXVLQJXQLWWREHFORVHU



&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

,QFRPH&DWHJRU\

5+1$
$OORFDWLRQ

9HU\/RZ,QFRPH
$0,



/RZ,QFRPH
$0,



0RGHUDWH,QFRPH
$0,



$ERYH0RGHUDWH
!$0,



Could a Quantified
Objective Be
Requested?

DIIRUGDEOH

5+1$UHIOHFWVGHPDQGIURPORZWRPRGHUDWHLQFRPH
UHVLGHQWVDQGZRUNHUVŞ WKHŦPLVVLQJPLGGOHŧ

$ORZHUKRXVLQJ
QXPEHURU4XDQWLILHG
2EMHFWLYH 42 FDQ
EHUHTXHVWHGWR+&'
+RZHYHU42LVQRW
XVHGWRGHWHUPLQH
FRPSOLDQFHXQGHU
H[LVWLQJ+RXVLQJ
(OHPHQWODZ

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

With $4B in funding needed to construct allocated affordable units this
is Santa Monica’s opportunity to continue to lead

+LVWRULF3UHVHUYDWLRQ

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Concepts for Meeting the RHNA

$IIRU
$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
R GDEOH
GDE H +RXV
RXVLQJ
LQJ
J

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

$IIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJLQ
6DQWD0RQLFDLV
JHQHUDWHGE\WZR
VRXUFHV



&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

+RZLV$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ3URGXFHG"
:KDWDUH%DUULHUVWR3URGXFWLRQ"
5HYLHZRISURJUDPVIURPSHHUFLWLHV
8SGDWHG$SSURDFKWR)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VHVWR0D[LPL]H
,QFOXVLRQDU\+RXVLQJ

%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV
)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

/DQG9DOXH&DSWXUH7KURXJK
5HJXODWRU\&RPPXQLW\%HQHILWV

7LHU3URMHFWV

 ,QFUHDVHVLQODQGYDOXHUHVXOWLQJIURPSXEOLF
LQYHVWPHQWVDQGJRYHUQPHQWDFWLRQ HJ
SROLF\ ]RQLQJFKDQJHV DUHŦFDSWXUHGŧIRU
SXEOLFEHQHILW

 3ULYDWH&DSLWDO

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

How is Affordable Housing Produced?

Public
Assistance

Private
Capital

4

60855)

5HQW&RQWURO

How is Affordable Housing Produced?

Overview of Background Analysis to Inform
Potential Concepts and Strategies



&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

6LQJOH8VH&DUU\RXW%DJ%DQ

Connecting Analysis to Draft Strategies








$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

6th Cycle RHNA Challenge and Opportunity

RHNA Challenge & Opportunity

What is Santa Monica’s RHNA?
WRWDOXQLWVWRSODQIRU

3



RHNA Challenge & Opportunity


&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Mobility & Housing Survey – Highlights of Preliminary Results

)URPWKHVXUYH\WKHW\SLFDO
PLGGOHLQFRPHFRPPXWHU
FRPLQJLQWR6DQWD0RQLFDLV
ZLOOLQJWRSD\DOLWWOHRYHU
SHUPRQWKWREH
FORVHUWRWKHLUZRUNLQWKH
&LW\

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Housing Needs Assessment

o ,QFOXVLRQDU\XQLWVDVD
SHUFHQWDJHRIPDUNHWUDWH
KRXVLQJWKURXJKWKH
$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
3URGXFWLRQ3URJUDP $+33

 3XEOLF$VVLVWDQFH

o &LW\ţV+RXVLQJ7UXVW)XQG
W\SLFDOO\IXQGVRQDYHUDJH
RQHSURMHFW\HDU

7LHU3URMHFWV

$GGLWLRQDOKHLJKW)$5
PRUH$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
,QFUHDVHG)HHV

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV

%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ

%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ

3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV


%DVHKHLJKW)$5
%DVH$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
%DVH)HHV

)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV

3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV


)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Barriers to 100% Affordable Housing
Roundtable Discussion with affordable housing
developers held on February 25, 2020

 :RXOGWKLVZRUNLQ6DQWD0RQLFD"0D\EHEHWWHUVWUDWHJLHVDYDLODEOH

WKDWDFFRPSOLVKJRDORIHTXLWDEOHKRXVLQJDFFHVV

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV
%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV
)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV



&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Housing Production Approaches by other Cities
$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ2YHUOD\

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV
%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV
)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

HR&A Analysis – Preliminary Results

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV

We are here

%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV

 5RXJKFRQYHUVLRQRI
UHVXOWDQWQHFHVVDU\)$5
LQWRHVWLPDWHVRIKHLJKW
EDVHGRQVHWRI
GHYHORSPHQWDVVXPSWLRQV
WRKHOSZLWKXQGHUVWDQGLQJ
QHFHVVDU\GHYHORSPHQW
OLPLWV

)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV
%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

HR&A Analysis – Preliminary Results

HR&A Analysis – Preliminary Results

 'RZQWRZQ

 $GGLWLRQDO7HVWLQJ)RUWKFRPLQJ

 0RVWOLNHO\ WRVXSSRUW(/,DQG 9/,LQFOXVLRQDU\UHTXLUHPHQW

 %HUJDPRWDQG08%/*& %RXOHYDUGV/LQFROQ DEOHWR
PDUJLQDOO\ VXSSRUW(/,
 2XWVLGHRI%HUJDPRWDQG'RZQWRZQLQFOXVLRQDU\OHYHOVDERYH
ZRXOGQHHGDGGLWLRQDOKHLJKWDQG)$5
 2QO\'RZQWRZQFDQVXSSRUWLQFOXVLRQDU\OHYHOVDERYHDQG
DWPDUJLQDO OHYHO
 9LHZLQJUHVXOWVIURPSHUVSHFWLYHRIGHYHORSHUDVVHVVLQJ
ZKHWKHUWRPRYHIRUZDUGZLWKKRXVLQJSURMHFW
 ,QRUGHUWRWUXO\LQFHQWLYL]HKRXVLQJSURGXFWLRQŞ ZRXOGOLNHO\QHHGWRKDYH
DQDO\VLVVXSSRUWŦ0RVW/LNHO\ŧ

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV
%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ











2WKHU)$5+HLJKWVFHQDULRV
$IIRUGDELOLW\KRXVLQJLQFRPHPL[
2QVLWHYVRIIVLWHSURYLVLRQRIDIIRUGDEOHXQLWV
&29,'LPSDFWVRQPDUNHW
%HGURRPPL[DQGXQLWVL]HUHTXLUHPHQWV
$OWHUQDWLYHJURXQGIORRUXVHV LQFOXGLQJKRXVLQJ
$OWHUQDWLYHSDUNLQJUHTXLUHPHQWV
5HWDLORIILFHWLSSLQJSRLQW
+ROGLQJFRVWV

3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV

/HDVW/LNHO\

0DUJLQDO



0RVW/LNHO\

)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV

 What is it?
 2IIHUVGHQVLW\ERQXVHVDQGLQFHQWLYHVWRHQFRXUDJH
FRQVWUXFWLRQRIRQVLWHDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJZLWKLQPLOHRI
PDMRUWUDQVLWVWRSV
 ŦWLHUVŧEDVHGRQGLVWDQFHWRWUDQVLWVWRS HJRQVLWH
DIIRUGDEOH ERQXV
 $SSHDUVWRUHSODFH6WDWHGHQVLW\ERQXV

GHYHORSPHQWWLHUVV\VWHP

%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ

 9HU\VLPLODUWR6DQWD0RQLFDţVWLHUV\VWHPRIKRXVLQJERQXVHV
HJ'RZQWRZQ SDLUHGZLWKLQFOXVLRQDU\UHTXLUHPHQW
 ,QVWUXFWLYHIRUPHQXRIDYDLODEOHLQFHQWLYHV


$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV
)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

:KDWKDVEHHQWHVWHG
VRIDU"

 7HVWHGLQFOXVLRQDU\
 6WXGLHVDW(/,DQG 
DW9/,
 6WXGLHGDQG
LQFOXVLRQDU\ZLWKHYHQ
GLVWULEXWLRQRI(/,WR0RGHUDWH
 7HVWHGZKHWKHURIIVLWHRSWLRQ
 $SSOLHGWRH[LVWLQJ GHYHORSPHQW
VWDQGDUGV
 6WXGLHGDOOFRPPHUFLDODUHDV
 3UHOLPLQDU\ UHVXOWVWRHVWDEOLVK
EDVHOLQHPRGHODQGXQGHUVWDQG
OLPLWDWLRQVRIH[LVWLQJGHYHORSPHQW
VWDQGDUGVWRLQIRUPSROLF\PDNLQJ

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV
%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV


$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

5

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV

Where Should Housing Be Located?

%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV



$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV

 Would this work in Santa Monica? 6RPHZKDWGXSOLFDWLYHRIH[LVWLQJ

)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

HR&A Analysis – Preliminary Results

 7HVWHGLQFOXVLRQDU\
KRXVLQJUHTXLUHPHQWVDW
GLIIHUHQWOHYHOV

 :RXOGWKLVZRUNLQ6DQWD0RQLFD"6RPHZKDWGXSOLFDWLYHRIH[LVWLQJ
 $GPLQLVWUDWLYH$SSURYDOSXUVXDQWWR,=2
 (OLJLEOHIRUJUHDWHVWKHLJKWDQG)$5GHQVLW\LQHDFK]RQH
DGGLWLRQDOKHLJKWGHQVLW\ SDUNLQJUHOLHIZLWKLQPLOHRIPDMRU
WUDQVLWXQGHU6WDWHGHQVLW\ERQXVODZ
 9DOXHLQEULQJLQJFLW\ZLGHFRQVLVWHQF\WRDIIRUGDEOH

KRXVLQJUHTXLUHPHQWV

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Updated Analytical
Approach for
Feasibility Analyses

 :KDWLVLW"
 =RQLQJRYHUOD\WKDWSURYLGHVVXEVWDQWLDOO\LQFUHDVHGKHLJKWDQG
GHQVLW\IRUDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJSURMHFWV
 0RVWUHFHQWO\LPSOHPHQWHGLQ&DPEULGJH0$ZLWKVLPLODU
HQYLURQPHQWRIKLJKODQGFRVWVDQGDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJVKRUWDJH

SURFHVVDQGLQFHQWLYHVIRUDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJEXWYDOXHLQ
KDUPRQL]LQJUHTXLUHPHQWV

 $SSUR[LPDWHO\RIODQGDUHD]RQHG5FRQWDLQLQJRI
KRXVLQJVXSSO\
 Ŧ0LVVLQJ0LGGOHŧGHYHORSPHQWW\SHOLNHO\ZRXOGQRWILW
 8QFOHDULIDYHUDJHVL]HG5 SDUFHOFRXOGDFFRPPRGDWH
DIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJ
 $UHWKHUHEHWWHUVWUDWHJLHVWKDWZRXOGLQFUHDVHFDSDFLW\
ZLWKRXWHOLPLQDWLQJ5]RQLQJOLNH$'8V" 

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Housing Production Approaches by other Cities
Los Angeles Transit Oriented Communities (TOC)
Program

 :KDWLVLW"
 &LWLHVHOLPLQDWLQJVLQJOHIDPLO\ ]RQLQJUHFRJQL]LQJWKDWVXFK
]RQLQJSHUSHWXDWHVGHIDFWRUDFLDODQGHFRQRPLFVHJUHJDWLRQ
 6DFUDPHQWR%HUNHOH\6DQ-RVH2DNODQG0LQQHDSROLV3RUWODQG

/DFNRIIXQGLQJ
/DQGFRVWV
,QVXIILFLHQWKHLJKWDQGGHQVLW\WRSURGXFHQHFHVVDU\XQLWV
&RPPHUFLDOSUHYDLOLQJZDJHUHTXLUHPHQWVWKDWWULJJHUDWVWRULHV
&RQVWUXFWLRQFRVWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKH&LW\ţV)LUH&RGH
UHTXLUHPHQWVIRUKLJKULVHEXLOGLQJVWKDWWULJJHUDWWKH&LW\ţV
WKUHVKROGRIDERYHIHHW

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

(OLPLQDWLRQRI5=RQLQJ

 'HVFULEHGEDUULHUVWRSURGXFWLRQLQFOXGHG






$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Housing Production Approaches by other Cities

)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Connecting Analysis to Draft Strategies
Overview of Background Analysis to Inform
Potential Concepts and Strategies




$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Where should housing be located?

2SWLRQ$Ş $GRSWHG
/8&(

2SWLRQ%Ş 'LVSHUVHG
+RXVLQJ

$6WDUWLQJ3RLQWWR,GHQWLI\LQJ
6XLWDEOH+RXVLQJ6LWHV

:KHUH6KRXOG+RXVLQJ%H/RFDWHG"
o 2SWLRQVIRU&RQVLGHUDWLRQ
:KDW6LWHV&RXOGEH'HYHORSHGZLWK+RXVLQJ"
o 3UHOLPLQDU\6LWHV$QDO\VLV
+RZ&DQWKH&LW\$FKLHYH(TXLWDEOH+RXVLQJ$FFHVV"
o 9LHZLQJ1HZ+RXVLQJWKURXJKWKHOHQVRI$IILUPDWLYHO\)XUWKHU
)DLU+RXVLQJ

$FWLYDWLQJ+RXVLQJ3RWHQWLDO
LQ$UHDVWKDW+DYH1RW
$FFRPPRGDWHG+RXVLQJLQ
WKH3DVW

 7RWDORI3DUFHOVLGHQWLILHG
ZLWK+LJK3RWHQWLDO SDUFHOV
DVVRFLDWHGZLWK$SSURYHG 
3HQGLQJ3URMHFWV
 SDUFHOVZLWKPHGLXP
SRWHQWLDO
S

0DLQ6WUHHW0RQWDQD2FHDQ
3DUN%RXOHYDUG2IILFH&DPSXV
DQG,QGXVWULDO&RQVHUYDWLRQ

:KHUH"

:KHUH"

:KHUH"

3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV

3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV

3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV

(TXLW\



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Where should housing be located?

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

(TXLW\



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Where should housing be located?

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Preliminary Suitable Sites Analysis

2SWLRQ&Ş 7UDQVLW
2ULHQWHG1RGHV

(TXLW\



&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Preliminary Suitable Sites Analysis
6LWHVZHUHLQGLYLGXDOO\UHYLHZHGZLWKFRQVLGHUDWLRQWRWKHIROORZLQJVLWH
FKDUDFWHULVWLFV

)LUVW&XWDW,GHQWLI\LQJ9LDEOH6LWHVWKDW&RXOG
3RWHQWLDOO\$FFRPPRGDWH+RXVLQJŞ %DVHGRQ/8&(

([LVWLQJ6WDQGDUGV$SSURYHG)LOWHUVDQG4XDOLWDWLYH5HYLHZRI6LWHV

$FWLYDWLQJ+RXVLQJ3RWHQWLDO
ZLWKLQPLOHRI([SR/LQH

&DWHJRU\ $SSURYHGDQG3HQGLQJ3URMHFWV
&DWHJRU\Ş 3ULRUWK &\FOH+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW6XLWDEOH6LWHV
,QYHQWRU\
&DWHJRU\Ş 'RZQWRZQ&RPPXQLW\3ODQ6LWHV
&DWHJRU\Ş &LW\2ZQHG6LWHV
&DWHJRU\Ş 3DUNLQJ/RWV
&DWHJRU\Ş $XWR6DOHV,QYHQWRU\/RWV
&DWHJRU\Ş 5HFHQWO\6ROG6LWHV6LWHVIRU6DOH
&DWHJRU\Ş 8QGHUXWLOL]HG6LWHV H[FHVVVIGHYHORSPHQW
SRWHQWLDO 
&DWHJRU\Ş /DUJH3DUFHOV VI
&DWHJRU\Ş 5HPDLQLQJ6LWHVZLWKOHVVWKDQ$VVHVVRUV9DOXH

5DWLR

 6LWHVZLWKLQPLOHEXIIHU
UDGLXVRIWKH0HWUR(/LJKW5DLO
VWDWLRQVZRXOGKDYHLQFUHDVHG
GHQVLW\
 )HZHUVLWHVZLWKPRUHGHQVLW\
 0D\QRWDOLJQDVZHOOZLWK$))+
:KHUH"
3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV
(TXLW\



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Preliminary Suitable Sites Analysis

:KHUH"
3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

&DWHJRU\3HQGLQJ3URMHFWV

:KHUH"
3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV
(TXLW\











&DWHJRU\$SSURYHG3URMHFWV

















$OO5HPDLQLQJ6LWHV H[FOXGHDQG









7RWDO









$'8V









5+1$7DUJHWV









%XIIHU 6KRUWIDOO









 $W(/,XQGHUFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGVUHWDLOUHVLGHQWLDOLQVRPH
DUHDV 'RZQWRZQ%HUJDPRW08%/ ZRXOGOLNHO\GHYHORS
$FWXDOţVSURSRVHG 
SHQGLQJ
$VVXPHVGHYHORSPHQWDW
FXUUHQWVWDQGDUGV
$VVXPHVDOOVLWHVZLOO
UHGHYHORS

 3XUSRVHRIDQDO\VLVLVWRLGHQWLI\VLWHVWKDWKDYHWKH
FKDUDFWHULVWLFVWRSRWHQWLDOO\DFFRPPRGDWHKRXVLQJ QRWHYHU\
VLWHZLOOQHFHVVDULO\GHYHORS


&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

 /LNHOLKRRGRI5HVLGHQWLDO'HYHORSPHQW%DVHGRQ+5 $
$QDO\VLV



&DWHJRU\&LW\RZQHG6LWHV

(TXLW\

Preliminary Suitable Sites Analysis

$IIRUGDEOH8QLWVDW,QFOXVLRQDU\
81,76

:KHUH"
3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

 ,GHQWLILHG6LWHVKDYHDODQGFDSDFLW\RIXQLWVEDVHG
RQFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGV
6XPPDU\RI5HDOLVWLF8QLW&DSDFLW\

6L]HDFFHVVWRDQDOOH\VKDSHRIWKHVLWH LQFOXGLQJ
GHSWKZLGWK DQGORFDWLRQUHODWLYHWRWKHXUEDQ
JULG
([LVWLQJ8VHV
/RQJHYLW\RIH[LVWLQJXVHVPXOWLSOHWHQDQWVYVVLQJOH
WHQDQWVLWHV
/RFDWLRQ 
$FFHVVWRVFKRROVMREVWUDQVLWUHVLGHQWLDODPHQLWLHV
&RQWH[W
VXFKDVSDUNVRSHQVSDFHKHDOWKFDUHVHUYLFHV
DQGUHWDLOVKRSVVXFKDVJURFHUV
(QYLURQPHQWDO
(QYLURQPHQWDOFRQVWUDLQWV HJIDXOWKD]DUG]RQHV
&RQVWUDLQWV
IORRGDUHDVOLTXHIDFWLRQ]RQHVYHU\KLJKILUH
KD]DUGVHYHULW\]RQHV WKDWFRXOGSRWHQWLDOO\DIIHFW
UHGHYHORSPHQW
'HYHORSHU,QWHUHVW 3DVWLQWHUHVWIURPGHYHORSHU

(TXLW\

Preliminary Suitable Sites Analysis

 7RWDORI3DUFHOVLGHQWLILHGZLWKODQGFDSDFLW\RI
XQLWVEDVHGRQFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGV



6LWH3K\VLFDO
&KDUDFWHULVWLFV

 :LWKLQWKH08%DQG/LQFROQ%RXOHYDUGZKLOHIHDVLEOHDW(/,
UHWDLOUHVLGHQWLDOZRXOGH[FHHGFXUUHQW)$5OLPLWV
 $WOHDVWRIWKH66,VLWHVDUHORFDWHGZLWK08%/LQFROQ
 +LJKHUDIIRUGDELOLW\ZLOOUHTXLUHFKDQJHVLQ]RQLQJVWDQGDUGV

:KHUH"

:KHUH"

3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV

3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV

(TXLW\



(TXLW\

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Sites for Special Consideration
 &LW\2ZQHG6LWHV
o WK$UL]RQD6LWH
o 3DUNLQJ6WUXFWXUH
o 'RZQWRZQ6WDWLRQ6LWH
o %HUJDPRW$UWV&HQWHU
o 0DLQ6WUHHW/RWV
o 9DULRXVRWKHUSXEOLFORWVEHKLQG:LOVKLUH
 6WDWH,QVWLWXWLRQDO3XEOLF8WLOLWLHV&RQWUROOHG6LWHV
o '096LWH
o 8&/$
o 60086'
o 6R&DO*DV
 5HOLJLRXV,QVWLWXWLRQV
o &KXUFKSDUNLQJORWVPRVWO\LQ555
]RQHV
 $/RWV
o ORWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKSDUFHOVZLWKKLJK
SRWHQWLDOIRUUHVLGHQWLDO

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
$))+PHDQVŦWDNLQJPHDQLQJIXODFWLRQVLQDGGLWLRQWRFRPEDWLQJGLVFULPLQDWLRQWKDWRYHUFRPH
SDWWHUQVRIVHJUHJDWLRQDQGIRVWHULQFOXVLYHFRPPXQLWLHVIUHHIURPEDUULHUVWKDWUHVWULFWDFFHVVWR
RSSRUWXQLW\EDVHGRQSURWHFWLYHFKDUDFWHULVWLFVŧ

1HZ&RQFHSWVIRU$))+
o 0RGLI\LQJGHYHORSPHQWVWDQGDUGVWRLQFUHDVHWKHYLDELOLW\IRU
KRXVLQJGHYHORSPHQWLQDUHDVZKHUHVXFKKRXVLQJKDVQRW
IRUPHUO\RFFXUUHGVXFKDV0RQWDQD$YHQXH0DLQ6WUHHWDQG
2FHDQ3DUN%RXOHYDUG

 6DQWD0RQLFDţVHVWDEOLVKHG
QHLJKERUKRRGVWRGD\ZHUHLQIOXHQFHG
E\GLVFULPLQDWRU\SROLFLHVRIWKHSDVW
LQFOXGLQJVLQJOHIDPLO\]RQLQJDQG
UHGOLQLQJ

o 3URYLGLQJRSSRUWXQLW\IRUKRXVLQJGHYHORSPHQWLQDUHDVIRUPHUO\
QRWDYDLODEOHVXFKDV2IILFH&DPSXV 2& DQG,QGXVWULDO
&RQVHUYDWLRQ ,&

o /RFDWLRQRIUHQWHUVDQGRZQHUVLQWKH
&LW\YHU\KLJKO\FRUUHODWHVZLWKSDWWHUQV
RIUHVLGHQWLDOUDFLDODQGHWKQLF
VHJUHJDWLRQ
o 0DMRUFRQWULEXWRUWRUDFLDODQGHWKQLF
VHJUHJDWLRQLVKLJKKRXVLQJDQGODQG
FRVWVSHUSHWXDWHGE\ODQGXVHDQG
]RQLQJGHFLVLRQV

:KHUH"
3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV
(TXLW\



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

:KHUH"

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

3ODQQLQJIRU
DIIRUGDEOHXQLWVZLOOQHHG
WRLQFOXGHERWKSULYDWH
DQGSXEOLFUHVRXUFHV

How Much?
A 4-Point Strategy to Plan For Affordable Housing



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

:KDWGRHVLWPHDQWRRQO\IRFXVRQ
RQHUHVRXUFH"
o 3XEOLF)XQGLQJFKDOOHQJHVOLPLW
DIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJŞ
ZRXOGQHHGDSSUR[LPDWHO\
%
o 3ULYDWH ,QFOXVLRQDU\RI
DORQHZLOOUHTXLUHSODQQLQJIRU
RYHUXQLWV

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #1 – Maximize Inclusionary Units in
Market Rate Housing


(/,RSWLRQZDVPLQLPXP
LQFOXVLRQDU\ LQFUHDVHGWR
(/,IRU7LHUSURMHFWV






$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

&RQVLGHUHOLPLQDWLQJ$+33ŦPHQXŧDQG
5HSODFHZLWKDIIRUGDELOLW\EDVHGRQSURMHFW7LHU
FRXSOHGZLWKGHYHORSPHQWSRWHQWLDOPRVWOLNHO\WR
WR VXSSRUWVHOHFWHGLQFOXVLRQDU\WDUJHW

,QFUHDVH)OH[LELOLW\RI2II6LWH
$IIRUGDEOH2SWLRQ
 $OORZRIIVLWHSURMHFWVWREHORFDWHGDQ\ZKHUH
LQ6DQWD0RQLFDEXWPXVWQRWEHORFDWHGLQD
6&$*HQYLURQPHQWDOMXVWLFHDUHD
 $OORZWKHSRROLQJRIXQLWVDQGUHVRXUFHVDPRQJ
PXOWLSOHDSSOLFDQWVWRRQHVLWHVSURYLGHGRII
VLWHXQLWVDUHFRQVWUXFWHGEHIRUHPDUNHWUDWH
 &UHDWHDSULYDWHDFTXLVLWLRQUHKDERSWLRQWKDW
DOORZVGHYHORSHUVWRSXUFKDVHH[LVWLQJXQLWV
UHKDELOLWDWHWKHXQLWVDQGFRQYHUWWKHXQLWVWR
ORQJWHUPDIIRUGDELOLW\


&XUUHQWO\VXVSHQGHGXQWLO
)HEUXDU\SHQGLQJ
$+33UHYLVLRQV

0LQLPXPLQFOXVLRQDU\LVQRZ
9/,



Strategy #1 – Maximize Inclusionary Units in
Market Rate Housing



(TXLW\



$+33FXUUHQWO\KDVPHQXRIDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJRSWLRQV

Strategy #1 – Maximize Inclusionary Units in
Market Rate Housing

([DPSOH
 7LHUSURMHFWVPXVWSURYLGHDPLQLPXP9/,DIIRUGDELOLW\
 7LHUSURMHFWVPXVWSURYLGHDPLQLPXPDIIRUGDELOLW\ZLWK
HTXDOPL[RIXQLWVDFURVVDOOOHYHOV
 5HTXLUHVLQFUHDVHLQ)$5DQGKHLJKWWRILQDQFLDOO\VXSSRUW
LQFUHDVHGDIIRUGDELOLW\OHYHOV EDVHGRQ+5 $UHVXOWV

:KHUH"
3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV

(TXLW\

4-Point Strategy for Affordable Housing

6

o (OLPLQDWLQJ6LQJOH)DPLO\=RQLQJWRDOORZIRUWKHGHYHORSPHQWRI
LQFUHDVHGKRXVLQJRSSRUWXQLWLHV

3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #1 – Maximize Inclusionary Units in
Market Rate Housing
&RQFHSWVIRU,QWHJUDWLQJ8SGDWHVWR6WDWH'HQVLW\%RQXV/DZ

&RXOGPRUHXQLWVEH
SURGXFHGRIIVLWH"
3UHOLPLQDU\DQDO\VLVIRXQG
WKDWFRVWRIEXLOGLQJ
DIIRUGDEOHXQLWVRQVLWH
FRVWVWLPHVWKHSHUXQLW
VXEVLG\JDSIRURIIVLWH

 -DQXDU\Ş 6WDWHODZLQFUHDVHGWKH
GHQVLW\ERQXVHVDYDLODEOHWRPDUNHWUDWH
SURMHFWVWKDWSURYLGHRQVLWHDIIRUGDEOH
KRXVLQJ
 1HZERQXVV\VWHPEDVHGRQDVOLGLQJVFDOH
WKDWDOORZVXS WRERQXV

&RXOGIDFLOLWDWHPRUH
DIIRUGDEOHXQLWVRIIVLWH


$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #1 – Maximize Inclusionary Units in
Market Rate Housing
&RQFHSWVIRU,QWHJUDWLQJ8SGDWHVWR6WDWH'HQVLW\%RQXV/DZ

 ([SDQGH[LVWLQJ7LHUVWUXFWXUHE\EDVLQJWKHPD[)$5DQGKHLJKWRQWDUJHWHG
DIIRUGDELOLW\OHYHO
([DPSOH

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #2 – Support 100% Affordable
Housing

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #2 – Support 100% Affordable
Housing

What incentives do 100%
affordable projects currently
receive?

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
Ŧ2YHUOD\ŧŞ
XSWR$0,

 $GPLQLVWUDWLYHSURFHVV
 )$5DQGKHLJKWORFDOERQXVLQ
VRPH]RQHV
 $%DSSOLHVWRDUHDVZLWKLQ
PLOHRIPDMRUWUDQVLWDQGRQO\
IRUSURMHFWVXSWR$0,

 +DUPRQL]H3URFHVV ,QFHQWLYHV
IRU$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ

100% Affordable Housing Existing Maximum # of Stories
City Maximum vs. State Density Bonus
12

10

Tier 2 with 20% on-site affordable =
FAR necessary to support 20% affordable

Tier 1 with 15% VLI on-site affordable =
at least 50% increase over Tier 1 base

*Tier 1 with off-site affordable =
Lesser bonus over Tier 1 base

Tier 1 base (commercial projects) =
existing standards



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

o 8QOLPLWHGGHQVLW\KHLJKWLQ
FRPPHUFLDO]RQHV
o 0LQLPXPRIVWRULHV
JXDUDQWHHGLQUHVLGHQWLDO]RQHV

 :RXOGH[FHHG$%LQFHQWLYHV

 ([WUDVWRULHV
 8QOLPLWHGGHQVLW\
 1RPLQLPXPSDUNLQJ
UHTXLUHPHQWV

 &RPPHUFLDOSURMHFWVFDQQRWUHTXHVWDERYH7LHUXQOHVV
VWRULHVRIDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJSURYLGHGDERYH

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #2 – Support 100% Affordable
Housing

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJŦ2YHUOD\ŧŞ XSWR$0,
 ([WUDVWRULHV
 )$5GHQVLW\ERQXV

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #2 – Support 100% Affordable
Housing
2WKHU&RQFHSWV

 3LJJ\EDFNLQJRQWR
GHYHORSPHQWVDOUHDG\LQ
SURJUHVV
o 3DUWQHUZLWKFRPPHUFLDO
GHYHORSHUV
o 3XUFKDVHDGGLWLRQDOŦEORFNVŧRI
DIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJLQPDUNHWUDWH
SURMHFWVDWIDLUPDUNHWYDOXH

 $OORZVQRQSURILWDIIRUGDEOH
KRXVLQJSURYLGHUVWREH
LQIRUPHGILUVWZKHQODQG
JRHVRQVDOH

 )OH[LELOLW\LQXQLWPL[UHTXLUHPHQWWRDOORZPRUHPLFUR
XQLWVDVWUDGHRIIIRUPRUHFRPPRQDUHDDPHQLWLHV"

 /HJLVODWLYHDGYRFDF\IRU
IXQGLQJ



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\



&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #3 – Protect Existing Units for
Long-term Stability

+RZFDQH[LVWLQJXQLWVFRXQWWRZDUGV5+1$"
 &LW\PD\EHDEOHWRXWLOL]HEXWLQYHU\OLPLWHGFDSDFLW\IRUSURMHFWVDOUHDG\LQ
SURJUHVV
 $OWHUQDWLYH$GHTXDWH6LWHV
 6XEVWDQWLDO5HKDELOLWDWLRQ
 &RQYHUVLRQIURPQRQDIIRUGDEOHWRDIIRUGDEOH
 3UHVHUYDWLRQRIDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJ HJH[SLULQJFRYHQDQWV

 &LW\PXVWEHSURYLGLQJŦFRPPLWWHGDVVLVWDQFHŧWKURXJKHQIRUFHDEOHDJUHHPHQWLQ
SODFHEHWZHHQ-XO\DQGHQGRIILUVW\HDUVRIWKHKRXVLQJHOHPHQWSODQQLQJ
SHULRG
 0XVWKDYHPHWVRPHVKDUHRI9/,RU/,SURGXFWLRQLQSULRUF\FOH

 1HHGWRKDYHVSHFLILFSURMHFWVLGHQWLILHGIXQGLQJVRXUFH

6

4

2

0
CCS

GC

NC

MUC MUBL

GC
NC
(Pico) (Pico)

IC

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

OC

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #4 – Incentives For ADUs

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Completed

2017

-

1

6

7

2018

2

15

39

56

2019

32

37

14

83

2020

87

12

1

100

2021

4

-

-

4

Total

125

65

60

250

%XLOGLQJSHUPLWGDWDDVRI0DUFK

Total

LT
HMU
(West)

TA

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

 2SSRUWXQLW\FRQVLGHUKRZWRLQFHQWLYL]HEULQJLQJEDFNH[LVWLQJYDFDQWXQLWV
LQWRSHUPDQHQWKRXVLQJVXSSO\

 %DVHGRQ$&6\HDUHVWLPDWHVRZQHUYDFDQF\UDWHUHQWDOYDFDQF\UDWH

 2YHURIYDFDQWXQLWVDUHVHDVRQDEOHXVH

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #4 – Incentives For ADUs
7KHQXPEHURI$'8VGHYHORSHGLQWKHSULRUSODQQLQJSHULRG
&RPPXQLW\QHHGDQGGHPDQG
7KHUHVRXUFHVDQGRULQFHQWLYHVDYDLODEOH
7KHDYDLODELOLW\IRURFFXSDQF\
0XVWPHHWWKH&HQVXVGHILQLWLRQRIDKRXVLQJXQLWDQGEHUHSRUWHGWRWKH
'HSDUWPHQWRI)LQDQFHDQG
 7KHDQWLFLSDWHGDIIRUGDELOLW\RIWKHVHXQLWV






 7RSURMHFWLQFUHDVHGSRWHQWLDORI$'8V+&'UHFRPPHQGV



NV

 2XWUHDFKUHJDUGLQJDYDLODELOLW\RISURMHFWEDVHGYRXFKHUV
 )OH[LELOLW\LQRIIVLWH$+33SURJUDPWRSXUFKDVHH[LVWLQJXQLWVDQGFRQYHUWWRORQJWHUP
DIIRUGDELOLW\

 $MXULVGLFWLRQPD\XVH$'8VWRKHOSVDWLVI\LWV5+1$EDVHGRQWKH
IROORZLQJIDFWRUV

Permit
Issued

BC

 $Q\SURJUDPVZRXOGODUJHO\QRWFRXQWWRZDUGV5+1$XQGHUH[LVWLQJ+RXVLQJ
(OHPHQWODZ
 3RVVLEOH&RQFHSWV

$'8&RQWULEXWLRQWR5+1$

In-Progress

LT
(East)

$SSUR[LPDWHO\UHQWFRQWUROOHGXQLWV
DOUHDG\UHVHWWRPDUNHWUHQWVGXHWRYDFDQF\GHFRQWURO

 6LQFHQHZ6WDWHODZLQDQG6DQWD0RQLFDKDV
VHHQDQLQFUHDVHLQ$'8 SURGXFWLRQDQGLQWHUHVW

Building
Permit
Year

BTV

Strategy #3 – Protect Existing Units for
Long-term Stability

$'8 3URGXFWLRQZLWKLQ6DQWD0RQLFD
 ,Q6DQWD0RQLFDDGRSWHGDQHZ$'8 FRGHVHFWLRQ
WKDWLVFRPSOLDQWZLWK6WDWHODZDQGWKDWH[SDQGVXSRQ
WKHUHTXLUHPHQWVWRHQFRXUDJH$'8 GHYHORSPHQW

MUB

State Density Bonus (AB1763)





 0RGHOOHGDIWHU6DQ
)UDQFLVFRţV&23$RUGLQDQFH

 1RH[LVWLQJGHGLFDWHGIXQGLQJVRXUFHIRUPRGHUDWH
LQFRPHXQLWV

8

City Max # Stories

5LJKWRI)LUVW5HIXVDOWR%X\
/DQG

 (QDFWORFDOYHUVLRQRI$%

 3URJUDPUXOHV

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

 8VHWKHWUHQGVLQ$'8FRQVWUXFWLRQVLQFH-DQXDU\WRHVWLPDWHQHZSURGXFWLRQ
 $VVXPHDQDYHUDJHLQFUHDVHRIILYHWLPHVWKHSUHYLRXVSODQQLQJSHULRG
FRQVWUXFWLRQWUHQGVSULRUWR
 8VHWUHQGVIURPUHJLRQDOSURGXFWLRQRI$'8V

 ,QFOXGHSURJUDPVWKDWDJJUHVVLYHO\SURPRWHDQGLQFHQWLYL]H$'8FRQVWUXFWLRQ

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #4 – Incentives For ADUs
ADU Contribution to RHNA

7DNHWKH$'86XUYH\
E\0DUFKWK

 $QWLFLSDWHG$IIRUGDELOLW\/HYHOV

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #4 – Incentives For ADUs
Proposed ADU Incentive Program within the R1 Zone District
 &XUUHQWO\WKHPD[LPXPQXPEHURIXQLWVDQ5SDUFHOFDQEHGHYHORSHGZLWKLVWKUHH
 2QH6)5RQHGHWDFKHG$'8 RQH-$'8

 ,QFHQWLYHSURJUDPZRXOGDOORZIRURQHDGGLWLRQDO$'8LIWKHSURSHUW\RZQHULVZLOOLQJWR
GHHGUHVWULFWRQHRIWKH$'8VDWDQDIIRUGDEOHOHYHO

 6DQWD0RQLFD$'86XUYH\ 0DUFKWK Ş 0DUFKWK

 7REHWWHUXQGHUVWDQGKRZ$'8VDUHEHLQJXVHGZLWKLQWKHFLW\DQG
KRZWKH\FRQWULEXWHWRWKHFLW\ţVKRXVLQJVXSSO\
 7DUJHWLQJSURSHUW\RZQHUVWKDWKDYHDQ$'8WKDWLVHLWKHUFRPSOHWHG
RUXQGHU GHYHORSPHQW$1'LQGLYLGXDOVZKROLYHLQ$'8V

 3URJUDPKHOSVDFKLHYHDIILUPDWLYHO\IXUWKHULQJIDLUKRXVLQJE\SURYLGLQJPRUHDIIRUGDEOH
KRXVLQJRSSRUWXQLWLHVZLWKLQWKH5]RQHGLVWULFW

SCAG Sustainable Communities Program

 3UH&HUWLILHG6&$*$QDO\VLV






$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

([WUHPHO\/RZŞ 
9HU\/RZ Ş 
/RZŞ 
0RGHUDWHŞ 
$ERYH0RGHUDWHŞ 



&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Housing Stability
1. Housing Preservation Programs
Rehabilitation assistance to maintain, improve, and extend use / livability of
aging residential buildings.

Housing Stability

2. Housing Assistance Programs + Services
Financial & technical support to all income groups and household types
including families with children, seniors, persons with disabilities, and others
with special needs.



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\



&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Existing Housing Programs
7:*)RFXV _1HHGIRU$GGLWLRQDO)XQGLQJIRU3URJUDP,PSURYHPHQWVRU([SDQVLRQV
 3UHVHUYH&RYHQDQW1RQ&RYHQDQW1DWXUDOO\2FFXUULQJ$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
Existing Housing Rehabilitation Programs:
 Conserve At-Risk Housing
 Rehabilitation: Acquisition and Rehabilitation
 Rehabilitation: Small Grants
 Rehabilitation: Minor Home Modifications for Special Needs
 Mandatory Seismic Retrofit Program
 Lead-based Paint Hazard Reduction Program


 'LIILFXOWWRILQDQFH
 /RZ DQGPRGHUDWHLQFRPHKRXVHKROGVPD\QRWIHDVLEO\DIIRUGILVFDOFRVWV
 5HTXLUHVPXFKFORVHUPRQLWRULQJRIRFFXSDQF\DQGVDOHV

 Vacancy Tax

 ([SHFWHGUHYHQXHORZDQGFRVWRIHQIRUFHPHQWZLOOEHKLJK

 Commercial to Residential Conversion

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Housing Barriers & Resident Needs

+RXVLQJ6WDELOLW\_5HKDELOLWDWLRQ$VVLVWDQFH6XSSRUW3URJUDPV

7

 Commercial Land Trust

 /HVVWKDQRIILFHEXLOGLQJVDUHODUJHUWKDQVIDQGUHLQYHVWPHQWLQWRVPDOOHUROGHUEXLOGLQJV
IRUUHVLGHQWLDOFRQYHUVLRQLVXQOLNHO\ FRQYHUVLRQWRDQRWKHUFRPPHUFLDOXVHVLVPRUHOLNHO\
 0DQ\EXLOGLQJVDUHDWOHDVWSDUWLDOO\RFFXSLHG
 'LIILFXOWLIQRWLPSRVVLEOHWRDVFHUWDLQZKLFKVLWHVFRXOGEHFRQYHUWHGLQWRKRXVLQJDQGSODFHGRQ66,


 +DQGERRNGHWDLOLQJDOOVWDQGDUGVDQGSURFHVVHVDWWULEXWHGWR$'8
GHYHORSPHQW
 3UHDSSURYHG$'8SODQVZLWKGLIIHUHQWGHVLJQRSWLRQV

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Other Concepts Evaluated

 'HVLJQFKDOOHQJHV
 /LNHO\FRVWSURKLELWLYH
 8QOLNHO\WRUHVXOWLQVLJQLILFDQWQXPEHURIXQLWVEDVHGRQQXPEHURIIDFWRUV

 &LW\3ODQQLQJLVSXUVXLQJDJUDQWWRSURGXFHDQ$'8
$FFHOHUDWRU3URJUDPWRKHOSVLPSOLI\WKH$'8SURFHVV



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

1. Rental Assistance
Need for financial support for seniors, families, persons with disabilities, etc
2. Resident Services / Tenant Protections
Need for continued tenant protection/assistance: legal counsel,
maintenance/repairs, education + outreach on available housing programs
3. Support Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals
Continued enhancements of support services, case management
4. Preserve Housing Affordability
Rehabilitating existing housing including covenant and non-covenant units


&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Existing Housing Programs
7:*)RFXV_ 1HHGIRU$GGLWLRQDO)XQGLQJIRU3URJUDP,PSURYHPHQWVRU([SDQVLRQV
 5HQWDO$VVLVWDQFH6XSSRUW6HUYLFHVIRU5HVLGHQWV9XOQHUDEOHWR'LVSODFHPHQW
Existing Housing Assistance Programs & Services
 POD (Preserving Our Diversity) Program
 Tenant Eviction Protection Program
 Rental Housing Voucher Programs (including Section 8 availability)
 Tenant Relocation Assistance Program
 Temporary Relocation Program
 Tenant/Landlord Mediation and Legal Services
 Support Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals


%DUULHUVWR+RXVLQJ$IIRUGDELOLW\_'LVFULPLQDWLRQ_&UHGLW5HVWULFWLRQV
1HHGIRU$OWHUQDWH&UHGLW6FRULQJ_/DQGORUG0LVWUXVW_/DFNRI/DQGORUG2YHUVLJKW

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Stability TWG: Concepts & Recommendations
7:*6XPPDU\
 1HHGIRU$GGLWLRQDO)XQGLQJIRU3URJUDP,PSURYHPHQWVRU([SDQVLRQV
 3UHVHUYH1RQ&RYHQDQW1DWXUDOO\2FFXUULQJ$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
 5HQWDO$VVLVWDQFH6XSSRUW6HUYLFHVIRU5HVLGHQWV9XOQHUDEOHWR
'LVSODFHPHQW
7:*&RQFHSWV 5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
 )XUWKHUHYDOXDWLRQIURPWKH&RPPLVVLRQDQG&RPPXQLW\5HVLGHQWV
 3ULRULWL]HGOLVWRI3URJUDPV6HUYLFHVWR)RFXVRXU5HVRXUFHV


$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Stability TWG: Concepts & Recommendations

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Stability TWG: Concepts & Recommendations
 5HVLGHQW6HUYLFHV 7HQDQW3URWHFWLRQV

 5HQWDO$VVLVWDQFH

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Stability TWG: Concepts & Recommendations
 6XSSRUWLYH6HUYLFHVWKDW6HUYH+RPHOHVV$W5LVN,QGLYLGXDOV

 7HQDQW/DQGORUG6XSSRUW
 1HHGIRU2XWUHDFK&RRUGLQDWRU$GGLWLRQDO6WDII

 &DVHPDQDJHPHQWVXSSRUWVHUYLFHVDUHSURYLGHGWRDVVLVWKRPHOHVV
DQGDWULVNLQGLYLGXDOVZLWKKRXVLQJUHWHQWLRQ

POD (Preserving Our Diversity) Program

 Right to Counsel (pilot program)
 Legal representation against attempted evictions by landlords.

 “Basic Needs Budget” for seniors to have minimum amount of income
remaining after rent is paid each month for food and medical expenses.

 Education/Information Outreach Assistance for Tenants and Landlords

 3URJUDPHQKDQFHPHQWVWRJUHDWHUDVVLVWSDUWLFLSDQWVORQJWHUPDQG
WDLORUVHUYLFHVWRWKHLQGLYLGXDOZRXOGUHTXLUHDGGLWLRQDOVWDIILQJWRORZHU
FOLHQWVWDIIUDWLRV



)LQDQFLDO6XSSRUWIRU6HQLRUV)DPLOLHV5HQW%XUGHQHGHWF



1HHGIRU$VVLVWDQFH2YHUVLJKWZLWK+RXVLQJ9RXFKHUV LQFOXGLQJ6HFWLRQ

 Expand program to additional seniors or to include families (added cost)?
 What is the more effective approach considering funding availability?

 Increase awareness on housing programs, Section 8 requirements
 Vulnerable residents with application counseling, coordination, etc.



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\



&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Stability TWG: Concepts & Recommendations
 0DLQWDLQ+RXVLQJ$IIRUGDELOLW\_5HKDELOLWDWLRQ3URJUDPV
 Acquisition + Rehab
 First Right of Refusal program similar to COPA in SF

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\



&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

 Challenges in finding property owners willing and eligible to participate.
 Currently, program not a critical priority relative to other programs that
provide needed benefits due to lack of funding.

1HZ&RQFHSW_5HKDELOLWDWLRQ7D[$EDWHPHQW3URJUDP

Effects of COVID-19 Pandemic

 3URPRWHUHKDELOLWDWLRQZKLOHSURYLGLQJVKRUWWHUPDIIRUGDELOLW\

 Uncertainty on Funding and Maintaining Programs/Services
Need for additional support will likely increase in all program/service areas

 ,PSOHPHQWDWLRQUHTXLUHVOHJLVODWLYHFKDQJHVDQGFRRUGLQDWLRQRXWVLGHRI
6DQWD0RQLFDZLWK&RXQW\$VVHVVRUţV2IILFHHWF

 Landlord interest? May not be economically viable for landlords


&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Stability | Commission Focus
7:*_&RQFHSWV 5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
1. Which areas of need should be prioritized that would further the
housing stability of our existing residents?
2. Which program enhancements and new concepts should be
prioritized and further evaluated, given limited funding and staff
resources?



 Emergency Rent Assistance Program (ERAP)
Normally does not assist a broader population
FY2020-2021: available funds served 650 of 1,000 applicants w/many unserved
Current Revenue Sources for Housing-Related Programs





 Exchange Program: Rehab funding in exchange for long-term affordability

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Funding Challenges

6WDELOLW\7:*&RQFHSWV 5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV

 6PDOOUHKDELOLWDWLRQJUDQWVWRODQGORUGVLQH[FKDQJHIRUSURSHUW\WD[
DEDWHPHQWUHGXFWLRQV

 Small Grants Program

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

AHPP + Affordable Commercial Linkage fees + Sale of City-Owned Property
Measure GSH tax
Community Development Block Grants
General Fund


$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Ramifications of Non-Compliance
 0XVWDGRSW WKH+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW8SGDWHE\2FWREHU
 2XWRIFRPSOLDQFHLIQRWDGRSWHGE\WKHQ
 ,IQRWDGRSWHGZLWKLQGD\VWKHQPXVWSUHSDUHDQXSGDWHHYHU\
\HDUV
 6XEPLWWR+&'!GD\VWRFHUWLI\DVFRPSOLDQWQRQFRPSOLDQW
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 )DLOXUHWRFRPSO\FDQUHVXOWLQ
 3HQDOWLHVDQGILQHV .SHUPRQWK
 :LWKKROGLPSRUWDQWJUDQWIXQGLQJDIIHFWLQJ+RXVLQJSURJUDPV
,QIUDVWUXFWXUH:DWHUUHVRXUFHV3ODQQLQJJUDQWV
 (URVLRQRIORFDOODQGXVHFRQWURO HJ6%


$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Ramifications of Non-Compliance
 6%HVWDEOLVKHVUXOHVIRUIDLOXUHWRPHHW5+1$WDUJHWV
$IIRUGDELOLW\/HYHO

0LQLPXP
DIIRUGDELOLW\WR
TXDOLI\IRU
PLQLVWHULDODSSURYDO

6%
,QVXIILFLHQWSURJUHVV
,QVXIILFLHQWSURJUHVV
WRZDUGV$ERYH
WRZDUGV/RZHU,QFRPH
0RGHUDWHXQLWV
XQLWV
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:KHUHVKRXOGKRXVLQJEHORFDWHG"
 :KLFKJHRJUDSKLFRSWLRQIRUGLVWULEXWLRQRISRWHQWLDOKRXVLQJVLWHVEHVW
DOLJQVZLWK6DQWD0RQLFDţVYDOXHVDQGDOVRDFFRPSOLVKHVWKH
UHTXLUHPHQWWR$IILUPDWLYHO\)XUWKHU)DLU+RXVLQJ"
 $UHWKHUHDQ\RWKHUFRQFHSWVWKDWZRXOGDOVRPHHWWKHUHTXLUHPHQWWR
$IILUPDWLYHO\)XUWKHU)DLU+RXVLQJ"

Questions for the Planning Commission

 +RZGRZHSODQWRDFKLHYHWKH5+1$"
 :KLFKFRQFHSWVVKRXOGEHLQFOXGHGLQWKH+RXVLQJ(OHPHQWXSGDWH"
L
LL
LLL
LY



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\



&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Key Questions
 :KDWLVWKHUROHRI&LW\RZQHGSURSHUW\LQSURGXFLQJ
DIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJ"
 7RZKDWH[WHQWVKRXOGDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJEHSULRULWL]HGRQDOO&LW\
RZQHGVLWHV",VWKHUHLQWHUHVWLQHVWDEOLVKLQJDPLQLPXPQXPEHURI
DIIRUGDEOHXQLWVIRUUHGHYHORSPHQWRI&LW\RZQHGVLWHV"
 6KRXOG&LW\RZQHGVLWHVEHUH]RQHGWRPD[LPL]HDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJ
SRWHQWLDO"

 :RXOGLWEHDSSURSULDWHWRFRQVLGHUPRUHFDSDFLW\RQ
$ORWVDQGSDUNLQJORWVRIUHOLJLRXVFRQJUHJDWLRQVWR
VXSSRUWDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJSURGXFWLRQ"
 :LWKOLPLWHGUHVRXUFHVZKLFKXSGDWHVWRKRXVLQJ
SURJUDPVVKRXOGEHWKHSULRULW\WRSURPRWHKRXVLQJ
VWDELOLW\IRUH[LVWLQJUHVLGHQWV"


&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Key Questions

0D[LPL]HLQFOXVLRQDU\KRXVLQJ
6XSSRUWIRUDIIRUGDEOH
6HHNRSSRUWXQLWLHVIRUDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJLQH[LVWLQJKRXVLQJVWRFN
$'8LQFHQWLYHV
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Planning Commission Report

Planning Commission Meeting: March 16, 2021
To:

Planning Commission

From:

Jing Yeo, City Planning Division Manager

Subject:

Agenda Item: 10-A

Discussion of Concepts and Policy Options for the Housing
Element Update

Summary
The City is mandated to plan for the community’s housing needs every eight years through the
Housing Element Update. The 2021-2029 Housing Element planning period takes place against
the backdrop of a declared housing crisis in California highlighting the projected and current
unmet housing needs, especially affordable housing. Santa Monica’s final RHNA allocation of
8,895 units was adopted by the SCAG Regional Council on March 4, 2020. The effects of the
COVID-19 pandemic have also brought barriers to housing access in addition to housing
insecurity for existing residents more sharply into focus. It has particularly highlighted equity
issues in terms of how lack of housing affordability disproportionately affects minorities and the
role that prior land use and zoning decisions have played in establishing and perpetuating those
inequities. While the significantly larger RHNA allocation is a planning challenge, the timing of
this Housing Element Update process presents an opportunity to reflect on and assess the City’s
approach to affordable housing production. It is also an opportunity for the City to take a
leadership role in creating solutions to address affordable housing production and stability inline
with Santa Monica’s values to provide secure, livable, and affordable housing opportunities for
all.
Since the launch of the update process in September 2020, staff has conducted webinars, study
sessions and worked with two technical working groups on housing production and housing
stability to work through concepts to be brought forward for broader community input and
discussion. This report provides baseline information on the preliminary suitable sites analysis
based on the methodology for identifying and prioritizing potential housing sites in December
2020 and presents strategies and associated tools for the following draft concepts to consider
for the Housing Element Update:
1) Options for distribution of potential housing sites
2) Options for how to plan for capacity on highest housing potential sites with a focus on
tools to support affordable housing:
a. Maximizing inclusionary housing in market-rate projects
b. Providing significant incentives for the production of 100% affordable housing
projects
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Tools to encourage use of existing housing inventory for long-term housing
affordability and stability
d. Incentives for accessory dwelling unit production
3) Updates to housing programs to address the housing needs of existing residents
c.

This report concludes with key policy questions that the Commission should consider in its
recommendation to City Council on draft concepts for the Housing Element Update. This report
is organized as follows:
I.
II.

III.

IV.

V.

Background on the Process & Update Draft Goals
Santa Monica’s Housing Stock & Community Housing Needs Assessment
a. State of Housing in Santa Monica
b. Housing Needs Assessment
i. Housing Needs of Existing Residents
ii. Housing Needs of Workers
RHNA Challenge & Opportunity
a. Existing Affordable Housing Production Tools
i. How is Affordable Housing Produced?
ii. Increased Land Value Capture through Regulatory Community
Benefits
b. Overview of Housing Production Approaches Used by Other Cities
i. Elimination of R1 Zoning / Consideration for Missing Middle Housing
ii. Los Angeles Transit-Oriented Communities Program
iii. Affordable Housing Overlay
c. Barriers to 100% Affordable Housing Production
d. Preliminary Results from Feasibility Analysis Testing
Components of a Regulatory Approach for Meeting the RHNA
a. Where Should Housing be Located – Conceptual Options
b. Suitable Sites Inventory – Preliminary Sites Analysis
i. Determining Whether Sites are Suitable for Housing
ii. Assessment of Unique Sites for Housing Potential
iii. Assessing the Likelihood for Residential Development
c. Evaluating the Preliminary Sites Analysis Through the Lens of Affirmatively
Furthering Fair Housing
i. Background on Housing Discrimination in Santa Monica
ii. How Redlining Contributed to Housing Segregation
iii. Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing in Housing Elements
d. How Much Housing Should be on Each Site – Four-Pronged Strategy for
Affordable Housing Production
i. Strategy #1 – Maximize Inclusionary Units in Market Rate Housing
ii. Strategy #2 – Support 100% Affordable Housing
iii. Strategy #3 – Protect Existing Units for Long-Term Stability
iv. Strategy #4 – Incentives for ADU Production
v. Other Concepts Evaluated for the SSI
Programs for Housing Stability
a. Programs to Address Housing Needs of Existing Residents
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b. Housing Program Assessment
c. Stability Technical Working Group Concepts & Recommendations
i. Potentially Viable Concepts
ii. Other New Concepts / Future Concepts
Ramifications of Future Non-Compliance
Questions for Planning Commission Consideration

I. Background on the Process & Updated Draft Goals
Outreach Process
Due to social distancing restrictions and stay-at-home orders, the outreach process for the
Housing Element Update shifted to virtual platforms. The outreach process started in
September of 2020 with the launch of the project website. The website has been the main hub
for the community to get information on the Housing Element Update process, including
background information on the City’s status on housing, questionnaires, an FAQ page, a listing
of upcoming events, and various resources from past events, such as summaries, recordings,
and staff reports, as available.
Following the project launch, staff organized a new process for engaging the community in a
digital forum. The process included two streams for public input and engagement. The first
more traditional engagement included the above-mentioned website, questionnaires,
webinars, and study sessions with boards, commissions, and Council. The second stream of
public input was through the formation of Technical Working Groups.
Two Technical Working Groups were established, one for Housing Production and another for
Housing Preservation. These technical working groups allowed practitioners and interested
community members in the fields of housing preservation and production to provide their
expertise, data, ideas, and feedback. The two groups met four times each between December
2020 and February 2021, where they reviewed and commented on past goals, programs related
to housing production and preservation, background data, and assumptions underlying the
feasibility analyses.
Figure 1: Draft concepts for broader community discussion have been developed through
Technical Working Groups
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The draft ideas and concepts from the technical working groups are currently being filtered
back for the community’s review through a static online webinar and questionnaire in addition
to study sessions with the Planning Commission and City Council. The static webinar is available
for the community to take through April 2, 2021.
In addition to the direct outreach to the community, Staff distributed a questionnaire to get
feedback on previous goals and programs from the 2013-2021 Housing Element. The
questionnaire consisted of 11 questions, reviewing each of the seven Housing Element goals and
petitioning feedback on future housing goals and needs. The questionnaire launched on
November 14, 2020 and closed on December 11, 2020, during which time staff received 425 total
responses. The questionnaire was advertised through the project website, weekly email blasts,
Seascape, and the Rent Control Board newsletter. Results of the questionnaire highlighted that
there is room for improving the development and entitlement process, which can come as a
barrier to housing development. Additionally respondents saw a need to house the city’s
workforce that do not currently live in the City due to the lack of affordable housing. Overall, the
majority of respondents agreed with the seven goals of the previous Housing Element.
Since the launch of the Housing Element Update, staff held several study sessions with Boards,
Commissions, and City Council to solicit feedback and direction on the general approach for
outreach, the RHNA allocation, and the suitable sites inventory analysis. Below is a table with the
dates and hearing bodies for the study sessions to date.
Date
December 10, 2019
November 18, 2020
December 10, 2020
December 15, 2020
January 7, 2021
January 20, 2021

Hearing Body
City Council
Planning Commission
Rent Control Board
City Council
Housing Commission
Planning Commission

Agenda
Study Session
Study Session
Study Session
Study Session
Study Session
Update Discussion

Additionally, on February 19, the Mobility Division of the City released a public survey to gather
data and information on commute trends in relationship to housing needs, with a focus on Santa
Monica workers. The survey was sent to all parties on multiple City mailing lists (housing,
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mobility, Buy Local, Santa Monica Shines), the business community, industry partners (SMTT,
Chamber of Commerce, Hospitality Training Academy, Community Corp of Santa Monica),
Santa Monica Malibu School District, and the City’s Employee Transportation Coordinators, and
to 9,100 Big Blue Bus customers. The survey was also publicized on social media, including
Facebook, Twitter, and LinkedIn. At the time of this writing, there were over 2000 respondents
for the survey.
Staff will continue its outreach process, first with a survey going out to ADU homeowners and
renters to get a sense of the contribution of ADUs to affordable housing. Additionally, future
engagement opportunities will be available to the community, with adjustments made based
on feedback received from the boards and commissions. Staff will also work with community
partners and local housing providers to reach disadvantaged communities and existing lowincome tenants. All future outreach and engagement opportunities will be posted to the project
website.
Updated Goals for Housing Element Update
The following updated draft goals are based on the discussions and feedback provided during
the Commission study session and technical working groups. The Commission also provided
more specific concepts and language updates on the existing objectives that support each of
the main goals below that will further be evaluated and addressed. The Commission may
provide additional suggestions to these main goals as appropriate.
1.

Goal 1: Construction and adaptive reuse of resulting in new housing that is high quality
durable, sustainable, compatible appropriate with the surrounding neighborhood and
offers opportunities for [active living].

2. Goal 2: Housing production for all income categories including housing for the
community’s workforce and most vulnerable communities.
3. Goal 3: Protect the existing supply of affordable housing [“affordable” will be termed in
a broader sense].
4. Goal 4: Rehabilitation and continued maintenance of the existing housing stock.
5. Goal 5: Provision of housing assistance and supportive programs and services to very
low–, low-, and moderate-income households and households with special needs,
working families, seniors, and the homeless.
6. Goal 6: Elimination of discrimination in the rental or sale of housing on the basis of race,
religion, national origin, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity preference, age, income
level, disability, family status, aids, or other such characteristics, and to promote racial
equity in the housing distribution.
7. Goal 7: Inform, engage, advance credible information, and promote active participation
of citizens residents, community groups, workers, stakeholders, and governmental
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agencies in housing, community development and neighborhood public safety
activities.

II. Santa Monica’s Housing Stock and Community Needs Assessment
State of Housing in Santa Monica
While it is recognized that housing is essential for providing safe shelter, housing also provides
opportunity for work, education, and recreation, and promotes health, wellbeing, family
security, and financial stability. However, across California, the opportunity to live in safe,
affordable housing that is reasonably located close to a person’s place of work has become
more and more unattainable over the past few decades. During his State of the Union address
on Tuesday January 11, 1944, President Franklin Roosevelt put forth his Second “Bill of Rights” in
which he declared that housing was a critical right to assure “us equality in the pursuit of
happiness”. Today– in the midst of the COVID-19 pandemic, the need to provide housing has
never been clearer. With the loss of thousands of jobs due to COVID and many more facing
evictions and homelessness, the City is facing a deepening housing affordability gap of
unprecedented scale. Attachment 1 provides more detailed technical data on the City’s existing
housing characteristics, population, and employment. The following sections present highlights
from that report.
Housing Costs are High
While it is widely recognized that housing costs in Californiaare the highest in the nation, the City
of Santa Monica ranks as one of the most expensive places to live. The cost of a single famiy
home in 2019 was at almost $4 million, more than 5 times the national median cost. While condo
ownership offers an easier pathway to ownership, the median condo cost in 2019 was close to
a million and since the pandemic, has increased to approximately $1.1 millon.
Figure 2: Santa Monica has one of the most expensive housing markets in California and the
nation

2019 Home Prices
$3,966,251

Single Family Home

Condo

$1,417,500

$254,600
$274,500

National

$477,000
$615,090

California

$808,322

$915,000

$1,100,000

$978,000

$765,000
$425,000

Santa Monica

Los Angeles City

San Francisco

Huntington Beach

Rental prices are similarly high, with the median monthly rents for a 2 bedroom apartment at
$3200 a month. Since the pandemic, rental prices in the City have dropped – one study found an
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approximate 13.8% decrease in rent prices; however, it is unknown at this time whether this drop
in rent is a temporary phenomenon or if the rental market will stabilize back to pre-pandemic
levels once there is recovery from the pandemic.1 Furthermore, even with this decrease in
market rents, housing cost still makes up a large proportion of household spending in the City.
The general rule is that no more than 30% of gross monthly income should be spent on housing.
Households that spend more than this percentage are considered to be “housing cost
burdened”. Not suprisingly, with the high cost of housing in the City, more than 42% of the City's
rental households are considered housing cost burdened.2
Figure 3: More than 42% of Santa Monica households are cost burdened (spend more than 30%
of their income on housing costs)

Number of Households by % of Income Spent on Rent

8,000

7,037

7,000

Cost-Burdened

6,000
5,000

4,134

4,000
3,000

2,449

3,928

3,530

2,922
2,128

2,000

2,669
1,797

1,577

1,000
0

Lower Income Households are Disproportionately Affected by High Housing Costs
Lower income households are disproportionately more affected by high housing costs. In Santa
Monica, almost 70% of extremely low -income households spent at least 50% of their income on
housing (considered “severely cost burdened”), compared to about 60% for the rest of the
United States.3 Having less money available for non-housing costs often means that low income
households will have less savings in the bank, putting them at risk for poverty or preventing them
from rising out of it.4 This has the associated effect of forcing households to choose between
housing security and meeting basic needs. The pandemic has worsened this situation - the UC
Berkeley’s Terner Center for Housing Innovation estimated that by August 2020, nearly 60
percent of renters in Los Angeles have experienced a COVID-related job loss – a number that
has continued to grow. Yet the highest wage workers have largely been spared from the
financial fallout of the pandemic. Many higher wage workers are able to work remotely and
retain their wages, while lower wage workers such as those in the essential retail and restaurant
sectors found themselves struggling to pay their monthly rent while also being
https://advisorsmith.com/data/cities-where-rents-are-rising-and-falling-the-most/
American Communities Survey, 5 Year Estimate 2019
3
HUD CHAS 2012-2017 Data
4
Typically, poverty is calculated by the Official Poverty Measure, which defines a family as poor if their pretax cash income is less than a
poverty threshold that is standard across the nation.
1

2
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disproportionately affected by COVID19.This is evident in the preliminary results from the City’s
Mobility Survey which indicate that workers in Santa Monica earning more than $40K a year were
more likely to telework than those with lower incomes.

Figure 4: Number of Santa Monica Workers Teleworking by Income Levels since Pandemic
Income
SaMo Workers Avg Telework Days
Less than $40k/yr
202
2.5
$40k/yr or More
1015
3.4

Black and Latino Households are Severely Cost Burdened
The demographic groups most at risk of evictions/foreclosures are Black and Latino
households, who have the lowest median annual household incomes in the City.
Figure 5: Black and Latino households have the lowest median annual household incomes with
White and Asian households having the highest

Median Household Income by Race of Householder - Santa Monica
Hispanic or Latino

$71,483

White Alone, Not Hispanic

$100,691

Black

$42,703

Asian

$109,528

Two or More Races

$105,395

Some Other Race

$64,444

Source: American Communities Survey, 5-Year 2019 estimates

With the City’s high housing costs coupled with low wages, approximately 11.7% of Black and
8.6% of Hispanic/Latino family households in the City are living in poverty. These figures are
likely to be higher as a result of the pandemic. In the US Census Bureau weekly Household Pulse
Survey (which measures how the pandemic is affect people’s health, housing, and livelihoods),
about a quarter of Black and Latino renters who responded to the survey did not pay or deferred
rent in May 2020, compared with 14 percent of white renters. And while a quarter of white
renters expressed slight or no confidence in their ability pay rent in June 2020, nearly half of
Black and Latino renters expressed similar concern. While federal and State legislature have
passed eviction moratoriums to protect tenants and stem the wave of evictions, these actions
are temporary. Over the next few years, as the City recovers from the COVID19 pandemic, it will
be important to rebuild an economy that provides secure, livable, and affordable housing
opportunities for all.
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Housing Needs Assessment – Who Is Being Left Behind in the Housing Market?
Housing Needs of Existing Residents - Ensuring Long-Term Stability
Santa Monica has consistently prioritized providing a diversity of housing opportunities that
cater to all household types and income levels. To foster an inclusive and diverse community, it
will be essential to provide housing that meets the needs of everyone, including low-income
households, seniors, people of color, families, and households with children.
Figure 6: 42% of total households are families and a quarter are Senior households; 40% of total
existing households are cost burdened.

Santa Monica Households Needs Profile
Total Households

45,309
11%
5,157

In Poverty

25%
11,355

Senior

40%
18,084

Cost Burdened (Owner&Renter)
Single Parent w Children <18
Total Families

4%
1,751

42%
18,887

No. of Households
Source: American Communities Survey, 5-Year 2019 estimates

Figure 7: The number of family households has remained relatively stable over the past 30 years.

Family households (1990-2019)
18,124
16,783

1990

2000

17,929

2010

18,887

2019

Source: American Communities Survey, 5-Year 2019 estimates

With renters comprising 73% of households, the city has adopted progressive policies in rent
control, source of income discrimination, and inclusionary zoning coupled with strong tenant
protections. The potential loss of existing units and associated displacement of existing
residents must be considered in the context of planning for the community’s future housing
needs. Figure 6 shows that families and Seniors make up a significant share of total households.
The number of family households has also been relatively stable over the past 30 years – either
because family households are forming at slower rates or that relatively even numbers of family
households are entering and leaving the city. The census data also shows that 40% of total
households in Santa Monica are considered cost-burdened. The initial phase of outreach on the
Housing Element process revealed that housing affordability continues to be a top concern.
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While rent control was enacted to ensure long-term rent stabilization, the Rent Control Board
reports that after over 20 years of vacancy decontrol, 73% of controlled units are at market
rate5, a percentage that will likely continue to increase over time. If existing residents
experience Ellis Act evictions and housing prices continue to remain high, housing affordability
will continue to decline resulting in a squeezing out of the middle class in Santa Monica. As a
result, the housing needs for existing residents largely center around ensuring long-term
housing stability and opportunities to relocate within Santa Monica in the event of displacement.

Figure 8: Renters are predominantly Black and Latino; Owners are predominantly Asian and
White
Renter vs Ownership Household by Race

92%
8%
Black or African
American

57%
43%
Asian

87%

81%

82%

69%

13%

19%

18%

31%

Other

Two or more
races

Hispanic or
Latino origin

White alone, not
Hispanic or
Latino

Owner

Renter

Housing stability goals, policies and programs will be evaluated to support the housing needs of
existing residents of all income levels. The focus will be on housing security for existing residents
most vulnerable to displacement to ensure they are long-term residents of the community. This
involves continued implementation of a variety of existing housing programs and services with
consideration of additional enhancements ranging from rental assistance, tenant protections,
resident support services, and maintenance/rehabilitation of housing units. Preserving the
existing housing stock results in maintaining housing affordability.
Housing stability will also focus on maintaining existing housing stock consisting of deed
restricted affordable units at-risk of converting to market-rate, and naturally occurring
affordable housing. Often referred to as “missing-middle housing”,6 naturally occurring
affordable housing refers to existing housing units that maintain low rents without subsidy and
may generally be affordable to households that do not qualify for any of the conventional
categories but are also cost burdened. Preserving these aging housing units though appropriate
maintenance and rehabilitation rather than replacement by construction of new residential

City of Santa Monica, Annual Rent Control Report, 2019
https://www.smgov.net/uploadedFiles/Departments/Rent_Control/Reports/Annual_Reports/2019%20Annual%20Report%20FINAL.pdf

5

Note that “missing middle housing” is also a term commonly used to describe a building typology of generally lower-scale
development intended to provide additional housing choice.

6
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housing that requires Ellis Act eviction can reduce resident displacement and provides existing
tenants with updated residences.
Housing Needs of Santa Monica Workers - Priced Out of the Housing Market
The City’s economy includes a diverse variety of industry sectors. With the Information and
Profession/Scientific/Technical Industries comprising over 30% of the City’s economy, it is not
surprising that the City has earned its moniker of “Silicon Beach”. The City is also a popular tourist
and visitor hub, with almost 25% of the workforce working in the Food and Accommodation and
Retail Trade sectors.
Figure 9: Santa Monica has a diverse range of employment sectors but 25% of the workforce
works in Accommodation/Food Services & Retail with generally lower wages than other sectors
(source: California EDD)
Santa Monica Employment Sectors

Other,
25.52%

Local
Government,
7.16%
Retail Trade,
9.44%

Information,
15.83%

Professional,
Scientific, and
Technical
Services,
15.62%

Accommodation
Health Care and Food Services,
15.44%
and Social
Assistance,
10.73%

Prior to the COVID19 pandemic, the City’s workforce consisted of approximately 91,000
employees. In an ideal world, workers can choose to live close to their place of employment in
a neighborhood that offers abundant retail, services, open space, and good schools. However,
in reality, many cannot afford to live close to their work since most of their jobs are located in
metropolitan areas where housing costs tend to trend higher. This is especially true in Santa
Monica where only 9% of the 91,000 employees live within the City. The remaining 91% commute
from areas outside of the City, with the majority commuting from the surrounding areas of the
Los Angeles region. Many of these workers are working in the Food and Accommodation and
Retail Trade sectors and generally earn lower wages. Because their wages are not enough to
pay for the high housing cost in the City, lower-wage workers are commuting as far east as the
San Gabriel Valley, driving 2 to 4 hours daily to live in more affordable areas. In 2019, there were
35,046 out-of-town commuters making less than $40k out of 84,186 total out-of-town
commuters, for an estimate of 41.6%.
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Figure 10: Average wages for essential workers that support Santa Monica’s economy

Figure 11: Map showing Jobs Per Square Mile
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Creating housing opportunities for the City’s workers is also critical to curbing greenhouse gas
emissions. Although the pandemic took center stage in the past year, the global agenda to
address climate change remains an imperative. In 2019, the City established a commitment to
achieve Carbon Neutrality by 2050 when it adopted the Climate Action and Adaptation Plan.
Transportation is the largest sector contributing to the emissions of greenhouse gases,
accounting for approximately 64% of the City’s greenhouse gas inventory. Studies have shown
that building housing, particularly affordable housing, close to jobs reduces vehicular miles
traveled and in turn reduces commute times and greenhouse gas emissions. For that reason,
linking housing location to transportation and access to daily services is the foundation of the
City’s adopted Land Use and Circulation Element (LUCE).
As mentioned previously, a mobility survey is currently underway to more clearly understand
commute patterns and housing needs of workers in Santa Monica. While final results will be
tabulated in the next few weeks, preliminary results from the survey indicate that a large portion
of respondents commuting into the City are White and Hispanic/Latino. Additionally, when
asked why respondents don’t live in Santa Monica, cost was by far the biggest factor, with about
half of total respondents listing. A distant second was the desire to own a home at ~8%.
Figure 12: Race Breakdown For Incoming Commuters
Race
Incoming Commuter Count
American Indian or Alaskan Native
2
Asian
96
Black, non-Hispanic
97
Hispanic / Latino
231
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
4
Other
38
Prefer not to answer
47
White, non-Hispanic
289
NA
2
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Pct
0.2%
11.9%
12.0%
28.7%
0.5%
4.7%
5.8%
35.9%
0.2%
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The RHNA Challenge and Opportunity

The final 6th cycle RHNA allocation calls for planning for 8,895 housing units, of which 70% (6,168
units) are affordable as shown below. Attachment 6 provides the final allocation for the entire
SCAG region.
Figure 13: Santa Monica’s 6th Cycle Final RHNA Allocation
Income Category
6th Cycle RHNA
Allocation
Very Low Income
2794
(0-50% AMI)
Low Income
(51-80% AMI)

1672

Moderate Income
(81-120% AMI)

1702

Above Moderate
(>120% AMI)

2727

Total

8,895

This number is a reflection of demand from low- to moderate-income residents and workers –
a group that finds itself squeezed out of the Santa Monica housing market. The RHNA allocation
presents a unique challenge and opportunity for Santa Monica to continue to demonstrate
leadership in the arena of affordable housing. Constructing over 6,000 units of affordable
housing would require approximately $4B7 in funding, highlighting the need to explore creative
local tools in concert with ongoing advocacy for State and Federal assistance. The City has a
long history of leveraging its assets to produce affordable housing in support of the community’s
core values of equity, inclusion, and sustainability. Housing diversity and affordability is a shared
value that permeates adopted City policy. Enacting a housing strategy that will resonate
beyond the next eight years would be in line with past ground-breaking actions the City has
taken such as enacting one of the first historic preservation ordinances, voter-approved rent
control, and banning single-use plastic bags.
In order to evaluate possible approaches to this challenge, two working groups on housing
production and stability were convened consisting of a broad cross section of housing providers,
design professionals, service providers, property owners, and community members interested
in housing issues. Staff also reviewed strategies that other cities have undertaken to spur
affordable housing production. The following sections present draft concepts and tools to
employ in planning for the RHNA allocation.

7

Estimated $700,000/unit total development cost based on recent affordable housing projects
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Existing Affordable Housing Production Tools
How is Affordable Housing Produced?
Affordable housing in Santa Monica is generated by two sources: market-rate housing and the
City’s Housing Trust Fund. Market-rate housing generates affordable housing through the
Affordable Housing Production Program (AHPP). The AHPP has its roots in Proposition R, passed
by the voters in 1990 mandating that at least 30 percent of new housing must be affordable. The
AHPP implements Proposition R by making the creation of affordable housing a mandatory
requirement in new market-rate housing. Market-rate housing projects have options to comply
with the AHPP’s requirements in the following ways:





Pay an in-lieu fee that goes into the Housing Trust Fund
Provide affordable units on-site
Provide affordable units off-site
Purchase and contribute land to be used for affordable housing

At the time the AHPP was enacted in 1994, it was among the most aggressive inclusionary
housing programs in California. The goals of Proposition R have not been achieved through
inclusionary units from market-rate housing alone. In the 25 years since the AHPP was enacted,
38% of total housing units have been affordable. Of that number, approximately 40% of
affordable units have been produced through market-rate housing while the remaining 60% of
units have been funded through the City’s Housing Trust Fund.
Figure 14: Market Rate and Affordable Housing Production 1994-2019 shows that affordable
housing production relies on both private and public assistance.

The City also has a tiered land use system where applicants seeking voluntary increases in
height and FAR (i.e. “Tier 2 projects”) must provide additional community benefits. This
regulatory community benefits system was adopted in the 2015 Zoning Ordinance update
implementing the LUCE concepts to capture the value of
Increased Land Value Capture through Regulatory Community Benefits
Land Value Capture is a planning mechanism through which increases in land value resulting
from public investments, land-use plan changes and upzonings, are captured for public benefit.
When understood in this light, it is only fair and equitable for the community to “capture” a
reasonable share of the increased land value in the form of community benefits, including
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affordable housing. 8 The feasibility analyses that HR&A conducted in support of the adopted
community benefits structure in the 2015 Zoning Ordinance Update and 2017 Downtown
Community Plan was intended to identify the increased land value to a project by going to Tier
2 and Tier 3 standards. That value can be assigned to priorities determined by the City and in
those adopted plans, affordable housing production was prioritized. This was converted into
increased AHPP requirements for Tier 2 and Tier 3 projects in addition to augmented
development impact fees for transportation systems, parks, and childcare.
If the value of the additional requirements is higher than the value of the development bonus,
the project will be made infeasible. If the value of the incentives is higher, the value of the land is
likely to increase.
Figure 15: Illustration of relationship between project costs (including City requirements) and
likelihood of a developer proceeding with a project

Past performance indicates that moving forward, further incentives will be necessary to support
the development of affordable housing. The following sections discuss concepts to support
100% affordable housing projects and inclusionary housing.
Overview of Housing Production Approaches Used by Other Cities
Staff conducted a review of strategies that other cities have taken in planning for the housing
needs of their communities. A brief description is provided each strategy below along with an
assessment for whether the strategy would be appropriate for Santa Monica.
Eliminating R1 zoning / Consideration for Missing Middle Housing
Description: Minneapolis and Portland were the first cities in the nation to eliminate single family
zoning in recognition that such exclusionary zoning creates de facto racial and economic
segregation. More recently, a number of California cities (Sacramento, San Jose, Oakland) have
formally adopted resolutions announcing their intent to eliminate single family zoning. This
includes Berkeley, California – the birthplace of single family zoning. Single family zoning
originated in 1916 as a social engineering tool to keep Blacks and Asians from the Elmwood
neighborhood of Berkeley. The consultant who penned Berkeley’s zoning ordinance had wrote,
8

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/02673037.2020.1746244
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“[The] great principle of protecting the home against the intrusion of the less desirable and
floating renter class.” Within California, some cities have taken actions towards eliminating R1
zoning recognizing the segregation it has created in their communities. Sacramento has
included such a policy in their General Plan Update and Berkeley recently passed a resolution
committing to ending single family zoning by 2022. Implementation actions are still pending on
these strategies.
Assessment for Santa Monica: Given that the RHNA is heavily skewed towards affordable
housing, R1 zones are likely to have high land costs and not likely to have high potential for lot
consolidation necessary to support affordable housing. Some members of the Technical
Working Group as well as respondents for the Housing Element Update survey have suggested
that the City consider the elimination of single family zoning. Although approximately 35% of
the City is zoned for R1 single family zoning, only 13% of the City’s housing supply are located in
these areas. The construction of new ADU’s in recent years have increased housing
opportunities in single family zones, areas which have traditionally been out of reach for renters.
However, there has been growing discussion at the local and State level regarding increasing
density in single family zones to not only open up greater housing opportunities but also to
address historic discriminatory housing practices.
As a more incremental approach, staff also evaluated the potential for rethinking the form and
scale of R1 neighborhoods with allowance for “missing middle”9 housing – essentially lower-scale
development that increases density and diversity of housing types but still maintains the existing
street character. Based on design and feasibility studies that have been done in similar high land
cost communities, such as Mountain View, it was found that generally a minimum of 6 to 7 units
is necessary to support affordable housing, which would not align with the missing middle
development type. If R1 zoning was to be eliminated, further assessment would need to done to
explore whether an average-size parcel could accommodate a viable deed-restricted
affordable housing project. Rather, adding capacity to R1 zones could instead be accomplished
with additional ADU incentives that may result in units that are affordable by design.
Los Angeles Transit Oriented Communities (TOC)
Description: The City of Los Angeles has an incentive program to encourage the construction of
on-site affordable housing within ½ mile of major transit stops. The program provides either
density or FAR bonuses if an applicant provides a minimum percentage of affordable units
based on selected “tiers”. Since the program is voluntary, one of the eligibility requirements is
that the project is not permitted to seek is a density bonus.
Assessment for Santa Monica: The TOC program is instructive as it roughly mirrors Santa
Monica’s tiered land use system along with a menu of affordability levels that then relate to a
development bonus for housing projects. The concept of integrating a FAR bonus into a tier
system and relief for development standards is very similar to Santa Monica’s existing tiered
land use system that incorporates an FAR bonus for housing projects that provide on-site
affordable units housing.
Affordable Housing Overlay
9

www.missingmiddlehousing.com defines “missing middle” housing as house-scale buildings with multiple units in walkable neighborhoods.
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Description: Cambridge, MA enacted an affordable housing overlay that allows for construction
of 4-story affordable housing projects citywide with an increase to 7 stories on commercial
corridors, eliminates parking minimums and generally eliminates zoning standards that present
barriers to the production of affordable housing. This was done in similar conditions to Santa
Monica of high land prices and an affordable housing crisis. The overlay also creates a by-right
process for affordable housing projects.
Assessment for Santa Monica: Santa Monica already has a local system in place in combination
with State density bonus law that allows affordable housing to proceed through an
administrative process, reduced parking standards, and FAR bonuses. Changes to State density
bonus law (AB1763) furthered those process and development incentives by allowing no density
limits, extra 3 stories or 33 feet, and no minimum parking requirements in areas within ½ mile of
a major transit stop. Projects would also be able to request up to 4 concessions from zoning
standards that are necessary to construct the affordable housing. These relaxed rules affect a
very large portion of the city except for North of Montana Avenue and some parts of Sunset
Park. The complexity of the City's requirements coupled with stated barriers to affordable
housing production such as high land cost, affordable housing providers are at a significant
disadvantage in the real estate market if there are not guarantees that they have feasible
projects. The administrative process is currently activated under an interim zoning ordinance
and height limits vary throughout the city providing no distinguishable advantage to affordable
housing providers. Therefore, there is value in considering a simplified system that harmonizes
requirements for 100% affordable housing projects citywide.

18
975

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

Figure 16: SCAG Map showing half mile from major transit stops. 100% affordable housing
projects can have unlimited density and up to an extra 3 stores/33 feet in these areas.

Barriers to 100% Affordable Housing Production
Staff held a roundtable with affordable housing providers on February 25, 2020 to understand
how the City’s regulatory environment affects the production of affordable housing and to
explore potential ideas to enhance the competitiveness of affordable housing developers’ in the
market. Participants were asked to provide comments on the opportunities to maximize
scale/funding for their projects, development barriers in Santa Monica, partnership
opportunities with market-rate developers, and innovations/legislative proposals.
Representatives from the following housing providers participated in the roundtable:
 Community Corporation of Santa Monica
 EAH Housing
 Amcal
 Linc Housing
 Step Up
 Abode Communities
 Southern California Association of Non-Profit Housing

19
976

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

Participants stated that while the City generally provides good process and development
incentives in support of 100% affordable housing, they identified the following major barriers to
production of affordable housing:
 Lack of funding
 Land costs
 Insufficient height and density to produce necessary units
 Commercial prevailing wage requirements that trigger at 5 stories
 Construction costs associated with the City’s Fire Code requirements for high-rise
buildings that trigger at the City’s threshold of above 55 feet
These barriers have helped inform the draft concepts to support 100% affordable housing
discussed later in this report.
Preliminary Results from Feasibility Analysis Testing
On November 12, 2019, Council authorized a first modification to agreement #10830 (CCS) with
HR&A Advisors, Inc., for financial feasibility analysis in support of the Housing Element Update.
Unlike prior scopes of work completed by HR&A for the City which modeled a range of standard
development prototypes, the scope of work for this Housing Element Update included a “backend” testing of the minimum development standards necessary to feasibly support various
percentages of inclusionary affordable housing. The purpose of the analyses is not intended to
assess whether an owner would have a fair rate of return under existing regulations. Rather, its
use in these analyses is to operate as an indicator of what development standards are
necessary for residential to likely occur (versus office) assuming the following percentages of
inclusionary affordable housing:






7.5% of the units for ELI households,
10% of the units for VLI households,
15% of the units for VLI households, and
20% of the units in the following mix: 25% ELI, 25% VLI, 25% LI, and 25% Moderate Income
households based upon the proportional allocation in the 6th Cycle RHNA.
30% of the units in the same mix as the 20% affordability scenario
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Figure 17: Map of Study Areas for HR&A Residential Likelihood Analysis

The project team conducted research of current market conditions, and modeled construction
costs of residential development utilizing inputs from the Housing Production Technical Working
Group, which included local housing developers, architects, land use attorneys, housing
providers, and other stakeholders. HR&A tested the likelihood of prototypical residential/retail
developments to occur, assuming the various affordability percentages for the following areas:






Boulevards
o MUB – Wilshire
o MUBL – Broadway, Colorado, Santa Monica Blvd, Pico
o NC – Main, Montana, Ocean Park
o GC – Lincoln south of I-10
Downtown
o Transit Adjacent (TA)
o Neighborhood Village (NV)
Bergamot Area Plan –
o Bergamot Transit Village (BTV)
o Mixed Use Creative (MUC)

Preliminary Results Indicate that Increase in FAR and Height Are Necessary in Most Areas of the
City In Order to Support Increased Inclusionary Housing Levels
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HR&A’s preliminary results are presented in Attachment 2. The analysis found that, based on
current development standards:
 Retail/residential prototypes in some areas could support the 7.5% ELI scenario at
current zoning standards






Retail/residential prototypes in Downtown Transit Adjacent (TA) and Neighborhood
Village (NV) zones and in Bergamot could support the 10% and 15% VLI scenario at
current zoning standards
Only retail/residential prototypes in the Downtown TA and NV zones could support
the 20% affordable units of varying affordability, at current zoning standards.
Only retail/residential prototypes in the Downtown TA and NV zones could
marginally support the 30% affordable units

Figure 18 below summarizes the preliminary HR&A results, which indicate that increasing the
percentages of inclusionary affordable housing above 7.5% ELI would require an increase in FAR
and height limits for housing projects to be most likely to be developed.
Figure 18: Preliminary Results of HR&A Affordability % Testing at Existing Standards
% Affordability Scenario
7.5% ELI

Least Likely

10% VLI

15% VLI

20%, with even split across
income levels

30%

Marginal
MUBL
GC

Most Likely
Bergamot
Downtown

MUB
MUBL
NC

Bergamot

Downtown

MUB
MUBL
GC
NC
MUB
MUBL
GC
NC
Bergamot

Bergamot

Downtown

Downtown

-

MUB
NC

MUB
MUBL
GC
NC
Bergamot

Downtown

For comparative purposes, commercial prototypes (office/ground floor retail development)
were also tested against the residential prototypes for a few cases. When compared against
office projects, residential/retail prototypes in all areas require the same or less FAR to generate
similar profit margins under the 7.5% ELI scenario. With the 10% or 15% VLI scenario, the
residential/retail prototypes would require the same or more FAR to generate similar profit
margins as office (except the Downtown TA and NV zones). Lastly at 20% and 30% affordability,
the residential/retail prototypes would require more FAR to generate similar profit margins as
office (except the Downtown). In summary, HR&A’s preliminary findings indicate:
Figure 19: Summary of Findings HR&A Preliminary Analysis
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7.5% ELI

10% ELI

15% VLI

20% with equally split
affordability levels
30% with equally split
affordability levels
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Finding
Prototypes along Main, Pico, Montana, and Ocean Park cannot support 7.5% ELI
at current zoning standards due to the high cost of parking, and land costs
which are outpacing rents. Prototypes along Lincoln and in Bergamot can
marginally support 7.5% ELI units at current zoning standards. This level is easily
supported in Downtown.
Most prototypes other than Bergamot and Downtown cannot support 10% ELI
units at current development standards. Additional height and FAR are needed
for the other submarket areas for 10% ELI units.
Most prototypes other than Bergamot and Downtown cannot support 15% VLI
units at current
development standards. Additional height and FAR are needed for the other
submarket areas for 15% VLI units
Additional height and FAR are needed to support 20% affordability in all
submarkets except Downtown, which can support 20% affordable units based
on current development standards.
Additional height and FAR are needed to support 30% affordability in all
submarkets except
Downtown, which can marginally support 30% affordable units based on
current development standards

HR&A will be conducting further sensitivity testing to determine how other factors affect the
likelihood of residential including:
 FAR/Height
 Affordability housing income mix
 On-site vs off-site provision of affordable units
 COVID impacts on market
 Bedroom mix and unit size requirements
 Alternative ground floor uses
 Alternative parking requirements
 Retail/office redevelopment tipping point
 Holding costs
The results of this sensitivity testing will be presented in a final draft report, which will form the
basis of recommendations to modify the AHPP and possibly the Zoning Ordinance.
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Components of a Regulatory Approach for Meeting the RHNA

Where Should Housing Be Located? - Conceptual Options for Suitable Housing Sites
When the LUCE was adopted in 2010, the City had forecasted an increase of approximately
4,955 new units through 2030. Planning for nearly double this many units in the next 8 years to
meet the RHNA requires a revisioning of where new housing should be accommodated. City
staff is exploring three concept options for geographically determining which areas should be
identified and prioritized for housing. This section provides preliminary results of potential
housing sites and a rough estimate of capacity based on existing development standards.
Option A – Adopted LUCE – A Starting Point to Identifying Suitable Housing Sites
At the heart of the LUCE is the strategy to integrate land use and transportation that would focus
new development in areas served by transit – particularly, the Downtown, Bergamot, and
Boulevards. This strategy sought to not only capitalize on the City’s extensive transportation
system including the Metro E (formerly Expo) Light Rail, but was also intended to protect the
character of the City’s residential neighborhoods. In 2017, the Downtown Community Plan was
adopted which provided greater clarity on how to implement the LUCE vision in the Downtown.
Of all the areas in the City, the Downtown provides the greatest opportunities for new housing.
As discussed later in this report, the initial phase of Staff’s efforts to identify suitable housing sites
followed this approach as a first step.
Figure 20: Option A: Adopted LUCE Strategy with Potential Housing Sites
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Option B – Dispersed Housing – Activating Housing Potential In Areas That Have Not
Accommodated Housing in the Past
Under Option B, housing growth would be spread out across the City. This would include areas
where new housing has not historically occurred, such as Main Street, Montana Avenue, and
Ocean Park Boulevard. Other areas that have potential housing opportunity include the
Industrial Conservation zones and Office Campus where multifamily housing is generally
prohibited. Option B would increase the number of sites available for housing and such sites
would be dispersed in various areas of the City. This option, however, would require changes to
development standards in order to incentivize housing production.
Figure 21
Option C – Transit-Oriented Housing Development on Fewer Sites
Option C would carry forward the policies of the LUCE, but would concentrate new housing in a
0.5 mile radius of the Metro E Light Rail station. With Option C, housing would be intensified and
focused in the areas of the Downtown/Civic Center, Bergamot Area, Memorial Park. Option C
would mean fewer sites with increased density to meet the RHNA. Integration of housing with
transit would be better achieved with Option C – however, this approach may not align with the
goal of Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing.
Figure 22: Option C (Transit-Oriented Housing Nodes)
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Suitable Sites Inventory – Preliminary Sites Analysis Based on Initial Suitability Factors
State law requires that the Housing Element include a Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI), showing that
there is available land for residential development to meet the locality’s regional housing need
by income level. To assist jurisdictions in determining sites can be considered suitable for
residential development, HCD prepared the Housing Element Sites Inventory Guidebook. As
indicated in the Guidebook, factors that must be considered in the selection of suitable sites
include rate of redevelopment of similar properties in the City; the effect of market conditions
on the likelihood of a site being redeveloped for residential use; availability of incentives for
residential redevelopment; site considerations (such as whether existing uses on the site are
impediments to redevelopment); and if the site is aligned with the goal of affirmatively
furthering fair housing. Attachment 3 of this staff report provides a summary report of the
preliminary sites analysis based on the adopted LUCE growth strategy, factors indicated below,
and consideration of existing development standards. Sites can be viewed interactively on the
City’s Housing Element Update webpage at www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-updateRHNA
Determining Whether Sites Are “Suitable” for Housing
Methodology
As a first step in identifying suitable sites, Staff reviewed all mixed use and commercial sites in
the City. This approach was undertaken first to be consistent with the City’s LUCE growth
strategy to focus new development in transit centers and along transit corridors. Sites with
existing residential units, Landmarks/Structures of Merit, hospitals, schools, parks, utilities,
government offices, libraries, police/fire stations, and newer buildings built after 1980 were
filtered out since these site are considered inappropriate or unlikely to be redeveloped for
residential.
The filtered sites were then categorized as follows:
 Category 1 - Approved and Pending Housing Projects
 Category 2 – Prior 5th Cycle Housing Element Suitable Sites Inventory
 Category 3 – Downtown Community Plan Sites
 Category 4 – City-Owned Sites
 Category 5 – Parking Lots
 Category 6 – Auto Sales Inventory Lots
 Category 7 – Recently Sold Sites/Sites for Sale
 Category 8 – Underutilized Sites (20,000 excess sf development potential)
 Category 9 – Large Parcels (15,000 sf+)
 Category 10 – Remaining Sites with less than 0.5 Assessors Value Ratio
Category 1 includes sites with approved projects that have received planning entitlements and
sites with pending projects that are still in the planning process. As of February 2021, there were
approximately 1,670 approved units (of which 401 are affordable) and 756 pending units. These
units are expected to be constructed in the next eight years and would count toward the City’s
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6th Cycle RHNA.10 Unlike other jurisdictions where a significant percentage of approved projects
are never constructed, Staff’s review of planning records indicate that historically almost all
housing projects that have been approved are ultimately built.
Sites in remaining Categories 2 through 10 were individually reviewed by Staff to determine its
appropriateness for residential redevelopment. HCD requires that cities demonstrate that nonvacant sites included in the SSI have the realistic development potential to be redeveloped for
housing. Staff assesses each site’s potential based on these common factors:
Figure 23: SSI Analysis Factors
Factors Considered for Assessing Residential Potential
Site Physical
With the exception of Downtown, individual parcels less than 7,500 sf are
Characteristics unlikely to be developed. However, if two smaller adjacent parcels share
common ownership, there could be potential for housing development
depending on the remaining factors. In addition to size, sites were
reviewed for any other potential physical characteristics that could make
them more amenable to residential development, such as access to an
alley, shape of the site (including depth/width), and location relative to the
urban grid.
Existing Uses
Staff also reviewed the existing uses on the sites to determine if such uses
will likely be discontinued. For example, uses that are more unique in a
particular location (such as a successful grocer in a residential
neighborhood) have longevity and as such, redevelopment of the site
would be unlikely. Similarly, sites with multiple tenants are more unlikely to
turn over than single tenant sites.
Location &
Sites were considered to be most appropriate for residential uses if they
Context
were located in areas that have easy access to schools, jobs, transit,
residential amenities such as parks/open space, health care services, and
retail shops such as grocers. Many of the sites south of Olympic Boulevard
lack access to these amenities and services and as such, were
determined to not be suitable. In addition, Staff considered whether
similar properties nearby have been proposed for new residential
development.
Environmental HCD requires that cities identify any environmental constraints (e.g., fault
Constraints
hazard zones, flood areas, liquefaction zones, very high fire hazard
severity zones) that have the potential to impact the development
viability of the identified sites. There are no high fire hazard zones or
floodplains in the City. However, the Santa Monica Fault Hazard zone runs
across the northeastern portion of the City. A number of identified sites
located on the eastern end of Wilshire Boulevard and Santa Monica
Boulevard are located within this zone. The State does not prohibit
housing in these zones, but instead requires that structures built for

Housing projects that receive building permits by July 1, 2021 are counted towards the 5th Cycle RHNA. Based on average plan check
processing timeframes, Staff excluded approved projects totaling 814 units that were in plan check as of January 1, 2020 with the anticipation
that these projects will receive their building permits by July 1, 2021.

10
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human occupancy in these zones be assessed for potential fault rupture
risks.
If a developer has expressed interest in the past on a site, then there is a
higher likelihood that the site will be redeveloped.

There are 375 High Potential Housing Sites
Using the factors described above, Staff identified approximately 237 parcels that have high to
medium potential based on the factors above. This number excludes 109 parcels that have
approved/pending projects (Category 1) and 29 City-owned (Category 4) parcels.
Figure 24: High/Medium High Potential SSI Sites

Comparing this preliminary sites analysis to the SSI in the last 5th Cycle Housing Element, 30 sites
comprising 34 parcels overlap (Category 2). According to Government Code Section 65583.2,
if the SSI contains sites that were used in a prior housing element planning period, the City must
allow by-right a development that includes at least 20% of the units as affordable. Sites where
zoning already permits residential “use by right” as set forth in Government Code section
65583.2 (i) at the beginning of the planning period would be considered to meet this
requirement. Since the City currently allows by-right housing projects through an interim zoning
ordinance therefore, in order for the reused sites identified in the preliminary SSI to qualify for
inclusion, the by-right process must be included as an action in the Housing Element.
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A capacity analysis was conducted for the identified SSI sites (except for Category 1 –
approved/pending projects) using current development standards. The analysis yielded a total
of 10,133 units. With the allowance to assume the production of 700 accessory dwelling units
accessory dwelling units (ADUs) during the Housing Element planning period, the SSI would
provide a land capacity buffer of 1,938 units. While the sites analysis identified sufficient land
area, the challenge is meeting the RHNA’s required number of affordable units of 6,168 units.
With a 7.5% ELI inclusionary requirement, the number of affordable units that could be feasibly
produced by the SSI sites is 1,159 units. Up to 2,123 affordable units could be produced if the AHPP
was modified to include a 20% inclusionary requirement.
Figure 25: Capacity Analysis of Preliminary Sites

Affordable Units at Inclusionary%

Summary of Realistic Unit Capacity
7.5%

15%

20%

756

165

165

165

Category 1 Approved Projects

1670

416

416

416

Category 4 City owned Sites

1,399

105

210

280

All Remaining Sites (exclude 1 and
4)
Total

6,308

474

946

1262

10,133

1,159

1,735

2,123

700

-

-

-

8,895

6,168

6,168

6,168

1938

(5009)

(4,433)

(4,045)

Category 1 Pending Projects

ADUs
RHNA Targets
Buffer/(Shortfall)

Assessment of Unique Sites for Housing Potential
Staff also identified a number of other sites as having significant capacity for housing , but
require further Planning Commission and City Council consideration including:
City-owned Sites
The City owns a variety of property in various zones, including the parcels surrounding the
Downtown Santa Monica Station, parking lots on Main Street and along Wilshire Boulevard, the
Bergamot Arts Center, Parking Structure 3, and the site at 4th Street/Arizona. These sites merit
special consideration as they could be prioritized for the production of affordable housing. With
the exception of the Downtown properties, these City-owned sites are zoned with relatively low
FAR – rezoning these sites would be desirable to provide significant affordable housing.
The City could consider restricting development on these City-owned sites to 100% affordable
housing project. In December 2019, the Los Angeles City Council restricted development of
housing on public land by adopting a motion (CF 19-1362) which limits projects on public land to
100% affordable housing, unless it is determined that an increased number of affordable units
can be achieved through a different business model. The City could enact a similar policy or
alternatively, require a minimum number or percentage of affordable housing to be developed
on City-owned sites.
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State/Institutional/Public Utilities Controlled Sites
Several underutilized sites in the City are owned by other public entities that have the potential
to accommodate housing, including the Department of Motor Vehicles site at 2235 Colorado
Ave, Southern California Gas site at 1701 Stewart, and the UCLA parking lot site at 1521 & 1601
Santa Monica Blvd. If these public-entity controlled sites are included in the SSI, HCD requires
documentation be provided that shows that housing can be accommodated with the Housing
Element planning cycle. Documentation could include an agreement between the public entity
and the City granting local authority for approving, permitting, certifying occupancy, and/or
reporting new units or a document from the public entity that demonstrates planned housing
will be built. Council gave direction at their February 23, 2021 meeting for staff to ask all public
entities to review highest/best use for their current properties throughout Santa monic and
specifically demand that the State commit the DMV site at Cloverfield and Colorado as a
suitable site for deed-restricted affordable housing development in Santa Monica’s housing
element.
Religious Institutions
AB1851 was passed in 2020 to remove an important barrier to housing construction on lands
owned by a religious institution. The law states that a jurisdiction cannot deny a housing project
proposed by a religious institution on the sole basis that it will remove parking. A number of
religious institutions with large surface parking lots are located throughout the City. These lots
could play an important part in providing affordable housing; however, many of the sites are
located in R2/OP2 zoning districts which severely limits the housing potential of these sites.
Rezoning would be necessary in order to accommodate meaningful production of affordable
housing on these sites.
“A”-Lots
Within the City, there are 42 residentially zoned (R1/R2/R3/R4) parcels with an “A” Off-Street
Parking Overlay (known as A-lots). These parcels are intended to support the parking needs of
commercial corridors and neighborhood commercial areas, and to serve as a buffer between
commercial and residential uses. There are 9 A-lots identified as highest potential for residential
due to their association with their commercial fronting buildings that have been identified for
high housing potential. A-lots should be considered to determine if they could be utilized to
maximize the affordable housing potential of sites.
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Figure 26 – City Owned Sites, State Controlled/Institutional/Public Utilities Sites, and Religious
Institutions with Parking, and A-Lots

An additional 99 sites were identified as having medium potential – these include A-lots
mentioned above, properties in the lower-density Neighborhood Commercial, Creative
Conservation Sector, and Industrial Conservation zones. Staff anticipates that changes to the
current zoning standards would be necessary to increase the housing viability of these sites.
Assessing the Likelihood of Residential Development
In addition to viability for residential development, HCD requires that jurisdictions analyze the
effects of market conditions on the likelihood of a site being redeveloped for residential use. As
discussed above, HR&A Advisors conducted preliminary analysis of the likelihood for the
prototypical residential/residential developments to occur in various commercially-zoned
areas of the City based on various affordability percentages. At the 7.5% ELI scenario under
current zoning standards, retail/residential development in some areas would likely develop –
specifically, along the Boulevards, Lincoln, Bergamot and in Downtown. Within the MUB zone
and Lincoln Boulevard, residential projects while feasible at 7.5% ELI, retail/residential porotypes
would exceed current FAR limits. Given that at least 60% the sites identified in the preliminary
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sites analysis are located on the Boulevards and NC, additional height and FAR would be
necessary for residential development to likely occur on these sites.
Furthermore, meeting the RHNA housing target of 6,168 affordable units will require an increase
in the inclusionary requirements for market rate housing development. Increasing the
percentage of affordable housing units required would necessitate increases in height and FAR
for all zones except the Downtown.
Evaluating the Preliminary Sites Analysis through the Lens of Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing
Background on Housing Discrimination in Santa Monica
Housing Element law requires that the City take, “…meaningful actions in addition to combating
discrimination that overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive communities free
from barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on protective characteristics.” The
established neighborhoods of the City today are largely the result of decades of structural
racism deeply rooted in federal, state, and local housing policies. In the early days of Santa
Monica, the City had a sizeable population of Blacks/African Americans, who had moved into
the City from the 1890s to the late 20th century, having been inspired by the California dream of
opportunity and freedom. However, they were met with racism from White residents in the City.
In 1922, homeowners formed the Santa Monica Bay Protective League with an agenda of
“eliminating all objectionable features or anything that now is or will prove a menace to the bay
district ... or prove detrimental to our property values.”11 One of the ways that this was achieved
was through racial covenants on deeds.
City government also contributed to the patterns of segregation through the adoption of
exclusionary zoning. For example, when Blacks/African Americans tried to build a resort in the
Belmar area in the 1920s, City officials used zoning laws to block the project. Single family zoning
was also seen as a way to economically separate the wealthier Whites from Blacks/African
Americans. Since many Blacks/African Americans could not afford or were unable to receive
mortgages for owning homes, they were effectively driven out of single-family zoned
neighborhoods.
How Redlining Contributed to Housing Segregation
This type of discrimination at the local level was bolstered by the federal policy of “redlining” that
arose during the New Deal era (1930s). The term "redlining" refers to the discriminatory policy
instituted by the federal government to create color-coded maps of every metropolitan area in
the country to indicate where it was safe to insure mortgage. These maps were based on racial
composition, quality of housing stock, access to amenities, etc. and were color coded to identify
best (green), still desirable (blue), definitely declining (yellow), and hazardous (red)
neighborhoods. Within the maps, anywhere where Blacks/African-Americans lived or lived
nearby were colored red to indicate to appraisers that these neighborhoods were too risky to
insure mortgages. The color-coded maps were first used by the Home Owners Loan
Corporation and then the Federal Housing Administration and then adopted by the Veterans
Administration. This discriminatory practice of determining who could qualify for home
11

https://www.latimes.com/archives/la-xpm-2005-jul-03-me-then3-story.html
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mortgages based on skin color led to widespread segregated communities across the country,
and prohibited Blacks/African Americans from buying homes. In Santa Monica, areas that were
redlined include the Pico Neighborhood, portions of the Mid City neighborhood south of Santa
Monica Boulevard, and Ocean Park. Figure 27 shows the redlining boundaries overlaid with
affordable housing that has been constructed or acquired/rehabilitated over the years. Of the
affordable units that have been constructed over the years, 49% are in areas that were in the
redline boundaries.
Figure 27: Affordable Housing and Redlined Areas in the City of Santa Monica

In the post-World War II era, the federal government further spurred on the creation of
segregated communities through the systematic construction of highways/freeways that
began in the 1950s. Freeways were purposely routed through communities of color or as
physical barrier to separate White and Black neighborhoods. The Interstate 10 freeway, for
example, was purposely constructed to divide the more affluent White neighborhoods to the
north of the Los Angeles, from the struggling Black communities. The construction of the I-10
freeway in the early 1960s demolished hundreds of homes in the Pico neighborhood, which was
predominantly occupied by Santa Monicans of color.12

12

https://laist.com/2020/12/23/black_santa_monica_history_vintage_los_angeles.php
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The current patterns of renters and owners approximates the redline maps with owners
predominant in the single-unit dwellings zones on the northern and southern ends of the city
with renters concentrated in the central city near the main transportation corridors. The April
2020 Assessment of Fair Housing (“AFH”) found that the location of renters and owners in Santa
Monica very highly correlates with patterns of residential racial and ethnic segregation. The
areas with the highest concentrations of homeowners, such as North of Montana, Ocean Park,
and Sunset Park are also the areas that are predominantly White. The areas with the highest
concentrations for renters, such as the Pico Neighborhood and Downtown area areas that
contain high concentrations of minorities and/or those with Limited English Proficiency.13 The
AFH also found that a major contributor to racial and ethnic segregation is the economics of high
housing and land costs created by zoning, which particularly burdens the development of
affordable housing in certain areas of the city.
Figure 28: Housing Tenure of Renters and Owners with Racially or Ethnically Concentrated
Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs)

13

City of Santa Monica and the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights Under Law, April 1, 2020, Assessment of Fair Housing, Page 44.
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Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing in Housing Elements
In recognition of the racial disparities in housing that endures to this day, AB 636 (2018) was
passed to require cities and counties advance social equity through meaningful actions that
affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH). Through the Housing Element Update, the City has an
opportunity to remedy for the legacy of housing discrimination that have influenced the land
use patterns that we see today. While the City has long been a champion of the production of
affordable housing and promoting diversity in neighborhoods, the existing density restrictions of
current zoning coupled with differences in land values (that are the results of past redlining)
continue to keep affordable housing out of reach in the more high resource areas of the City. It
is within this historic context that the questions of distribution of housing sites in the SSI and how
much housing potential is assigned to each sites should be viewed. As discussed further below,
new concepts and ideas to affirmatively further fair housing that have arisen from this Housing
Element Update process include:


Modifying development standards to increase the viability for housing development in
areas where such housing has not formerly occurred such as Montana Avenue, Main
Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard
New residential construction in the Neighborhood Commercial zoned areas of Montana
Avenue and Main Street as well as Ocean Park Boulevard have virtually been nonexistent in the past few decades. As indicated by the preliminary results of HR&A
feasibility analysis, a primary reason for this is that with high construction cost and high
land costs, the current zoning standards do not make it likely for residential development
to occur. To increase the likelihood of housing units to be developed in these areas,
increases in density and height would be necessary.
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Providing opportunity for housing development in areas formerly not available such as
Office Campus (OC) and Industrial Conservation (IC)
Under the City’s current Zoning Ordinance, multi-unit dwellings are not permitted in the
OC and IC zones. Permitting all multi-unit housing, including affordable housing, in the
OC and IC would open up more land to future housing opportunities. This zoning change
would complement the concept of incentivizing and facilitating the potential conversion
of commercial to residential, especially in light of the pandemic’s effects on the demand
for office work space.
Allowing housing in all commercial zones is already the subject of several pending State
legislation including Senate Bill 6 and Assembly Bill 115 (Bloom). While still in discussions,
AB 115 would permit housing in commercially zoned areas if certain conditions apply –
specifically that the housing development be subject to a recorded deed restriction
requiring that at least 20% of the units have an affordable housing cost or affordable rent
for lower income households, and be located on an urbanized site that is not adjacent to
an industrial use.



Eliminating Single Family Zoning to allow for the development of increased housing
opportunities
As discussed earlier in this Staff report, single family zoning originated as a form of
exclusionary zoning to economically and racially segregate neighborhoods. The
elimination of single family zoning would open up 35% of the City land to increased
housing opportunities and would be aligned with the mandate to affirmatively further
fair housing. However, as also discussed, there may be other avenues to increasing
dwelling units in R1 zones through ADU incentives or removing barriers to duplex
construction.

How Much Housing Should be on Each Site? – A Conceptual Four-Pronged Strategy for
Affordable Housing Production
Once suitable sites have been identified, the City is mandated to plan for its RHNA allocation. As
previously explained in this report, achieving the 6,168 affordable housing units in the RHNA
allocation cannot be done by solely private or public resources. For example, if the City were to
only rely on inclusionary units in market-rate projects, assuming 20% affordable on-site units
would require planning for over 30,000 additional housing units – more than three times the
RHNA allocation and an unrealistic figure to plan for. Similarly, funding challenges dictate that
reliance only on 100% affordable housing projects is also not reasonable. As discussed at the
Planning Commission’s November 18 study session, the City can submit a request for a lower
Quantified Objective (QO) at the time the draft is submitted to HCD for review, which will not be
until July 2021. The QO process recognizes that the RHNA allocation may exceed available
resources and the community’s ability to satisfy this need within the content of the general plan
requirements. However, it should be noted that under existing Housing Element law, the QO
carries no meaning when it comes to assessing Housing Element compliance. The development
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of the SSI and determining realistic capacity is an iterative process and at this preliminary
juncture, staff has continued to plan for the whole RHNA allocation.
The four-point strategy presented below includes concepts on how each part of the housing
market could be maximized for affordable housing production. The assessment of realistic
capacity of the preliminary sites analysis (based on the LUCE growth strategy) provides a
baseline snapshot of capacity at all income levels based on existing regulations. Meeting the
RHNA affordable housing targets will require re-assessment of those standards.
Strategy #1 – Maximize Inclusionary Units in Market Rate Housing
Increased Inclusionary Requirements Supported by FAR Necessary to Incentivize Housing
Projects
In order to maximize inclusionary units in market-rate housing projects, a revision to the AHPP is
proposed in order to simplify the program and also ensure continued consistency with State
density bonus law. The market-rate strategy would also need to be supported by feasibility
analyses to study how much development potential is necessary to support the increased AHPP
requirements. Preliminary results from updated feasibility analyses demonstrate that existing
standards make commercial projects more feasible than housing projects. The following
concepts propose a rethinking of how FAR limits are set for housing projects by establishing a
target percentage for affordable housing and then working backwards into the FAR necessary
to support that percentage.
Concepts for Consideration
Revising the AHPP – Eliminate the “Menu” and Replace with Minimum 15% VLI
Currently, the AHPP allows market-rate developers to select from a “menu” of options for the
production of housing. The AHPP formerly allowed market-rate projects to include only 5% of
their units as affordable to 30% AMI households. This had the effect of producing affordable
units at the extremely low-income level at the cost of production of other income levels with
particular shortages happening at the 80% to 120% AMI income levels. The following table
shows the options currently available to the market-rate rental housing projects based on
current requirements (minimum 10% for 50% AMI households).
Figure 29: Menu Options of AHPP
# of Units In-Lieu Fee
On-Site
2
X
-3
X
-4
X*
-$153,118 based on 0.4
fractional unit
5
X*
-$191,397.50 based on
0.5 fractional unit
6
-X*

37
994

Off-Site
--X

X
X

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

7

8+

---

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

$229,677 based on
0.6 fractional unit
X*
$267,956.50 based
on 0.7 fractional unit
X

X
X

*SMMC Section 9.64.050(D) provides instructions for how to address fractional units. When a calculation results in a fractional
unit of 0.75 or more, that fractional unit shall be treated as a whole affordable housing unit. When a calculation results in a
fractional unit less than 0.75, the requirement can be satisfied through payment of an affordable housing fee for that fractional
unit (fractional unit x affordable housing unit development cost) or by constructing all mandatory on-site units with 3 or more
bedrooms. The affordable housing unit development cost is currently $382, 795. This means that currently, up to 7 marketrate units can be constructed without providing any on-site or off-site affordable housing.

In order to increase the number of affordable housing units produced from the City’s AHPP, the
City could consider eliminating the current “menu” option of affordability requirements and
instead establish a base affordability percentage based on project tier. For example, Tier 1
projects could be required to provide a minimum 15% VLI affordability. This would address the
issue of “overproduction” of units at the Extremely Low Income level and Tier 2 could be required
to provide 20% with equal mix of units across all levels. As indicated in HR&A’s preliminary
assessment, modifications to increase the inclusionary requirement of the AHPP would require
increases in the allowable FAR and height of all zones, except for the Downtown zones.
Revising AHPP – Flexibility in Off-Site Option Location
Developers have indicated that constructing on-site affordable housing can greatly add to the
cost of a housing project, making them less likely to develop. The AHPP currently allows
developers to fulfill their affordable obligation by providing units off-site. However, the units are
required to be located within ¼ mile of the market-rate project. The off-site requirements vary
somewhat for Tier 2 projects. Within the Downtown Community Plan area, Tier 2 housing
developers have the flexibility to locate the off-site housing anywhere within the Downtown. In
addition, the off-site housing project must be owned or operated in whole or in part by a nonprofit housing provider.
Unlike large scale developers who have a portfolio of properties, smaller-scale developers with
smaller housing projects cannot amalgamate their affordable housing requirements onto one
larger off-site property. HR&A conducted a preliminary analysis to determine the costefficiency for on-site vs off-site affordable housing. Their analysis indicates that prototypical
residential/retail project could support an off-site affordable housing fee of between $45,000
and $60,000 per market rate unit, as an alternative to including affordable units on-site. This
supportable fee is slightly higher than the current AHPP in-lieu fee at $36.49 per GSF, or $30,300
per market rate unit with an average unit size of 830 GSF. The “opportunity cost” of developing
an on-site affordable unit averages approximately $350,000. Based on previous HR&A analysis
of 100% affordable housing projects, the unfunded subsidy gap (i.e. other than tax credits or City
subsidies that could be paid by market rate developers), ranges between roughly $270,000 and
$300,000 and averages $285,000 per affordable unit As such, the cost of developing on-site VLI
units is approximately 1.3 times the per-unit subsidy gap needed for off-site 100% affordable
housing projects. This could facilitate construction of over 30 percent more affordable units offsite due to the potential for off-site affordable housing to leverage additional resources and
higher tax credit rents.
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Through the technical working group discussions, developers have indicated that the AHPP’s
off-site option is too restrictive on location and they would prefer the option to purchase land
wherever in the city it is available. The reason that the AHPP requires that the off-site location
to be relatively close to the market-rate project is to avoid equitable distribution of affordable
housing throughout the city. However, given the additional units that could be achieved through
the off-site option, it is reasonable to consider how additional flexibility could be added to the
program to make it a more viable alternative to on-site affordable units. A concept to consider
would that the off-site projects can be located anywhere in Santa Monica but must not be
located in a disadvantaged community. Staff is exploring how to define disadvantage
community as potential sources include environmental justice area as shown on SCAG’s
Housing Element Parcel Tool 14 or ”disadvantaged community” as defined by SB53515.
Other Possible Concepts to Create Flexibility in Off-site Affordable Housing
Through both technical working groups, other concepts for off-site affordable housing were
also raised including:
 Allow the pooling of units among multiple properties to satisfy an obligation as long as
the affordable units received their CofO prior to the market rate
 Create an acquisition/rehab option that allows developers to purchase existing units,
rehabilitate the units and convert the units to long-term affordability through deedrestrictions
o This is a concept that would create new affordable units while also serve existing
residents. Some group members expressed concern about impacts to existing
tenants in such a situation in addition to situations where the existing tenant may
not income-qualify for the newly deed-restricted unit meaning that the unit
would become affordable until the existing tenant voluntarily vacates the unit.
Further exploration is necessary to understand whether this could be a realistic
option.
Concepts for Integrating Updates to State Density Bonus Law to Achieve More Affordable
Housing
The Density Bonus Law (Government Code Section 65915) was first enacted by the California
legislature in 1979 to address the shortage of affordable housing in the state. The Density Bonus
law provided an incentive mechanism to encourage developers to include affordable units
within a residential project in exchange for increases in density (the density bonus) above local
zoning law and relief from base development standards (concessions/incentives). By offering
developers varying levels of density bonuses, incentives and/or concessions in exchange for
building affordable housing, the goal of the Density Bonus Law is to incentivize and encourage
developers to create much needed affordable housing units in California.
Prior to 2021, the Density Bonus Law permitted a maximum density bonus of thirty-five percent
(35%) for a housing development in which (a) at least eleven percent (11%) of the total units are
for very low income households, (b) at least twenty percent (20%) of the total units are for low
14

SCAG Housing Element Parcel Tool online at https://maps.scag.ca.gov/helpr/

15

https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen/sb535
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income households, or (c) at least forty percent (40%) of the total for-sale units are for
moderate income households. In other words, a project that achieved any of these affordability
levels may include up to 35 percent more units than local law otherwise would allow.
In 2020, Governor Newsom signed Assembly Bill 2345 into law, to expand and enhance
development incentives for market rate projects that provide affordable housing. AB 2345
increases the maximum density bonus from thirty-five percent (35%) to fifty percent (50%). To
be eligible for the maximum bonus of 50%, a project must set aside at least (i) fifteen percent
(15%) of total units for very low income households, (ii) twenty-four percent (24%) of total units
for low income households, or (iii) forty-four percent (44%) of for-sale units for moderate
income households. Levels of bonus density between thirty-five percent (35%) and fifty percent
(50%) are granted on a sliding scale. In addition to this sliding scale bonus, developers can also
request incentives & concessions to development standards necessary to support the on-site
affordable housing units. The number of incentives & concessions varies depending on the
percentage of affordable units, up to a maximum of four incentives & concessions (only for 100%
affordable housing projects).
Figure 30: State Density Bonus Law Affordable Percentage and Associated Density Bonus for
rental units

The City currently has a tiered land use system consisting of a Tier 1 base and the opportunity
for an applicant to voluntarily request additional height and/or FAR for a Tier 2 project. Between
those tiers is an intermediate step that provides a height or FAR increase if on-site affordable
housing is provided.
As part of the 2015 Zoning Ordinance Update, a regulatory community benefits system was
established requiring Tier 2 projects to provide 50% more affordable housing and also
augmented development fees. The community benefits structure was supported by feasibility
analyses. A similar structure was established for the Downtown Community Plan except that
the affordable housing percentage increased up to a maximum of 30%.
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Staff proposes a concept that would be expand upon the existing tier structure by basing the
maximum allowable FAR for each tier on the level necessary to support the goal of inclusionary
housing. As an additional concept, commercial projects would not be able to request additional
height or FAR above the Tier 1 base unless the project included at least four (4) stories of 100%
affordable housing, which is the minimum project size that affordable housing providers have
indicated is necessary to make a viable project. The figure below is a conceptual diagram of
this proposed expanded housing bonus system.
Figure 31: Proposed Expanded Tier System with Housing Bonus

Strategy #2 – Support 100% Affordable Housing
For Projects Up to 80% AMI – Affordable Housing Provider Chooses FAR Necessary to Support
Project with No Minimum Parking Requirements
Affordable housing providers have indicated that the major barriers to the production of
affordable housing is available funding, land cost, and construction cost. Of those three factors,
the only factor that the City can directly address is funding, however, in light of the effects of
COVID-19 on the City’s budget and the amount of affordable housing necessary to achieve the
RHNA and address the community’s needs far exceeds the funding available through the
Housing Trust Fund. Further, while the City continues to advocate for assistance from State and
Federal sources, none of that funding is certain. As a result, providers are increasingly turning to
partnerships with market-rate developers to finance affordable housing projects.
The City indirectly influences land and construction cost through regulatory restrictions. As
affordable housing providers compete in the same real estate market as market-rate
developers, staff explored potential solutions with housing providers as to how to make
developers of 100% affordable housing projects more competitive as land buyers and what
opportunities are available for the City to help reduce construction costs.
AB1763 amended State density bonus law (Government Code Section 65915) to allow 100%
affordable housing projects unlimited density and up to 3 stories or 33 feet above maximum
height limits. There have already been at least five affordable housing projects in Santa Monica
that have exercised the provisions of AB1763 since it became effective January 1, 2020. In all
cases, the provisions resulted in more affordable housing units. The changes also provide relief
from minimum parking requirements and allows requests for up to four incentives/concessions
from local development standards. Given the need to provide a significant advantage to
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affordable housing developers in the land-buying market, a possible concept to consider would
be the following:




Unlimited FAR and height in commercial zones
Minimum of 4 stories guaranteed in all residential zones
No minimum parking requirements

These development incentives would be coupled with a new ordinance requiring that sales of
all property in the city must be offered first to affordable housing developers to be used for the
production of affordable housing. Other concepts for consideration include:






Piggy-backing onto developments already in progress
o Partner with commercial developers
 Restudy potential to increase affordable housing commercial linkage
fee for commercial development – would require updated feasibility
analyses
 Provide development incentives that encourage 100% affordable
housing to add onto their commercial development. This could be
incorporated into the density bonus system described above.
o Purchase additional “blocks” of affordable housing in market-rate projects at
fair-market value. Preliminary discussions with market-rate developers have
indicated that the concern would be whether the cost of losing units to longterm affordability would be made up in the payment for those units.
Additional study would be needed as to whether the construction savings
would make this a worthwhile option to pursue.
More flexibility in off-site AHPP option
o Allow multiple developers to pool their resources with a requirement that the
off-site project be completed before a market-rate CofO could be issued
o Allow greater flexibility in location of off-site affordable housing units
Legislative advocacy for funding – staff actively involved in discussions with
legislators through lobbyists

Target up to 120% AMI (Moderate Income Housing) – Affordable By Design
Moderate income units are a category that has no dedicated funding sources and it historically
has been an area where the City has been challenged in meeting its RHNA allocation. The profile
of Santa Monica workers who cannot afford to live in Santa Monica would suggest that there is
a need for housing at this income level and one concept is incentivize its production is to enact
provisions similar to AB1763 at a local level. This would allow moderate income projects to
receive 50% more FAR and 3 extra stories. As a further incentive, consideration should be given
regarding the unit mix requirement as preliminary research with a moderate-income housing
developer that has successfully completed projects in Seattle and Los Angeles suggests that
there is a workable model if micro-units are permitted. In this scenario, consideration would
need to be given of how to establish zoning standards for enhanced common amenities.
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Strategy #3 – Protect Existing Units for Long-Term Stability
There are approximately 52,000 rental units in Santa Monica with approximately 27,000 rentcontrolled units. According to the 2019 Rent Control Annual Report, 72% of rent-controlled units
are market-rate units meaning that the overwhelming majority of units in the city are marketrate with only a small percentage having not been subject to vacancy decontrol. This highlights
the need to explore strategies to encourage rehabilitation of existing housing units and
potentially requiring affordable housing deed restriction.
Figure 32: Breakdown of Rent-Controlled Units 2018-2020
# of Controlled
Units 2018

# of Controlled
Units 2019

# of Controlled
Units 2020

Change from
12/31/2018 to
2019

Change from
12/31/19 to
2020

Market-Rate

19,562

19,701

19,936

139

235

Long-Term

6,962

6,753

6,553

-209

-200

Housing
Choice/Sec 8

623

623

618

0

-5

Restricted

143

148

158

+5

10

$0 MAR

155

156

164

+1

8

Total

27,445

27,381

27,429

-64
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Government Code Section 65583.1(c) allows for use of existing units to address up to 25 percent
of the lower income RHNA by counting existing units made available or preserved through the
provision of “committed assistance” to low and very low-income households at affordable
housing costs or affordable rents. This option is referred to as “Alternative Adequate Sites”.
However, there are limited strict parameters under which substantial rehabilitation, conversion,
or preservation of units can be counted and the Housing Element would be required to identify
exactly how the city will guarantee compliance in order to grant the credit. The units must be:




Substantially rehabilitated
In a multifamily rental or ownership housing complex of three or more units that are
converted from non-affordable to affordable rental
Preserved at levels affordable to low or very low-income households where the local
government has provided those units with continued assistance

Under each of the above categories (substantially rehabilitated, converted, or preserved), there
is a checklist of items that must be met in order for the units to count towards RHNA. Attachment
4 provides the Alternative Adequate Site Checklist. The City provides housing assistance to
existing residents through a number of programs and has a demonstrated history of working
with willing property owner and tenants in the past to grant project-based housing vouchers
that might allow some units to qualify towards this requirement. Further, this would be an
opportunity to consider flexibility in how developers of market-rate projects meet their AHPP
obligations. As noted above, one concept that staff is considering is allowing market-rate
projects to comply with the AHPP by the acquisition and rehabilitation of existing rental units and
convert those to deed-restricted units. Because the Alternative Adequate Sites approach is
rarely used, further evaluation and consultation with HCD staff is necessary to determine
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whether the City would qualify to use this approach. However, as a matter of policy, the City will
continue to offer these programs as a means to increase housing stability for existing residents
that are most vulnerable to displacement. An outstanding policy question is whether, given
limited resources, the City should expand those programs and if so, whether the priority is on
production of new units or on providing assistance to existing units (acquisition/rehab or rent
subsidies). Programs to protect existing units for long-term stability are discussed further down
in the report.
Strategy #4 – Incentives for ADU Production
ADU Production Within Santa Monica
Accessory Dwellings Units (ADUs) play an important role in the production of housing,
particularly within single-unit residential zoning districts where historically only one unit is
permitted. In recognition of this, the State over the past four years has started to enact laws to
help spur the production of housing through the development of ADUs. Building off of initial State
law passed in 2017 that started the process of removing barriers to ADU production, three new
State laws (AB 68, AB 881, and SB 13) came into effect on January 1, 2020 that significantly
expanded potential ADU development. These new laws revised development standards that
sometimes limited ADU construction, such as eliminating minimum parcel size, establishing
larger unit sizes based on bedroom count, reducing minimum side and rear setbacks, and
removing on-site parking requirements. In addition, the new laws extended ADUs into multipleunit residential and mixed-use zoning districts and introduced the new concept of Junior
Accessory Dwelling Units (JADUs) when in conjunction with single-unit dwellings. On September
8, 2020, City Council approved an ordinance incorporating these State law requirements into a
new ADU/JADU Section of the Zoning Ordinance, SMMC Section 9.31.025 Accessory Dwelling
Units and Junior Accessory Dwelling Units. Additionally, to further encourage the production of
ADUs and JADUs, Council expanded upon the new requirements by exempting all ADUs and
JADUs from parcel coverage or floor area calculations.
Since implementation of these new State laws, the City has seen an increase in ADU production
and interest each year. Based on building permit data as of March 1, 2021, the table and map
below summarizes ADU development and location within the City since 2017, the start of when
State law began to focus on incentivizing ADUs. However, it is important to note that the vast
majority of these numbers are from ADU construction on R1 (Single-Unit Residential) zoned
parcels. The City is just now starting to see property owners take advantage of the ability to
establish sometimes multiple ADUs with existing multiple-unit residential and mixed-use
developments.
Figure 33: Santa Monica ADU Production
Building Permit
Year
2017
2018
2019

In-Progress

Permit Issued

Completed

Total

2
32

1
15
37

6
39
14

7
56
83
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2021
TOTAL

87
4
125
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12
65

1
60

100
4
250

Figure 34: Map of ADU Locations

ADU Contribution to RHNA
Pursuant to HCD’s Housing Element Site Inventory Guidebook, a jurisdiction may satisfy its RHNA
through a variety of methods other than identifying sites. One of these alternative methods is
including the potential development of ADUs and JADUs based on the following factors:








The number of ADUs or JADUs developed in the prior planning period;
Community need and demand for these types of housing units;
The resources and/or incentives available that will encourage the development of ADUs;
The availability of ADUs and JADUs for occupancy;
The unit must meet the Census definition of a housing unit and be reported to the
Department of Finance as part of the annual City and County Housing Unit Change
Survey; and
The anticipated affordability of these units.

In order to project the increased potential of ADU development for the new Housing Element
cycle, HCD recommends the following options:


Use the trends in ADU construction since January 2018 to estimate new production.
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Assume an average increase of five times the previous planning period construction
trends prior to 2018.
Use trends from regional production of ADUs.
Include programs that aggressively promote and incentivize ADU and JADU
construction.

As shown in the above table, based on ADU building permit data between 2018 and 2020, Santa
Monica averages 80 ADUs per year. Using this average production number, it can be expected
that over the next eight year Housing Element cycle approximately 700 ADUs will be built and
can be used towards our RHNA. This estimate accounts for possible future interest in ADUs to be
incorporated into existing multiple-unit residential and mixed-use developments, which the City
has only just started seeing very recently as the new law permitting this only took effect January
1, 2020.
In order for potential ADU development to count towards the RHNA, local governments must
also provide an analysis of anticipated affordability levels. Staff initiated a survey that began on
March 4th targeting individuals that either have an ADU on their property or live in an ADU to
better understand how ADUs are being used and how they contribute to the City’s housing
supply. The survey and outreach materials were provided in both English and Spanish, and
asked questions regarding bedroom count, occupancy, and rental amount. The survey
concludes on March 18th.
In addition to the City’s survey, SCAG conducted a regional analysis of current market rents that
can be used to obtain credit towards each income category in the RHNA. SCAG’s analysis was
pre-certified by HCD and allows cities to assume that the total anticipated ADU production
would be assigned to the following income categories:






Extremely Low – 15%
Very Low – 2%
Low – 43%
Moderate – 6%
Above Moderate – 34%

Proposed ADU Incentive Program
While Santa Monica has taken steps beyond what is required by State law to incentivize the
production of ADUs, staff proposes consideration of an ADU incentive program for the R1 zone
district. Approximately 35% of the City is zoned as R1, which only allows for one unit per parcel
by right. This has resulted in only 13% of the City’s housing supply being located in one of the
largest zoning districts within the City. While ADU construction has started to increase this
number, currently the maximum amount of units by right an R1 parcel can contain is three – one
single-unit dwelling, one detached ADU, and one JADU (which is required to be incorporated into
the footprint of the single-unit dwelling). The proposed incentive program would allow a
property owner the ability to construct an additional ADU if they would be willing to deed restrict
one of the ADUs at an affordable level. This incentive program would help achieve the Housing
Element goal of affirmatively furthering fair housing by providing more affordable housing

46
1003

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

opportunities within the R1 zone district, an area of the city that has largely been unaffordable
to many.
In an effort to help accomplish this incentive program, the City is pursuing a grant to produce an
ADU Accelerator Program that will simplify the ADU process by providing a handbook detailing
all standards and processes attributed to ADU development. The Accelerator Program would
also include ADU designs that have been pre-approved by the City that could be selected by a
property owner to reduce both the time and cost associated with ADU development.
Other Concepts Evaluated But Not Yet Considered as Primary Tools for the SSI
Several concepts have been raised throughout the process as possibilities to address
affordable housing production. The concepts described below generally include greater
complexity to administer and may not provide sufficient affordable housing opportunities t to
be considered for the Housing Element Update.
Community Land Trust
This idea was raised through the public webinars and also technical working groups of
whether community land trusts might be a model for 100% affordable ownership housing
where the land trust purchases the land and then leases the units to qualifying home owners.
While this idea holds great promise to provide opportunities for moderate-income households
to build equity, it presents several significant challenges in implementation. This idea has
previously been reviewed by the Housing Division and was also explored for the High Place
affordable housing project. It was found that this method of ownership is very difficult to
finance as lenders want their loan interests to be ‘superior’ in title to the deed restrictions,
which then undermine the City’s ability to ensure long-term affordability. Construction lenders
were hesitant to finance the project because of concerns that prospective buyers would be
unable to secure mortgages given the resale limitations. Another potential issue was whether
low- and moderate-income households could feasibly afford to assume fiscal responsibilities
of homeowner maintenance and repair. It was only feasible to consider this model at the time
because the land was relatively affordable. Land costs have increased significantly since that
time and pursuing CLT model now would be a very expensive proposition.
Further, the intent of long-term ownership affordability naturally has tensions with the desire of
most homeowners to benefit from real estate gains upon sale. Once a buyer closes escrow
they have every incentive to have the deed restriction removed 9compared to a renter, whose
every incentive is to see that a deed restriction remains in place). In a CLT model, the resale
formula is intended to balance the interest of the homeowner to benefit from use of their
home as an investment and the CLT’s goal of long-term affordability for future owners. In
addition, community land trusts are typically owned/operated by a nonprofit, which then
needs to be compensated for the administrative and compliance work, which adds an
ongoing cost to the homeowner. Also, affordable homeownership compliance requires much
closer monitoring regarding occupancy and sales, due to the economic incentive for a
homeowner to lease their home and the difficulty preventing an unauthorized sale. This would
require substantial City staff resources to ensure compliance.
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Finally, the City would likely have to provide a significantly greater subsidy to create for-sale,
deed-restricted homes compared to below market rental units. With the need to prioritize
limited funding and the need to prioritize, it then brings up the issue of providing increased
subsidy to households that have greater resources and more options at the expense of
households with lower resources and fewer options. As a result, this potential tool is not being
considered for the Housing Element Update.
Vacancy Tax
This concept has been previously assessed by City Attorney’s Office and Finance but not
identified as a primary strategy because expected revenue was estimated to be low and the
cost of enforcement high (and difficult to administer). The City of Los Angeles considered the
possibility of a vacancy tax but upon further review, determined that the benefit would not
overcome the substantial effort and administrative burden. Based on application of a rate
similar to that adopted in the City of Oakland (annual tax of $3000 to $6000 on vacant property),
the estimated revenue would be approximately $200-300K. If the goal of a vacancy tax is to
bring vacant units back into the rent housing pool, there may be other strategies that could be
enacted to support housing retention and stability. The Oakland tax defines vacant as a unit
being in use less than fifty days in a calendar year and provides for ten possible exemptions that
would be challenging to administer. As a result, the program appears structured more towards
encouraging property owners to put units back on the market instead of a punitive measure.
From a revenue-generating perspective, the recently passed Measure SM’s transfer tax for
property sales over $5M would produce more revenue than a vacancy tax. Measure SM.
Commercial Conversion into Residential
The COVID19 pandemic has had a dramatic impact on the City’s commercial real estate
market. Even prior to the pandemic, the retail industry had been struggling to compete with
online retailers and the office market has started to trend downward. Now a year later in the
pandemic, empty storefronts and half occupied office buildings are not an uncommon sight in
the City. With the downturn of retail and office real estate accelerated by the pandemic, the
concept of converting commercial into residential has gained significant interest as another
avenue to increase the supply of housing in the City.
Although commercial to residential conversion projects have been rare in the City, other cities
in the region have seen such projects. In Santa Ana, under an adaptive reuse ordinance adopted
in 2015, a 1965 office building was recently transformed into a 100% affordable housing project
providing 58 units. There are however, logistical and design challenges to converting office
buildings to residential. Office and retail buildings with large floor plates and dedicated core
space for example, make it difficult to transform the space into residential units, as most of the
divided space would end up as windowless caverns. Placement of plumbing and electrical
conduits in the right places can also be difficult. Depending on the particular building, the
conversion to residential may be more cost-prohibitive than new construction. That is not to say
that conversion of commercial into residential couldn’t occur in the City. Some commercial
buildings may have features that make it more conducive for residential conversion. HR&A
advisors will be reviewing the potential and likelihood for commercial conversions to occur as
part of their final study. The City could also consider policy changes to incentivize the conversion
of existing commercial to retail, such as relaxing parking, unit mix, open space, and other typical
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zoning or building code requirements. However even with such policy changes, it would be
speculative to estimate if and how many buildings would feasibly be converted during the next
8 years. Absent this substantial evidence, it would not be possible to identify potential housing
conversion sites for inclusion in the SSI.

V.

Programs for Housing Stability

Housing stability goals and policies seek to maintain the City’s existing housing stock through
housing preservation and housing assistance. Housing preservation policies and programs
focus on rehabilitation assistance to maintain, improve, and extend the use and livability of aging
residential buildings. Existing programs include the Residential Rehabilitation, mandatory
Seismic Retrofit, and Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction programs. Housing assistance
policies, programs, and services focus on providing financial and technical assistance for the
provision of housing for all income groups and household types including families with children,
seniors, persons with disabilities, and others with special needs. Such programs and services
address the special need to provide transitional and supportive housing, and services for the
homeless in the community with an emphasis on at-risk and vulnerable individuals. Through the
continued implementation of housing preservation and assistance programs, the City strives to
maintain housing affordability while assisting residents with housing security.
Programs to Address Housing Needs of Existing Residents
The housing stability technical working group discussed housing barriers and needs of existing
residents that ranged from financial assistance, continued tenant/landlord assistance,
continued support services for homeless/at-risk individuals, and the need to maintain housing
affordability of existing housing stock. Many of the housing barriers reflect on issues that renters
are currently experiencing. Barriers to housing include credit restrictions and eligibility
requirements involving sensitive personal information, high security deposits, and income-level
qualifications. Challenges and experiences were shared that call for program improvements
including the use of alternate forms of credit scoring recognizing certain housing barriers based
on race, income, and other factors, and the need for additional assistance on a variety of issues.
While housing stability and preservation policies may not directly address the RHNA allocation,
the approach to housing existing residents is imperative in achieving the Housing Element’s goal
of ensuring there is adequate housing for persons and families of all income levels.
1.

Rental Assistance
There is a need for financial support for seniors, families, and individuals who are rentburdened. Household cash flow and income is an issue. Additional education and outreach
to residents and landlords on the availability of housing vouchers, including Section 8
vouchers is needed to ensure information and support of state, federal, and local
programs are equally provided to all residents. While established as a program to fulfill
basic needs after housing costs, expansion of the Preserving Our Diversity (POD) program
would be helpful to support others who are also rent burdened.

2. Resident Services and Tenant Protections: Landlord/Tenant Support

49
1006

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

Continued tenant protection and assistance is needed ranging from legal counsel,
oversight of landlord obligations related to voucher programs and housing
maintenance/repairs, and education/information assistance on tenant rights and
available housing programs.
3. Supportive Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals
Continued implementation and enhancements of support services that assist the
homeless and at-risk individuals such as case management to ensure housing retention.
4. Housing Preservation: Maintain Housing Affordability
In efforts to maintain housing affordability, focus should be on preserving and
rehabilitating existing housing stock including covenant and non-covenant residential
units such as rent-controlled units that are also viewed as at-risk housing.
Housing Programs Assessment
Existing housing programs and services are being evaluated for effectiveness and
appropriateness considering resident housing needs and limitations such as funding availability.
The Stability Technical Working Group focused on the need to preserve covenant and noncovenant naturally occurring affordable housing, rental assistance and support services to
ensure housing security for existing residents most vulnerable to displacement, and the need for
additional funding sources to maintain and implement program improvements or expansions.
Existing rehabilitation and assistance programs/services are listed below:


Housing Preservation: Existing Preservation and Rehabilitation Programs:
 Conserve At-Risk Housing
 Rehabilitation: Acquisition and Rehabilitation
 Rehabilitation: Small Grants
 Rehabilitation: Minor Home Modifications for Special Needs
 Mandatory Seismic Retrofit Program
 Lead-based Paint Hazard Reduction Program



Housing Assistance: Existing Assistance Programs and Services
 POD (Preserving Our Diversity) Program
 Tenant Eviction Protection Program
 Rental Housing Voucher Programs (including Section 8 availability)
 Tenant Relocation Assistance Program
 Temporary Relocation Program
 Tenant/Landlord Mediation and Legal Services
 Support Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals

Effects of the COVID-19 Pandemic
It is important to note the likely impact the pandemic will have on available funding and
resources. There is uncertainty on how the pandemic will impact the existing programs and
services provided by the City, however it is anticipated that the need for support will significantly
increase in all areas. Following the Eviction Moratorium currently extended until the end of June
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2021, the City will need to address potential resident loss of housing. Federal government
assistance is uncertain and one-time emergency funds used to provide rent assistance during
the pandemic are not available. The City has limited resources to continue to provide assistance
to residents facing eviction during this crisis in a broad capacity (e.g. paying back rent).
Funding Challenges
City Emergency Rent Assistance programs have historically been based on limited flexible
general funding for residents who are already being assisted through local non-profits (case by
case) and not based on a systemic program that would assist the broader population based on
limited resources:






During FY2020-21, the City provided assistance to 650 out of 1,000 applicants through the
COVID-19 Emergency Rental Assistance Program (ERAP)
$2.8M in funds provided: $2.55M CDBG funds, $250K General Funds
Use of CDBG funding for ERAP made possible by HUD’s onetime waiver of 15% public
services cap. CDBG is not viable source of recurring funding.
City will be relying on County for rental assistance
Additional staff capacity to manage programs is needed as well.

Current Revenue Sources for Housing Related Programs






Affordable Housing Revenue Sources:
o In-lieu fees from AHPP and Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Program
o Proceeds from sale of City-owned property
Measure GSH tax
Community Development Block Grants
General Fund

Stability Technical Working Group: Concepts and Recommendations
From the technical working group discussions emerged concepts and ideas that warrant
further evaluation and feedback from the Commission and residents within the community,
particularly from residents participating in housing programs. The group concluded with a
prioritized list including potentially viable program enhancements based on current funding
availability and future programs or program enhancements for future consideration dependent
on if and when additional funding and staff resources become available. Similarly, the
Commission should also prioritize program improvements or new concepts that warrants
further consideration.
In its discussion, the Commission should consider the following:
1.

Given the limited funding and staff resources, consider the technical working group’s
concepts/recommendations and prioritize the program enhancements and new
concepts warranting further evaluation that will help inform the goals and objectives
related to housing stability/preservation.
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2. Policy Question: Although the conversion of rent-controlled units or naturally occurring
affordable housing to long-term affordable units may not count towards RHNA, should
there be investment and priorities established in promoting the preservation of the
existing housing stock?
Potentially Viable Program Enhancements
Rental Assistance: Financial Support for Seniors, Families, Rent Burdened, etc.
Need for Assistance/Oversight with Housing Vouchers (including Section 8 Vouchers)
Sentiments were shared of landlord hesitancy to accept Section 8 residents and a perception
that Section 8 residents are higher risk tenants compared to those without vouchers. Per State
law, rental property owners are essentially required to accept Section 8 or housing vouchers as
an income source and cannot discriminate against an applicant or deny the application just
because they have a housing voucher. Working group participants expressed frustration on the
lack of oversight and enforcement of the law. Landlords often view the Section 8 process as an
administrative burden that involves home inspections, verified habitability, and other
qualifications as part of the program approval. Delays in approval can be costly from the
landlord perspective, and participation not worth the time. In efforts to address the need for
oversight and enforcement, assistance from the City should include additional education and
outreach efforts to ensure residents and landlords understand their rights and legal obligations
under the program. In efforts to further encourage landlords to accept Section 8 residents, the
City could subsidize the resident’s remaining portion of the monthly rent amount, thereby
minimizing landlord risk.
POD (Preserving Our Diversity) Program
The Preserving Our Diversity (POD) program provides cash-based assistance to low-income,
long-term Santa Monica residents in rent-controlled apartments to help achieve a minimum
monthly after-rent income of $747 for a one-person household or $1,306 for a two-person
household. The program achieves a “basic needs budget” for seniors to have a minimum
amount of income remaining after rent is paid each month for food and medical expenses.
Currently, the program is available for qualifying long-term senior residents.
Many have expressed support for this program and suggest that the program be expanded to
assist others who are also rent burdened. Any program expansion will be dependent on funding
availability that would inform how the program may be expanded; whether expansion means
assistance to additional seniors or to include families (including disabled/special needs
families). Making the program available to families would significantly increase the need for
funding as families have higher expenses compared to seniors. Due to limited resources, its
important to consider how best to spread the available funding to ensure overall effectiveness
such as monitoring the number of participants.
Resident Services and Tenant Protections: Landlord/Tenant Support
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Right to Counsel
A Right to Counsel pilot program (City Attorney’s Office) is underway that would provide
residents with free legal counsel/representation against attempted evictions by landlords. The
pilot program will be evaluated for overall effectiveness, program capacity, and whether the
program can be sustainable. The pilot program was approved with a budget of $120,000 per
year for two years.
Education/Information Assistance for Tenants and Landlords
The technical working group discussed issues related to resident and landlord relationships,
particularly stemming from resident mistrust of landlords. Discussions were held on the need for
additional education and outreach assistance (from City staff) to both residents and landlords
on increasing the awareness of housing programs (including Section 8 housing vouchers and
landlord acceptance obligation), resident qualifications, and benefits of program participation.
Subject to funding, additional City staff in the role of an outreach coordination would be helpful
to assist vulnerable residents with counseling (including credit counseling) and navigating
through housing applications, programs, and services. Other areas of needed assistance
include additional support in locating housing upon tenant relocation (including follow-up),
coordination with temporary relocation during repairs and maintenance to units, and additional
support in programs that serve homeless and at-risk individuals (case management). Although
funding for additional staff is needed to fill these liaison positions and would depend on future
funding, general program support remains ongoing.
Supportive Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals
Case management support services provided to homeless and at-risk individuals are provided
to ensure housing retention. It was suggested that services improve to better assist participants
long-term and to improve tailoring services to the individual. Currently funded housing retention
programs have a 90% or better (some are 97%) retention rate. Improving services would
require additional investments to increase staffing and lower the client/staff ratio, and
therefore would be considered a future program enhancement dependent on additional
funding. Currently staff ratios can be 1:30 or more (best practices are 1:10 for high-need
individuals).
Housing Preservation: Maintain Housing Affordability
Conserve At-Risk Housing
The City has assisted in the development of a variety of affordable housing projects that are
currently serving the community. Publicly-assisted housing units with federal rental assistance
subsidies are protected by covenants. Those units with covenants nearing expiration are
considered “at-risk” of potential conversion to market-rate housing. These units often serve
seniors or persons with special needs. The City continues to monitor the status of at-risk projects
and consider the feasibility of ensuring that these units remain as affordable units.
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Expanding this policy to focus on non-covenant residential units such as rent controlled units has
been discussed. As rent-controlled units continue to age, they become more at-risk of being
removed pursuant to the Ellis Act. The technical working group discussed the need to reform the
rent increase process in conjunction with incentives (such as permit fee waivers for
maintenance/repair) to encourage landlords to rehabilitate their aging buildings and remain in
the rental business.
Housing Maintenance and Rehabilitation
a. Rehabilitation: Acquisition and Rehabilitation
The acquisition and rehabilitation of existing housing and conversion to affordable units
preserve naturally occurring affordable housing while also helping to minimize tenant
displacement and maintain affordable rents. While effective, acquisition and rehab is
expensive. Affordable housing providers have expressed difficulty in competing in the open
market to acquire property when they become available for purchase. Establishing a
program similar to the City of San Francisco’s Community Opportunity to Purchase Act
(COPA) which gives qualified non-profit organizations the right of first offer, and/or the right
of first refusal to purchase certain properties offered for sale in the City would help to
address this issue. COPA was created to prevent tenant displacement and promote the
creation and preservation of affordable rental housing. The COPA program would be
evaluated to determine whether a similar program could be implemented for Santa Monica.
Because this would be a new program, feasibility is unknown at this time and would be
considered a future program depending on funding availability.
b. Rehabilitation: Small Grants
The City implements the Residential Rehabilitation Program that provides small grants to
owners of multifamily rental properties occupied by low- and moderate-income tenants.
Currently there are rehab projects in-progress scheduled for completion in FY2021-22
consisting of 38 units at two locations. Aside from this remaining project, currently there are
no additional/continued funding for this program for the next 5 years in the Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) consolidated plan. Although the program has been
successful, there are considerable challenges in finding property owners who are willing and
eligible to participate. The City has not received any applications in the past two years. In
terms of priorities, currently the small grants program is not a critical priority relative to other
programs that provide needed benefits, considering all other issues and limited resources
including funding. As such, this existing program while successful in past years, is less
efficient due to the limited funding available that may not provide landlords with meaningful
upgrades to their units.
The technical working group discussed expanding this as an exchange program on a per
unit basis (and not entire property) where grants are provided for ongoing
maintenance/repair in exchange for deed restricting such units for long-term affordability.
However, staff believes there are potential challenges for landlords to deed-restrict their
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units long-term as it may not be economically viable and therefore unlikely, considering the
small amount of financial assistance in rehabilitating units compared to loss of market rents.
Other New Concepts / Future Programs
In addition to the housing program expansion and enhancements above, the working group
recommended further evaluation on the following new concepts and programs that address
the preservation of existing housing.
Rehabilitation Tax Abatement Program
A new program was suggested, similar to the Mills Act program for historic properties, where
small rehabilitation grants are provided to landlords in exchange for property tax
abatement/reduction for a period of time to amortize the cost of the work on a sliding scale
basis (example year to year, 5 years max). This would promote rehabilitation of existing housing
stock while providing short-term affordability.
Staff’s initial feedback on this concept is that such program may be better suited or more
appropriate in cities experiencing very low rents and where there is a pervasive maintenance
issue with properties. Implementation would require coordination outside of Santa Monica
similar to the Mills Act program that is a State program in coordination between local cities and
the County Assessor’s Office, including legislative changes. As with any new program,
evaluation must consider overall effectiveness on a more broader scale and balance output
with staff resources to administer such program.

VI.

Ramifications of Future Non-Compliance

State law requires that each city plan for its housing needs through the Housing Element
process.
In recent years, the State legislature has adopted enhanced enforcement
mechanisms to ensure that all local jurisdictions adopt and implement Housing Elements that
are consistent with State law. If Santa Monica fails to produce a certified Housing Element, or
subsequently takes an action that is inconsistent with a certified Housing Element, the City
would be at risk of enforcement action from the State, up to and including judicial action, fines
of at least $10,000 per month, loss of eligibility for grants and state funding programs, and loss
of local control over land use decisions. The State has in recent years demonstrated its
willingness to take legal action to compel cities to bring their Housing Elements into compliance.
One of the primary tools in State law to further housing production for jurisdictions that have not
meet their RHNA targets is SB 35. Specifically, if the City does not meet its RHNA production
goals, based on annual progress reports’ comparison to pro-rated goals, housing projects
would be eligible for the streamlined process available under SB 35, which involves a
streamlined ministerial approval process for housing projects that provide a minimum
percentage of affordable units. If the City does not demonstrate sufficient progress towards
Above Moderate units, projects that provide 10% affordable units, a level that may be lower than
that established by the City, would be eligible for a ministerial process. However, if there is
insufficient progress towards the production of Lower Income units then only projects with
greater than 50% affordable units would be eligible for the ministerial process. Given that it is
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unlikely that a market-rate project would include 50% affordable units, absent a substantial
subsidy, it is likely that that the latter class of projects would be 100% affordable housing projects.
Attachment 5 provides additional detail on how other provisions of SB35 would impact Santa
Monica.
Figure 35: SB35 Ministerial Process Thresholds and Affordability Requirements
Affordability Level
SB35
Insufficient
Insufficient
progress towards
progress
Above Moderate
towards Lower
units
Income units
Minimum affordability to qualify
10%
50%
for ministerial approval

VII.

Questions for Planning Commission Consideration

The following questions are intended to guide the Planning Commission’s discussion on the draft
concepts:
1.

Where should housing be located?
a. Which geographic option for distribution of potential housing sites best aligns with
Santa Monica’s values and also accomplishes the requirement to Affirmatively
Further Fair Housing?
i. Option A – High potential sites consistent with LUCE
ii. Option B – Dispersed sites
iii. Option C – ½ mile around major transit stops
b. Are there any other concepts that would also meet the requirement to Affirmatively
Further Fair Housing?
i. Eliminating Single Family Zoning to allow for the development of increased
housing opportunities
ii. Providing opportunity for housing development in areas formerly not
available such as Office Campus (OC) and Industrial Conservation (IC)
iii. Modifying development standards to increase the viability for housing
development in areas where such housing has not formerly occurred such as
Montana Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park Blvd

2. How do we plan to achieve the RHNA?
a. Which concepts should be included in the Housing Element update?
i. Maximize inclusionary housing
ii. Support for 100% affordable
iii. Seek opportunities for affordable housing in existing housing stock
iv. ADU incentives
3. What is the role of City-owned property in producing affordable housing?
a. To what extent should affordable housing be prioritized on all City-owned sites? Is
there interest in establishing a minimum number of affordable units for
redevelopment of City-owned sites?
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b. Should City-owned sites be re-zoned to maximize affordable housing potential?
4. Would it be appropriate to consider more capacity on A-lots and parking lots of religious
organizations to support affordable housing production?
5. With limited resources, which categories of assistance should be the priority for housing
stability programs?
Attachments
1. 6th Cycle Housing Element Existing Conditions
2. HR&A Feasibility Analysis
3. Draft Preliminary Suitable Sites Inventory Summary Report
4. Alternative Adequate Sites Checklist
5. Summary of SB35 Impacts on Santa Monica
6. SCAG 6th Cycle Final RHNA Allocation - https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/fileattachments/rc030421fullpacket.pdf?1614384363
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Y. March 16, 2021 – Release of Housing Element Draft
Concepts and Surveys
On March 16th, 2021, the draft concepts of the Housing Element were released to
the public through the project website. The concepts covered four main topics:
housing production, stability, location, and access. Along with a description and
background of the four main draft concepts, four associated surveys were also
created to allow the public to provide feedback on each concept. The surveys
were open from March 16th through April 2nd. Click the links below for a summary of
the surveys for each draft concept.
Housing Production Results: https://www.surveymonkey.com/results/SMR3PK78VV9/
Housing Stability Results: https://www.surveymonkey.com/results/SMKC33J8VV9/
Housing Location Results: https://www.surveymonkey.com/results/SMNCVYR8VV9/
Housing Access Results: https://www.surveymonkey.com/results/SMJLB7M8VV9/
Attachments: Housing Production Survey, Housing Stability Survey, Housing Location Survey, Housing
Access Survey

1015

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

Housing Production
Producción de las viviendas
The below information is intended to help us understand who is taking this survey. All personal
information will be kept strictly confidential.
La siguiente información está destinada a ayudarnos a comprender quién está respondiendo esta
encuesta. Toda la información personal se mantendrá estrictamente confidencial.
1. What is your zip code?
¿Cuál es su código postal?
90401

90404

90402

90405

90403

I do not live in Santa Monica
No vivo en Santa Mónica

2. What is your race?
¿Cuál es su raza?
Hispanic or Latino/a/x
Hispano o latino/a/x

East Asian or Asian American
Asiático del oriente o asiático americano

American Indian or Alaska Native
Indígena americano o nativo de Alaska

Middle Eastern or North African
Medio Oriente o África del Norte

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
Nativo de Hawái u otra isla del Pacífico

Black or African American
Negro o afroamericano

White or Caucasian
Blanco o caucásico

South Asian or Indian American
Asiático del sur o americano de ascendencia india

I prefer to self-identify
Prefiero darme mi propia identificación
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3. In Santa Monica, are you a: (Check all that apply)
En Santa Mónica, usted es un: (marque todas las que correspondan)
Renter
Inquilino

Worker
Trabajador

Homeowner
Propietario

Business owner
Propietario de una empresa

Landlord
Dueño de casa

Student
Estudiante

Other (please specify)
Otros (especificar)

Housing Production
Producción de las viviendas
Having learned about some of the facts on housing production, please indicate your level of support
for each of the following questions.
Ahora que tiene conocimiento sobre la produccion de vivendas, Indique su nivel de respaldo para
cada una de las siguientes preguntas.
4. There are more jobs in Santa Monica than available homes. The amount of housing development is
controlled by zoning. Do you support prioritizing housing over commercial development? (Slide scale
to provide answer)
Hay más trabajos en Santa Mónica que viviendas disponibles. La cantidad de la construcción de
viviendas está controlada mediante una zonificación. ¿Respalda priorizar las vivienda por encima del
desarrollo comercial? (Deslice la escala para dar la respuesta)
Strongly Support / Apoyo
plenamente

Do Not Support / No apoyo
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5. Developers of market-rate housing are required to provide affordable units as part of their project.
There needs to be enough market-rate units in a project to support the affordable units. Do you
support increasing the amount of affordable units required in a project if it means that the project
would also need to be bigger and taller (e.g. 1-3 extra stories)? (Slide scale to provide answer)
Los constructores de viviendas a precio de mercado deben proporcionar unidades asequibles como
parte de su proyecto. Es necesario que haya suficientes unidades a precio de mercado en un proyecto
para sostener las unidades asequibles. ¿Respalda el aumento de la cantidad de unidades asequibles
necesarias en un proyecto si eso significa que el proyecto también debería ser más grande y de más
pisos (por ejemplo, 1 a 3 pisos adicionales)? (Deslice la escala para dar la respuesta)
Strongly Support / Apoyo
plenamente

Do Not Support / No apoyo

The City already has incentives for 100% affordable housing projects (where all the
units are affordable to lower-income households) but it remains expensive to build
these projects primarily due to high land costs . Please indicate your support for the
ideas below that would further ease restrictions for these kinds of projects.
La Ciudad ya tiene incentivos para proyectos de vivienda 100% asequibles (donde
todas las unidades son asequibles para hogares de bajos ingresos) pero sigue
siendo caro construir estos proyectos principalmente debido a los altos costos de
los terrenos. Indique a continuación su respaldo a las ideas que disminuirían aún
más las restricciones para este tipo de proyectos.

6. Allow more height (to allow more units) [Slide scale to provide answer]
Permitir que se construyan más pisos (para permitir más unidades) [Deslice la escala para dar la respuesta]

Strongly Support / Apoyo
plenamente

Do Not Support / No apoyo
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7. Allow affordable housing projects to build the parking that they actually need (Slide scale to provide answer)
Permitir que los proyectos de viviendas asequibles construyan los espacios de estacionamiento que
realmente son necesarios (Deslice la escala para dar una respuesta)
Strongly Support / Apoyo
plenamente

Do Not Support / No apoyo

8. Faster review process (Slide scale to provide answer)
Procesos de revisión más rápidos (Deslice la escala para dar una respuesta)
Strongly Support / Apoyo
plenamente

Do Not Support /No apoyo

9. First opportunity to purchase land that goes on sale (Slide scale to provide answer)
Prioridad para comprar un terreno que sale a la venta (Deslice la escala para dar la respuesta)
Strongly Support /Apoyo
plenamente

Do Not Support /No apoyo

10. The City requires that new housing projects allocate 35% of the project for family-sized two and threebedroom units and caps the amount of smaller studio and one-bedroom units. Would you support smaller
housing units if there are substantial common amenities like outdoor space and community rooms in the
project?” (Slide scale to provide answer)
La Ciudad requiere que los nuevos proyectos de vivienda asignen el 35% del proyecto a unidades familiares
de dos y tres recámaras y limitar la cantidad de unidades de pequeños estudios y de una recámara.
¿Respaldaría los proyectos de unidades de vivienda más pequeñas si hubiera una importante infraestructura
de áreas comunes como espacios al aire libre y salas comunitarias? (Deslice la escala para dar la respuesta)

Strongly Support / Apoyo
plenamente

Do Not Support /No apoyo
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11. There is approximately 19 acres of publicly owned land in the city. Do you support relaxing rules to allow
more housing, especially affordable housing, to be built on public land? (Slide scale to provide answer)
Hay aproximadamente 19 acres de tierra de propiedad pública en la ciudad. ¿Apoya la flexibilización de las
reglas para permitir que se construyan más viviendas, especialmente viviendas asequibles, en terrenos
públicos? (Deslice la escala para dar la respuesta)
Strongly Support / Apoyo
plenamente

Do Not Support / No apoyo

12. Conversion of commercial space (e.g. vacant shops, offices) to housing might be a way to produce more
housing units within existing buildings. Do you support exploring ways to allow conversion of existing
commercial buildings to housing? (Slide scale to provide answer)
La conversión del espacio comercial (por ejemplo, tiendas vacías, oficinas) en viviendas podría ser una forma
de producir más unidades de vivienda dentro de los edificios existentes. ¿Apoya que se examinen las formas
de permitir la conversión de edificios comerciales existentes en viviendas? (Deslice la escala para dar una
respuesta)
Strongly Support / Apoyo
plenamente

Do Not Support / No apoyo

13. Single-family zones make up approximately 1/3 of the land area in Santa Monica. Some cities have moved
towards eliminating single-family zoning but there might be other ways to increase housing production on
these parcels without changing the zoning, such as converting garages and adding new units in extra yard
space. Do you support allowing for more than one additional unit on existing single-family home parcels?
(Slide scale to provide answer)
Las zonas de viviendas unifamiliares constituyen aproximadamente un tercio de la superficie terrestre en
Santa Mónica. Algunas ciudades han avanzado hacia la eliminación de la zonificación unifamiliar, pero podría
haber otras formas de aumentar la producción de viviendas en estas parcelas sin cambiar la zonificación,
como convertir garajes y agregar nuevas unidades en el espacio adicional del patio. ¿Apoya permitir más de
una unidad adicional en terrenos de viviendas unifamiliares existentes? (Deslice la escala para dar una
respuesta)
Strongly Support / Apoyo
plenamente

Do Not Support / No apoyo
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14. Do you have any other thoughts regarding housing production within the city?
¿Tiene otras ideas sobre la producción de viviendas dentro de la ciudad?
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Housing Stability
Estabilidad de la vivienda
The below information is intended to help us understand who is taking this survey. All personal
information will be kept strictly confidential.
La siguiente información está destinada a ayudarnos a comprender quién está respondiendo esta
encuesta. Toda la información personal se mantendrá estrictamente confidencial.
1. What is your zip code?
¿Cuál es su código postal?
90401

90404

90402

90405

90403

I do not live in Santa Monica
No vivo en Santa Mónica

2. What is your race?
¿Cuál es su raza?
Hispanic or Latino/a/x
Hispano o latino/a/x

East Asian or Asian American
Asiático del oriente o asiático americano

American Indian or Alaska Native
Indígena americano o nativo de Alaska

Middle Eastern or North African
Medio Oriente o África del Norte

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
Nativo de Hawái u otra isla del Pacífico

Black or African American
Negro o afroamericano

White or Caucasian
Blanco o caucásico

South Asian or Indian American
Asiático del sur o americano de ascendencia india

I prefer to self-identify
Prefiero darme mi propia identificación
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3. In Santa Monica, are you a: (Check all that apply)
En Santa Mónica, usted es un: (marque todas las que correspondan)
Renter
Inquilino

Worker
Trabajador

Homeowner
Propietario

Business owner
Propietario de una empresa

Landlord
Dueño de casa

Student
Estudiante

Other (please specify)
Otros (especificar)

Housing Stability
Estabilidad de la vivienda
Having learned about some facts on housing stability, we would like to hear more about your
experiences regarding housing in Santa Monica.
Ahora que tiene conocimiento de algunos datos sobre la estabilidad de la vivienda , nos gustaría
conocer más sobre sus experiencias con respecto a la vivienda en Santa Mónica.
4. Thinking about the last time you moved, the reason was: (Check all that apply)
En relación a la última vez que se mudó, ¿Cuál fue el motivo? : (Marque todo lo que corresponda)
Moving closer to job, family, school, or neighborhood
Acercarse al trabajo, la familia, la escuela o el vecindario
Could no longer afford my current housing
Ya no podía pagar mi vivienda actual
Eviction
Desalojo
Other (please specify below)
Otro (especifique en el espacio de abajo)
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5. What barriers have you experienced in accessing housing in Santa Monica? (Check all that apply)
¿Qué dificultades ha experimentado para acceder a una vivienda en Santa Mónica? (Marque todo lo que
corresponda)
High rent costs/lack of affordable housing
Altos costos de alquiler/falta de vivienda asequible

Lack of housing types and sizes (number of bedrooms per
unit)
Falta de tipos y tamaños de viviendas (número de
recámaras por unidad)

Rental application process
Proceso de solicitud de alquiler

Lack of residential amenities, such as parking or open
space
Falta de comodidades residenciales, como estacionamiento
o espacios abiertos

Housing discrimination
Discriminación en el acceso a la vivienda
Credit history
Historial de crédito

Proximity to jobs, schools, family, retail, restaurants, etc.
Proximidad a los trabajos, escuelas, familia, comercio,
restaurantes, etc.
Safety of unit or neighborhood
Seguridad de la unidad o el vecindario

Other (please specify below)
Otra (especifique en el espacio de abajo)

6. If you have experienced eviction or know someone who has, did you know where to find immediate
help?
Si ha experimentado un desalojo o conoce a alguien que lo haya sufrido, ¿sabía en ese momento
dónde encontrar ayuda inmediata?
Yes / Sí
No
Any suggestions on how the City may better serve residents post-eviction?
¿Alguna sugerencia sobre cómo la Ciudad puede servir mejor a los residentes después de los desalojos?
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The economic impacts of COVID-19 had a significant impact on the City’s budget. The
City already operates a number of programs and services for our most vulnerable
residents such as seniors, disabled persons, homeless and at-risk individuals, and
low-income households. With limited available resources, what programs and
services do you think should be prioritized beyond the pandemic?
Los impactos económicos de la COVID-19 han afectado significativamente el
presupuesto de la Ciudad. La Ciudad ya opera una serie de programas y servicios
para nuestros residentes más vulnerables, como los adultos mayores, personas
discapacitadas, personas sin techo y en riesgo, y hogares de bajos ingresos. Con los
recursos disponibles limitados, ¿qué programas y servicios cree que deberían
priorizarse más allá de la pandemia?

7. Cash Assistance for basic needs such as food, rents, childcare (Slide scale to provide answer)
Asistencia con dinero en efectivo para las necesidades básicas como alimentos, alquileres, cuidado de niños
(Deslice la escala para dar una respuesta)
Low Priority / Prioridad baja

High Priority / Prioridad alta

8. Right to Counsel – Legal assistance for residents facing eviction (Slide scale to provide answer)
Derecho a tener un abogado: asistencia legal para los residentes que enfrentan un desalojo (Deslice la escala
para dar una respuesta)
Low Priority / Baja prioridad

High Priority / Alta prioridad

9. Assistance for residents facing temporary relocation due to repairs and maintenance of their unit (Slide
scale to provide answer)
Asistencia para residentes que enfrentan una reubicación temporal debido a reparaciones y mantenimiento
de su unidad (Deslice la escala para dar una respuesta)
Low Priority / Prioridad baja

High Priority / Prioridad alta
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10. More outreach and information to landlords and tenants regarding availability and benefits of housing
vouchers that provide rental assistance by ensuring that low-income households pay no more than 30% of
income on rent. (Slide scale to provide answer)
Más formas de llegar e informar a los dueños de casa e inquilinos sobre la disponibilidad y los beneficios de
los vales de vivienda que brindan asistencia para el alquiler y que garantizan que los hogares de bajos
ingresos no paguen más del 30% de sus ingresos en alquiler. (Deslice la escala para dar la respuesta)
Low Priority / Prioridad baja

High Priority / Prioridad alta

11. Resident/Landlord education including better coordination on available housing programs and services
(Slide scale to provide answer)
Educación para residentes/dueños de casa, que incluya una mejor coordinación de los programas y servicios
de vivienda disponibles (Deslice la escala para dar una respuesta)
Low Priority / Prioridad baja

High Priority / Prioridad alta

12. Support services for homeless/at-risk individuals such as case management to ensure housing retention
(Slide scale to provide answer)
Servicios de apoyo para personas sin techo o en riesgo, como el seguimiento de casos para garantizar la
permanencia en la vivienda (Deslice la escala para proporcionar una respuesta)
Low Priority / Prioridad baja

High Priority / Prioridad alta
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Where Should Housing be Located?
¿Dónde deberían ubicarse las viviendas?
The below information is intended to help us understand who is taking this survey. All personal
information will be kept strictly confidential.
La siguiente información está destinada a ayudarnos a comprender quién está respondiendo esta
encuesta. Toda la información personal se mantendrá estrictamente confidencial.
1. What is your zip code?
¿Cuál es su código postal?
90401

90404

90402

90405

90403

I do not live in Santa Monica
No vivo en Santa Mónica

2. What is your race?
¿Cuál es su raza?
Hispanic or Latino/a/x
Hispano o latino/a/x

East Asian or Asian American
Asiático del oriente o asiático americano

American Indian or Alaska Native
Indígena americano o nativo de Alaska

Middle Eastern or North African
Medio Oriente o África del Norte

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
Nativo de Hawái u otra isla del Pacífico

Black or African American
Negro o afroamericano

White or Caucasian
Blanco o caucásico

South Asian or Indian American
Asiático del sur o americano de ascendencia india

I prefer to self-identify
Prefiero darme mi propia identificación
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3. In Santa Monica, are you a: (Check all that apply)
En Santa Mónica, usted es un: (marque todas las que correspondan)
Renter
Inquilino

Worker
Trabajador

Homeowner
Propietario

Business owner
Propietario de una empresa

Landlord
Dueño de casa

Student
Estudiante

Other (please specify)
Otros (especificar)

Where Should Housing be Located?
¿Dónde deberían ubicarse las viviendas?
Having learned about options for locating housing that would form the basis for Santa Monica’s
housing plan, please indicate your level of support for each of the following options:
Ahora que tiene conocimiento sobre las opciones de ubicacion de las vivendas que podrían formar la
base del plan de vivienda de Santa Mónica, indique su nivel de respaldo para cada una de las
siguientes opciones:
4. Option A – Adopted Growth Strategy Balancing community interests (Slide scale to provide answer)
Opción A - Estrategia de crecimiento adoptada que equilibre los intereses de la comunidad (Deslice la
escala para dar la respuesta)
Strongly Support / Apoyo
plenamente

Do Not Support / No apoyo

5. Option B – Dispersed Housing on More Sites (Slide scale to provide answer)
Opción B - Viviendas dispersas en más sitios (Deslice la escala para dar la respuesta)
Strongly Support / Apoyo
plenamente

Do Not Support / No apoyo
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6. Option C – Transit-Oriented Housing on Fewer Sites (Slide scale to provide answer)
Opción C - Viviendas en menos sitios pero orientadas al transporte público (Deslice la escala para dar
la respuesta)
Strongly Support / Apoyo
plenamente

Do Not Support / No apoyo

7. Other thoughts?
¿Otras ideas?
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Equitable Access to Housing
Acceso equitativo a la vivienda: promoción afirmativa de la vivienda justa
The below information is intended to help us understand who is taking this survey. All personal
information will be kept strictly confidential.
La siguiente información está destinada a ayudarnos a comprender quién está respondiendo esta
encuesta. Toda la información personal se mantendrá estrictamente confidencial.
1. What is your zip code?
¿Cuál es su código postal?
90401

90404

90402

90405

90403

I do not live in Santa Monica
No vivo en Santa Mónica

2. What is your race?
¿Cuál es su raza?
Hispanic or Latino/a/x
Hispano o latino/a/x

East Asian or Asian American
Asiático del oriente o asiático americano

American Indian or Alaska Native
Indígena americano o nativo de Alaska

Middle Eastern or North African
Medio Oriente o África del Norte

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
Nativo de Hawái u otra isla del Pacífico

Black or African American
Negro o afroamericano

White or Caucasian
Blanco o caucásico

South Asian or Indian American
Asiático del sur o americano de ascendencia india

I prefer to self-identify
Prefiero darme mi propia identificación
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3. In Santa Monica, are you a: (Check all that apply)
En Santa Mónica, usted es un: (marque todas las que correspondan)
Renter
Inquilino

Worker
Trabajador

Homeowner
Propietario

Business owner
Propietario de una empresa

Landlord
Dueño de casa

Student
Estudiante

Other (please specify)
Otros (especificar)

Equitable Access to Housing
Acceso equitativo a la vivienda: promoción afirmativa de la vivienda justa
Having learned about past practices that have perpetuated housing segregation and actions
necessary to overcome inequities in planning for housing, please share your thoughts on the
following questions.
Ahora que tiene conocimiento sobre las prácticas pasadas que han perpetuado la segregación de
viviendas y las acciones necesarias para superar las inequidades en la planificación de la vivienda,
comparta sus pensamientos sobre las siguientes preguntas.
4. Thinking about the last time you moved for housing, did you move to get better access to amenities
like parks, schools, jobs, and/or daily services?
En relación a la última vez que se mudó de vivienda, ¿se mudó para tener un mejor acceso a servicios
urbanos como parques, escuelas, trabajos y/o servicios de uso cotidiano?
Yes / Sí
No
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5. The City is being required by the State to plan for 8,895 units (70% or over 6,000 units of which must
be affordable) in the next 8 years but was given no specific directive as to where it should be located.
Do you support adding more affordable housing in areas of the city that are not disadvantaged in
order to allow equitable access to housing? (Slide scale to provide answer)
El Estado requiere que la ciudad planifique la habilitación de 8,895 unidades (de las cuales deben ser
asequibles el 70% o más de 6,000 unidades) en los próximos 8 años, pero no se le dio ninguna
directiva específica sobre dónde deberían ubicarse. ¿Apoya agregar más viviendas asequibles en
áreas de la ciudad que no se consideran en situación de desventaja para permitir un acceso
equitativo a la vivienda? (Deslice la escala para dar una respuesta)
Strongly Support / Apoyo
plenamente

Do Not Support / No apoyo

Which of the following ideas do you support to increase equitable access to housing
in areas of the city that have historically not accommodated housing?
¿Cuál de las siguientes ideas apoya para aumentar el acceso equitativo a la vivienda
en áreas de la ciudad que históricamente no han albergado viviendas?

6. Incentivize housing production in areas that have historically not provided housing (Slide scale to provide
answer)
Incentivar la producción de viviendas en las áreas que tradicionalmente no han tenido viviendas (Deslice la
escala para dar la respuesta)
Strongly Support / Apoyo
plenamente

Do Not Support / No apoyo

7. Allow up to 3 units where there is currently 1 unit (Slide scale to provide answer)
Permitir hasta 3 unidades donde actualmente hay 1 unidad (Deslice la escala para proporcionar la respuesta)

Strongly Support / Apoyo
plenamente

Do Not Support / No apoyo
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8. Churches and other religious congregations are mostly located in residential neighborhoods, some of which
are higher resource areas. If religious congregations propose affordable housing on their existing parking lots,
should they have relaxed rules like faster review and more allowable units? (Slide scale to provide answer)
Las iglesias y otras congregaciones religiosas están ubicadas principalmente en vecindarios residenciales,
algunos de los cuales son áreas de mayores recursos. Si las congregaciones religiosas proponen viviendas
asequibles en sus estacionamientos existentes, ¿deberían tener reglas flexibles como una revisión más
rápida y más unidades permitidas? (Deslice la escala para dar una respuesta)
Strongly Support / Apoyo
plenamente

Do Not Support / No apoyo

9. Developers are required to include affordable housing in market-rate housing projects. They can either 1)
provide the affordable units in the project or 2) provide the affordable units on another parcel of land but it has
to be within ¼ mile of the market-rate project. Should developers have more flexibility in where they put the
off-site affordable units so long as it is not located in a disadvantaged neighborhood? (Slide scale to provide
answer)
Las empresas constructoras deben incluir viviendas asequibles en proyectos de viviendas a precio de
mercado. Pueden 1) proporcionar las unidades asequibles en el proyecto o 2) proporcionar las unidades
asequibles en otro lote de terreno, pero tiene que estar dentro de un cuarto de milla del proyecto a precio de
mercado. ¿Deberían las empresas constructoras tener más flexibilidad sobre dónde colocar las unidades
asequibles fuera del sitio de la construcción, siempre y cuando no estén ubicadas en un vecindario que se
encuentra en situación de desventaja? (Deslice la escala para dar una respuesta)
Strongly Support / Apoyo
plenamente

Do Not Support / No apoyo
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Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

Z. March 30, 2021 – City Council Housing Element Discussion
Discussion on draft concepts for the 6th Cycle Housing Element Update (20212029), including, but not limited to: 1) options for distribution of potential housing
sites; 2) options for how to achieve capacity on sites with highest housing potential,
with a focus on tools to support affordable housing; and 3) updates to housing
programs to address the housing needs of existing residents.
Attachments: City Council PowerPoint Presentation, Staff Report
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Why Plan for Housing?

Community Vision and Guidance

• 2021-2029 6th Cycle Housing Element

• Provide housing stability for
existing residents and create housing
opportunities for all

o State law requires the City to plan for the
community’s housing needs every eight years

• Protect air quality and natural resources
through land uses that enable people to
live in housing with access to parks,
schools and civic infrastructure

o Final RHNA allocation of 8,895 units was adopted
by the SCAG Regional Council on March 4, 2020.

City Council
6th Cycle Housing Element Update Draft Concepts

• With COVID19 pandemic, thousands face
threat of evictions and homelessness
o Pandemic has highlighted racial and
socioeconomic inequities

March 30, 2021

Built Environment
• Enable critical workforce access to Santa
Monica

Agenda
Influencers on the Built Environment

• Diverse mobility needs are met through transit,
shared mobility, linked services, programs and
infrastructure

Land Use

Economic
Sustainability

Equity

Mobility

Infrastructure

Background on Outreach Process and
Updated Goals
2. Santa Monica Housing Needs Assessment
3. Components of a Regulatory Approach for
Meeting the RHNA

Purpose of Tonight’s Meeting

1.

A. Background on Housing Production
B. Where – Options for location
C. How – Draft 4-Point Strategy

4. Programs for Housing Stability
5. Ramifications of Non-Compliance
6. Discussion

PURPOSE
Information presented is
preliminary to inform
conceptual direction
• A midpoint check-in to have
understanding of scale of
the planning challenge and
possible concepts and
strategies to include in draft
Housing Element

2.
3.
4.

5.

Where should housing be focused accounting for
adopted LUCE growth strategy and overcoming
historic patterns of segregation?
Provide feedback on 4-point strategy to plan for
affordable housing
Should there be relaxed rules to incentivize housing
on unique sites like religious congregation parking
lots and “A-lots”?
Should affordable housing be prioritized on the
approximately 17 acres of City-owned land? If so,
should there be a policy that there be a minimum
number of affordable housing sites in any future
development partnership?
With limited resources, what updates to programs
and services should be prioritized that would best
ensure the housing stability of existing Santa
Monica residents?

What We Are Not Asking Yet
• Specific FAR or height
• Specific changes to standards
• Site by site analysis of which sites to include on the suitable sites inventory
• Specific numbers or method of calculation of realistic capacity for sites on
the suitable sites inventory

Outreach Process

Framing Questions
1.

Direction Needed from City Council
• Where should housing sites be focused?
• How do we plan for Santa Monica’s housing needs?

WHERE

1

IDEAS + CONCEPTS
Community Outreach

HOW

Planning Commission and City Council

Outreach Process
CONCEPTS

Technical Working Groups

Outreach Process

Outreach Process

What’s Happened So Far
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Housing Element Website Launch (August 2020)
Housing Questionnaire (November-December 2020)
Public Webinars (November 2020)
Planning Commission Sessions (November-January 2021)
Council Session (December 2020)
Rent Control Board (December 2020)
Housing Commission (January 2021)
Technical Working Groups (December-February 2021)
o
o

Production (4 sessions)
Stability (4 sessions)

o
o
o
o
o
o

Fire Department
Mobility
Public Works
Rent Control
Housing
Human Services

• Internal Meetings with Other City Departments (December-February
December-February 2021)

What’s Happening Now and Later?
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• ADU Survey (March)
• On-line Housing Element Concepts
•
•
•
•

Questionnaire (March)
Council Session (March 30)
Housing Commission (April 1)
Rent Control Board (April 8)
Continued Internal Meetings with City
Departments and Divisions (April-June)
o
o
o
o
o
o

Santa Monica’s Housing Stock and
Needs Assessment

Mobility
Fire Department
Public Works
Rent Control
Housing
Human Services

o Mobility Survey (February – March)

Housing Supply & Demographics

2019 Population by Race
Two or more
races
5%
Black or African
American
4%

2010 Population by Race
• 65% White
• 15% Hispanic or Latino
• 10% Asian
• 4% Black or African American

State of Housing in Santa Monica

State of Housing in Santa Monica

73% of households are renters

Santa Monica has very high housing costs

42% of households are
“cost burdened”

Other (American Indian,

Asian
10%

Hispanic or
Latino
15%

White
65%

Housing Supply & Demographics
Black and Latino households have lowest
median annual household incomes

Housing Needs Assessment

Housing Needs Assessment

Housing Needs of Existing Residents

• Santa Monica Value – prevent displacement of residents and provide diversity of
housing opportunities that cater to all household types & income levels
• Goal: Provide housing security for residents already here so that they can stay here
long term
There is racial disparity in terms of
home ownership

Families and Seniors make up substantial
percentage of total households
Total Households
In Poverty

45,309
11%
5,157

40%
18,084

Cost Burdened (Owner&Renter)
Single Parent w Children <18
Total Families

57%
87%

92%

25%
11,355

Senior

13%

8%

4%
1,751
42%
18,887

No. of Households

81%

82%

19%

18%

43%

Black or
African
American

Asian

Other

Owner

69%

31%

Two or more Hispanic or White alone,
races
Latino origin not Hispanic
or Latino
Renter

Housing Needs of Existing Workers
• Santa Monica is a major regional job
center
• Only 9% of City’s workforce of 91,000 live
and work in the City
• 42% of commuting workers earn less
than $40,000

Housing Needs Assessment

Housing Needs Assessment

38% of Santa Monica workers are in generally lower income jobs
in sectors that have very limited opportunity for teleworking

Housing Needs Assessment
Mobility & Housing Survey Results – Barriers to Living in SM

Santa Monica Employer Mobility & Housing Survey Results
Rent (64%)

Own
(36%)

Median rent/mortgage
$1,900

Most Respondents
live in 2-bedroom

Housing Needs Assessment

RHNA Challenge & Opportunity
What is Santa Monica’s RHNA?

Mobility & Housing Survey Results – Effects of Pandemic on Travel Behavior

•
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Commute Modes
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%

Concepts for Meeting the RHNA

30%
20%
10%
0%
Drove Alone

Transit
PreCOVID19

Telecommute
COVID19

Carpool

Income Category

RHNA
Allocation

Very Low Income
(0-50% AMI)

2794

Low Income
(51-80% AMI)

1672

Moderate Income
(81-120% AMI)

1702

Above Moderate
(>120% AMI)

2727

Could a Quantified
Objective Be
Requested?

70% affordable

RHNA reflects demand from low to moderate income
residents and workers – the “missing middle”

Walk/bike/other

Post-COVID19

Connecting Analysis to Draft Strategies

How is Affordable Housing Produced?

Overview of Background Analysis to Inform
Potential Concepts and Strategies
•
•
•
•

8,895 total units to plan for 2021-2029

Affordable housing in
Santa Monica is
generated by two
sources

How is Affordable Housing Produced?
What are Barriers to Production?
Review of programs from peer cities
Updated Approach to Feasibility Analyses to Maximize
Inclusionary Housing

Private
Capital

How is Affordable Housing Produced?
Land Value Capture Through
Regulatory Community Benefits

Public
Assistance

Affordable Housing Nuts & Bolts
Barriers to Affordable Housing
Peer Cities’ Approaches
Feasibility Analysis

• Public Assistance

o City’s Housing Trust Fund
typically funds on average
one project/year

Tier 1 Projects

Base height/FAR
Base Affordable Housing
Base Fees

Tier 2/3 Projects

• Private Capital

o Inclusionary units as a
percentage of market-rate
housing through the
Affordable Housing
Production Program (AHPP)

A lower housing
number, or Quantified
Objective (QO), can
be requested to HCD.
However, QO is not
used to determine
compliance under
existing Housing
Element law.

Additional height/FAR
50% more Affordable Housing
Increased Fees

~39%
VLI/LI
Affordable Housing Nuts & Bolts

Affordable Housing Nuts & Bolts

Barriers to Affordable Housing

Barriers to Affordable Housing

Peer Cities’ Approaches

Peer Cities’ Approaches

Feasibility Analysis

Feasibility Analysis

Housing Production Approaches by other Cities

Barriers to 100% Affordable Housing

Affordable Housing Overlay

Roundtable Discussion with affordable housing
developers held on February 25, 2020 to identify
barriers to production
• Land costs
• Insufficient height and density to produce necessary units
• Commercial prevailing wage requirements (at 5 stories)
• Construction costs associated with the City’s local
requirements for high-rise buildings (55 feet)

Affordable Housing Nuts & Bolts
Barriers to Affordable Housing
Peer Cities’ Approaches
Feasibility Analysis

HR&A Analysis – Preliminary Results
Updated Analytical
Approach for
Feasibility Analyses

• Would this work in Santa Monica?
• Administrative Approval pursuant to IZO
• Eligible for greatest height and FAR/density in each zone +
additional height/density & parking relief within ½ mile of major
transit under State density bonus law
• Value in bringing citywide consistency to 100% affordable
housing requirements
• Somewhat duplicative of existing process and incentives for

• What is it?
• Cities eliminating single-family zoning recognizing that such
zoning perpetuates de facto racial and economic segregation
• Sacramento, Berkeley, San Jose, Oakland, Minneapolis, Portland

Affordable Housing Nuts & Bolts
Barriers to Affordable Housing
Peer Cities’ Approaches

100% affordable housing but value in harmonizing requirements

Feasibility Analysis

• Would this work in Santa Monica?
• Approximately 35% of land area zoned R1 containing 13% of
housing supply
• “Missing Middle” development type likely would not fit
• Unclear if average-sized R1 parcel could accommodate
affordable housing
• Are there better strategies that would increase capacity
without eliminating R1 zoning like ADUs?
• Maybe better strategies available that accomplish goal of

We are here

What has been tested
so far?

• Most likely to support 7.5% ELI and 10% & 15% VLI inclusionary requirement

• Outside of Bergamot and Downtown, inclusionary levels above
10% would need additional height and FAR
• Only Downtown can support inclusionary levels above 20% and
at marginal level

• Studied all commercial areas

Peer Cities’ Approaches
Feasibility Analysis

Feasibility Analysis

• Bergamot and MUBL/GC (Boulevards, Lincoln) able to
marginally support 7.5% ELI

• Applied to existing development
standards

Barriers to Affordable Housing

Peer Cities’ Approaches

• Downtown

• Tested off-site option

• Preliminary results to establish
baseline model and understand
limitations of existing
development standards to inform
policy-making

Barriers to Affordable Housing

HR&A Analysis – Preliminary Results

• Tested 7.5%-30% inclusionary

Affordable Housing Nuts & Bolts

Affordable Housing Nuts & Bolts

equitable housing access

HR&A Analysis – Preliminary Results

• Tested inclusionary
housing requirements at
different levels
• Different question: What
development potential is
needed to support tested
inclusionary requirements?

Elimination of R1/Zoning

• What is it?
• Zoning overlay that provides substantially increased height and
density for 100% affordable housing projects
• Most recently implemented in Cambridge, MA with similar
environment of high land costs and affordable housing shortage

• Lack of funding

Housing Production Approaches by other Cities

• Viewing results from perspective of developer assessing
whether to move forward with housing project

Affordable Housing Nuts & Bolts
Barriers to Affordable Housing

Affordable Housing Nuts & Bolts
Barriers to Affordable Housing

Least Likely

Peer Cities’ Approaches

Marginal

Most Likely

Peer Cities’ Approaches

Feasibility Analysis

Feasibility Analysis

HR&A Analysis – Preliminary Results

Connecting Analysis to Draft Strategies

• Additional Testing Forthcoming

Overview of Background Analysis to Inform
Potential Concepts and Strategies

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Other FAR/Height scenarios
Affordability housing income mix
On-site vs. off-site provision of affordable units
COVID impacts on market
Bedroom mix and unit size requirements
Alternative ground floor uses (including housing)
Alternative parking requirements
Retail/office tipping point
Holding costs
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•
•

Affordable Housing Nuts & Bolts

Where Should Housing Be Located?

•

How Can the City Achieve Equitable Housing Access?
o Viewing New Housing through the lens of Affirmatively Further
Fair Housing
Where Should Housing Be Located?
o Options for Consideration
What Sites Could be Developed with Housing?
o Preliminary Sites Analysis

Equity

Barriers to Affordable Housing

Where?

Peer Cities’ Approaches

Preliminary
Sites Analysis

Feasibility Analysis

Questions

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing

AFFH means “taking meaningful actions in addition to combating discrimination that overcome
patterns of segregation and foster inclusive communities free from barriers that restrict access to
opportunity based on protective characteristics.”

• Major contributor to racial and
ethnic segregation is high housing
and land cost perpetuated by past
decisions and zoning policies

Option A – Adopted
LUCE

New Concepts for Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH)
o Modify development standards to increase the likelihood of housing projects
in areas where such housing has not formerly occurred

• Santa Monica’s established
neighborhoods today were influenced
by discriminatory policies of the past,
including single family zoning and
redlining
• Location of renters/owner
households correlate with patterns
of segregation

Where should housing be focused?
A Starting Point to Identifying
Suitable Housing Sites

o Allow housing as a permitted use in areas formerly prohibiting housing

• Housing Near Transit Stations
and Boulevards

o Eliminate Single Family Zoning to increase equitable housing access to all
neighborhoods
Equity

Equity

Equity

Where?

Where?

Where?

Preliminary
Sites Analysis

Preliminary
Sites Analysis

Preliminary
Sites Analysis

Questions

Questions

Questions

Where should housing be focused?

Where should housing be focused?

Option B – Dispersed
Housing

Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI)
• SSI purpose

Option C – Transit
Oriented Nodes

Activating Housing Potential
in Areas that Have Not
Accommodated Housing in
the Past

• Identify whether sites can accommodate housing
• Helps determine whether there are sufficient adequate sites to
accommodate the RHNA by income category
• Is not prediction or guarantee of the future nor does it obligate a property
owner to do anything

Activating Housing Potential
within ½ mile of Expo Line

• Process

Main Street, Montana, Ocean
Park Boulevard, Office Campus,
and Industrial Conservation
Equity

Equity

Where?

Where?

Preliminary
Sites Analysis

Preliminary
Sites Analysis

Preliminary
Sites Analysis

Questions

Questions

Questions

Preliminary Suitable Sites Analysis

Preliminary Suitable Sites Analysis

• Total of 375 Parcels identified

Site Physical
Characteristics

Equity
Where?
Preliminary
Sites Analysis
Questions

Size, access to an alley, shape of the site (including
depth/width), and location relative to the urban
grid.
Existing Uses
Longevity of existing uses; multiple tenants vs. single
tenant sites.
Location &
Access to schools, jobs, transit, residential amenities
Context
such as parks/open space, health care services,
and retail shops such as grocers.
Environmental
Environmental constraints (e.g., fault hazard zones,
Constraints
flood areas, liquefaction zones, very high fire
hazard severity zones) that could potentially affect
redevelopment
Developer Interest Past interest from developer

Equity
Where?

Preliminary Suitable Sites Analysis

Sites were individually reviewed with consideration to the following site
characteristics:

First Cut at Identifying Viable Sites that Could
Potentially Accommodate Housing
Category 1 - Approved and Pending Projects
Category 2 – Prior 5th Cycle Housing Element Suitable Sites
Inventory
Category 3 – Downtown Community Plan Sites
Category 4 – City-Owned Sites
Category 5 – Parking Lots
Category 6 – Auto Sales Inventory Lots
Category 7 – Recently Sold Sites/Sites for Sale
Category 8 – Underutilized Sites (20,000 excess sf development
potential)
Category 9 – Large Parcels (15,000 sf+)
Category 10 – Remaining Sites with less than 0.5 Assessors Value
Ratio

• Identify qualities of properties that have redeveloped into housing in the past
and then apply those to the current parcel inventory
• Preliminary results of analysis are being shared at this early juncture
• If the results are not appropriate, please provide feedback on how filters or
ranking could be adjusted

Equity

Equity

Where?

Where?

Preliminary
Sites Analysis

Preliminary
Sites Analysis

Questions

Questions

Preliminary Suitable Sites Analysis
Summary of Realistic Unit Capacity

Affordable Units at Inclusionary%
7.5%

15%

Category 1 Pending Projects

756

165

165

165

Category 1 Approved Projects

UNITS

1670

416

416

416

Category 4 City owned Sites

Sites for Special Consideration

1,399

105

20%

210

280

All Remaining Sites (exclude 1 and 4)

6,308

474

946

1262

Total

10,133

1,159

1,735

2,123

ADUs

700

-

-

-

RHNA Targets

8,895

6,168

6,168

6,168

Buffer/(Shortfall)

1938

(5009)

(4,433)

(4,045)

Actual #’s approved &
pending
Assumes development at
current standards
Assumes all sites will
redevelop

Equity
Where?

• Purpose of analysis is to identify sites that have the
characteristics to potentially accommodate housing (not every
site will necessarily develop)

Preliminary
Sites Analysis
Questions

• City-Owned Sites
o 4th/Arizona Site
o Parking Structure #3
o Downtown Station Site
o Bergamot Arts Center
o Main Street Lots
o Various other public lots behind Wilshire
• State/Institutional/Public Utilities Controlled Sites
o DMV Site
o UCLA
o SMMUSD
o SoCal Gas
• Religious Institutions
o Church parking lots mostly in R1/R2/R3
zones
• A-Lots
o 9 lots associated with parcels with high
potential for residential

Framing Questions
1. Where should housing be focused
accounting for adopted LUCE growth
strategy and overcoming historic patterns of
segregation?

Equity
Where?
Preliminary
Sites Analysis
Questions

4-Point Strategy for Affordable Housing

Framing Questions
2. Should there be relaxed rules to allow for
more housing on unique sites like religious
congregation parking lots and “A-lots”?
3. Should affordable housing be prioritized on
the approximately 19 acres of City-owned
land? If so, should there be a policy that there
be a minimum number of affordable housing
sites in any future development partnership?

Planning for 6,168
affordable units will need
to include both private
and public resources
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How Much?
A 4-Point Strategy to Plan For Affordable Housing

Strategy #1 – Maximize Inclusionary Units in
Market Rate Housing

Strategy #1 – Maximize Inclusionary Units in
Market Rate Housing

Eliminate AHPP “menu” and replace with
single inclusionary % + development potential
most likely to support selected inclusionary
target

Increase Flexibility of Off-Site
Affordable Option

Example:
• Tier 1 projects must provide a minimum 15% VLI affordability
• Tier 2 projects must provide a minimum 20% affordability
with equal mix of units across all levels
• Requires increase in FAR and height to financially support
increased affordability levels (based on HR&A results)

WHERE

• Allow off-site affordable projects to be located
anywhere in Santa Monica but must not be
located in SCAG environmental justice area
• Allow multiple applicants to pool units to one
site
• Create a private acquisition/rehab option that
allows developers to purchase existing units,
rehabilitate the units and convert the units to
long-term affordability

What does it mean to only focus on
one resource?
o Public: Funding challenges limit
100% affordable housing –
would need approximately
$4B
o Private: Inclusionary of 20%
alone will require planning for
over 30,000 units

Strategy #1 – Maximize Inclusionary Units in
Market Rate Housing
Concepts for Integrating Updates to State Density Bonus Law

Could more units be
produced off-site?
Preliminary analysis found
that cost of building
affordable units on-site
costs 1.3 times the per-unit
subsidy gap for off-site
Could facilitate 30% more
affordable units off-site

• January 2021 – State law increased the
density bonus for market rate projects that
provide on-site affordable housing to 50%

Strategy #1 – Maximize Inclusionary Units in
Market Rate Housing
Concepts for Integrating Updates to State Density Bonus Law
• Expand existing Tier structure by applying State density bonus to Tier 1 FAR
• Voluntary Tier 2 with increased FAR only for housing projects
• Commercial projects cannot request Tier 2 unless partnered with 100%
affordable housing
Tier 2 with 20% on-site affordable =
FAR necessary to support 20% affordable (mix of units from Extremely Low to Moderate)

Tier 1 with 15% VLI on-site affordable
= 50% FAR increase over Tier 1 base

*Tier 1 with off-site affordable =
Lesser bonus over Tier 1 base

Tier 1 base (commercial projects or projects without on-site affordable)
= existing standards

Strategy #2 – Support 100% Affordable
Housing
Affordable Housing “Overlay” – up to 120% AMI
• Enact local version of AB1763
• Extra 3 stories
• 50% FAR/density bonus

Strategy #2 – Support 100% Affordable
Housing

Strategy #2 – Support 100% Affordable
Housing

What incentives do 100%
affordable projects currently
receive?

Affordable Housing
“Overlay” –
up to 80% AMI

• Administrative process
• FAR and height bonus in some
zones
• AB1763 applies to areas within
½ mile of major transit stop and
only for projects up to 80% AMI

• Harmonize Process & Incentives
for 100% Affordable Housing

100% Affordable Housing Comparison of Existing Standards
City Maximum vs. State Density Bonus Allowance
12

10

o Unlimited density + height in
commercial zones
o Minimum of 4 stories
guaranteed in residential zones

• Would exceed AB1763 incentives

• Extra 3 stories or 33 feet
• Unlimited density
• No minimum parking
requirements

6

4

2

0
CCS

GC

NC

MUC MUBL

GC
NC
(Pico) (Pico)
City Max # Stories

Strategy #2 – Support 100% Affordable
Housing
Affordable Housing “Overlay” would further equity in any of Options A, B, or C
Affordable Housing Overlay Less
Environmental Justice Areas
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Affordable Housing Overlay Less
Environmental Justice Areas + Redline
Areas

• Flexibility in unit mix requirement to allow more micro
units as trade off for more common area amenities?

IC

OC

MUB

BTV

LT
(East)

BC

Right of First Offer to Buy
Land

Other Concepts
• Piggy-backing onto
developments already in
progress

• Modelled after San
Francisco’s COPA ordinance

o Partner with commercial
developers
o Purchase additional “blocks” of
affordable housing in market-rate
projects at fair-market value.

• Allows non-profit affordable
housing providers to be
informed first and submit
offer when land goes on sale

Approximately 27,000 rent-controlled units
72% already reset to market rents due to vacancy decontrol
• Any programs would largely not count towards RHNA under existing Housing
Element law
• Possible Concepts
• Outreach regarding availability of project-based vouchers
• Flexibility in off-site AHPP program to purchase existing units and convert to long-term
affordability

• Incentivize bringing back existing vacant units into permanent housing supply

Strategy #3 – Protect Existing Units for
Long-term Stability
How can existing units count towards RHNA?
• May utilize in very limited capacity for projects already in progress
• Alternative Adequate Sites
• Substantial Rehabilitation
• Conversion from non-affordable to affordable
• Preservation of affordable housing (e.g. expiring covenants)

• Program rules

• City must be providing “committed assistance” through enforceable agreement in
place between July 1, 2021 and end of first 2 years of the housing element planning
period
• Must have met some share of VLI or LI production in prior cycle
• Need to have specific projects identified + funding source

LT
HMU
(West)

Strategy #2 – Support 100% Affordable
Housing

• Legislative advocacy for
funding

Strategy #3 – Protect Existing Units for
Long-term Stability

NV

State Density Bonus (AB1763)

Strategy #4 – Incentives For ADUs
ADU Production within Santa Monica
• Since new State law in 2018 and 2020, Santa Monica has
seen an increase in ADU production and interest.
• In 2020, Santa Monica adopted a new ADU code section
that is compliant with State law and that expands upon
the requirements to encourage ADU development.
Building
Permit
Year

In-Progress

Permit
Issued

Completed

2017

-

1

6

7

2018

2

15

39

56

2019

32

37

14

83

2020

87

12

1

100

Total

2021

4

-

-

4

Total

125

65

60

250

Building permit data as of March 1, 2021

TA

Strategy #4 – Incentives For ADUs

Strategy #4 – Incentives For ADUs

Other Concepts Evaluated

ADU Contribution to RHNA

Proposed ADU Incentive Program within the R1 Zone District

Options to Densify R1 Zones Through Other Means

• A jurisdiction may use ADUs to help satisfy its RHNA based on specific factors.

• Existing: maximum number of units on R1 parcel is three

• Duplex as permitted land use

• HCD requires a jurisdiction to project the increased production potential of ADUs for the
next 8-year Housing Element cycle
• Anticipated Affordability Levels

• Program helps achieve affirmatively furthering fair housing by providing more affordable
housing opportunities within the R1 zone district

Community Land Trust
• Difficult to finance
• Low- and moderate-income households may not feasibly afford fiscal costs

• Santa Monica ADU Survey (March 4th – March 18th)

• Requires much closer monitoring of occupancy and sales

SCAG Sustainable Communities Program

• Pre-Certified SCAG Analysis:
•
•
•
•
•

• Proposed: One additional ADU if the property owner is willing to deed restrict one of the
ADUs at an affordable level

• City Planning is pursuing a grant to produce an ADU
Accelerator Program to help simplify the ADU process

Extremely Low – 15%
Very Low – 2%
Low – 43%
Moderate – 6%
Above Moderate – 34%

Other Concepts Evaluated

Framing Questions

Framing Questions

2. Provide feedback on 4-point strategy to plan
for affordable housing

• Vacancy Tax

• Expected revenue low and cost of enforcement will be high

2. Provide feedback on 4-point strategy to plan
for affordable housing

#1 Maximize Inclusionary
i.

• Commercial to Residential Conversion

ii.

• Design challenges
• Likely cost prohibitive
• Unlikely to result in significant number of units

iii.

#2 Support 100% Affordable

Update AHPP to replace “menu” with minimum 15% VLI and FAR
necessary to support increased inclusionary requirements
Increase flexibility in AHPP Off-site option as long as units are not
placed in environmental justice areas
State density bonus – apply bonus to Tier 1 FAR instead of converting
to units & create more incentivized Tier 2 FAR

i.

HOW

• Unlimited height & density in commercial zones
• Minimum of 4 stories in residential zones
• No minimum parking

ii.

i.
ii.

•
•

Streamline process with pre-approved plans
Guidebooks

Other Concepts
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

1. Housing Preservation Programs

Combine AHPP off-site flexibility with private acquisition/rehab
Opportunities to expand existing housing programs
Allow 1 more ADU if deed-restricted for affordable
ADU “accelerator”

Densify the R1 zone district through other means (e.g., duplexes)
Community land trust
Vacancy tax
Commercial to residential conversion

Right of First Offer to buy land
Continued advocacy for funding

Housing Stability | Rehabilitation + Assistance/Support Programs
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#3 Protect Existing Units for Long-term Stability
i.
ii.

HOW

Up to 3 extra stories
FAR/density bonus of up to 50%
More flexibility in unit mix requirement to allow more smaller units in
exchange for more common area amenities?

Housing Stability

2. Provide feedback on 4-point strategy to plan
for affordable housing

#4 Incentives for ADUs

Incentives for projects up to 120% AMI
•
•
•

iii.
iv.

Framing Questions

Incentives for projects up to 80% AMI

Rehabilitation assistance to maintain, improve, and extend use / livability of
aging residential buildings.

HOW

Housing Stability

2. Housing Assistance Programs + Services
Financial & technical support to all income groups and household types
including families, seniors, persons with disabilities, others w/special needs.

Housing Barriers
Barriers to Housing
 Housing Affordability
 Housing Discrimination
 Credit Restrictions
 Need for Alternate Credit Scoring
 Landlord Mistrust
 Lack of Landlord Oversight

Existing Housing Programs | Housing Assistance
Existing Housing Assistance Programs & Services

Resident Needs

Existing Housing Programs | Rehabilitation

1. Rental Assistance

Existing Housing Rehabilitation Programs

Need for financial support for seniors, families, persons with disabilities, etc

 Conserve At-Risk Housing

2. Resident Services / Tenant Protections

 Rehabilitation: Acquisition and Rehabilitation

Need for continued tenant protection/assistance

 Rehabilitation: Small Grants

3. Support Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals

 Rehabilitation: Minor Home Modifications for Special Needs

Continued support services, case management

 Mandatory Seismic Retrofit Program

4. Preserve Housing Affordability

 Lead-based Paint Hazard Reduction Program

Rehabilitating existing housing including covenant and non-covenant units

Stability TWG: Concepts & Recommendations
TWG Summary

Stability TWG: Concepts & Recommendations
1. Rental Assistance

 POD (Preserving Our Diversity) Program

• Need for Additional Funding

 Tenant Eviction Protection Program

• Preserve Naturally Occurring Affordable Housing

 Rental Housing Voucher Programs (including Section 8 availability)

• Rental Assistance + Support Services for Vulnerable Residents

 Tenant Relocation Assistance Program

TWG Concepts & Recommendations

 Temporary Relocation Program

• “Basic Needs Budget” for seniors to assist w/after-rent expenses.

• Further evaluation by Council + Community Residents

• Expand program to additional seniors or to include families?

 Tenant/Landlord Mediation and Legal Services

• Prioritized List of Program Improvements

• What is the more effective approach considering funding availability?

•

Financial Support for Seniors, Families, Rent Burdened, etc

•

Need for Assistance/Oversight with Housing Vouchers

POD (Preserving Our Diversity) Program

 Support Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals

Stability TWG: Concepts & Recommendations
2. Resident Services & Tenant Protections
• Tenant/Landlord Support
• Right to Counsel (pilot program)
• Education/Information Outreach Assistance for Tenants and Landlords
• Increase awareness on housing programs, Section 8 requirements
• Vulnerable residents with application counseling, coordination, etc.

Stability TWG: Concepts & Recommendations
3. Supportive Services that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals
• Case management services assist homeless/at-risk individuals with
housing retention
• Provide greater assistance to participants long-term

Stability TWG: Concepts & Recommendations
4. Maintain Housing Affordability | Rehabilitation Programs
• Acquisition + Rehab
• First Right of Refusal program similar to COPA program (City of SF)
• Small Grants Program

• Tailor services to the individual

• Challenges in finding property owners willing and eligible to participate

• Enhancements would require additional staffing to lower client/staff
ratios.

• Program not a critical priority
• Exchange Program? Rehab funding in exchange for long-term affordability

Funding Challenges

Stability TWG: Concepts & Recommendations

Effects of COVID-19 Pandemic

New Concept | Rehabilitation Tax Abatement Program
• Promote rehabilitation while providing short-term affordability.

• Uncertainty on Funding and Maintaining Programs/Services
Emergency Rent Assistance Program (ERAP)
• FY2020-2021: available funds served 650 of 1,000 applicants w/many unserved

• Small rehabilitation grants to landlords in exchange for property tax
abatement/reductions.

Current Revenue Sources for Housing-Related Programs

• Implementation requires legislative changes and coordination outside of
Santa Monica with County Assessor’s Office, etc.

• Measure GSH tax

• AHPP + Affordable Commercial Linkage fees + Sale of City-Owned Property

Stability | Framing Questions
TWG | Concepts & Recommendations
1. Which areas of need should be prioritized that would further
the housing stability of our existing residents?
2. Which program enhancements and new concepts should be
prioritized and further evaluated, given limited funding and
staff resources?

• Community Development Block Grants
• General Fund

Ramifications of Non-Compliance
• Must adopt the Housing Element Update by October 15, 2021
• Out of compliance if not adopted by then
• If not adopted within 120 days then must prepare an update every 4
years
• Submit to HCD --> 90 days to certify as compliant/non-compliant

7
Ramifications of Non-Compliance

• Failure to comply can result in:
• Penalties and fines ($10-100K per month)
• Withhold important grant funding affecting: Housing programs,
Infrastructure, Water resources, Planning grants
• Erosion of local land use control (e.g. SB35)

Key Questions
1.

8

Where should housing be located?
• Which geographic option for distribution of potential housing sites best
aligns with Santa Monica’s values and also accomplishes the
requirement to Affirmatively Further Fair Housing?
• Are there any other concepts that would also meet the requirement to
Affirmatively Further Fair Housing?

Questions for the City Council

2. How do we plan to achieve the RHNA?
• Which concepts should be included in the Housing Element update?
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

Maximize inclusionary housing
Support for 100% affordable
Seek opportunities for affordable housing in existing housing stock
ADU incentives

Ramifications of Non-Compliance
• SB35 establishes rules for failure to meet RHNA targets
Affordability Level

Minimum
affordability to
qualify for
ministerial approval

SB35
Insufficient progress
Insufficient progress
towards Above
towards Lower Income
Moderate units
units
10%

50%

Key Questions
3. What is the role of City-owned property in producing
affordable housing?
• To what extent should affordable housing be prioritized on all Cityowned sites? Is there interest in establishing a minimum number of
affordable units for redevelopment of City-owned sites?
• Should City-owned sites be re-zoned to maximize affordable housing
potential?

4. Would it be appropriate to consider more capacity on
A-lots and parking lots of religious congregations to
support affordable housing production?
5. With limited resources, which updates to housing
programs should be the priority to promote housing
stability for existing residents?

Strategy #1 – Maximize Inclusionary Units in
Market Rate Housing
AHPP currently has menu of affordable housing options

Reference Slides

•

5% ELI option was minimum
inclusionary (increased to 7.5%
ELI for Tier 2 projects)
•

•

Currently suspended until
February 28, 2022 pending
AHPP revisions

Minimum inclusionary is now
10% VLI

Preliminary Suitable Sites Analysis
• Likelihood of Residential Development Based on HR&A
Analysis
• At 7.5% ELI under current standards, retail/residential in some
areas (Downtown, Bergamot, MUBL) would likely develop
• Within the MUB and Lincoln Boulevard, while feasible at 7.5% ELI,
retail/residential would exceed current FAR limits
• At least 60% of the SSI sites are located with MUB/Lincoln
• Higher affordability % will require changes in zoning standards

Equity
Where?
Preliminary
Sites Analysis
Questions

Map of 5th Cycle Suitable Sites

Counting Pipeline Projects

Neighborhood Density

•

81 Suitable Sites

•

3,702 Unit Capacity on
Suitable Sites

• Majority of Approved
Housing projects have been
built/are in plan check

•

10 Sites Completed, in
Construction

• Projects have 3-4 years to
pull a building permit after
entitlement

•

13 Planning Approved

•

2 Undergone TI for
Commercial Use

•

56 Remaining
Undeveloped Sites

• 5th Cycle Housing Element
identified 6
“pipeline/permitted”
projects which have not
been completed (4 were
resubmitted and approved
in 2017/2018 following DCP)
These suitable sites were certified by HCD
in the 2013-2021 Housing Element.
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To:

Mayor and City Council

From:

David Martin, Director, City Planning

Subject: Council Direction on Draft Concepts and Framework for Housing Element
Update
Recommended Action
Staff recommends that the City Council review, discuss, and provide direction to staff on
the draft concepts and strategies to include in the 6th Cycle Housing Element Update.
Summary
The City is mandated by the state of California to plan for the community’s housing
needs every eight years through the Housing Element Update. The 2021-2029 Housing
Element planning period takes place against the backdrop of a declared housing crisis
in California highlighting the projected and current unmet housing needs, especially
affordable housing. Santa Monica’s final Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) of
8,895 units, of which 6,168 units must be affordable, was adopted by the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Council on March 4, 2021.
The effects of the COVID-19 pandemic have also brought barriers to housing access in
addition to housing insecurity for existing residents more sharply into focus. It has
particularly highlighted equity issues in terms of how lack of housing affordability
disproportionately affects people of color and the need to reexamine land use and
zoning decisions to ensure that they do not perpetuate these inequities.

While the

significantly larger RHNA allocation is a planning challenge, the timing of this Housing
Element Update process presents an opportunity to reflect on and assess the City’s
approach to affordable housing production. It is also an opportunity for the City to take
a leadership role in creating solutions to address affordable housing production and
stability in line with Santa Monica’s values to provide secure, livable, and affordable
housing opportunities for all.
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Since the launch of the update process in September 2020, staff has conducted
webinars and study sessions and worked with two technical working groups on housing
production and housing stability to work through concepts to be brought forward for
broader community input and discussion. This report provides baseline information on
the preliminary suitable sites analysis based on the methodology for identifying and
prioritizing potential housing sites presented to the City Council on December 15, 2020
and presents strategies and associated tools that could be used to plan for the RHNA
allocation.

Council should discuss and provide direction on the following framing

questions that will inform concepts and strategies to be included in the draft Housing
Element Update to return in June:
1. Where should housing be located to meet adopted goals of locating near daily
needs like open space, schools, jobs, and shops while also overcoming historic
patterns of segregation?
2. The housing production targets heavily favor affordable housing.

Provide

feedback on the following 4-point strategy to plan for affordable housing:
a. Maximize inclusionary housing
b. Support 100% affordable housing including moderate income
c. Protect existing units and seek opportunities to convert existing units to
long-term affordability
d. Establish ADU incentives for additional units which may also be affordable
by design (due to their smaller size)
3. Should there be relaxed rules to allow for more housing opportunities on unique
sites like:
a. Religious congregation parking lots
b. A-lots
4. There are approximately 17 acres of City-owned land in Santa Monica that has
greatest potential to accommodate housing.

Should housing, especially

affordable housing, be prioritized on these sites?

If so, should a policy be

established to require a minimum amount of affordable housing units in any
future development partnership?
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5. With limited available resources, what updates to programs and services should
be prioritized that would best ensure the housing stability of existing Santa
Monica residents?
To assist in answering these questions, this report is organized as follows:
I.

Background on the Process & Updated Draft Goals

II.

Santa Monica’s Housing Stock & Community Housing Needs Assessment
a. State of Housing in Santa Monica
b. Housing Needs Assessment
i. Housing Needs of Existing Residents
ii. Housing Needs of Workers

III.

RHNA Challenge & Opportunity
a. Existing Affordable Housing Production Tools
i. How is Affordable Housing Produced?
ii. Increased Land Value Capture through Regulatory Community
Benefits
b. Overview of Housing Production Approaches Used by Other Cities
i. Elimination of R1 Zoning / Consideration for Missing Middle
Housing
ii. Los Angeles Transit-Oriented Communities Program
iii. Affordable Housing Overlay
c. Barriers to 100% Affordable Housing Production
d. Preliminary Results from Feasibility Analysis Testing

IV.

Components of a Regulatory Approach for Meeting the RHNA
a. Where Should Housing be Located – Conceptual Options
b. Suitable Sites Inventory – Preliminary Sites Analysis
i. Determining Whether Sites are Suitable for Housing
ii. Assessment of Unique Sites for Housing Potential
iii. Assessing the Likelihood for Residential Development
c. Evaluating the Preliminary Sites Analysis Through the Lens of
Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
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i. Background on Housing Discrimination in Santa Monica
ii. How Redlining Contributed to Housing Segregation
iii. Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing in Housing Elements
d. How Much Housing Should be on Each Site – Four-Pronged Strategy
for Affordable Housing Production
i. Strategy #1 – Maximize Inclusionary Units in Market Rate
Housing
ii. Strategy #2 – Support 100% Affordable Housing
iii. Strategy #3 – Protect Existing Units for Long-Term Stability
iv. Strategy #4 – Incentives for Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU)
Production
v. Other Concepts Evaluated for the SSI
V.

Programs for Housing Stability
a. Programs to Address Housing Needs of Existing Residents
b. Housing Program Assessment
c. Stability Technical Working Group Concepts & Recommendations
i. Potentially Viable Concepts
ii. Other New Concepts / Future Concepts

VI.

Ramifications of Future Non-Compliance

Background
I. Background on the Process and Updated Draft Goals
Outreach Process
Due to social distancing restrictions and stay-at-home orders, the outreach process for
the Housing Element Update shifted to virtual platforms. The outreach process started
in September of 2020 with the launch of the project website. The website has been the
main hub for the community to get information on the Housing Element Update process,
including background information on the City’s status on housing, questionnaires, an
FAQ page, a listing of upcoming events, and various resources from past events, such
as summaries, recordings, and staff reports.
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Following the project launch, staff organized a new process for engaging the community
in a digital forum. The process included two streams for public input and engagement.
The first more traditional engagement included the above-mentioned website,
questionnaires, webinars, and study sessions with boards, commissions, and Council.
The second stream of public input was through the formation of Technical Working
Groups.
Two Technical Working Groups were established, one for Housing Production and
another for Housing Stability. These technical working groups allowed practitioners and
interested community members in the fields of housing preservation and production to
provide their expertise, data, ideas, and feedback. The two groups met four times each
between December 2020 and February 2021, where they reviewed and commented on
past goals, programs related to housing production and preservation, background data,
and assumptions underlying the feasibility analyses.
The draft ideas and concepts from the Technical Working Groups are currently being
filtered back for the community’s review through a static online webinar and
questionnaire in addition to study sessions with the Planning Commission and City
Council. The static webinar is available for the community to take through April 2, 2021.

Figure 1:

Draft concepts for broader community discussion have been developed

through Technical Working Groups
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In addition to the direct outreach to the community, Staff distributed a questionnaire to
get feedback on previous goals and programs from the 2013-2021 Housing Element.
The questionnaire consisted of 11 questions, reviewing each of the seven Housing
Element goals and seeking feedback on future housing goals and needs. The
questionnaire (available in English and Spanish) launched on November 14, 2020 and
closed on December 11, 2020, during which time staff received 425 total responses.
The questionnaire was advertised through the project website, weekly email blasts,
Seascape, and the Rent Control Board newsletter.

Results of the questionnaire

highlighted that there is room for improving the development and entitlement process,
which can act as a barrier to housing development. Respondents also saw a need to
house the City’s workforce that do not currently live in the City due to the lack of
affordable housing. Overall, the majority of respondents agreed with the seven goals of
the previous Housing Element.
Since the launch of the Housing Element Update, staff held several study sessions with
Boards, Commissions, and City Council to solicit feedback and direction on the general
approach for outreach, the RHNA allocation, and the suitable sites inventory analysis.
Below is a table with the dates and hearing bodies for the study sessions to date.
Date
December 10, 2019
November 18, 2020
December 10, 2020

Hearing Body
City Council
Planning Commission
Rent Control Board
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Agenda
Study Session
Study Session
Study Session
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Date
December 15, 2020
January 7, 2021
January 20, 2021
March 16 & 17, 2021

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

Hearing Body
City Council
Housing Commission
Planning Commission
Planning Commission

Agenda
Study Session
Study Session
Update Discussion
Discussion and
Recommendation

Additionally, on February 19, 2021 the Mobility Division of the City released a public
survey to gather data and information on commute trends in relationship to housing
needs, with a focus on Santa Monica workers. The survey was sent to all parties on
multiple City mailing lists (housing, mobility, Buy Local, Santa Monica Shines), the
business community, industry partners (Santa Monica Travel and Tourism, Chamber of
Commerce, Hospitality Training Academy, Community Corporation of Santa Monica),
Santa Monica Malibu Unified School District, and the City’s Employee Transportation
Coordinators, and to 9,100 Big Blue Bus customers. The survey was also publicized on
social media, including Facebook, Twitter, and LinkedIn. At the time of this writing, there
were over 2,000 respondents for the survey.
Staff will continue its outreach process, first with a survey to homeowners with onsite
ADUs and renters of ADUs to get a sense of how ADUs are being used and an
understanding of the contribution of ADUs to affordable housing. Future engagement
opportunities will be available to the community including opportunity to learn about the
proposed concepts and provide feedback through a survey. Adjustments will be made
based on feedback received from the Council and community. Staff will also work with
community partners and local housing providers to reach disadvantaged communities
and existing low-income tenants. All future outreach and engagement opportunities will
be posted to the project website.
Updated Goals for Housing Element Update
The following draft updated goals are based on the discussions and feedback provided
during the Planning Commission study session on January 20, 2021, and by the
Technical Working Groups. The Planning Commission also provided more specific
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concepts and language updates on the existing objectives that support each of the main
goals below that will further be evaluated and addressed.
1. Goal 1: Construction and adaptive reuse of resulting in new housing that is high
quality durable, sustainable, compatible appropriate with the surrounding
neighborhood, and offers opportunities for active living.
2. Goal 2: Housing production for all income categories including housing for the
community’s workforce and most vulnerable communities.
3. Goal 3: Protect the existing supply of affordable housing [“affordable” will be
termed in a broader sense].
4. Goal 4: Rehabilitation and continued maintenance of the existing housing stock.
5. Goal 5: Provision of housing assistance and supportive programs and services to
very low–, low-, and moderate-income households and households with special
needs, working families, seniors, and the homeless.
6. Goal 6: Elimination of discrimination in the rental or sale of housing on the basis
of race, religion, national origin, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity
preference, age, income level, disability, family status, aids, or other such
characteristics, and promotion of racial equity in housing distribution.
7. Goal 7: Inform, engage, advance credible information, and promote active
participation of citizens residents, community groups, workers, stakeholders, and
governmental agencies in housing, community development, and neighborhood
public safety activities.
II. Santa Monica’s Housing Stock and Community Needs Assessment
State of Housing in Santa Monica
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While it is recognized that housing is essential for providing safe shelter, opportunity for
work, education, and recreation, housing also promotes health, wellbeing, family
security, and financial stability.

Across California, the opportunity to live in safe,

affordable housing that is reasonably located close to a person’s place of work has
become more and more unattainable over the past few decades. During his State of
the Union address on Tuesday January 11, 1944, President Franklin Roosevelt put forth
his Second “Bill of Rights” in which he declared that housing was a critical right to
assure “us equality in the pursuit of happiness”. With the loss of thousands of jobs due
to COVID, and many more facing evictions and homelessness, the City is facing a
deepening housing affordability gap of unprecedented scale.

Primary findings of a

detailed assessment (Attachment A) on the City’s existing housing characteristics,
population, and employment include:
Finding One: Housing Costs are High
While it is widely recognized that housing costs in California are the highest in the
nation, the City of Santa Monica ranks as one of the most expensive places to live. The
median cost of a single famiy home in 2019 was at almost $4 million, more than 5 times
the national median cost. While condo ownership offers an easier pathway to
ownership, the median condo cost in 2019 was close to a million and since the
pandemic, has increased to approximately $1.1 millon.
Figure 2: Santa Monica has one of the most expensive housing markets in California
and the nation
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Rental prices are similarly high, with the median monthly rents for a 2-bedroom
apartment at $3200 a month. Since the pandemic, rental prices in the City have
dropped – one study found an approximate 13.8% decrease in rent prices; however, it is
unknown at this time whether this drop in rent is a temporary phenomenon.1 Even with
this decrease in market rents, housing cost still makes up a large proportion of
household spending in the City. The general rule is that no more than 30% of gross
monthly income should be spent on housing. Households that spend more than this
percentage are considered to be “housing cost burdened;” according to 2019 American
Communities Survey (ACS) estimates, more than 42% of the City's rental households
are considered housing cost burdened.2
Figure 3: More than 42% of Santa Monica households are cost burdened (spend more
than 30% of their income on housing costs)

1
2

https://advisorsmith.com/data/cities-where-rents-are-rising-and-falling-the-most/
American Communities Survey, 5 Year Estimate 2019
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Cost-Burdened

Finding Two: Lower Income Households are Disproportionately Affected by High
Housing Costs
Lower income households are disproportionately affected by high housing costs. In
Santa Monica, almost 70% of extremely low -income households spend at least 50% of
their income on housing (considered “severely cost burdened”), compared to about 60%
for the rest of the United States.3 Having less money available for non-housing costs
often means that low income households will have less savings in the bank, putting
them at risk for poverty or preventing them from rising out of it.4 This has the associated
effect of forcing households to choose between housing security and meeting basic
needs. The pandemic has worsened this situation - UC Berkeley’s Terner Center for
Housing Innovation estimated that by August 2020, nearly 60 percent of renters in Los
Angeles have experienced a COVID-related job loss – a number that has continued to
grow. Yet the highest wage workers have largely been spared from the financial fallout
of the pandemic. Many higher wage workers are able to work remotely and retain their
wages, while lower wage workers such as those in the essential retail and restaurant
sectors found themselves struggling to pay their monthly rent while also being
disproportionately affected by COVID-19. This is evident in the preliminary results from

HUD CHAS 2012-2017 Data
Typically, poverty is calculated by the Official Poverty Measure, which defines a family as poor if their pretax cash income is less than a
poverty threshold that is standard across the nation.
3
4
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the City’s Mobility Survey which indicate that workers in Santa Monica earning more
than $40,000 a year were more likely to telework than those with lower incomes.
Figure 4: Number of Santa Monica Workers Teleworking by Income Levels since
Pandemic
Income

SM Worker Survey

Average Telework Days per

Respondents

week

Less than

202

2.5

1015

3.4

$40k/yr
$40k/yr or More

Finding Three: Black and Latino Households are Severely Cost Burdened
The demographic groups most at risk of evictions andforeclosures are Black and Latino
households, who have the lowest median annual household incomes in the City.
Figure 5:

Black and Latino households have the lowest median annual household

incomes with White and Asian households having the highest
Median Household Income by Race of Householder - Santa Monica
Hispanic or Latino

$71,483

White Alone, Not Hispanic

$100,691

Black

$42,703

Asian

$109,528

Two or More Races

$105,395

Some Other Race

$64,444

White Alone

$97,415

Source: American Communities Survey, 5-Year 2019 estimates
With the City’s high housing costs coupled with low wages, approximately 11.7% of
Black and 8.6% of Hispanic/Latino family households in the City were living in poverty
even before the pandemic. The US Census Bureau weekly Household Pulse Survey
(which measures how the pandemic is affecting people’s health, housing, and
livelihoods), indicates about a quarter of Black and Latino renters who responded to the
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survey did not pay or deferred rent in May 2020, compared with 14 percent of white
renters. And while a quarter of white renters expressed slight or no confidence in their
ability to pay rent in June 2020, nearly half of Black and Latino renters expressed similar
concern. While the federal government and State have passed eviction moratoriums to
protect tenants and stem the wave of evictions, these actions are temporary. As the City
recovers from the COVID-19 pandemic, it will be important to rebuild an economy that
provides secure, livable, and affordable housing opportunities for all.
Housing Needs Assessment – Who Is Being Left Behind in the Housing Market?
Housing Needs of Existing Residents - Ensuring Long-Term Stability
Santa Monica has consistently prioritized providing a diversity of housing opportunities
that cater to all household types and income levels. To foster an inclusive and diverse
community, it will be essential to provide housing that meets the needs of everyone,
including low-income households, seniors, people of color, families, and households
with children.
Figure 6: 42% of total households are families and a quarter are Senior households;
40% of total existing households are cost burdened.

Source: American Communities Survey, 5-Year 2019 estimates
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Figure 7: The number of family households has remained relatively stable over the past
30 years.

Source: American Communities Survey, 5-Year 2019 estimates
With renters comprising 73% of households, the city has adopted progressive policies in
rent control, source of income discrimination, and inclusionary zoning coupled with
strong tenant protections. The potential loss of existing units and associated
displacement of existing residents must be considered in the context of planning for the
community’s future housing needs. Figure 6 shows that families and Seniors make up
a significant share of total households. The number of family households has also been
relatively stable over the past 30 years – either because family households are forming
at slower rates or that relatively even numbers of family households are entering and
leaving the City. The census data also shows that 40% of total households in Santa
Monica are considered cost-burdened. The initial phase of outreach on the Housing
Element process revealed that housing affordability continues to be a top concern.
While rent control was enacted to ensure long-term rent stabilization, the Rent Control
Board reports that after over 20 years of vacancy decontrol, 73% of controlled units are
at market rate5, a percentage that will likely continue to increase over time. If existing
residents experience Ellis Act evictions and housing prices continue to remain high,
housing affordability will continue to decline resulting in a squeezing out of the middle
class in Santa Monica. As a result, the housing needs for existing residents largely
center around ensuring long-term housing stability and opportunities to relocate within
Santa Monica in the event of displacement.
City of Santa Monica, Annual Rent Control Report, 2019
https://www.smgov.net/uploadedFiles/Departments/Rent_Control/Reports/Annual_Reports/2019%20Annual%20Report%20FINAL.pdf
5
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Figure 8: Renters are predominantly Black and Latino; Owners are predominantly Asian
and White

Renter vs Ownership Household by Race

92%

8%

74%

26%

57%

43%

64%

36%

91%

87%

81%

82%

9%

13%

19%

18%

69%

31%

BlackAmerican
or AfricanIndian
American
Native
and Alaska
Hawaiian
Asian
Native
and Other
SomePacific
other race
Islander
Other
Two orHispanic
more
White
races
oralone,
Latinonot
origin
Hispanic or Latino

Owner

Renter

Housing Needs of Santa Monica Workers - Priced Out of the Housing Market
The City’s economy includes a diverse variety of industry sectors. With the Information
and Professional/Scientific/Technical Industries comprising over 30% of the City’s
economy, it is not surprising that the City has earned its moniker of “Silicon Beach”. The
City is also a popular tourist and visitor hub, with almost 25% of the workforce in the
Food and Accommodation and Retail Trade sectors.
Figure 9: Santa Monica has a diverse range of employment sectors but 25% of the
workforce works in Accommodation/Food Services & Retail with generally lower wages
than other sectors (source: California EDD)
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Prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, approximately 91,000 people worked in the City.
Ideally, workers can choose to live close to their place of employment in a neighborhood
that offers abundant retail, services, open space, and good schools. Yet, many cannot
afford to live close to their work since most of their jobs are located in metropolitan
areas where housing costs tend to trend higher. This is especially true in Santa Monica
where only 9% of the 91,000 employees live within the City.

The remaining 91%

commute from areas outside of the City, with the majority commuting from the
surrounding areas of the Los Angeles region. Because their wages are not enough to
pay for the high housing cost in the City, lower-wage workers are commuting as far east
as the San Gabriel Valley and Inland Empire and as far north as Ventura County,
driving two to fours hours daily to live in more affordable areas. In 2019, there were
35,046 out-of-town commuters making less than $40k out of 84,186 total out-of-town
commuters, for an estimate of 41.6%.
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Figure 10: Average wages for essential workers that support Santa Monica’s economy

Figure 11: Map showing Jobs Per Square Mile
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Creating housing opportunities for the City’s workers is also critical to curbing
greenhouse gas emissions. In 2019, the City established a commitment to achieve
Carbon Neutrality by 2050 when it adopted the Climate Action and Adaptation Plan.
Transportation is the largest sector contributing to the emissions of greenhouse gases,
accounting for approximately 64% of the City’s greenhouse gas inventory. Studies have
shown that building housing, particularly affordable housing, close to jobs reduces
vehicular miles traveled and in turn reduces commute times and greenhouse gas
emissions. For that reason, linking housing location to transportation and access to daily
services is the foundation of the City’s adopted Land Use and Circulation Element
(LUCE).
Staff surveyed Santa Monica workers to gather data and information on commute
trends in relationship to housing needs. Summary results from the survey are included
as Attachment G to this report. This section focuses on responses from Santa Monica
workers who live outside of Santa Monica as 91% of the City’s workforce lives outside
of Santa Monica. In general, respondents who commute into Santa Monica reported a
median yearly household gross income of $85,000. The majority of respondents rent
their homes (64%), and a plurality live in a 2 bedroom home (36%), with median
rent/mortgage payments of $1,900 per month.
The following two graphs show how the pandemic has affected commuters primary
travel mode, as well as their teleworking habits:
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Prior to pandemic, the majority 74% of respondents drove alone to work with 16%
taking public transit. During the pandemic majority 46% of respondents reported driving
along to get to work while nearly 45% reported telecommuting and 5% reported using
public transit. Post pandemic 70% of respondents anticipate driving alone, with 15%
anticipating taking transit to get to work. While these numbers indicate a return to solo
driving post-pandemic, survey respondents anticipate they will drive slightly less than
pre-pandemic with an estimated 3% increase in teleworking and close to 1% increase in
bike commuting post-pandemic.
An overwhelming majority of respondents reported housing cost (91%) as a barrier to
living and working in Santa Monica. While housing cost was by far the biggest reported
barrier, 14% also cited a desire for home ownership, 7% cited low quality of housing,
and 7% also cited the desire for proximity to family (percentages don’t sum to 100, as
respondents were allowed to identify multiple barriers).
The survey was sent to all parties on multiple City mailing lists (housing, mobility, Buy
Local, Santa Monica Shines), the business community, industry partners (SMTT,
Chamber of Commerce, Hospitality Training Academy, Community Corp of Santa
Monica), Santa Monica Malibu Unified School District, the City’s list of Employee
Transportation Coordinators, and 9,100 Big Blue Bus customers. The survey was also
publicized on social media, including Facebook and Twitter. Over 1,700 Santa Monica
workers responded, with about 900 of these workers living outside of the City. The
respondents represent a diverse cross section of workers in Santa Monica with
approximately 40%, 12%, 6% and 5% from the public education, government,
hospital/healthcare, and restaurant industries, respectively. The median age of incommuting respondents was 42 years old, with 35% identifying as white non-Hispanic
and nearly 30% identifying a Hispanic/Latino, 12% identifying as Asian, and another
12% identifying as Black, non-Hispanic.
III.

The RHNA Challenge and Opportunity
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The final Sixth cycle RHNA allocation calls for planning for 8,895 housing units, of which
70% (6,168 units) are affordable as shown below. Attachment F provides the final
allocation for the entire SCAG region.
Figure 13: Santa Monica’s 6th Cycle Final RHNA Allocation
Income Category
Very Low Income
(0-50% AMI)
Low Income
(51-80%AMI)
Moderate Income
(81-120% AMI)
Above Moderate
(>120% AMI)
Total

6th Cycle
RHNA
Allocation

% of
Allocation

2794

31%

1672

19%

1702

19%

2727

31%

8895

100%

This number reflects demand from low- to moderate-income residents and workers – a
group that finds itself squeezed out of the Santa Monica housing market. The RHNA
allocation presents a unique challenge and opportunity for Santa Monica to continue to
demonstrate leadership in the arena of affordable housing. Constructing over 6,000
units of affordable housing would require approximately $4B6 in funding, highlighting the
need to explore creative local tools in concert with ongoing advocacy for State and
Federal assistance. The City has a long history of leveraging its assets to produce
affordable housing in support of the community’s core values of equity, inclusion, and
sustainability.

Housing diversity and affordability is a shared value that permeates

adopted City policy. Enacting a housing strategy that will resonate beyond the next
eight years would be in line with past ground-breaking actions the City has taken such
as enacting one of the first historic preservation ordinances, voter-approved rent control,
and banning single-use plastic bags.
In order to evaluate possible approaches to this challenge, two working groups on
housing production and stability were convened consisting of a broad cross section of
6

Estimated $700,000/unit total development cost based on recent affordable housing projects
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housing providers, design professionals, service providers, property owners, and
community members interested in housing issues. Staff also reviewed strategies that
other cities have undertaken to spur affordable housing production.
Existing Affordable Housing Production Tools
How is Affordable Housing Produced?
Affordable housing in Santa Monica is generated by two sources: market-rate housing
and the City’s Housing Trust Fund. Market-rate housing generates affordable housing
through the Affordable Housing Production Program (AHPP). The AHPP has its roots in
Proposition R, passed by the voters in 1990 and mandating that at least 30 percent of
new housing must be affordable. The AHPP implements Proposition R by making the
creation of affordable housing a mandatory requirement in new market-rate housing.
Market-rate housing projects have options to comply with the AHPP’s requirements in
the following ways:
•

Pay an in-lieu fee that goes into the Housing Trust Fund

•

Provide affordable units on-site

•

Provide affordable units off-site

•

Purchase and contribute land to be used for affordable housing

At the time the AHPP was enacted in 1994, it was among the most aggressive
inclusionary housing programs in California. The goals of Proposition R have not been
achieved through inclusionary units from market-rate housing alone. In the 25 years
since the AHPP was enacted, 38% of total housing units have been affordable. Of that
number, approximately 40% of affordable units have been produced through marketrate housing while the remaining 60% of units have been funded through the City’s
Housing Trust Fund.
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Figure 14: Market Rate and Affordable Housing Production 1994-2019 shows that
affordable housing production relies on both private and public assistance.

The City also has a tiered land use system where applicants seeking increases in height
and floor area ratio (FAR) (i.e., “Tier 2 projects”) must provide additional community
benefits. This regulatory community benefits system was adopted in the 2015 Zoning
Ordinance update implementing the LUCE concepts to capture the value of increased
development potential on land values.
Increased Land Value Capture through Regulatory Community Benefits
Land Value Capture is a planning mechanism through which increases in land value
resulting from public investments, land-use plan changes, and upzonings, are captured
for public benefit. When understood in this light, it is only fair and equitable for the
community to “capture” a reasonable share of the increased land value in the form of
community benefits, including affordable housing.7 Real estate and economic
development firm HR&A conducted a feasibility analysis in support of the adopted
community benefits structure in the 2015 Zoning Ordinance Update and 2017
Downtown Community Plan that was intended to identify the increased land value to a
project by going to Tier 2 and Tier 3 standards. That value can be assigned to priorities
determined by the City, and in those adopted plans, affordable housing production was
prioritized. This was converted into increased AHPP requirements for Tier 2 and Tier 3
projects in addition to augmented development impact fees for transportation systems,
parks, and childcare.

7

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/02673037.2020.1746244
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If the value of the additional requirements (a cost to the developer) is higher than the
value of the overall development (encompassing any development bonus or incentives),
the project will be made infeasible. If the value of the development bonus or incentives
is higher than the value of the additional requirements, the value of the land is likely to
increase.
Figure 15: Illustration of relationship between project costs (including City requirements)
and likelihood of a developer proceeding with a project.

Past performance indicates that moving forward, further incentives will be necessary to
support the development of affordable housing.
Overview of Housing Production Approaches Used by Other Cities
Staff conducted a review of strategies that other cities have taken in planning for the
housing needs of their communities. The discussion of each strategy below includes an
assessment of whether the strategy would be appropriate for Santa Monica.
Eliminating R1 zoning / Consideration for Missing Middle Housing
Description: Minneapolis and Portland were the first cities in the nation to eliminate
single-family zoning in recognition that such exclusionary zoning perpetuates de facto
racial and economic segregation. More recently, a number of California cities
(Sacramento, San Jose, Oakland) have formally adopted resolutions announcing their
intent to eliminate single family zoning. This also includes Berkeley, California – the
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birthplace of single-family zoning. Single-family zoning originated in 1916 as a social
engineering tool to keep Blacks and Asians from the Elmwood neighborhood of
Berkeley. The consultant who penned Berkeley’s zoning ordinance wrote that it served
the “great principle of protecting the home against the intrusion of the less desirable and
floating renter class.” Within California, some cities have taken actions towards
eliminating single-family zoning, recognizing the segregation it has created in their
communities. The City of Sacramento has included such a policy in their General Plan
Update and Berkeley recently passed a resolution committing to ending single-family
zoning by 2022. Implementation actions are still pending on these strategies.
Assessment for Santa Monica – further assessment needed as there may be better
strategies available to accomplish the goal of providing equitable housing access: As
the RHNA is heavily skewed towards affordable housing, the City’s single-family (R1)
zones, which have high land costs, are not likely to have high potential for lot
consolidation necessary to support affordable housing.

Some members of the

Technical Working Group on housing production, as well as respondents for the
Housing Element Update survey, have suggested that the City consider the elimination
of single-family zoning. Although approximately 35% of the City is zoned R1 for singlefamily housing, only 13% of the City’s housing supply is located in these areas. The
construction of new ADUs in recent years has increased housing opportunities in single
-family zones, areas which have traditionally been out of reach for renters. However,
there has been growing discussion at the local and State level regarding increasing
density in single-family zones to not only open up greater housing opportunities but also
to address historic discriminatory housing practices.
As a more incremental approach, staff also evaluated the potential for rethinking the
form and scale of R1 neighborhoods with allowance for “missing middle”8 housing –
essentially lower-scale development that increases density and diversity of housing
types but still maintains the existing street character. Based on design and feasibility
studies that have been done in similar high land cost communities, such as Mountain

8

www.missingmiddlehousing.com defines “missing middle” housing as house-scale buildings with multiple units in walkable neighborhoods.
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View, it was found that generally a minimum of 6 to 7 units is necessary to support
affordable housing, which would not align with the missing middle development type. If
R1 zoning were to be eliminated, further assessment would need to be done to explore
whether an average-size parcel could accommodate a viable deed-restricted affordable
housing project. Adding capacity to R1 zones could instead be accomplished with
additional ADU incentives that may result in units that are affordable by design.
Los Angeles Transit Oriented Communities (TOC)
Description: The City of Los Angeles has an incentive program to encourage the
construction of on-site affordable housing within ½ mile of major transit stops. The
program provides either density or FAR bonuses if an applicant provides a minimum
percentage of affordable units based on selected “tiers”.

Since the program is

voluntary, one of the eligibility requirements is that the project does not seek an
additional density bonus.
Assessment for Santa Monica – somewhat duplicative of Santa Monica’s existing
development system: The TOC program is instructive as it roughly mirrors Santa
Monica’s tiered land use system along with a menu of affordability levels that then relate
to a development bonus for housing projects. The concept of integrating a FAR bonus
into a tier system and relief for development standards is very similar to Santa Monica’s
existing tiered land use system that incorporates an FAR bonus for housing projects
that provide on-site affordable units housing.
Affordable Housing Overlay
Description: Cambridge, MA enacted an affordable housing overlay that allows for
construction of 4-story affordable housing projects citywide with an increase to 7 stories
on commercial corridors, eliminates parking minimums, and generally eliminates zoning
standards that present barriers to the production of affordable housing. This was done
in similar conditions to Santa Monica of high land prices and an affordable housing
crisis. The overlay also creates a by-right process for affordable housing projects.
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Assessment for Santa Monica – somewhat duplicative of existing process and
incentives already in place for 100% affordable housing projects but value in
harmonizing into cohesive program: Santa Monica already has a local system in place
in combination with State density bonus law that allows affordable housing to proceed
through an administrative process, reduced parking standards, and FAR bonuses.
Changes to State density bonus law (AB1763) furthered those process and
development incentives by allowing no density limits, extra 3 stories or 33 feet, and no
minimum parking requirements in areas within ½ mile of a major transit stop. Projects
would also be able to request up to 4 incentives or concessions from zoning standards
that are necessary to construct the affordable housing. These relaxed rules affect a
very large portion of the City except for North of Montana Avenue and some parts of
Sunset Park. The complexity of the City’s requirements coupled with stated barriers to
affordable housing production such as high land cost, means that affordable housing
providers are at a significant disadvantage in the real estate market if there are not
guarantees that they have feasible projects. The administrative process is currently
activated under an interim zoning ordinance and height limits vary throughout the city
providing no distinguishable advantage to affordable housing providers. Therefore,
there is value in considering a simplified system that harmonizes requirements for 100%
affordable housing projects citywide. Council voted to direct staff to evaluate this
strategy at their March 9, 2021 meeting.
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Figure 16: SCAG Map showing half mile from major transit stops. 100% affordable
housing projects can have unlimited density and up to an extra 3 stories/33 feet in these
areas.

Barriers to 100% Affordable Housing Production
Staff held a roundtable with affordable housing providers on February 25, 2020 to
understand how the City’s regulatory environment affects the production of affordable
housing and to explore potential ideas to enhance the competitiveness of affordable
housing developers in the market. Participants were asked to provide comments on the
opportunities to maximize scale/funding for their projects, development barriers in Santa
Monica,

partnership

opportunities

with
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innovations/legislative proposals. Representatives from the following housing providers
participated in the roundtable:
•

Community Corporation of Santa Monica

•

EAH Housing

•

Amcal

•

Linc Housing

•

Step Up

•

Abode Communities

•

Southern California Association of Non-Profit Housing

Participants stated that while the City generally provides good process and
development incentives in support of 100% affordable housing, there remain the
following major barriers to production of affordable housing:
•

Lack of funding

•

Land costs

•

Insufficient height and density to produce necessary units

•

Commercial prevailing wage requirements that trigger at 5 stories

•

Construction costs associated with the City’s Fire Code requirements for highrise buildings that trigger at the City’s threshold of above 55 feet

These barriers have helped inform the draft concepts to support 100% affordable
housing discussed later in this report.
Preliminary Results from Feasibility Analysis Testing
On November 12, 2019, Council authorized a first modification to agreement #10830
(CCS) with HR&A Advisors, Inc., for financial feasibility analysis in support of the
Housing Element Update. Unlike prior scopes of work completed by HR&A for the City
that modeled a range of standard development prototypes, the scope of work for this
Housing Element Update included a “back-end” testing of the minimum development
standards necessary to feasibly support various percentages of inclusionary affordable
housing. The purpose of the analysis is not intended to assess whether an owner would
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have a fair rate of return under existing regulations. Rather, it is intended to provide an
indicator of what development standards are necessary for residential to likely occur
(versus office) assuming the following percentages of inclusionary affordable housing:
•

7.5% of the units for ELI households,

•

10% of the units for VLI households,

•

15% of the units for VLI households, and

•

20% of the units in the following mix: 25% ELI, 25% VLI, 25% LI, and 25%
Moderate Income households based upon the proportional allocation in the 6th
Cycle RHNA.

•

30% of the units in the same mix as the 20% affordability scenario

Figure 17: Map of Study Areas for HR&A Residential Likelihood Analysis

The project team conducted research of current market conditions, and modeled
construction costs of residential development utilizing inputs from the Housing
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Production Technical Working Group, which included local housing developers,
architects, land use attorneys, housing providers, and other stakeholders. HR&A tested
the likelihood of prototypical residential/retail developments to occur, assuming the
various affordability percentages for the following areas:
•

Boulevards
o MUB – Wilshire
o MUBL – Broadway, Colorado, Santa Monica Blvd, Pico
o NC – Main, Montana, Ocean Park
o GC – Lincoln south of I-10

•

Downtown
o Transit Adjacent (TA)
o Neighborhood Village (NV)

•

Bergamot Area Plan –
o Bergamot Transit Village (BTV)
o Mixed Use Creative (MUC)

Preliminary Results Indicate that Increases in FAR and Height Are Necessary in Most
Areas of the City In Order to Support Increased Inclusionary Housing Levels
HR&A’s preliminary results are presented in Attachment B. The analysis found that,
based on current development standards:
•

Retail/residential prototypes in some areas could support the 7.5% ELI
scenario at current zoning standards

•

Retail/residential prototypes in Downtown Transit Adjacent (TA) and
Neighborhood Village (NV) zones and in Bergamot could support the 10%
and 15% VLI scenario at current zoning standards
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Only retail/residential prototypes in the Downtown TA and NV zones could
support the 20% affordable units of varying affordability, at current zoning
standards.

•

Only retail/residential prototypes in the Downtown TA and NV zones could
marginally support the 30% affordable units

Figure 18 below summarizes the preliminary HR&A results, which indicate that
increasing the percentages of inclusionary affordable housing above 7.5% ELI would
require an increase in FAR and height limits for housing projects to be most likely to be
developed.
Figure 18: Preliminary Results of HR&A Affordability % Testing at Existing Standards
%
Affordability Least Likely
Scenario
MUB
7.5% ELI
NC
MUB
10% VLI
MUBL
NC
MUB
MUBL
15% VLI
GC
NC
MUB
20%, with even split MUBL
across income
GC
levels
NC
Bergamot
MUB
30%, with even split MUBL
across income
GC
levels
NC
Bergamot
For

comparative

purposes,

Marginal

Most Likely

MUBL
GC

Bergamot
Downtown

Bergamot

Downtown

Bergamot

Downtown

Downtown

-

Downtown

-

commercial

prototypes

(office/ground

floor

retail

development) were also tested against the residential prototypes for a few cases.
When compared against office projects, residential/retail prototypes in all areas require
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the same or less FAR to generate similar profit margins under the 7.5% ELI scenario.
With the 10% or 15% VLI scenario, the residential/retail prototypes would require the
same or more FAR to generate similar profit margins as office (except the Downtown
TA and NV zones). Lastly at 20% and 30% affordability, the residential/retail prototypes
would require more FAR to generate similar profit margins as office (except the
Downtown). In summary, HR&A’s preliminary findings indicate:
Figure 19: Summary of Findings HR&A Preliminary Analysis
Modeled Scenario
7.5% ELI

10% ELI

15% VLI

20% with equally
split affordability
levels
30% with equally
split affordability
levels

Finding
Prototypes along Main, Pico, Montana, and Ocean Park cannot
support 7.5% ELI at current zoning standards due to the high
cost of parking, and land costs which are outpacing rents.
Prototypes along Lincoln and in Bergamot can marginally
support 7.5% ELI units at current zoning standards. This level is
easily supported in Downtown.
Most prototypes other than Bergamot and Downtown cannot
support 10% ELI units at current development standards.
Additional height and FAR are needed for the other submarket
areas for 10% ELI units.
Most prototypes other than Bergamot and Downtown cannot
support 15% VLI units at current development standards.
Additional height and FAR are needed for the other submarket
areas for 15% VLI units
Additional height and FAR are needed to support 20%
affordability in all submarkets except Downtown, which can
support 20% affordable units based on current development
standards.
Additional height and FAR are needed to support 30%
affordability in all submarkets except Downtown, which can
marginally support 30% affordable units based on current
development standards

HR&A will be conducting further sensitivity testing to determine how other factors affect
the likelihood of residential including:
•

FAR/Height

•

Affordability housing income mix

•

On-site vs off-site provision of affordable units

•

COVID impacts on market

•

Bedroom mix and unit size requirements
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•

Alternative ground floor uses

•

Alternative parking requirements

•

Retail/office redevelopment tipping point

•

Holding costs

The results of this sensitivity testing will be presented in a final draft report, which will
form the basis of recommendations to modify the AHPP and possibly the Zoning
Ordinance.
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Components of a Regulatory Approach for Meeting the RHNA

Where Should Housing Be Located? - Conceptual Options for Suitable Housing
Sites
When the LUCE was adopted in 2010, the City forecasted an increase of approximately
4,955 new housing units through 2030. Planning for nearly double this many units in the
next 8 years to meet the RHNA requires a revisioning of where new housing should be
accommodated.

City staff is exploring three conceptual options for geographically

determining which areas should be identified and prioritized for housing. This section
provides preliminary results of potential housing sites and a rough estimate of capacity
based on existing development standards.
Option A – Adopted LUCE – A Starting Point to Identifying Suitable Housing Sites
At the heart of the LUCE is the strategy to integrate land use and transportation that
would focus new development in areas served by transit – particularly, Downtown,
Bergamot, and the Boulevards.

This strategy sought to capitalize on the City’s

extensive transportation system including the Metro E (formerly Expo) Light Rail, but
was also intended to protect the character of the City’s residential neighborhoods. In
2017, the Downtown Community Plan was adopted, which provided greater clarity on
how to implement the LUCE vision in the Downtown. Of all the areas in the City, the
Downtown provides the greatest opportunities for new housing. As discussed later in
this report, the initial phase of Staff’s efforts to identify suitable housing sites followed
this approach as a first step.
Figure 20: Option A: Adopted LUCE Strategy with Potential Housing Sites
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Option B – Dispersed Housing – Activating Housing Potential In Areas That Have
Not Accommodated Housing in the Past
Under Option B, housing growth would be spread out across the City. This would
include areas where new housing has not historically occurred, such as Main Street,
Montana Avenue, and Ocean Park Boulevard. Other areas that have potential housing
opportunity include the Industrial Conservation and Office Campus zones where
multifamily housing is generally prohibited. Option B would increase the number of sites
available for housing and such sites would be dispersed in various areas of the City.
This option, however, would require changes to development standards in order to
incentivize housing production.
Figure 21
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Option C – Transit-Oriented Housing Development on Fewer Sites
Option C would carry forward the policies of the LUCE, but would concentrate new
housing within a 0.5 mile radius of the Metro E Light Rail stations. With Option C,
housing would be intensified and focused in the areas of the Downtown/Civic Center,
Bergamot Area, and Memorial Park. Option C would mean fewer sites with increased
density to meet the RHNA. Integration of housing with transit would be better achieved
with Option C – however, this approach may not align with the goal of Affirmatively
Furthering Fair Housing.
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Figure 22: Option C (Transit-Oriented Housing Nodes)

Suitable Sites Inventory – Preliminary Sites Analysis Based on Initial Suitability
Factors
State law requires that the Housing Element include a Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI),
showing that there is available land for residential development to meet the locality’s
regional housing need by income level. To assist jurisdictions in determining which
sites may be considered suitable for residential development, HCD prepared the
Housing Element Sites Inventory Guidebook. As indicated in the Guidebook, factors that
must be considered in the selection of suitable sites include the rate of redevelopment
of similar properties in the City; the effect of market conditions on the likelihood of a site
being redeveloped for residential use; the availability of incentives for residential
redevelopment; site considerations (such as whether existing uses on the site are
impediments to redevelopment); and whether the site is aligned with the goal of
affirmatively furthering fair housing. Attachment C of this staff report provides a

1168

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

summary report of the preliminary sites analysis based on the adopted LUCE growth
strategy, factors indicated below, and consideration of existing development standards.
Sites can be viewed interactively on the City’s Housing Element Update webpage at
www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-update-RHNA
Determining Whether Sites Are “Suitable” for Housing
Methodology
As a first step in identifying suitable sites, Staff reviewed all mixed use and commercial
sites in the City. This approach was undertaken first to be consistent with the City’s
LUCE growth strategy to focus new development in transit centers and along transit
corridors. Sites with existing residential units, Landmarks/Structures of Merit, hospitals,
schools, parks, utilities, government offices, libraries, police/fire stations, and newer
buildings built after 1980 were filtered out since these sites are considered inappropriate
or unlikely to be redeveloped for residential.
The filtered sites were then categorized as follows:
•

Category 1 - Approved and Pending Housing Projects

•

Category 2 – Prior 5th Cycle Housing Element Suitable Sites Inventory

•

Category 3 – Downtown Community Plan Sites

•

Category 4 – City-Owned Sites

•

Category 5 – Parking Lots

•

Category 6 – Auto Sales Inventory Lots

•

Category 7 – Recently Sold Sites/Sites for Sale

•

Category 8 – Underutilized Sites (20,000 excess sf development potential)

•

Category 9 – Large Parcels (15,000 sf+)

•

Category 10 – Remaining Sites with less than 0.5 Assessors Value Ratio

Category 1 includes sites with approved projects that have received planning
entitlements and sites with pending projects that are still in the planning process. As of
February 2021, there were approximately 1,670 approved units (of which 401 are
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affordable) and 756 pending units. These units are expected to be constructed in the
next eight years and would count toward the City’s 6th Cycle RHNA.9 Unlike other
jurisdictions where a significant percentage of approved projects are never constructed,
Staff’s review of planning records indicate that historically almost all housing projects
that have been approved are ultimately built.
Sites in remaining Categories 2 through 10 were individually reviewed by Staff to
determine their appropriateness for residential redevelopment. HCD requires that cities
demonstrate that non-vacant sites included in the SSI have the realistic development
potential to be redeveloped for housing. Staff assesses each site’s potential based on
these common factors:
Figure 23: SSI Analysis Factors
Factors Considered for Assessing Residential Potential
Site Physical
With the exception of Downtown, individual parcels less than 7,500
Characteristics sf are unlikely to be developed. However, if two smaller adjacent
parcels share common ownership, there could be potential for
housing development depending on the remaining factors. In
addition to size, sites were reviewed for any other potential
physical characteristics that could make them more amenable to
residential development, such as access to an alley, shape of the
site (including depth/width), and location relative to the urban grid.
Existing Uses
Staff also reviewed the existing uses on the sites to determine if
such uses will likely be discontinued. For example, uses that are
more unique in a particular location (such as a successful grocer in
a residential neighborhood) have longevity and as such,
redevelopment of the site would be unlikely. Similarly, sites with
multiple tenants are more unlikely to turn over than single tenant
sites.
Location &
Sites were considered to be most appropriate for residential uses if
Context
they were located in areas that have easy access to schools, jobs,
transit, residential amenities such as parks/open space, health
care services, and retail shops such as grocers. Many of the sites
south of Olympic Boulevard lack access to these amenities and
services and as such, were determined to not be suitable. In
addition, Staff considered whether similar properties nearby have
been proposed for new residential development.
Housing projects that receive building permits by July 1, 2021 are counted towards the 5th Cycle RHNA. Based on average plan check
processing timeframes, Staff excluded approved projects totaling 814 units that were in plan check as of January 1, 2020 with the anticipation
that these projects will receive their building permits by July 1, 2021.
9
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Factors Considered for Assessing Residential Potential
Environmental HCD requires that cities identify any environmental constraints
Constraints
(e.g., fault hazard zones, flood areas, liquefaction zones, very high
fire hazard severity zones) that have the potential to impact the
development viability of the identified sites. There are no high fire
hazard zones in the City. However, there is one newly established
flood hazard area in a small area of the beach that affects 85
coastal properties. Most of those coastal properties are occupied
by single-unit dwellings. There is also the Santa Monica Fault
Hazard zone that runs across the northeastern portion of the City.
A number of identified sites located on the eastern end of Wilshire
Boulevard and Santa Monica Boulevard are located within this
zone. The State does not prohibit housing in these zones, but
instead requires that structures built for human occupancy in these
zones be assessed for potential fault rupture risks.
Developer
If a developer has expressed interest in the past on a site, then
Interest
there is a higher likelihood that the site will be redeveloped.
There are 375 High Potential Housing Sites on the Preliminary SSI
Using the factors described above, Staff identified approximately 237 parcels that have
high to medium potential based on the factors above. This number excludes 109
parcels that have approved/pending projects (Category 1) and 29 City-owned (Category
4) parcels.
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Figure 24: High/Medium High Potential SSI Sites

Comparing this preliminary sites analysis to the SSI in the last (5th) Cycle Housing
Element, 30 sites comprising 34 parcels overlap (Category 2).

According to

Government Code Section 65583.2, if the SSI contains sites that were used in a prior
housing element planning period, the City must allow by-right a development that
includes at least 20% of the units as affordable.

Sites where zoning already permits

residential “use by right” as set forth in Government Code section 65583.2 (i) at the
beginning of the planning period would be considered to meet this requirement. Since
the City currently allows by-right housing projects through an interim zoning ordinance,
therefore, in order for the reused sites identified in the preliminary SSI to qualify for
inclusion, the by-right process must be included as an action in the Housing Element.
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A capacity analysis was conducted for the identified SSI sites (except for Category 1 –
approved/pending projects) using existing development standards to gain an
understanding of the outcomes from the parcel filters and priority rankings. The analysis
yielded a preliminary total of approximately 10,133 units. With the allowance to assume
the production of 700 accessory dwelling units (ADUs) during the Housing Element
planning period, the preliminary analysis estimates a land capacity buffer of 1,938 units.
While the sites analysis identified sufficient land area, the challenge is planning for the
RHNA’s allocated 6,168 affordable units. With a 7.5% ELI inclusionary requirement, the
estimated number of affordable units that could be produced by the SSI sites is 1,159
units. Up to 2,123 affordable units could be produced if the inclusionary required was
modified to 20%.
Figure 25: Capacity Analysis of Preliminary Sites
Affordable Units at Inclusionary%

Summary of Estimated Preliminary Unit
Capacity
Category 1 Pending
Projects
Category 1 Approved
Projects
Category 4 City owned
Sites
All Remaining Sites
(exclude 1 and 4)
Total
ADUs
RHNA Targets
Buffer/(Shortfall)

7.5%

15%

20%

756

165

165

165

1670

416

416

416

1,399

105

210

280

6,308

474

946

1262

10,133
700
8,895
1938

1,159
6,168
(5009)

1,735
6,168
(4,433)

2,123
6,168
(4,045)

Assessment of Unique Sites for Housing Potential
Staff also identified a number of other sites as having significant capacity for housing,
but requiring further City Council consideration including:
City-owned Sites
The City owns a variety of property in various zones, including the parcels surrounding
the Downtown Santa Monica Station, parking lots on Main Street and along Wilshire
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Boulevard, the Bergamot Arts Center, Parking Structure 3, and the site at 4th
Street/Arizona. These sites merit special consideration as they could be prioritized for
the production of affordable housing. With the exception of the Downtown properties,
these City-owned sites are zoned with relatively low FAR – rezoning these sites would
be desirable to provide significant affordable housing.
The City could consider restricting development on these City-owned sites to 100%
affordable housing projects. In December 2019, the Los Angeles City Council restricted
development of housing on public land by adopting a motion (CF 19-1362) which limits
projects on public land to 100% affordable housing, unless it is determined that an
increased number of affordable units can be achieved through a different business
model. The City could enact a similar policy or alternatively, require a minimum number
or percentage of affordable housing to be developed on City-owned sites.
State/Institutional/Public Utilities Controlled Sites
Several underutilized sites in the City are owned by other public entities that have the
potential to accommodate housing, including the Department of Motor Vehicles site at
2235 Colorado Ave, Southern California Gas site at 1701 Stewart, and the UCLA
parking lot site at 1521 & 1601 Santa Monica Blvd. If these public entity-controlled sites
are included in the SSI, HCD requires documentation be provided that shows that
housing can be accommodated within the Housing Element planning cycle.
Documentation could include an agreement between the public entity and the City
granting local authority for approving, permitting, certifying occupancy, and/or reporting
new units or a document from the public entity that demonstrates planned housing will
be built.

Council gave direction at their February 23, 2021 meeting for staff to ask all

public entities to review highest/best use for their current properties throughout Santa
Monica and specifically demand that the State commit the DMV site at Cloverfield and
Colorado as a suitable site for deed-restricted affordable housing development in Santa
Monica’s housing element.
Religious Congregations
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AB1851 was passed in 2020 to remove an important barrier to housing construction on
lands owned by a religious institution. The law states that a jurisdiction cannot deny a
housing project proposed by a religious institution on the sole basis that it will remove
parking. A number of religious congregations with large surface parking lots are located
throughout the City. These lots could play an important part in providing affordable
housing; however, many of the sites are located in R2/OP2 zoning districts which
severely limits the housing potential of these sites. Rezoning would be necessary in
order to accommodate meaningful production of affordable housing on these sites.
“A”-Lots
Within the City, there are 42 residentially zoned (R1/R2/R3/R4) parcels with an “A” OffStreet Parking Overlay (known as A-lots). These parcels are intended to support the
parking needs of commercial corridors and neighborhood commercial areas, and to
serve as a buffer between commercial and residential uses. There are 9 A-lots identified
as highest potential for residential due to their association with their commercial fronting
buildings that have been identified for high housing potential. A-lots should be
considered to determine if they could be utilized to maximize the affordable housing
potential of sites.
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Figure 26 – City Owned Sites, State Controlled/Institutional/Public Utilities Sites, and
Religious Institutions with Parking, and A-Lots

An additional 99 sites were identified as having medium potential – these include A-lots
mentioned above, properties in the lower-density Neighborhood Commercial, Creative
Conservation Sector, and Industrial Conservation zones. Staff anticipates that changes
to the current zoning standards would be necessary to increase the housing viability of
these sites.
Assessing the Likelihood of Residential Development
In addition to viability for residential development, HCD requires that jurisdictions
analyze the effects of market conditions on the likelihood of a site being redeveloped for
residential use. As discussed above, HR&A Advisors conducted preliminary analysis of
the likelihood for the prototypical residential/residential developments to occur in various
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commercially-zoned areas of the City based on various affordability percentages. At the
7.5% ELI scenario under current zoning standards, retail/residential development in
some areas would likely occur – specifically, along the Boulevards, Lincoln, Bergamot
and in Downtown. Within the MUB zone and Lincoln Boulevard, residential projects
while feasible at 7.5% ELI, retail/residential porotypes would exceed current FAR limits.
Given that at least 60% of the sites identified in the preliminary sites analysis are
located on the Boulevards and NC, additional height and FAR would be necessary for
residential development to likely occur on these sites.
Furthermore, meeting the RHNA housing target of 6,168 affordable units will require an
increase in the inclusionary requirements for market rate housing development.
Increasing the percentage of affordable housing units required would necessitate
increases in height and FAR for all zones except the Downtown.
Evaluating the Preliminary Sites Analysis through the Lens of Affirmatively
Furthering Fair Housing
Background on Housing Discrimination in Santa Monica
Housing Element law requires that the City take, “…meaningful actions in addition to
combating discrimination that overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive
communities free from barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on protective
characteristics.” The established neighborhoods of the City today are largely the result
of decades of structural racism deeply rooted in Federal, State, and local housing
policies.

In the early days of Santa Monica, the City had a sizeable population of

Blacks/African Americans, who had moved into the City from the 1890s to the early 20th
century, having been inspired by the California dream of opportunity and freedom.
However, they were met with racism from White residents in the City.

In 1922,

homeowners formed the Santa Monica Bay Protective League with an agenda of
“eliminating all objectionable features or anything that now is or will prove a menace to
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the bay district ... or prove detrimental to our property values.”10 One of the ways that
this was achieved was through racial covenants on deeds.
City government also contributed to the patterns of segregation through the adoption of
exclusionary zoning.

For example, when Blacks/African Americans tried to build a

resort in the Belmar area in the 1920s, City officials used zoning laws to block the
project. Single-family zoning was also seen as a way to economically separate the
wealthier Whites from Blacks/African Americans. Since many Blacks/African Americans
could not afford or were unable to receive mortgages for owning homes, they were
effectively driven out of single-family zoned neighborhoods.
How Redlining Contributed to Housing Segregation
This type of discrimination at the local level was bolstered by the federal policy of
“redlining” that arose during the New Deal era (1930s). The term “redlining” refers to the
discriminatory policy instituted by the federal government to create color-coded maps of
every metropolitan area in the country to indicate where it was safe to insure mortgage.
These maps were based on racial composition, quality of housing stock, access to
amenities, etc. and were color coded to identify best (green “A” grade), still desirable
(blue “B” grade), definitely declining (yellow “C” grade), and hazardous (red “D” grade)
neighborhoods. Within the maps, anywhere where Blacks/African-Americans lived or
lived nearby were colored red to indicate to appraisers that these neighborhoods were
too risky to insure mortgages. The color-coded maps were first used by the Home
Owners Loan Corporation (HOLC) and then the Federal Housing Administration (FHA)
and then adopted by the Veterans Administration (VA). This discriminatory practice of
determining who could qualify for home mortgages based on skin color led to
widespread segregated communities across the country, and prohibited Blacks/African
Americans from buying homes. In Santa Monica, areas that were redlined included the
Pico Neighborhood, portions of the Mid City neighborhood south of Santa Monica
Boulevard, and Ocean Park. Figure 27 shows the redlining boundaries overlaid with
affordable housing that has been constructed or acquired/rehabilitated over the years.

10

https://www.latimes.com/archives/la-xpm-2005-jul-03-me-then3-story.html
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Of the affordable units that have been constructed over the years, 49% are in areas that
were in the redline boundaries.
Figure 27: Affordable Housing and Formerly “Redlined” Areas in the City of Santa
Monica

In the post-World War II era, the Federal government further spurred the creation of
segregated communities through the systematic construction of highways/freeways that
began in the 1950s. Freeways were purposely routed through communities of color or to
create physical barriers to separate White and Black neighborhoods. The Interstate 10
freeway, for example, was purposely constructed to divide the more affluent White
neighborhoods to the north of the Los Angeles from struggling Black communities to the
south. The construction of the I-10 freeway in the early 1960s demolished hundreds of
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homes in the Pico neighborhood, which was predominantly occupied by Santa
Monicans of color.11
The current patterns of renters and owners approximate the redline maps with owners
predominant in the single-unit dwelling zones on the northern and southern ends of the
City and renters concentrated in the central city near the main transportation corridors.
The April 2020 Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) found that the location of renters and
owners in Santa Monica very highly correlates with patterns of residential racial and
ethnic segregation. The areas with the highest concentrations of homeowners, such as
North of Montana, Ocean Park, and Sunset Park are also the areas that are
predominantly White. The areas with the highest concentrations for renters, such as the
Pico Neighborhood and Downtown, are areas that contain high concentrations of
People of Color and/or those with Limited English Proficiency.12 The AFH also found
that a major contributor to racial and ethnic segregation is the economics of high
housing and land costs created by zoning, which particularly burdens the development
of affordable housing in certain areas of the city.
Figure 28: Housing Tenure of Renters and Owners with Racially or Ethnically
Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs)

11
12

https://laist.com/2020/12/23/black_santa_monica_history_vintage_los_angeles.php
City of Santa Monica and the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights Under Law, April 1, 2020, Assessment of Fair Housing, Page 44.
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Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing in Housing Elements
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In recognition of the racial disparities in housing that endure to this day, AB 636 (2018)
was passed to require cities and counties to advance social equity through meaningful
actions that affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH). Through the Housing Element
Update, the City has an opportunity to remedy the legacy of housing discrimination that
has influenced the land use patterns that we see today. While the City has long been a
champion of the production of affordable housing and promoting diversity in
neighborhoods, the existing density restrictions of current zoning coupled with
differences in land values (that are the results of past redlining) continue to keep
affordable housing out of reach in the higher resource areas of the City. It is within this
historic context that the questions of distribution of housing sites in the SSI and how
much housing potential is assigned to each site should be viewed. As discussed further
below, new concepts and ideas to affirmatively further fair housing that have arisen from
this Housing Element Update process include:
•

Modifying development standards to increase the viability for housing
development in areas where such housing has not formerly occurred, such as
Montana Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard

New residential construction in the Neighborhood Commercial-zoned areas of Montana
Avenue and Main Street as well as Ocean Park Boulevard have virtually been nonexistent in the past few decades. As indicated by the preliminary results of HR&A
feasibility analysis, a primary reason for this is that with high construction cost and high
land costs, the current zoning standards do not make it likely for residential
development to occur. To increase the likelihood of housing units to be developed in
these areas, increases in density and height would be necessary.
•

Providing opportunity for housing development in areas formerly not available
such as Office Campus (OC) and Industrial Conservation (IC)

Under the City’s current Zoning Ordinance, multi-unit dwellings are not permitted in the
OC and IC zones. Permitting all multi-unit housing, including affordable housing, in the
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OC and IC would open up more land to future housing opportunities. This zoning
change would complement the concept of incentivizing and facilitating the potential
conversion of commercial to residential, especially in light of the pandemic’s effects on
the demand for office work space. It should be noted that allowing for housing in
portions of the IC would likely require additional environmental review or as an
alternative, creating a 500-foot buffer from the I-10 freeway.
Allowing housing in all commercial zones is already the subject of several pending State
legislation including Senate Bill 6 and Assembly Bill 115 (Bloom). While still in
discussions, AB 115 would permit housing in commercially zoned areas if certain
conditions apply – specifically that the housing development be subject to a recorded
deed restriction requiring that at least 20% of the units have an affordable housing cost
or affordable rent for lower income households, and be located on an urbanized site that
is not adjacent to an industrial use.
•

Eliminating Single-Family Zoning to allow for the development of increased
housing opportunities

As discussed earlier in this Staff report, single-family zoning originated as a form of
exclusionary zoning to economically and racially segregate neighborhoods. The
elimination of single-family zoning would open up 35% of the City land to increased
housing opportunities and would be aligned with the mandate to affirmatively further fair
housing. However, as also discussed, there may be other avenues to increasing
dwelling units in R1 zones through ADU incentives or removing barriers to duplex
construction.
How Much Housing Should be on Each Site? – A Conceptual Four-Pronged
Strategy for Affordable Housing Production
Once suitable sites have been identified, the City is mandated to plan for its RHNA
allocation.

As previously explained in this report, achieving the 6,168 affordable

housing units in the RHNA allocation cannot be done by solely private or public
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resources. For example, if the City were to only rely on inclusionary units in market-rate
projects, assuming 20% affordable on-site units would require planning for over 30,000
additional housing units – more than three times the RHNA allocation and an unrealistic
figure to plan for.

Similarly, funding challenges dictate that reliance only on 100%

affordable housing projects is also not reasonable. As discussed at the City Council’s
December 15, 2020 study session, the City can submit a request for a lower Quantified
Objective (QO) at the time the draft is submitted to HCD for review, which will not be
until July 2021. The QO process recognizes that the RHNA allocation may exceed
available resources and the community’s ability to satisfy this need within the content of
the general plan requirements. However, it should be noted that under existing Housing
Element law, the QO carries no meaning when it comes to assessing Housing Element
compliance.

The development of the SSI and determining realistic capacity is an

iterative process and at this preliminary juncture, staff has continued to plan for the
whole RHNA allocation.
The four-point strategy presented below includes concepts on how each part of the
housing market could be maximized for affordable housing production.

The

assessment of realistic capacity of the preliminary sites analysis (based on the LUCE
growth strategy) provides a baseline snapshot of capacity at all income levels based on
existing regulations.

Meeting the RHNA affordable housing targets will require re-

assessment of those standards.
Strategy #1 – Maximize Inclusionary Units in Market Rate Housing
Increased Inclusionary Requirements Supported by FAR Necessary to Incentivize
Housing Projects
In order to maximize inclusionary units in market-rate housing projects, a revision to the
AHPP is proposed in order to simplify the program and also ensure continued
consistency with State density bonus law. The market-rate strategy would also need to
be supported by feasibility analyses to study how much development potential is
necessary to support the increased AHPP requirements.

1184

Preliminary results from

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

updated feasibility analyses demonstrate that existing standards make commercial
projects more likely to develop than housing projects. The following concepts propose a
rethinking of how FAR limits are set for housing projects by establishing a target
percentage for affordable housing and then working backwards into the FAR necessary
to support that percentage.
Concepts for Consideration
Revising the AHPP – Eliminate the “Menu” and Replace with Minimum 15% Very Low
Income
Currently, the AHPP allows market-rate developers to select from a “menu” of options
for the production of housing.

The AHPP formerly allowed market-rate projects to

include only 5% of their units as affordable to 30% AMI (Extremely Low Income)
households. This had the effect of producing affordable units at the Extremely LowI
Income level at the cost of production of other income levels with particular shortages
happening at the 80% (Low) to 120% (Moderate) AMI income levels. The following
table shows the options currently available to the market-rate rental housing projects
based on current requirements (minimum 10% for 50% AMI (Very Low Income)
households).
Figure 29: Existing Menu Options of AHPP
# of Units In-Lieu
Fee
2
X
3
X
4
-5
-6

--

On-Site

Off-Site

--X*
$153,118 based on
0.4 fractional unit
X*
$191,397.50 based
on 0.5 fractional
unit
X*
$229,677 based on
0.6 fractional unit

---
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On-Site

Off-Site

X*
$267,956.50 based
on 0.7 fractional
unit
X

X
X

*SMMC Section 9.64.050(D) provides instructions for how to address fractional units. When a calculation
results in a fractional unit of 0.75 or more, that fractional unit shall be treated as a whole affordable
housing unit. When a calculation results in a fractional unit less than 0.75, the requirement can be
satisfied through payment of an affordable housing fee for that fractional unit (fractional unit x affordable
housing unit development cost) or by constructing all mandatory on-site units with 3 or more bedrooms.
The affordable housing unit development cost is currently $382,795. This means that currently, up to 7
market-rate units can be constructed without providing any on-site or off-site affordable housing.

In order to increase the number of affordable housing units produced from the City’s
AHPP, the City could consider eliminating the current “menu” option of affordability
requirements and instead establish a base affordability percentage based on project
tier. For example, Tier 1 projects could be required to provide a minimum 15% Very Low
Income (VLI) affordability. This would address the issue of “overproduction” of units at
the Extremely Low Income (ELI) level. Tier 2 could then be required to provide 20% with
equal mix of units across all levels. As indicated in HR&A’s preliminary assessment,
modifications to increase the inclusionary requirement of the AHPP would require
increases in the allowable FAR and height of all zones, except for the Downtown zones.
Revising AHPP – Flexibility in Off-Site Option Location
Developers have indicated that constructing on-site affordable housing can greatly add
to the cost of a housing project, making them less likely to develop. The AHPP
currently allows developers to fulfill their affordable obligation by providing units off-site.
However, the units are required to be located within ¼ mile of the market-rate project.
The off-site requirements vary somewhat for Tier 2 projects. Within the Downtown
Community Plan area, Tier 2 housing developers have the flexibility to locate the off-site
housing anywhere within the Downtown. In addition, the off-site housing project must
be owned or operated in whole or in part by a non-profit housing provider.
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Unlike large scale developers who have a portfolio of properties, smaller-scale
developers with smaller housing projects cannot amalgamate their affordable housing
requirements onto one larger off-site property. HR&A conducted a preliminary analysis
to determine the cost-efficiency for on-site vs off-site affordable housing. Their analysis
indicates that prototypical residential/retail project could support an off-site affordable
housing fee of between $45,000 and $60,000 per market rate unit, as an alternative to
including affordable units on-site. This supportable fee is slightly higher than the current
AHPP in-lieu fee at $36.49 per GSF, or $30,300 per market rate unit with an average
unit size of 830 GSF. The “opportunity cost” of developing an on-site affordable unit
averages approximately $350,000. Based on previous HR&A analysis of 100%
affordable housing projects, the unfunded subsidy gap (i.e., other than tax credits or
City subsidies that could be paid by market rate developers), ranges between roughly
$270,000 and $300,000 and averages $285,000 per affordable unit. As such, the cost of
developing on-site VLI units is approximately 1.3 times the per-unit subsidy gap needed
for off-site 100% affordable housing projects. This could facilitate construction of over
30 percent more affordable units off-site due to the potential for off-site affordable
housing to leverage additional resources and higher tax credit rents.
Through the technical working group discussions, developers have indicated that the
AHPP’s off-site option is too restrictive on location and they would prefer the option to
purchase land wherever in the City it is available. The AHPP requires off-site locations
to be relatively close to the associated market-rate projects to avoid inequitable
distribution of affordable housing throughout the city. However, given the additional
units that could be achieved through the off-site option, it is reasonable to consider how
additional flexibility could be added to the program to make it a more viable alternative
to on-site affordable units. A concept to consider would that the off-site projects can be
located anywhere in Santa Monica but must not be located in a disadvantaged
community. Staff is exploring how to define a disadvantaged community as potential
sources include environmental justice areas as shown on SCAG’s Housing Element
Parcel Tool 13 or ”disadvantaged community” as defined by SB53514.
13
14

SCAG Housing Element Parcel Tool online at https://maps.scag.ca.gov/helpr/
https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen/sb535
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Other Possible Concepts to Create Flexibility in Off-site Affordable Housing
Through both Technical Working Groups, other concepts for off-site affordable housing
were also raised including:
•

Allow the pooling of units among multiple properties to satisfy an obligation as
long as the affordable units received their Certificate of Occupancy prior to the
market rate projects

•

Create an acquisition/rehab option that allows developers to purchase existing
units, rehabilitate the units, and convert the units to long-term affordability
through deed-restrictions
o This is a concept that would create new affordable units while also serving
existing residents.

Some group members expressed concern about

impacts to existing tenants in such a situation in addition to situations
where the existing tenants may not income-qualify for the newly deedrestricted units, meaning that the units would not become affordable until
the existing tenants voluntarily vacated the units. Further exploration is
necessary to understand whether this could be a realistic option.
Concepts for Integrating Updates to State Density Bonus Law to Achieve More
Affordable Housing
The Density Bonus Law (Government Code Section 65915) was first enacted by the
California legislature in 1979 to address the shortage of affordable housing in the state.
The Density Bonus law provided an incentive mechanism to encourage developers to
include affordable units within a residential project in exchange for increases in density
(the density bonus) above local zoning law and relief from base development standards
(concessions/incentives).

By offering developers varying levels of density bonuses,

incentives and/or concessions in exchange for building affordable housing, the goal of
the Density Bonus Law is to incentivize and encourage developers to create much
needed affordable housing units in California.
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Prior to 2021, the Density Bonus Law permitted a maximum density bonus of thirty-five
percent (35%) for a housing development in which (a) at least eleven percent (11%) of
the total units are for very low income households, (b) at least twenty percent (20%) of
the total units are for low income households, or (c) at least forty percent (40%) of the
total for-sale units are for moderate income households. In other words, a project that
achieved any of these affordability levels could include up to 35 percent more units than
local law otherwise would allow.
In 2020, Governor Newsom signed Assembly Bill 2345 into law, to expand and enhance
development incentives for market rate projects that provide affordable housing. AB
2345 increases the maximum density bonus from thirty-five percent (35%) to fifty
percent (50%). To be eligible for the maximum bonus of 50%, a project must set aside
at least (i) fifteen percent (15%) of total units for very low income households, (ii)
twenty-four percent (24%) of total units for low income households, or (iii) forty-four
percent (44%) of for-sale units for moderate income households. Levels of bonus
density between thirty-five percent (35%) and fifty percent (50%) are granted on a
sliding scale. In addition to this sliding scale bonus, developers can also request
incentives & concessions to development standards necessary to support the on-site
affordable housing units. The number of incentives & concessions varies depending on
the percentage of affordable units, up to a maximum of four incentives & concessions
(only for 100% affordable housing projects).
Figure 30: State Density Bonus Law Affordable Percentage and Associated Density
Bonus for rental units
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The City currently has a tiered land use system consisting of a Tier 1 base and the
opportunity for an applicant to voluntarily request additional height and/or FAR for a Tier
2 project. Between those tiers is an intermediate step that provides a height or FAR
increase if on-site affordable housing is provided.
As part of the 2015 Zoning Ordinance Update, a regulatory community benefits system
was established requiring Tier 2 projects to provide 50% more affordable housing and
also augmented development fees. The community benefits structure was supported
by feasibility analyses.

A similar structure was established for the Downtown

Community Plan except that the affordable housing percentage increased up to a
maximum of 30%.
Staff proposes a concept that would expand upon the existing tier structure by taking
the approach that a State density bonus would apply to Tier 1 FAR. The maximum
allowable FAR for each tier would be based on the level necessary to support the goal
of inclusionary housing. As an additional concept, commercial projects would not be
able to request additional height or FAR above the Tier 1 base unless the project
included at least four (4) stories of 100% affordable housing, which is the minimum
project size that affordable housing providers have indicated is necessary to make a
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viable project. The figure below is a conceptual diagram of this proposed expanded
housing bonus system.
Figure 31: Proposed Expanded Tier System with Housing Bonus

Strategy #2 – Support 100% Affordable Housing
For Projects Up to 80% AMI – Affordable Housing Provider Chooses FAR Necessary to
Support Project with No Minimum Parking Requirements Paired with Right of First Offer
Ordinance for Non-Profit Affordable Housing Providers
Affordable housing providers have indicated that the major barriers to the production of
affordable housing are available funding, land cost, and construction cost. Of those
three factors, the only factor that the City can directly address is funding; however, in
light of the effects of COVID-19 on the City’s budget, the amount of affordable housing
necessary to achieve the RHNA and address the community’s needs far exceeds the
funding available through the Housing Trust Fund. Further, while the City continues to
advocate for assistance from State and Federal sources, none of that funding is certain.
As a result, providers are increasingly turning to partnerships with market-rate
developers to finance affordable housing projects.
The City indirectly influences land and construction cost through regulatory restrictions.
As affordable housing providers compete in the same real estate market as market-rate
developers, staff explored potential solutions with housing providers as to how to make
developers of 100% affordable housing projects more competitive as land buyers and
what opportunities are available for the City to help reduce construction costs.
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AB1763 amended State density bonus law (Government Code Section 65915) to allow
100% affordable housing projects unlimited density and up to 3 stories or 33 feet above
maximum height limits.

There have already been at least five affordable housing

projects in Santa Monica that have exercised the provisions of AB1763 since it became
effective January 1, 2020.

In all cases, the provisions resulted in more affordable

housing units. The changes also provide relief from minimum parking requirements and
allow requests for up to four incentives/concessions from local development standards.
Given the need to provide a significant advantage to affordable housing developers in
the land-buying market, a possible concept to consider would be the following:
•

Unlimited FAR and height in commercial zones

•

Minimum of 4 stories guaranteed in all residential zones

•

No minimum parking requirements

These development incentives could be coupled with a new ordinance requiring that
sales of property in the city must allow non-profit affordable housing developers to
submit a right of first offer as way to enhance their competitiveness in the real estate
market. Other concepts for consideration include:
•

Piggy-backing onto developments already in progress
o Partner with commercial developers
▪

Restudy potential to increase affordable housing commercial
linkage fee for commercial development – would require updated
feasibility analyses

▪

Provide development incentives that encourage 100% affordable
housing to be added onto their commercial developments. This
could be incorporated into the density bonus system described
above.
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o Purchase additional “blocks” of affordable housing in market-rate projects
at fair-market value. Preliminary discussions with market-rate developers
have indicated that the concern would be whether the cost of losing units
to long-term affordability would be made up in the payment for those units.
Additional study would be needed as to whether the construction savings
would make this a worthwhile option to pursue.
•

Legislative advocacy for funding – staff actively involved in discussions with
legislators through lobbyists

Target up to 120% AMI (Moderate Income Housing) – Affordable By Design
Moderate income units are a category that has no dedicated funding sources and it
historically has been an area where the City has been challenged in meeting its RHNA
allocation. The profile of Santa Monica workers who cannot afford to live in Santa
Monica would suggest that there is a need for housing at this income level, and one
concept to incentivize its production is to enact provisions similar to AB1763 at a local
level. This would allow moderate income projects to receive 50% more FAR and 3
extra stories. As a further incentive, consideration should be given regarding the unit
mix requirement as preliminary research with a moderate-income housing developer
that has successfully completed projects in Seattle and Los Angeles suggests that there
is a workable model if micro-units are permitted. In this scenario, consideration would
need to be given of how to establish zoning standards for enhanced common amenities.
Strategy #3 – Protect Existing Units for Long-Term Stability
There are approximately 52,000 rental units in Santa Monica with approximately 27,000
rent-controlled units. According to the 2019 Rent Control Annual Report, 72% of rentcontrolled units are market-rate units, meaning that the overwhelming majority of units
in the City are market-rate with only a small percentage having not been subject to
vacancy decontrol. This highlights the need to explore strategies to encourage
rehabilitation of existing housing units and potentially require affordable housing deed
restrictions.
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Figure 32: Breakdown of Rent-Controlled Units 2018-2020
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Government Code Section 65583.1(c) allows for use of existing units to address up to
25 percent of the lower income RHNA by counting existing units made available or
preserved through the provision of “committed assistance” to low and very low-income
households at affordable housing costs or affordable rents. This option is referred to as
“Alternative Adequate Sites”. However, there are limited strict parameters under which
substantial rehabilitation, conversion, or preservation of units can be counted and the
Housing Element would be required to identify exactly how the city will guarantee
compliance in order to grant the credit. The units must be:
•

Substantially rehabilitated

•

In a multifamily rental or ownership housing complex of three or more units that
are converted from non-affordable to affordable rental

•

Preserved at levels affordable to low or very low-income households where the
local government has provided those units with continued assistance

Under each of the above categories (substantially rehabilitated, converted, or
preserved), there is a checklist of items that must be met in order for the units to count
towards RHNA. Attachment D provides the Alternative Adequate Site Checklist. The
City provides housing assistance to existing residents through a number of programs
and has a demonstrated history of working with willing property owners and tenants to
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grant project-based housing vouchers that might allow some units to qualify towards this
requirement.

Further, this would be an opportunity to consider flexibility in how

developers of market-rate projects meet their AHPP obligations. As noted above, one
concept that staff is considering is allowing market-rate projects to comply with the
AHPP by the acquisition and rehabilitation of existing rental units and converting those
to deed-restricted units. Because the Alternative Adequate Sites approach is rarely
used, further evaluation and consultation with HCD staff is necessary to determine
whether the City would qualify to use this approach. However, as a matter of policy, the
City will continue to offer these programs as a means to increase housing stability for
existing residents that are most vulnerable to displacement.
Housing stability goals, policies and programs will be evaluated to support the housing
needs of existing residents of all income levels. The focus will be on housing security for
existing residents most vulnerable to displacement to ensure they are long-term
residents of the community. This involves continued implementation of a variety of
existing housing programs and services with consideration of additional enhancements
ranging from rental assistance, tenant protections, resident support services, and
maintenance/rehabilitation of housing units. Preserving the existing housing stock
results in maintaining housing affordability.
Housing stability will also focus on maintaining existing housing stock consisting of deed
restricted affordable units at-risk of converting to market-rate, and naturally occurring
affordable housing. Often referred to as “missing-middle housing”,15 naturally occurring
affordable housing refers to existing housing units that maintain low rents without
subsidy and may generally be affordable to households that do not qualify for any of the
conventional categories but are also cost burdened. Preserving these aging housing
units though appropriate maintenance and rehabilitation rather than replacement by
construction of new residential housing that requires Ellis Act eviction can reduce
resident displacement and provide existing tenants with updated residences.

Note that “missing middle housing” is also a term commonly used to describe a building typology of generally lower-scale
development intended to provide additional housing choice.
15
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An outstanding policy question is whether, given limited resources, the City should
expand those programs and if so, whether the priority is on production of new units or
on providing assistance to existing units (acquisition/rehab or rent subsidies). Programs
to protect existing units for long-term stability are discussed further down in the report.
Strategy #4 – Incentives for ADU Production
ADU Production Within Santa Monica
Accessory Dwellings Units (ADUs) play an important role in the production of housing,
particularly within single-unit residential zoning districts where historically only one unit
is permitted. In recognition of this, the State over the past four years has started to
enact laws to help spur the production of housing through the development of ADUs.
Building off of initial State law passed in 2017 that started the process of removing
barriers to ADU production, three new State laws (AB 68, AB 881, and SB 13) came
into effect on January 1, 2020 that significantly expanded potential ADU development.
These new laws revised development standards that sometimes limited ADU
construction, such as eliminating minimum parcel size, establishing larger unit sizes
based on bedroom count, reducing minimum side and rear setbacks, and removing onsite parking requirements. In addition, the new laws extended ADUs into multiple-unit
residential and mixed-use zoning districts and introduced the new concept of Junior
Accessory Dwelling Units (JADUs) when in conjunction with single-unit dwellings. On
September 8, 2020, City Council approved an ordinance incorporating these State law
requirements into a new ADU/JADU Section of the Zoning Ordinance, SMMC Section
9.31.025 Accessory Dwelling Units and Junior Accessory Dwelling Units. Additionally, to
further encourage the production of ADUs and JADUs, Council expanded upon the new
requirements by exempting all ADUs and JADUs from parcel coverage or floor area
calculations.
Since implementation of these new State laws, the City has seen an increase in ADU
production and interest each year. Based on building permit data as of March 1, 2021,
the table and map below summarize ADU development and location within the City
since 2017, the start of when State law began to focus on incentivizing ADUs. However,
it is important to note that the vast majority of these numbers are from ADU construction
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on R1 (Single-Unit Residential) zoned parcels. The City is just now starting to see
property owners take advantage of the ability to establish sometimes multiple ADUs
with existing multiple-unit residential and mixed-use developments.
Figure 33: Santa Monica ADU Production
Building
Permit Year
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
TOTAL

In-Progress
2
32
87
4
125

Permit
Issued
1
15
37
12
65

Completed

Total

6
39
14
1
60

7
56
83
100
4
250

Figure 34: Map of ADU Locations

ADU Contribution to RHNA
Pursuant to HCD’s Housing Element Site Inventory Guidebook, a jurisdiction may
satisfy its RHNA through a variety of methods other than identifying sites. One of these
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alternative methods is including the potential development of ADUs and JADUs based
on the following factors:
•

The number of ADUs or JADUs developed in the prior planning period;

•

Community need and demand for these types of housing units;

•

The resources and/or incentives available that will encourage the development of
ADUs;

•

The availability of ADUs and JADUs for occupancy;

•

The unit must meet the Census definition of a housing unit and be reported to the
Department of Finance as part of the annual City and County Housing Unit
Change Survey; and

•

The anticipated affordability of these units.

In order to project the increased potential of ADU development for the new Housing
Element cycle, HCD recommends the following options:
•

Use the trends in ADU construction since January 2018 to estimate new
production.

•

Assume an average increase of five times the previous planning period
construction trends prior to 2018.

•

Use trends from regional production of ADUs.

•

Include programs that aggressively promote and incentivize ADU and JADU
construction.

As shown in the above table, based on ADU building permit data between 2018 and
2020, Santa Monica averages 80 ADUs per year. Using this average production
number, it can be expected that over the next eight-year Housing Element cycle,
approximately 700 ADUs will be built and can be used towards our RHNA. This
estimate accounts for possible future interest in ADUs to be incorporated into existing
multiple-unit residential and mixed-use developments, which the City has only just
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started seeing very recently as the new law permitting this only took effect January 1,
2020.
In order for potential ADU development to count towards the RHNA, local governments
must also provide an analysis of anticipated affordability levels. Staff initiated a survey
that began on March 4th targeting individuals that either have an ADU on their property
or live in an ADU to better understand how ADUs are being used and how they
contribute to the City’s housing supply. The survey and outreach materials were
provided in both English and Spanish, and asked questions regarding bedroom count,
occupancy, and rental amount. The survey concluded on March 18th.
In addition to the City’s survey, SCAG conducted a regional analysis of current market
rents that can be used to obtain credit towards each income category in the RHNA.
SCAG’s analysis was pre-certified by HCD and allows cities to assume that the total
anticipated ADU production would be assigned to the following income categories:
•

Extremely Low – 15%

•

Very Low – 2%

•

Low – 43%

•

Moderate – 6%

•

Above Moderate – 34%

Proposed ADU Incentive Program
While Santa Monica has taken steps beyond what is required by State law to incentivize
the production of ADUs, staff proposes consideration of an ADU incentive program for
the R1 district. Approximately 35% of the City is zoned as R1, which only allows for one
unit per parcel by right. This has resulted in only 13% of the City’s housing supply being
located in one of the largest zoning districts within the City. While ADU construction has
started to increase this number, currently the maximum amount of units by right an R1
parcel can contain is three – one single-unit dwelling, one detached ADU, and one
JADU (which is required to be incorporated into the footprint of the single-unit dwelling).
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The proposed incentive program would allow a property owner the ability to construct an
additional ADU if they would be willing to deed restrict one of the ADUs at an affordable
level. This incentive program would help achieve the Housing Element goal of
affirmatively furthering fair housing by providing more affordable housing opportunities
within the R1 zone district, an area of the city that has largely been unaffordable to
many.
In an effort to help accomplish this incentive program, the City is pursuing a grant to
produce an ADU Accelerator Program that will simplify the ADU process by providing a
handbook detailing all standards and processes attributed to ADU development. The
Accelerator Program would also include ADU designs that have been pre-approved by
the City that could be selected by a property owner to reduce both the time and cost
associated with ADU development.
Other Concepts Evaluated But Not Yet Considered as Primary Tools for the SSI
Several concepts have been raised throughout the process as possibilities to address
affordable housing production. The concepts described below generally include greater
complexity to administer and may not provide sufficient affordable housing opportunities
t to be considered for the Housing Element Update.
Community Land Trust
The idea was raised through the public webinars and also Technical Working Groups of
whether community land trusts might be a model for 100% affordable ownership
housing where the land trust purchases the land and then leases the units to qualifying
home owners. While this idea holds great promise to provide opportunities for
moderate-income households to build equity, it presents several significant challenges
in implementation. This idea has previously been reviewed by the Housing Division and
was also explored for the High Place affordable housing project. It was found that this
method of ownership is very difficult to finance as lenders want their loan interests to be
‘superior’ in title to the deed restrictions, which then undermine the City’s ability to
ensure long-term affordability. Construction lenders were hesitant to finance the project
because of concerns that prospective buyers would be unable to secure mortgages
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given the resale limitations. Another potential issue was whether low- and moderateincome households could feasibly afford to assume fiscal responsibilities of homeowner
maintenance and repair. It was only feasible to consider this model at the time because
the land was relatively affordable. Land costs have increased significantly since that
time and pursuing a CLT model now would be a very expensive proposition.
Further, the intent of long-term ownership affordability naturally has tensions with the
desire of most homeowners to benefit from real estate gains upon sale. Once a buyer
closes escrow, they have every incentive to have the deed restriction removed,9
compared to a renter, whose every incentive is to see that a deed restriction remains in
place. In a CLT model, the resale formula is intended to balance the interest of the
homeowner to benefit from use of their home as an investment and the CLT’s goal of
long-term affordability for future owners. In addition, community land trusts are typically
owned/operated by a nonprofit, which then needs to be compensated for the
administrative and compliance work, which adds an ongoing cost to the homeowner.
Also, affordable homeownership compliance requires much closer monitoring regarding
occupancy and sales, due to the economic incentive for a homeowner to lease their
home and the difficulty preventing an unauthorized sale. This would require substantial
City staff resources to ensure compliance.
Finally, the City would likely have to provide a significantly greater subsidy to create forsale, deed-restricted homes compared to below market rental units. With the need to
prioritize limited funding, it then brings up the issue of providing increased subsidy to
households that have greater resources and more options at the expense of households
with lower resources and fewer options. As a result, this potential tool is not being
considered for the Housing Element Update.
Vacancy Tax
This concept has been previously assessed by City Attorney’s Office and Finance but
not identified as a primary strategy because expected revenue was estimated to be low
and the cost of enforcement high (and difficult to administer). The City of Los Angeles
considered the possibility of a vacancy tax but upon further review, determined that the
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benefit would not overcome the substantial effort and administrative burden. Based on
application of a rate similar to that adopted in the City of Oakland (annual tax of $3000
to $6000 on vacant property), the estimated revenue would be approximately $200300K. If the goal of a vacancy tax is to bring vacant units back into the rent housing
pool, there may be other strategies that could be enacted to support housing retention
and stability. The Oakland tax defines vacant as a unit being in use less than fifty days
in a calendar year and provides for ten possible exemptions that would be challenging
to administer. As a result, the program appears structured more towards encouraging
property owners to put units back on the market instead of a punitive measure. From a
revenue-generating perspective, the recently passed Measure SM’s transfer tax for
property sales of $5M and over would produce more revenue than a vacancy tax.
Commercial Conversion into Residential
The COVID-19 pandemic has had a dramatic impact on the City’s commercial real
estate market. Even prior to the pandemic, the retail industry had been struggling to
compete with online retailers and the office market has started to trend downward. Now
a year later in the pandemic, empty storefronts and half occupied office buildings are
not an uncommon sight in the City. With the downturn of retail and office real estate
accelerated by the pandemic, the concept of converting commercial into residential has
gained significant interest as another avenue to increase the supply of housing in the
City.
Although commercial to residential conversion projects have been rare in the City, other
cities in the region have seen such projects. In Santa Ana, under an adaptive reuse
ordinance adopted in 2015, a 1965 office building was recently transformed into a 100%
affordable housing project providing 58 units. There are, however, logistical and design
challenges to converting office buildings to residential. Office and retail buildings with
large floor plates and dedicated core space for example, make it difficult to transform
the space into residential units, as most of the divided space would end up as
windowless caverns. Placement of plumbing and electrical conduits in the right places
can also be difficult. Depending on the particular building, the conversion to residential
may be more cost-prohibitive than new construction. That is not to say that conversion
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of commercial into residential couldn’t occur in the City. Some commercial buildings
may have features that make them more conducive for residential conversion. HR&A
advisors will be reviewing the potential and likelihood for commercial conversions to
occur as part of their final study. The City could also consider policy changes to
incentivize the conversion of existing commercial to retail, such as relaxing parking, unit
mix, open space, and other typical zoning or building code requirements. However even
with such policy changes, it would be speculative to estimate if and how many buildings
would feasibly be converted during the next 8 years. Absent this substantial evidence, it
would not be possible to identify potential housing conversion sites for inclusion in the
SSI.
Flexibility for Residential Ground Floor Uses instead of Active Commercial Use
The Zoning Ordinance currently requires that the ground floor of mixed-use housing
projects include active commercial uses in order to promote pedestrian-orientation. The
City has a significant supply of ground floor retail and with most typical mixed-use
housing projects including relatively small, ground floor commercial spaces (typically
around 6,000 sf or less). As a result, the City may want to consider allowing flexibility
for ground-floor residential uses, which can still be designed to be pedestrian-oriented
and allow what would otherwise be vacant, commercial floor the flexibility to be used for
housing. HR&A will be conducting sensitivity testing of this potential scenario as part of
upcoming work.

V.

Programs for Housing Stability

Housing stability goals and policies seek to maintain the City’s existing housing stock
through housing preservation and housing assistance. Housing preservation policies
and programs focus on rehabilitation assistance to maintain, improve, and extend the
use and livability of aging residential buildings. Existing programs include the
Residential Rehabilitation, mandatory Seismic Retrofit, and Lead-Based Paint Hazard
Reduction programs. Housing assistance policies, programs, and services focus on
providing financial and technical assistance for the provision of housing for all income
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groups and household types including families with children, seniors, persons with
disabilities, and others with special needs. Such programs and services address the
special need to provide transitional and supportive housing, and services for the
homeless in the community with an emphasis on at-risk and vulnerable individuals.
Through the continued implementation of housing preservation and assistance
programs, the City strives to maintain housing affordability while assisting residents with
housing security.
Programs to Address Housing Needs of Existing Residents
The Housing Stability Technical Working Group discussed housing barriers and needs
of existing residents that ranged from financial assistance, continued tenant/landlord
assistance, continued support services for homeless/at-risk individuals, and the need to
maintain housing affordability of existing housing stock. Many of the housing barriers
reflect on issues that renters are currently experiencing. Barriers to housing include
credit restrictions and eligibility requirements involving sensitive personal information,
high security deposits, and income-level qualifications. Challenges and experiences
were shared that call for program improvements including the use of alternate forms of
credit scoring recognizing certain housing barriers based on race, income, and other
factors, and the need for additional assistance on a variety of issues. While housing
stability and preservation policies may not directly address the RHNA allocation, the
approach to housing existing residents is imperative in achieving the Housing Element’s
goal of ensuring there is adequate housing for persons and families of all income levels.
1. Rental Assistance
There is a need for financial support for seniors, families, and individuals who are
rent-burdened. Household cash flow and income is an issue. Additional education
and outreach to residents and landlords on the availability of housing vouchers,
including Section 8 vouchers is needed to ensure information and support of state,
federal, and local programs are equally provided to all residents. While established
as a program to fulfill basic needs after housing costs, expansion of the Preserving
Our Diversity (POD) program would be helpful to support others who are also rent
burdened.

1204

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

2. Resident Services and Tenant Protections: Landlord/Tenant Support
Continued tenant protection and assistance is needed ranging from legal counsel,
oversight of landlord obligations related to voucher programs and housing
maintenance/repairs, and education/information assistance on tenant rights and
available housing programs.
3. Supportive Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals
Continued implementation and enhancements of support services that assist the
homeless and at-risk individuals such as case management to ensure housing
retention.
4. Housing Preservation: Maintain Housing Affordability
In efforts to maintain housing affordability, focus should be on preserving and
rehabilitating existing housing stock including covenant and non-covenant
residential units such as rent-controlled units that are also viewed as at-risk
housing.
Housing Programs Assessment
Existing housing programs and services are being evaluated for effectiveness and
appropriateness considering resident housing needs and limitations such as funding
availability. The Housing Stability Technical Working Group focused on the need to
preserve covenant and non-covenant naturally occurring affordable housing, rental
assistance and support services to ensure housing security for existing residents most
vulnerable to displacement, and the need for additional funding sources to maintain and
implement program improvements or expansions. Existing rehabilitation and assistance
programs/services are listed below:
•

Housing Preservation: Existing Preservation and Rehabilitation Programs:
•

Conserve At-Risk Housing

•

Rehabilitation: Acquisition and Rehabilitation
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•

Rehabilitation: Small Grants

•

Rehabilitation: Minor Home Modifications for Special Needs

•

Mandatory Seismic Retrofit Program

•

Lead-based Paint Hazard Reduction Program

Housing Assistance: Existing Assistance Programs and Services
•

POD (Preserving Our Diversity) Program

•

Tenant Eviction Protection Program

•

Rental Housing Voucher Programs (including Section 8 availability)

•

Tenant Relocation Assistance Program

•

Temporary Relocation Program

•

Tenant/Landlord Mediation and Legal Services

•

Support Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals

Effects of the COVID-19 Pandemic
It is important to note the likely impact the pandemic will have on available funding and
resources. There is uncertainty on how the pandemic will impact the existing programs
and services provided by the City, however it is anticipated that the need for support will
significantly increase in all areas. Following the Eviction Moratorium currently extended
until the end of June 2021, the City will need to address potential resident loss of
housing. Federal government assistance is uncertain and one-time emergency funds
used to provide rent assistance during the pandemic are not available. The City has
limited resources to continue to provide assistance to residents facing eviction during
this crisis in a broad capacity (e.g., paying back rent).
Funding Challenges
City Emergency Rent Assistance programs have historically been based on limited
flexible general funding for residents who are already being assisted through local nonprofits (case by case) and not based on a systemic program that would assist the
broader population based on limited resources:
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During FY2020-21, the City provided assistance to 650 out of 1,000 applicants
through the COVID-19 Emergency Rental Assistance Program (ERAP)

•

$2.8M in funds provided: $2.55M CDBG funds, $250K General Funds

•

Use of CDBG funding for ERAP made possible by HUD’s onetime waiver of 15%
public services cap. CDBG is not viable source of recurring funding.

•

City will be relying on County for rental assistance

•

Additional staff capacity to manage programs is needed as well.

Current Revenue Sources for Housing Related Programs
•

Affordable Housing Revenue Sources:
o In-lieu fees from AHPP and Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage
Program
o Proceeds from sale of City-owned property

•

Measure GSH tax

•

Community Development Block Grants

•

General Fund

Stability Technical Working Group: Concepts and Recommendations
From the technical working group discussions emerged concepts and ideas that warrant
further evaluation and feedback from the City Council and residents within the
community, particularly from residents participating in housing programs. The group
concluded with a prioritized list including potentially viable program enhancements
based on current funding availability and future programs or program enhancements for
future consideration dependent on if and when additional funding and staff resources
become available. Similarly, the Council should also prioritize program improvements or
new concepts that warrant further consideration.
In its discussion, the Council should consider the following:
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1. Given the limited funding and staff resources, consider the Technical Working
Group’s concepts/recommendations and prioritize the program enhancements
and new concepts warranting further evaluation that will help inform the goals
and objectives related to housing stability/preservation.
2. Policy Question: Although the conversion of rent-controlled units or naturally
occurring affordable housing to long-term affordable units may not count towards
RHNA, should there be investment and priorities established in promoting the
preservation of the existing housing stock?
Potentially Viable Program Enhancements
Rental Assistance: Financial Support for Seniors, Families, Rent Burdened, etc.
Need for Assistance/Oversight with Housing Vouchers (including Section 8 Vouchers)
Sentiments were shared of landlord hesitancy to accept Section 8 residents and a
perception that Section 8 residents are higher risk tenants compared to those without
vouchers.

The Municipal Code and State law, essentially require rental property

owners to accept Section 8 or housing vouchers and prohibit discrimination against an
applicant based on source of income, including housing vouchers. Technical Working
Group participants expressed frustration on the lack of oversight and enforcement of the
law. Landlords often view the Section 8 process as an administrative burden that
involves home inspections, verified habitability, and other qualifications as part of the
program approval. Delays in approval can be costly from the landlord perspective, and
participation not worth the time. In efforts to address the need for oversight and
enforcement, assistance from the City should include additional education and outreach
efforts to ensure residents and landlords understand their rights and legal obligations
under the program. In efforts to further encourage landlords to accept Section 8
residents, the City could subsidize the resident’s remaining portion of the monthly rent
amount, thereby minimizing landlord risk.
POD (Preserving Our Diversity) Program
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The Preserving Our Diversity (POD) program provides cash-based assistance to lowincome, long-term Santa Monica residents in rent-controlled apartments to help achieve
a minimum monthly after-rent income of $747 for a one-person household or $1,306 for
a two-person household. The program achieves a “basic needs budget” for seniors to
have a minimum amount of income remaining after rent is paid each month for food and
medical expenses. Currently, the program is available for qualifying long-term senior
residents.
Many have expressed support for this program and suggest that the program be
expanded to assist others who are also rent burdened. Any program expansion will be
dependent on funding availability that would inform how the program may be expanded;
whether expansion means assistance to additional seniors or to include families
(including disabled/special needs families). Making the program available to families
would require a long-term commitment to significantly increase funding as families have
higher household expenses compared to seniors.

Due to limited resources, it is

important to consider how best to spread the available funding to ensure overall
effectiveness such as monitoring the number of participants.
Resident Services and Tenant Protections: Landlord/Tenant Support
Right to Counsel
A Right to Counsel pilot program (City Attorney’s Office) is underway that would provide
residents with free legal counsel/representation against attempted evictions by
landlords. The pilot program will be evaluated for overall effectiveness, program
capacity, and whether the program can be sustainable. The pilot program was approved
with a budget of $120,000 per year for two years.
Education/Information Assistance for Tenants and Landlords
The technical working group discussed issues related to resident and landlord
relationships, particularly stemming from resident mistrust of landlords. Discussions
were held on the need for additional education and outreach assistance (from City staff)
to both residents and landlords on increasing the awareness of housing programs
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(including Section 8 housing vouchers and landlord acceptance obligation), resident
qualifications, and benefits of program participation. Subject to funding, additional City
staff in the role of outreach coordination would be helpful to assist vulnerable residents
with counseling (including credit counseling) and navigating through housing
applications, programs, and services. Other areas of needed assistance include
additional support in locating housing upon tenant relocation (including follow-up),
coordination with temporary relocation during repairs and maintenance to units, and
additional support in programs that serve homeless and at-risk individuals (case
management). Although funding for additional staff is needed to fill these liaison
positions and would depend on future funding, general program support remains
ongoing.
Supportive Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals
Case management support services provided to homeless and at-risk individuals are
provided to ensure housing retention. It was suggested that services improve to better
assist participants long-term and to improve tailoring services to the individual. Currently
funded housing retention programs have a 90% or better (some are 97%) retention rate.
Improving services would require additional investments to increase staffing and lower
the client/staff ratio, and therefore would be considered a future program enhancement
dependent on additional funding. Currently staff ratios can be 1:30 or more (best
practices are 1:10 for high-need individuals).
Housing Preservation: Maintain Housing Affordability
Conserve At-Risk Housing
The City has assisted in the development of a variety of affordable housing projects that
are currently serving the community. Publicly-assisted housing units with Federal rental
assistance subsidies are protected by covenants. Those units with covenants nearing
expiration are considered “at-risk” of potential conversion to market-rate housing. These
units often serve seniors or persons with special needs. The City continues to monitor
the status of at-risk projects and consider the feasibility of ensuring that these units
remain as affordable units.
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Expanding this policy to focus on non-covenant residential units such as rent controlled
units has been discussed. As rent-controlled units continue to age, they become more
at-risk of being removed pursuant to the Ellis Act. The technical working group
discussed the need to reform the rent increase process in conjunction with incentives
(such as permit fee waivers for maintenance/repair) to encourage landlords to
rehabilitate their aging buildings and remain in the rental business.
Housing Maintenance and Rehabilitation
a. Rehabilitation: Acquisition and Rehabilitation
The acquisition and rehabilitation of existing housing and conversion to affordable
units preserve naturally occurring affordable housing while also helping to minimize
tenant displacement and maintain affordable rents. While effective, acquisition and
rehab is expensive and has primarily been accomplished with City assistance. As
discussed earlier in strategies to support the production of 100% affordable housing,
affordable housing providers have expressed difficulty in competing in the open
market to acquire property when they become available for purchase. Establishing a
program similar to the City of San Francisco’s Community Opportunity to Purchase
Act (COPA) which gives qualified non-profit organizations the right of first offer,
and/or the right of first refusal to purchase certain properties offered for sale in the
City would help to address this issue. COPA was created to prevent tenant
displacement and promote the creation and preservation of affordable rental housing
and is supported through funding from the City of San Francsico. The COPA
program would be evaluated to determine whether a similar program could be
implemented for Santa Monica as an acquisition/rehab strategy, particularly because
funding is very limited for acquisition of properties. Because this would be a new
program that would likely need to be sustained through public assistance, feasibility
is unknown at this time and would be considered a future program depending on
funding availability.
b. Rehabilitation: Small Grants
The City implements the Residential Rehabilitation Program that provides small
grants to owners of multifamily rental properties occupied by low- and moderate-
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income tenants. Currently there are rehab projects in-progress scheduled for
completion in FY2021-22 consisting of 38 units at two locations. Aside from this
remaining project, currently there is no additional/continued funding for this program
for the next 5 years in the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
consolidated plan. Although the program has been successful, there are
considerable challenges in finding property owners who are willing and eligible to
participate. The City has not received any applications in the past two years. In
terms of priorities, currently the small grants program is not a critical priority relative
to other programs that provide needed benefits, considering all other issues and
limited resources including funding. As such, this existing program while successful
in past years, is less efficient due to the limited funding available that may not
provide landlords with meaningful upgrades to their units.
The Technical Working Group discussed expanding this as an exchange program on
a per unit basis (and not entire property) where grants are provided for ongoing
maintenance/repair in exchange for deed restricting such units for long-term
affordability. However, staff believes there are potential challenges for landlords to
deed-restrict their units long-term as it may not be economically viable and therefore
unlikely, considering the small amount of financial assistance in rehabilitating units
compared to loss of market rents.
Other New Concepts / Future Programs
In addition to the housing program expansion and enhancements above, the working
group recommended further evaluation on the following new concepts and programs
that address the preservation of existing housing.
Rehabilitation Tax Abatement Program
A new program was suggested, similar to the Mills Act program for historic properties,
where small rehabilitation grants are provided to landlords in exchange for property tax
abatement/reduction for a period of time to amortize the cost of the work on a sliding
scale basis (example year to year, 5 years max). This would promote rehabilitation of
existing housing stock while providing short-term affordability.
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Staff’s initial feedback on this concept is that such program may be better suited or
more appropriate in cities experiencing very low rents and where there is a pervasive
maintenance issue with properties. Implementation would require coordination outside
of Santa Monica, similar to the Mills Act program, which is a State program that requires
coordination between local cities and the County Assessor’s Office, including legislative
changes. As with any new program, evaluation must consider overall effectiveness on a
broader scale and balance output with staff resources to administer such program.

VI.

Ramifications of Future Non-Compliance

State law requires that each city plan for its housing needs through the Housing
Element process.

In recent years, the State legislature has adopted enhanced

enforcement mechanisms to ensure that all local jurisdictions adopt and implement
Housing Elements that are consistent with State law. If Santa Monica fails to produce a
certified Housing Element, or subsequently takes an action that is inconsistent with a
certified Housing Element, the City would be at risk of enforcement action from the
State, up to and including judicial action, fines of at least $10,000 per month, loss of
eligibility for grants and state funding programs, and loss of local control over land use
decisions. The State has in recent years demonstrated its willingness to take legal
action to compel cities to bring their Housing Elements into compliance.
One of the primary tools in State law to further housing production for jurisdictions that
have not met their RHNA targets is SB 35. Specifically, if the City does not meet its
RHNA production goals, based on annual progress reports’ comparison to pro-rated
goals, housing projects would be eligible for the streamlined process available under SB
35, which involves a streamlined ministerial approval process for housing projects that
provide a minimum percentage of affordable units. If the City does not demonstrate
sufficient progress towards Above Moderate units, projects that provide 10% affordable
units, a level that may be lower than that established by the City, would be eligible for a
ministerial process. However, if there is insufficient progress towards the production of
Lower Income units then only projects with greater than 50% affordable units would be
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eligible for the ministerial process. Given that it is unlikely that a market-rate project
would include 50% affordable units, absent a substantial subsidy, it is likely that that the
latter class of projects would be 100% affordable housing projects.

Attachment E

provides additional detail on how other provisions of SB35 would impact Santa Monica.
Figure 35: SB35 Ministerial Process Thresholds and Affordability Requirements
Affordability Level

Minimum affordability to qualify
for ministerial approval

VII.

SB35

Insufficient
progress towards
Above Moderate
units

Insufficient
progress
towards Lower
Income units

10%

50%

Questions for City Council Consideration

The following questions are intended to guide the City Council’s discussion on the draft
concepts:
1. Where should housing be located - Which geographic option for distribution of
potential housing sites best aligns with Santa Monica’s values and also
accomplishes the requirement to Affirmatively Further Fair Housing?
i. Option A – Adopted LUCE
ii. Option B – Dispersed Housing
iii. Option C – Transit-Oriented (½ mile around major transit stops)
b. Are there any other concepts that would meet the requirement to Affirmatively
Further Fair Housing?
i. Review Single Family Zoning to allow for the development of increased
housing opportunities
ii. Activate housing as a permitted use in areas formerly not available
such as Office Campus (OC) and Industrial Conservation (IC)
iii. Modify development standards to increase the viability for housing
development in areas where such housing has not formerly occurred
such as Montana Avenue, Main Street, and the eastern end of Ocean
Park Blvd
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2. How do we plan to achieve the RHNA – Provide feedback on the 4-point draft
strategy to plan for affordable housing:
i. Maximize inclusionary housing
1. Increase inclusionary requirements for market-rate projects
2. Provide flexibility for providing affordable housing units off-site
ii. Support for 100% affordable housing projects
1. For affordable housing projects up to 80% AMI
a. Unlimited height and density
b. No minimum parking requirements
c. Right of first offer by non-profit affordable housing
providers on land for sale
2. For moderate-income housing projects (up to 120% AMI)
a. 50% density/FAR bonus
b. 3 stories or 33 feet
c. Flexibility in unit mix with a trade-off for more common
area amenities
iii. Seek opportunities to create more affordable housing in existing
housing stock
1. Expand property owner and tenant outreach to maximize
participation in project-based voucher program
2. Flexibility in off-site affordable housing requirements for marketrate projects through acquisition/rehabilitation and conversion of
existing units to deed-restricted affordability
iv. ADU incentives
1. Pursue program to accelerate ADU production including
process incentives like pre-approved plans
2. Allow for additional ADU unit if the extra unit is affordable
3. Would it be appropriate to consider more housing density on unique sites like “Alots” and parking lots of religious congregations to support affordable housing
production?
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4. With approximately 17 acres of City-owned land that has housing potential, should
the City prioritize affordable housing on City-owned sites?
a. Is there interest in establishing a minimum amount of affordable housing for
redevelopment of City-owned sites?
b. Should City-owned sites be re-zoned to maximize affordable housing
potential?
5. With limited resources, which updates to housing programs should be the priority to
promote housing stability for existing residents?
a. Coordinate housing resources to allow tenants and landlords to more easily
access information on resources, programs, rights and obligations
b. Cash assistance
i. Expansion of POD
ii. Outreach for housing vouchers
c. Eviction assistance
i. Right to Counsel
ii. Education for tenants/landlords
d. Relocation assistance
i. Temporary relocation
ii. Permanent relocation
e. Housing preservation
i. Incentives for landlords to rehabilitate aging buildings and remain in
rental business
ii. Increased enforcement of landlords not doing basic maintenance
iii. Enforcement of anti-discrimination in housing
Financial Impacts and Budget Actions
There are no immediate financial impacts or budget actions necessary as a result of the
recommended actions in this report.
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Attachments:
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.

6th Cycle Housing Element Update Existing Conditions Report
HR&A Preliminary Feasibility Analyses March 2021
Summary Report on Preliminary Sites Analysis
HCD Alternative Adequate Sites Checklist
SB35 Summary Implications for Santa Monica
Final 6th Cycle RHNA Allocation
Attachment G - Mobility and Housing Survey Summary Results
Summary of Planning Commission Recommendations on Housing Element
Update Draft Concepts Final
I. Santa Monica HOLC Map
J. Written Comments
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AA.
April 2, 2021 – Housing Commission Housing Element
Discussion
Questions and brief discussion on draft concepts for the 6th Cycle Housing
Element Update (2021-2029), including, but not limited to: 1) options for distribution
of potential housing sites; 2) options for how to achieve capacity on sites with
highest housing potential, with a focus on tools to support affordable housing; and
3) updates to housing programs to address the housing needs of existing residents.
Additional discussion and recommendation scheduled for April 15, 2021.
Attachments: Housing Commission PowerPoint Presentation, Staff Report
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Santa Monica Employer Mobility & Housing survey in progress

Mobility & Housing Survey - Preliminary Highlights
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Mobility & Housing Survey – Highlights of Preliminary Results
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2EMHFWLYH 42 FDQ
EHUHTXHVWHGWR+&'
+RZHYHU42LVQRW
XVHGWRGHWHUPLQH
FRPSOLDQFHXQGHU
H[LVWLQJ+RXVLQJ
(OHPHQWODZ

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

With $4B in funding needed to construct allocated affordable units this
is Santa Monica’s opportunity to continue to lead

+LVWRULF3UHVHUYDWLRQ

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Concepts for Meeting the RHNA

$IIRU
$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
R GDEOH
GDE H +RXV
RXVLQJ
LQJ
J

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

$IIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJLQ
6DQWD0RQLFDLV
JHQHUDWHGE\WZR
VRXUFHV



&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

+RZLV$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ3URGXFHG"
:KDWDUH%DUULHUVWR3URGXFWLRQ"
5HYLHZRISURJUDPVIURPSHHUFLWLHV
8SGDWHG$SSURDFKWR)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VHVWR0D[LPL]H
,QFOXVLRQDU\+RXVLQJ

%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV
)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

/DQG9DOXH&DSWXUH7KURXJK
5HJXODWRU\&RPPXQLW\%HQHILWV

7LHU3URMHFWV

 ,QFUHDVHVLQODQGYDOXHUHVXOWLQJIURPSXEOLF
LQYHVWPHQWVDQGJRYHUQPHQWDFWLRQ HJ
SROLF\ ]RQLQJFKDQJHV DUHŦFDSWXUHGŧIRU
SXEOLFEHQHILW

 3ULYDWH&DSLWDO

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

How is Affordable Housing Produced?

Public
Assistance

Private
Capital

4

60855)

5HQW&RQWURO

How is Affordable Housing Produced?

Overview of Background Analysis to Inform
Potential Concepts and Strategies



&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

6LQJOH8VH&DUU\RXW%DJ%DQ

Connecting Analysis to Draft Strategies








$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

6th Cycle RHNA Challenge and Opportunity

RHNA Challenge & Opportunity

What is Santa Monica’s RHNA?
WRWDOXQLWVWRSODQIRU

3



RHNA Challenge & Opportunity


&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Mobility & Housing Survey – Highlights of Preliminary Results

)URPWKHVXUYH\WKHW\SLFDO
PLGGOHLQFRPHFRPPXWHU
FRPLQJLQWR6DQWD0RQLFDLV
ZLOOLQJWRSD\DOLWWOHRYHU
SHUPRQWKWREH
FORVHUWRWKHLUZRUNLQWKH
&LW\

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Housing Needs Assessment

o ,QFOXVLRQDU\XQLWVDVD
SHUFHQWDJHRIPDUNHWUDWH
KRXVLQJWKURXJKWKH
$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
3URGXFWLRQ3URJUDP $+33

 3XEOLF$VVLVWDQFH

o &LW\ţV+RXVLQJ7UXVW)XQG
W\SLFDOO\IXQGVRQDYHUDJH
RQHSURMHFW\HDU

7LHU3URMHFWV

$GGLWLRQDOKHLJKW)$5
PRUH$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
,QFUHDVHG)HHV

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV

%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ

%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ

3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV


%DVHKHLJKW)$5
%DVH$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
%DVH)HHV

)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV

3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV


)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Barriers to 100% Affordable Housing
Roundtable Discussion with affordable housing
developers held on February 25, 2020

 :RXOGWKLVZRUNLQ6DQWD0RQLFD"0D\EHEHWWHUVWUDWHJLHVDYDLODEOH

WKDWDFFRPSOLVKJRDORIHTXLWDEOHKRXVLQJDFFHVV

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV
%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV
)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV



&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Housing Production Approaches by other Cities
$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ2YHUOD\

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV
%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV
)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

HR&A Analysis – Preliminary Results

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV

We are here

%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV

 5RXJKFRQYHUVLRQRI
UHVXOWDQWQHFHVVDU\)$5
LQWRHVWLPDWHVRIKHLJKW
EDVHGRQVHWRI
GHYHORSPHQWDVVXPSWLRQV
WRKHOSZLWKXQGHUVWDQGLQJ
QHFHVVDU\GHYHORSPHQW
OLPLWV

)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV
%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

HR&A Analysis – Preliminary Results

HR&A Analysis – Preliminary Results

 'RZQWRZQ

 $GGLWLRQDO7HVWLQJ)RUWKFRPLQJ

 0RVWOLNHO\ WRVXSSRUW(/,DQG 9/,LQFOXVLRQDU\UHTXLUHPHQW

 %HUJDPRWDQG08%/*& %RXOHYDUGV/LQFROQ DEOHWR
PDUJLQDOO\ VXSSRUW(/,
 2XWVLGHRI%HUJDPRWDQG'RZQWRZQLQFOXVLRQDU\OHYHOVDERYH
ZRXOGQHHGDGGLWLRQDOKHLJKWDQG)$5
 2QO\'RZQWRZQFDQVXSSRUWLQFOXVLRQDU\OHYHOVDERYHDQG
DWPDUJLQDO OHYHO
 9LHZLQJUHVXOWVIURPSHUVSHFWLYHRIGHYHORSHUDVVHVVLQJ
ZKHWKHUWRPRYHIRUZDUGZLWKKRXVLQJSURMHFW
 ,QRUGHUWRWUXO\LQFHQWLYL]HKRXVLQJSURGXFWLRQŞ ZRXOGOLNHO\QHHGWRKDYH
DQDO\VLVVXSSRUWŦ0RVW/LNHO\ŧ

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV
%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ











2WKHU)$5+HLJKWVFHQDULRV
$IIRUGDELOLW\KRXVLQJLQFRPHPL[
2QVLWHYVRIIVLWHSURYLVLRQRIDIIRUGDEOHXQLWV
&29,'LPSDFWVRQPDUNHW
%HGURRPPL[DQGXQLWVL]HUHTXLUHPHQWV
$OWHUQDWLYHJURXQGIORRUXVHV LQFOXGLQJKRXVLQJ
$OWHUQDWLYHSDUNLQJUHTXLUHPHQWV
5HWDLORIILFHWLSSLQJSRLQW
+ROGLQJFRVWV

3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV

/HDVW/LNHO\

0DUJLQDO



0RVW/LNHO\

)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV

 What is it?
 2IIHUVGHQVLW\ERQXVHVDQGLQFHQWLYHVWRHQFRXUDJH
FRQVWUXFWLRQRIRQVLWHDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJZLWKLQPLOHRI
PDMRUWUDQVLWVWRSV
 ŦWLHUVŧEDVHGRQGLVWDQFHWRWUDQVLWVWRS HJRQVLWH
DIIRUGDEOH ERQXV
 $SSHDUVWRUHSODFH6WDWHGHQVLW\ERQXV

GHYHORSPHQWWLHUVV\VWHP

%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ

 9HU\VLPLODUWR6DQWD0RQLFDţVWLHUV\VWHPRIKRXVLQJERQXVHV
HJ'RZQWRZQ SDLUHGZLWKLQFOXVLRQDU\UHTXLUHPHQW
 ,QVWUXFWLYHIRUPHQXRIDYDLODEOHLQFHQWLYHV


$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV
)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

:KDWKDVEHHQWHVWHG
VRIDU"

 7HVWHGLQFOXVLRQDU\
 6WXGLHVDW(/,DQG 
DW9/,
 6WXGLHGDQG
LQFOXVLRQDU\ZLWKHYHQ
GLVWULEXWLRQRI(/,WR0RGHUDWH
 7HVWHGZKHWKHURIIVLWHRSWLRQ
 $SSOLHGWRH[LVWLQJ GHYHORSPHQW
VWDQGDUGV
 6WXGLHGDOOFRPPHUFLDODUHDV
 3UHOLPLQDU\ UHVXOWVWRHVWDEOLVK
EDVHOLQHPRGHODQGXQGHUVWDQG
OLPLWDWLRQVRIH[LVWLQJGHYHORSPHQW
VWDQGDUGVWRLQIRUPSROLF\PDNLQJ

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV
%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV


$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

5

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV

Where Should Housing Be Located?

%DUULHUVWR$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
3HHU&LWLHVţ$SSURDFKHV



$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ1XWV %ROWV

 Would this work in Santa Monica? 6RPHZKDWGXSOLFDWLYHRIH[LVWLQJ

)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

HR&A Analysis – Preliminary Results

 7HVWHGLQFOXVLRQDU\
KRXVLQJUHTXLUHPHQWVDW
GLIIHUHQWOHYHOV

 :RXOGWKLVZRUNLQ6DQWD0RQLFD"6RPHZKDWGXSOLFDWLYHRIH[LVWLQJ
 $GPLQLVWUDWLYH$SSURYDOSXUVXDQWWR,=2
 (OLJLEOHIRUJUHDWHVWKHLJKWDQG)$5GHQVLW\LQHDFK]RQH
DGGLWLRQDOKHLJKWGHQVLW\ SDUNLQJUHOLHIZLWKLQPLOHRIPDMRU
WUDQVLWXQGHU6WDWHGHQVLW\ERQXVODZ
 9DOXHLQEULQJLQJFLW\ZLGHFRQVLVWHQF\WRDIIRUGDEOH

KRXVLQJUHTXLUHPHQWV

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Updated Analytical
Approach for
Feasibility Analyses

 :KDWLVLW"
 =RQLQJRYHUOD\WKDWSURYLGHVVXEVWDQWLDOO\LQFUHDVHGKHLJKWDQG
GHQVLW\IRUDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJSURMHFWV
 0RVWUHFHQWO\LPSOHPHQWHGLQ&DPEULGJH0$ZLWKVLPLODU
HQYLURQPHQWRIKLJKODQGFRVWVDQGDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJVKRUWDJH

SURFHVVDQGLQFHQWLYHVIRUDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJEXWYDOXHLQ
KDUPRQL]LQJUHTXLUHPHQWV

 $SSUR[LPDWHO\RIODQGDUHD]RQHG5FRQWDLQLQJRI
KRXVLQJVXSSO\
 Ŧ0LVVLQJ0LGGOHŧGHYHORSPHQWW\SHOLNHO\ZRXOGQRWILW
 8QFOHDULIDYHUDJHVL]HG5 SDUFHOFRXOGDFFRPPRGDWH
DIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJ
 $UHWKHUHEHWWHUVWUDWHJLHVWKDWZRXOGLQFUHDVHFDSDFLW\
ZLWKRXWHOLPLQDWLQJ5]RQLQJOLNH$'8V" 

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Housing Production Approaches by other Cities
Los Angeles Transit Oriented Communities (TOC)
Program

 :KDWLVLW"
 &LWLHVHOLPLQDWLQJVLQJOHIDPLO\ ]RQLQJUHFRJQL]LQJWKDWVXFK
]RQLQJSHUSHWXDWHVGHIDFWRUDFLDODQGHFRQRPLFVHJUHJDWLRQ
 6DFUDPHQWR%HUNHOH\6DQ-RVH2DNODQG0LQQHDSROLV3RUWODQG

/DFNRIIXQGLQJ
/DQGFRVWV
,QVXIILFLHQWKHLJKWDQGGHQVLW\WRSURGXFHQHFHVVDU\XQLWV
&RPPHUFLDOSUHYDLOLQJZDJHUHTXLUHPHQWVWKDWWULJJHUDWVWRULHV
&RQVWUXFWLRQFRVWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKH&LW\ţV)LUH&RGH
UHTXLUHPHQWVIRUKLJKULVHEXLOGLQJVWKDWWULJJHUDWWKH&LW\ţV
WKUHVKROGRIDERYHIHHW

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

(OLPLQDWLRQRI5=RQLQJ

 'HVFULEHGEDUULHUVWRSURGXFWLRQLQFOXGHG






$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Housing Production Approaches by other Cities

)HDVLELOLW\$QDO\VLV



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Connecting Analysis to Draft Strategies
Overview of Background Analysis to Inform
Potential Concepts and Strategies




$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Where should housing be located?

2SWLRQ$Ş $GRSWHG
/8&(

2SWLRQ%Ş 'LVSHUVHG
+RXVLQJ

$6WDUWLQJ3RLQWWR,GHQWLI\LQJ
6XLWDEOH+RXVLQJ6LWHV

:KHUH6KRXOG+RXVLQJ%H/RFDWHG"
o 2SWLRQVIRU&RQVLGHUDWLRQ
:KDW6LWHV&RXOGEH'HYHORSHGZLWK+RXVLQJ"
o 3UHOLPLQDU\6LWHV$QDO\VLV
+RZ&DQWKH&LW\$FKLHYH(TXLWDEOH+RXVLQJ$FFHVV"
o 9LHZLQJ1HZ+RXVLQJWKURXJKWKHOHQVRI$IILUPDWLYHO\)XUWKHU
)DLU+RXVLQJ

$FWLYDWLQJ+RXVLQJ3RWHQWLDO
LQ$UHDVWKDW+DYH1RW
$FFRPPRGDWHG+RXVLQJLQ
WKH3DVW

 7RWDORI3DUFHOVLGHQWLILHG
ZLWK+LJK3RWHQWLDO SDUFHOV
DVVRFLDWHGZLWK$SSURYHG 
3HQGLQJ3URMHFWV
 SDUFHOVZLWKPHGLXP
SRWHQWLDO
S

0DLQ6WUHHW0RQWDQD2FHDQ
3DUN%RXOHYDUG2IILFH&DPSXV
DQG,QGXVWULDO&RQVHUYDWLRQ

:KHUH"

:KHUH"

:KHUH"

3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV

3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV

3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV

(TXLW\



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Where should housing be located?

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

(TXLW\



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Where should housing be located?

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Preliminary Suitable Sites Analysis

2SWLRQ&Ş 7UDQVLW
2ULHQWHG1RGHV

(TXLW\



&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Preliminary Suitable Sites Analysis
6LWHVZHUHLQGLYLGXDOO\UHYLHZHGZLWKFRQVLGHUDWLRQWRWKHIROORZLQJVLWH
FKDUDFWHULVWLFV

)LUVW&XWDW,GHQWLI\LQJ9LDEOH6LWHVWKDW&RXOG
3RWHQWLDOO\$FFRPPRGDWH+RXVLQJŞ %DVHGRQ/8&(

([LVWLQJ6WDQGDUGV$SSURYHG)LOWHUVDQG4XDOLWDWLYH5HYLHZRI6LWHV

$FWLYDWLQJ+RXVLQJ3RWHQWLDO
ZLWKLQPLOHRI([SR/LQH

&DWHJRU\ $SSURYHGDQG3HQGLQJ3URMHFWV
&DWHJRU\Ş 3ULRUWK &\FOH+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW6XLWDEOH6LWHV
,QYHQWRU\
&DWHJRU\Ş 'RZQWRZQ&RPPXQLW\3ODQ6LWHV
&DWHJRU\Ş &LW\2ZQHG6LWHV
&DWHJRU\Ş 3DUNLQJ/RWV
&DWHJRU\Ş $XWR6DOHV,QYHQWRU\/RWV
&DWHJRU\Ş 5HFHQWO\6ROG6LWHV6LWHVIRU6DOH
&DWHJRU\Ş 8QGHUXWLOL]HG6LWHV H[FHVVVIGHYHORSPHQW
SRWHQWLDO 
&DWHJRU\Ş /DUJH3DUFHOV VI
&DWHJRU\Ş 5HPDLQLQJ6LWHVZLWKOHVVWKDQ$VVHVVRUV9DOXH

5DWLR

 6LWHVZLWKLQPLOHEXIIHU
UDGLXVRIWKH0HWUR(/LJKW5DLO
VWDWLRQVZRXOGKDYHLQFUHDVHG
GHQVLW\
 )HZHUVLWHVZLWKPRUHGHQVLW\
 0D\QRWDOLJQDVZHOOZLWK$))+
:KHUH"
3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV
(TXLW\



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Preliminary Suitable Sites Analysis

:KHUH"
3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

&DWHJRU\3HQGLQJ3URMHFWV

:KHUH"
3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV
(TXLW\











&DWHJRU\$SSURYHG3URMHFWV

















$OO5HPDLQLQJ6LWHV H[FOXGHDQG









7RWDO









$'8V









5+1$7DUJHWV









%XIIHU 6KRUWIDOO









 $W(/,XQGHUFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGVUHWDLOUHVLGHQWLDOLQVRPH
DUHDV 'RZQWRZQ%HUJDPRW08%/ ZRXOGOLNHO\GHYHORS
$FWXDOţVSURSRVHG 
SHQGLQJ
$VVXPHVGHYHORSPHQWDW
FXUUHQWVWDQGDUGV
$VVXPHVDOOVLWHVZLOO
UHGHYHORS

 3XUSRVHRIDQDO\VLVLVWRLGHQWLI\VLWHVWKDWKDYHWKH
FKDUDFWHULVWLFVWRSRWHQWLDOO\DFFRPPRGDWHKRXVLQJ QRWHYHU\
VLWHZLOOQHFHVVDULO\GHYHORS


&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

 /LNHOLKRRGRI5HVLGHQWLDO'HYHORSPHQW%DVHGRQ+5 $
$QDO\VLV



&DWHJRU\&LW\RZQHG6LWHV

(TXLW\

Preliminary Suitable Sites Analysis

$IIRUGDEOH8QLWVDW,QFOXVLRQDU\
81,76

:KHUH"
3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

 ,GHQWLILHG6LWHVKDYHDODQGFDSDFLW\RIXQLWVEDVHG
RQFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGV
6XPPDU\RI5HDOLVWLF8QLW&DSDFLW\

6L]HDFFHVVWRDQDOOH\VKDSHRIWKHVLWH LQFOXGLQJ
GHSWKZLGWK DQGORFDWLRQUHODWLYHWRWKHXUEDQ
JULG
([LVWLQJ8VHV
/RQJHYLW\RIH[LVWLQJXVHVPXOWLSOHWHQDQWVYVVLQJOH
WHQDQWVLWHV
/RFDWLRQ 
$FFHVVWRVFKRROVMREVWUDQVLWUHVLGHQWLDODPHQLWLHV
&RQWH[W
VXFKDVSDUNVRSHQVSDFHKHDOWKFDUHVHUYLFHV
DQGUHWDLOVKRSVVXFKDVJURFHUV
(QYLURQPHQWDO
(QYLURQPHQWDOFRQVWUDLQWV HJIDXOWKD]DUG]RQHV
&RQVWUDLQWV
IORRGDUHDVOLTXHIDFWLRQ]RQHVYHU\KLJKILUH
KD]DUGVHYHULW\]RQHV WKDWFRXOGSRWHQWLDOO\DIIHFW
UHGHYHORSPHQW
'HYHORSHU,QWHUHVW 3DVWLQWHUHVWIURPGHYHORSHU

(TXLW\

Preliminary Suitable Sites Analysis

 7RWDORI3DUFHOVLGHQWLILHGZLWKODQGFDSDFLW\RI
XQLWVEDVHGRQFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGV



6LWH3K\VLFDO
&KDUDFWHULVWLFV

 :LWKLQWKH08%DQG/LQFROQ%RXOHYDUGZKLOHIHDVLEOHDW(/,
UHWDLOUHVLGHQWLDOZRXOGH[FHHGFXUUHQW)$5OLPLWV
 $WOHDVWRIWKH66,VLWHVDUHORFDWHGZLWK08%/LQFROQ
 +LJKHUDIIRUGDELOLW\ZLOOUHTXLUHFKDQJHVLQ]RQLQJVWDQGDUGV

:KHUH"

:KHUH"

3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV

3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV

(TXLW\



(TXLW\

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Sites for Special Consideration
 &LW\2ZQHG6LWHV
o WK$UL]RQD6LWH
o 3DUNLQJ6WUXFWXUH
o 'RZQWRZQ6WDWLRQ6LWH
o %HUJDPRW$UWV&HQWHU
o 0DLQ6WUHHW/RWV
o 9DULRXVRWKHUSXEOLFORWVEHKLQG:LOVKLUH
 6WDWH,QVWLWXWLRQDO3XEOLF8WLOLWLHV&RQWUROOHG6LWHV
o '096LWH
o 8&/$
o 60086'
o 6R&DO*DV
 5HOLJLRXV,QVWLWXWLRQV
o &KXUFKSDUNLQJORWVPRVWO\LQ555
]RQHV
 $/RWV
o ORWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKSDUFHOVZLWKKLJK
SRWHQWLDOIRUUHVLGHQWLDO

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
$))+PHDQVŦWDNLQJPHDQLQJIXODFWLRQVLQDGGLWLRQWRFRPEDWLQJGLVFULPLQDWLRQWKDWRYHUFRPH
SDWWHUQVRIVHJUHJDWLRQDQGIRVWHULQFOXVLYHFRPPXQLWLHVIUHHIURPEDUULHUVWKDWUHVWULFWDFFHVVWR
RSSRUWXQLW\EDVHGRQSURWHFWLYHFKDUDFWHULVWLFVŧ

1HZ&RQFHSWVIRU$))+
o 0RGLI\LQJGHYHORSPHQWVWDQGDUGVWRLQFUHDVHWKHYLDELOLW\IRU
KRXVLQJGHYHORSPHQWLQDUHDVZKHUHVXFKKRXVLQJKDVQRW
IRUPHUO\RFFXUUHGVXFKDV0RQWDQD$YHQXH0DLQ6WUHHWDQG
2FHDQ3DUN%RXOHYDUG

 6DQWD0RQLFDţVHVWDEOLVKHG
QHLJKERUKRRGVWRGD\ZHUHLQIOXHQFHG
E\GLVFULPLQDWRU\SROLFLHVRIWKHSDVW
LQFOXGLQJVLQJOHIDPLO\]RQLQJDQG
UHGOLQLQJ

o 3URYLGLQJRSSRUWXQLW\IRUKRXVLQJGHYHORSPHQWLQDUHDVIRUPHUO\
QRWDYDLODEOHVXFKDV2IILFH&DPSXV 2& DQG,QGXVWULDO
&RQVHUYDWLRQ ,&

o /RFDWLRQRIUHQWHUVDQGRZQHUVLQWKH
&LW\YHU\KLJKO\FRUUHODWHVZLWKSDWWHUQV
RIUHVLGHQWLDOUDFLDODQGHWKQLF
VHJUHJDWLRQ
o 0DMRUFRQWULEXWRUWRUDFLDODQGHWKQLF
VHJUHJDWLRQLVKLJKKRXVLQJDQGODQG
FRVWVSHUSHWXDWHGE\ODQGXVHDQG
]RQLQJGHFLVLRQV

:KHUH"
3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV
(TXLW\



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

:KHUH"

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

3ODQQLQJIRU
DIIRUGDEOHXQLWVZLOOQHHG
WRLQFOXGHERWKSULYDWH
DQGSXEOLFUHVRXUFHV

How Much?
A 4-Point Strategy to Plan For Affordable Housing



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

:KDWGRHVLWPHDQWRRQO\IRFXVRQ
RQHUHVRXUFH"
o 3XEOLF)XQGLQJFKDOOHQJHVOLPLW
DIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJŞ
ZRXOGQHHGDSSUR[LPDWHO\
%
o 3ULYDWH ,QFOXVLRQDU\RI
DORQHZLOOUHTXLUHSODQQLQJIRU
RYHUXQLWV

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #1 – Maximize Inclusionary Units in
Market Rate Housing


(/,RSWLRQZDVPLQLPXP
LQFOXVLRQDU\ LQFUHDVHGWR
(/,IRU7LHUSURMHFWV






$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

&RQVLGHUHOLPLQDWLQJ$+33ŦPHQXŧDQG
5HSODFHZLWKDIIRUGDELOLW\EDVHGRQSURMHFW7LHU
FRXSOHGZLWKGHYHORSPHQWSRWHQWLDOPRVWOLNHO\WR
WR VXSSRUWVHOHFWHGLQFOXVLRQDU\WDUJHW

,QFUHDVH)OH[LELOLW\RI2II6LWH
$IIRUGDEOH2SWLRQ
 $OORZRIIVLWHSURMHFWVWREHORFDWHGDQ\ZKHUH
LQ6DQWD0RQLFDEXWPXVWQRWEHORFDWHGLQD
6&$*HQYLURQPHQWDOMXVWLFHDUHD
 $OORZWKHSRROLQJRIXQLWVDQGUHVRXUFHVDPRQJ
PXOWLSOHDSSOLFDQWVWRRQHVLWHVSURYLGHGRII
VLWHXQLWVDUHFRQVWUXFWHGEHIRUHPDUNHWUDWH
 &UHDWHDSULYDWHDFTXLVLWLRQUHKDERSWLRQWKDW
DOORZVGHYHORSHUVWRSXUFKDVHH[LVWLQJXQLWV
UHKDELOLWDWHWKHXQLWVDQGFRQYHUWWKHXQLWVWR
ORQJWHUPDIIRUGDELOLW\


&XUUHQWO\VXVSHQGHGXQWLO
)HEUXDU\SHQGLQJ
$+33UHYLVLRQV

0LQLPXPLQFOXVLRQDU\LVQRZ
9/,



Strategy #1 – Maximize Inclusionary Units in
Market Rate Housing



(TXLW\



$+33FXUUHQWO\KDVPHQXRIDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJRSWLRQV

Strategy #1 – Maximize Inclusionary Units in
Market Rate Housing

([DPSOH
 7LHUSURMHFWVPXVWSURYLGHDPLQLPXP9/,DIIRUGDELOLW\
 7LHUSURMHFWVPXVWSURYLGHDPLQLPXPDIIRUGDELOLW\ZLWK
HTXDOPL[RIXQLWVDFURVVDOOOHYHOV
 5HTXLUHVLQFUHDVHLQ)$5DQGKHLJKWWRILQDQFLDOO\VXSSRUW
LQFUHDVHGDIIRUGDELOLW\OHYHOV EDVHGRQ+5 $UHVXOWV

:KHUH"
3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV

(TXLW\

4-Point Strategy for Affordable Housing

6

o (OLPLQDWLQJ6LQJOH)DPLO\=RQLQJWRDOORZIRUWKHGHYHORSPHQWRI
LQFUHDVHGKRXVLQJRSSRUWXQLWLHV

3UHOLPLQDU\
6LWHV$QDO\VLV



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #1 – Maximize Inclusionary Units in
Market Rate Housing
&RQFHSWVIRU,QWHJUDWLQJ8SGDWHVWR6WDWH'HQVLW\%RQXV/DZ

&RXOGPRUHXQLWVEH
SURGXFHGRIIVLWH"
3UHOLPLQDU\DQDO\VLVIRXQG
WKDWFRVWRIEXLOGLQJ
DIIRUGDEOHXQLWVRQVLWH
FRVWVWLPHVWKHSHUXQLW
VXEVLG\JDSIRURIIVLWH

 -DQXDU\Ş 6WDWHODZLQFUHDVHGWKH
GHQVLW\ERQXVHVDYDLODEOHWRPDUNHWUDWH
SURMHFWVWKDWSURYLGHRQVLWHDIIRUGDEOH
KRXVLQJ
 1HZERQXVV\VWHPEDVHGRQDVOLGLQJVFDOH
WKDWDOORZVXS WRERQXV

&RXOGIDFLOLWDWHPRUH
DIIRUGDEOHXQLWVRIIVLWH


$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #1 – Maximize Inclusionary Units in
Market Rate Housing
&RQFHSWVIRU,QWHJUDWLQJ8SGDWHVWR6WDWH'HQVLW\%RQXV/DZ

 ([SDQGH[LVWLQJ7LHUVWUXFWXUHE\EDVLQJWKHPD[)$5DQGKHLJKWRQWDUJHWHG
DIIRUGDELOLW\OHYHO
([DPSOH

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #2 – Support 100% Affordable
Housing

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #2 – Support 100% Affordable
Housing

What incentives do 100%
affordable projects currently
receive?

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
Ŧ2YHUOD\ŧŞ
XSWR$0,

 $GPLQLVWUDWLYHSURFHVV
 )$5DQGKHLJKWORFDOERQXVLQ
VRPH]RQHV
 $%DSSOLHVWRDUHDVZLWKLQ
PLOHRIPDMRUWUDQVLWDQGRQO\
IRUSURMHFWVXSWR$0,

 +DUPRQL]H3URFHVV ,QFHQWLYHV
IRU$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ

100% Affordable Housing Existing Maximum # of Stories
City Maximum vs. State Density Bonus
12

10

Tier 2 with 20% on-site affordable =
FAR necessary to support 20% affordable

Tier 1 with 15% VLI on-site affordable =
at least 50% increase over Tier 1 base

*Tier 1 with off-site affordable =
Lesser bonus over Tier 1 base

Tier 1 base (commercial projects) =
existing standards



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

o 8QOLPLWHGGHQVLW\KHLJKWLQ
FRPPHUFLDO]RQHV
o 0LQLPXPRIVWRULHV
JXDUDQWHHGLQUHVLGHQWLDO]RQHV

 :RXOGH[FHHG$%LQFHQWLYHV

 ([WUDVWRULHV
 8QOLPLWHGGHQVLW\
 1RPLQLPXPSDUNLQJ
UHTXLUHPHQWV

 &RPPHUFLDOSURMHFWVFDQQRWUHTXHVWDERYH7LHUXQOHVV
VWRULHVRIDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJSURYLGHGDERYH

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #2 – Support 100% Affordable
Housing

$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJŦ2YHUOD\ŧŞ XSWR$0,
 ([WUDVWRULHV
 )$5GHQVLW\ERQXV

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #2 – Support 100% Affordable
Housing
2WKHU&RQFHSWV

 3LJJ\EDFNLQJRQWR
GHYHORSPHQWVDOUHDG\LQ
SURJUHVV
o 3DUWQHUZLWKFRPPHUFLDO
GHYHORSHUV
o 3XUFKDVHDGGLWLRQDOŦEORFNVŧRI
DIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJLQPDUNHWUDWH
SURMHFWVDWIDLUPDUNHWYDOXH

 $OORZVQRQSURILWDIIRUGDEOH
KRXVLQJSURYLGHUVWREH
LQIRUPHGILUVWZKHQODQG
JRHVRQVDOH

 )OH[LELOLW\LQXQLWPL[UHTXLUHPHQWWRDOORZPRUHPLFUR
XQLWVDVWUDGHRIIIRUPRUHFRPPRQDUHDDPHQLWLHV"

 /HJLVODWLYHDGYRFDF\IRU
IXQGLQJ



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\



&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #3 – Protect Existing Units for
Long-term Stability

+RZFDQH[LVWLQJXQLWVFRXQWWRZDUGV5+1$"
 &LW\PD\EHDEOHWRXWLOL]HEXWLQYHU\OLPLWHGFDSDFLW\IRUSURMHFWVDOUHDG\LQ
SURJUHVV
 $OWHUQDWLYH$GHTXDWH6LWHV
 6XEVWDQWLDO5HKDELOLWDWLRQ
 &RQYHUVLRQIURPQRQDIIRUGDEOHWRDIIRUGDEOH
 3UHVHUYDWLRQRIDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJ HJH[SLULQJFRYHQDQWV

 &LW\PXVWEHSURYLGLQJŦFRPPLWWHGDVVLVWDQFHŧWKURXJKHQIRUFHDEOHDJUHHPHQWLQ
SODFHEHWZHHQ-XO\DQGHQGRIILUVW\HDUVRIWKHKRXVLQJHOHPHQWSODQQLQJ
SHULRG
 0XVWKDYHPHWVRPHVKDUHRI9/,RU/,SURGXFWLRQLQSULRUF\FOH

 1HHGWRKDYHVSHFLILFSURMHFWVLGHQWLILHGIXQGLQJVRXUFH

6

4

2

0
CCS

GC

NC

MUC MUBL

GC
NC
(Pico) (Pico)

IC

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

OC

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #4 – Incentives For ADUs

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Completed

2017

-

1

6

7

2018

2

15

39

56

2019

32

37

14

83

2020

87

12

1

100

2021

4

-

-

4

Total

125

65

60

250

%XLOGLQJSHUPLWGDWDDVRI0DUFK

Total

LT
HMU
(West)

TA

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

 2SSRUWXQLW\FRQVLGHUKRZWRLQFHQWLYL]HEULQJLQJEDFNH[LVWLQJYDFDQWXQLWV
LQWRSHUPDQHQWKRXVLQJVXSSO\

 %DVHGRQ$&6\HDUHVWLPDWHVRZQHUYDFDQF\UDWHUHQWDOYDFDQF\UDWH

 2YHURIYDFDQWXQLWVDUHVHDVRQDEOHXVH

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #4 – Incentives For ADUs
7KHQXPEHURI$'8VGHYHORSHGLQWKHSULRUSODQQLQJSHULRG
&RPPXQLW\QHHGDQGGHPDQG
7KHUHVRXUFHVDQGRULQFHQWLYHVDYDLODEOH
7KHDYDLODELOLW\IRURFFXSDQF\
0XVWPHHWWKH&HQVXVGHILQLWLRQRIDKRXVLQJXQLWDQGEHUHSRUWHGWRWKH
'HSDUWPHQWRI)LQDQFHDQG
 7KHDQWLFLSDWHGDIIRUGDELOLW\RIWKHVHXQLWV






 7RSURMHFWLQFUHDVHGSRWHQWLDORI$'8V+&'UHFRPPHQGV



NV

 2XWUHDFKUHJDUGLQJDYDLODELOLW\RISURMHFWEDVHGYRXFKHUV
 )OH[LELOLW\LQRIIVLWH$+33SURJUDPWRSXUFKDVHH[LVWLQJXQLWVDQGFRQYHUWWRORQJWHUP
DIIRUGDELOLW\

 $MXULVGLFWLRQPD\XVH$'8VWRKHOSVDWLVI\LWV5+1$EDVHGRQWKH
IROORZLQJIDFWRUV

Permit
Issued

BC

 $Q\SURJUDPVZRXOGODUJHO\QRWFRXQWWRZDUGV5+1$XQGHUH[LVWLQJ+RXVLQJ
(OHPHQWODZ
 3RVVLEOH&RQFHSWV

$'8&RQWULEXWLRQWR5+1$

In-Progress

LT
(East)

$SSUR[LPDWHO\UHQWFRQWUROOHGXQLWV
DOUHDG\UHVHWWRPDUNHWUHQWVGXHWRYDFDQF\GHFRQWURO

 6LQFHQHZ6WDWHODZLQDQG6DQWD0RQLFDKDV
VHHQDQLQFUHDVHLQ$'8 SURGXFWLRQDQGLQWHUHVW

Building
Permit
Year

BTV

Strategy #3 – Protect Existing Units for
Long-term Stability

$'8 3URGXFWLRQZLWKLQ6DQWD0RQLFD
 ,Q6DQWD0RQLFDDGRSWHGDQHZ$'8 FRGHVHFWLRQ
WKDWLVFRPSOLDQWZLWK6WDWHODZDQGWKDWH[SDQGVXSRQ
WKHUHTXLUHPHQWVWRHQFRXUDJH$'8 GHYHORSPHQW

MUB

State Density Bonus (AB1763)





 0RGHOOHGDIWHU6DQ
)UDQFLVFRţV&23$RUGLQDQFH

 1RH[LVWLQJGHGLFDWHGIXQGLQJVRXUFHIRUPRGHUDWH
LQFRPHXQLWV

8

City Max # Stories

5LJKWRI)LUVW5HIXVDOWR%X\
/DQG

 (QDFWORFDOYHUVLRQRI$%

 3URJUDPUXOHV

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

 8VHWKHWUHQGVLQ$'8FRQVWUXFWLRQVLQFH-DQXDU\WRHVWLPDWHQHZSURGXFWLRQ
 $VVXPHDQDYHUDJHLQFUHDVHRIILYHWLPHVWKHSUHYLRXVSODQQLQJSHULRG
FRQVWUXFWLRQWUHQGVSULRUWR
 8VHWUHQGVIURPUHJLRQDOSURGXFWLRQRI$'8V

 ,QFOXGHSURJUDPVWKDWDJJUHVVLYHO\SURPRWHDQGLQFHQWLYL]H$'8FRQVWUXFWLRQ

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #4 – Incentives For ADUs
ADU Contribution to RHNA

7DNHWKH$'86XUYH\
E\0DUFKWK

 $QWLFLSDWHG$IIRUGDELOLW\/HYHOV

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Strategy #4 – Incentives For ADUs
Proposed ADU Incentive Program within the R1 Zone District
 &XUUHQWO\WKHPD[LPXPQXPEHURIXQLWVDQ5SDUFHOFDQEHGHYHORSHGZLWKLVWKUHH
 2QH6)5RQHGHWDFKHG$'8 RQH-$'8

 ,QFHQWLYHSURJUDPZRXOGDOORZIRURQHDGGLWLRQDO$'8LIWKHSURSHUW\RZQHULVZLOOLQJWR
GHHGUHVWULFWRQHRIWKH$'8VDWDQDIIRUGDEOHOHYHO

 6DQWD0RQLFD$'86XUYH\ 0DUFKWK Ş 0DUFKWK

 7REHWWHUXQGHUVWDQGKRZ$'8VDUHEHLQJXVHGZLWKLQWKHFLW\DQG
KRZWKH\FRQWULEXWHWRWKHFLW\ţVKRXVLQJVXSSO\
 7DUJHWLQJSURSHUW\RZQHUVWKDWKDYHDQ$'8WKDWLVHLWKHUFRPSOHWHG
RUXQGHU GHYHORSPHQW$1'LQGLYLGXDOVZKROLYHLQ$'8V

 3URJUDPKHOSVDFKLHYHDIILUPDWLYHO\IXUWKHULQJIDLUKRXVLQJE\SURYLGLQJPRUHDIIRUGDEOH
KRXVLQJRSSRUWXQLWLHVZLWKLQWKH5]RQHGLVWULFW

SCAG Sustainable Communities Program

 3UH&HUWLILHG6&$*$QDO\VLV






$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

([WUHPHO\/RZŞ 
9HU\/RZ Ş 
/RZŞ 
0RGHUDWHŞ 
$ERYH0RGHUDWHŞ 



&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Housing Stability
1. Housing Preservation Programs
Rehabilitation assistance to maintain, improve, and extend use / livability of
aging residential buildings.

Housing Stability

2. Housing Assistance Programs + Services
Financial & technical support to all income groups and household types
including families with children, seniors, persons with disabilities, and others
with special needs.



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\



&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Existing Housing Programs
7:*)RFXV _1HHGIRU$GGLWLRQDO)XQGLQJIRU3URJUDP,PSURYHPHQWVRU([SDQVLRQV
 3UHVHUYH&RYHQDQW1RQ&RYHQDQW1DWXUDOO\2FFXUULQJ$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
Existing Housing Rehabilitation Programs:
 Conserve At-Risk Housing
 Rehabilitation: Acquisition and Rehabilitation
 Rehabilitation: Small Grants
 Rehabilitation: Minor Home Modifications for Special Needs
 Mandatory Seismic Retrofit Program
 Lead-based Paint Hazard Reduction Program


 'LIILFXOWWRILQDQFH
 /RZ DQGPRGHUDWHLQFRPHKRXVHKROGVPD\QRWIHDVLEO\DIIRUGILVFDOFRVWV
 5HTXLUHVPXFKFORVHUPRQLWRULQJRIRFFXSDQF\DQGVDOHV

 Vacancy Tax

 ([SHFWHGUHYHQXHORZDQGFRVWRIHQIRUFHPHQWZLOOEHKLJK

 Commercial to Residential Conversion

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Housing Barriers & Resident Needs

+RXVLQJ6WDELOLW\_5HKDELOLWDWLRQ$VVLVWDQFH6XSSRUW3URJUDPV

7

 Commercial Land Trust

 /HVVWKDQRIILFHEXLOGLQJVDUHODUJHUWKDQVIDQGUHLQYHVWPHQWLQWRVPDOOHUROGHUEXLOGLQJV
IRUUHVLGHQWLDOFRQYHUVLRQLVXQOLNHO\ FRQYHUVLRQWRDQRWKHUFRPPHUFLDOXVHVLVPRUHOLNHO\
 0DQ\EXLOGLQJVDUHDWOHDVWSDUWLDOO\RFFXSLHG
 'LIILFXOWLIQRWLPSRVVLEOHWRDVFHUWDLQZKLFKVLWHVFRXOGEHFRQYHUWHGLQWRKRXVLQJDQGSODFHGRQ66,


 +DQGERRNGHWDLOLQJDOOVWDQGDUGVDQGSURFHVVHVDWWULEXWHGWR$'8
GHYHORSPHQW
 3UHDSSURYHG$'8SODQVZLWKGLIIHUHQWGHVLJQRSWLRQV

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Other Concepts Evaluated

 'HVLJQFKDOOHQJHV
 /LNHO\FRVWSURKLELWLYH
 8QOLNHO\WRUHVXOWLQVLJQLILFDQWQXPEHURIXQLWVEDVHGRQQXPEHURIIDFWRUV

 &LW\3ODQQLQJLVSXUVXLQJDJUDQWWRSURGXFHDQ$'8
$FFHOHUDWRU3URJUDPWRKHOSVLPSOLI\WKH$'8SURFHVV



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

1. Rental Assistance
Need for financial support for seniors, families, persons with disabilities, etc
2. Resident Services / Tenant Protections
Need for continued tenant protection/assistance: legal counsel,
maintenance/repairs, education + outreach on available housing programs
3. Support Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals
Continued enhancements of support services, case management
4. Preserve Housing Affordability
Rehabilitating existing housing including covenant and non-covenant units


&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Existing Housing Programs
7:*)RFXV_ 1HHGIRU$GGLWLRQDO)XQGLQJIRU3URJUDP,PSURYHPHQWVRU([SDQVLRQV
 5HQWDO$VVLVWDQFH6XSSRUW6HUYLFHVIRU5HVLGHQWV9XOQHUDEOHWR'LVSODFHPHQW
Existing Housing Assistance Programs & Services
 POD (Preserving Our Diversity) Program
 Tenant Eviction Protection Program
 Rental Housing Voucher Programs (including Section 8 availability)
 Tenant Relocation Assistance Program
 Temporary Relocation Program
 Tenant/Landlord Mediation and Legal Services
 Support Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals


%DUULHUVWR+RXVLQJ$IIRUGDELOLW\_'LVFULPLQDWLRQ_&UHGLW5HVWULFWLRQV
1HHGIRU$OWHUQDWH&UHGLW6FRULQJ_/DQGORUG0LVWUXVW_/DFNRI/DQGORUG2YHUVLJKW

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Stability TWG: Concepts & Recommendations
7:*6XPPDU\
 1HHGIRU$GGLWLRQDO)XQGLQJIRU3URJUDP,PSURYHPHQWVRU([SDQVLRQV
 3UHVHUYH1RQ&RYHQDQW1DWXUDOO\2FFXUULQJ$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
 5HQWDO$VVLVWDQFH6XSSRUW6HUYLFHVIRU5HVLGHQWV9XOQHUDEOHWR
'LVSODFHPHQW
7:*&RQFHSWV 5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
 )XUWKHUHYDOXDWLRQIURPWKH&RPPLVVLRQDQG&RPPXQLW\5HVLGHQWV
 3ULRULWL]HGOLVWRI3URJUDPV6HUYLFHVWR)RFXVRXU5HVRXUFHV


$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Stability TWG: Concepts & Recommendations

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Stability TWG: Concepts & Recommendations
 5HVLGHQW6HUYLFHV 7HQDQW3URWHFWLRQV

 5HQWDO$VVLVWDQFH

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Stability TWG: Concepts & Recommendations
 6XSSRUWLYH6HUYLFHVWKDW6HUYH+RPHOHVV$W5LVN,QGLYLGXDOV

 7HQDQW/DQGORUG6XSSRUW
 1HHGIRU2XWUHDFK&RRUGLQDWRU$GGLWLRQDO6WDII

 &DVHPDQDJHPHQWVXSSRUWVHUYLFHVDUHSURYLGHGWRDVVLVWKRPHOHVV
DQGDWULVNLQGLYLGXDOVZLWKKRXVLQJUHWHQWLRQ

POD (Preserving Our Diversity) Program

 Right to Counsel (pilot program)
 Legal representation against attempted evictions by landlords.

 “Basic Needs Budget” for seniors to have minimum amount of income
remaining after rent is paid each month for food and medical expenses.

 Education/Information Outreach Assistance for Tenants and Landlords

 3URJUDPHQKDQFHPHQWVWRJUHDWHUDVVLVWSDUWLFLSDQWVORQJWHUPDQG
WDLORUVHUYLFHVWRWKHLQGLYLGXDOZRXOGUHTXLUHDGGLWLRQDOVWDIILQJWRORZHU
FOLHQWVWDIIUDWLRV



)LQDQFLDO6XSSRUWIRU6HQLRUV)DPLOLHV5HQW%XUGHQHGHWF



1HHGIRU$VVLVWDQFH2YHUVLJKWZLWK+RXVLQJ9RXFKHUV LQFOXGLQJ6HFWLRQ

 Expand program to additional seniors or to include families (added cost)?
 What is the more effective approach considering funding availability?

 Increase awareness on housing programs, Section 8 requirements
 Vulnerable residents with application counseling, coordination, etc.



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\



&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Stability TWG: Concepts & Recommendations
 0DLQWDLQ+RXVLQJ$IIRUGDELOLW\_5HKDELOLWDWLRQ3URJUDPV
 Acquisition + Rehab
 First Right of Refusal program similar to COPA in SF

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\



&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

 Challenges in finding property owners willing and eligible to participate.
 Currently, program not a critical priority relative to other programs that
provide needed benefits due to lack of funding.

1HZ&RQFHSW_5HKDELOLWDWLRQ7D[$EDWHPHQW3URJUDP

Effects of COVID-19 Pandemic

 3URPRWHUHKDELOLWDWLRQZKLOHSURYLGLQJVKRUWWHUPDIIRUGDELOLW\

 Uncertainty on Funding and Maintaining Programs/Services
Need for additional support will likely increase in all program/service areas

 ,PSOHPHQWDWLRQUHTXLUHVOHJLVODWLYHFKDQJHVDQGFRRUGLQDWLRQRXWVLGHRI
6DQWD0RQLFDZLWK&RXQW\$VVHVVRUţV2IILFHHWF

 Landlord interest? May not be economically viable for landlords


&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Stability | Commission Focus
7:*_&RQFHSWV 5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
1. Which areas of need should be prioritized that would further the
housing stability of our existing residents?
2. Which program enhancements and new concepts should be
prioritized and further evaluated, given limited funding and staff
resources?



 Emergency Rent Assistance Program (ERAP)
Normally does not assist a broader population
FY2020-2021: available funds served 650 of 1,000 applicants w/many unserved
Current Revenue Sources for Housing-Related Programs





 Exchange Program: Rehab funding in exchange for long-term affordability

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Funding Challenges

6WDELOLW\7:*&RQFHSWV 5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV

 6PDOOUHKDELOLWDWLRQJUDQWVWRODQGORUGVLQH[FKDQJHIRUSURSHUW\WD[
DEDWHPHQWUHGXFWLRQV

 Small Grants Program

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

AHPP + Affordable Commercial Linkage fees + Sale of City-Owned Property
Measure GSH tax
Community Development Block Grants
General Fund


$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Ramifications of Non-Compliance
 0XVWDGRSW WKH+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW8SGDWHE\2FWREHU
 2XWRIFRPSOLDQFHLIQRWDGRSWHGE\WKHQ
 ,IQRWDGRSWHGZLWKLQGD\VWKHQPXVWSUHSDUHDQXSGDWHHYHU\
\HDUV
 6XEPLWWR+&'!GD\VWRFHUWLI\DVFRPSOLDQWQRQFRPSOLDQW
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 )DLOXUHWRFRPSO\FDQUHVXOWLQ
 3HQDOWLHVDQGILQHV .SHUPRQWK
 :LWKKROGLPSRUWDQWJUDQWIXQGLQJDIIHFWLQJ+RXVLQJSURJUDPV
,QIUDVWUXFWXUH:DWHUUHVRXUFHV3ODQQLQJJUDQWV
 (URVLRQRIORFDOODQGXVHFRQWURO HJ6%


$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\

Ramifications of Non-Compliance
 6%HVWDEOLVKHVUXOHVIRUIDLOXUHWRPHHW5+1$WDUJHWV
$IIRUGDELOLW\/HYHO

0LQLPXP
DIIRUGDELOLW\WR
TXDOLI\IRU
PLQLVWHULDODSSURYDO

6%
,QVXIILFLHQWSURJUHVV
,QVXIILFLHQWSURJUHVV
WRZDUGV$ERYH
WRZDUGV/RZHU,QFRPH
0RGHUDWHXQLWV
XQLWV
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 $UHWKHUHDQ\RWKHUFRQFHSWVWKDWZRXOGDOVRPHHWWKHUHTXLUHPHQWWR
$IILUPDWLYHO\)XUWKHU)DLU+RXVLQJ"

Questions for the Planning Commission

 +RZGRZHSODQWRDFKLHYHWKH5+1$"
 :KLFKFRQFHSWVVKRXOGEHLQFOXGHGLQWKH+RXVLQJ(OHPHQWXSGDWH"
L
LL
LLL
LY



$SSHQGL[$2XWUHDFK6XPPDU\



&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Key Questions
 :KDWLVWKHUROHRI&LW\RZQHGSURSHUW\LQSURGXFLQJ
DIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJ"
 7RZKDWH[WHQWVKRXOGDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJEHSULRULWL]HGRQDOO&LW\
RZQHGVLWHV",VWKHUHLQWHUHVWLQHVWDEOLVKLQJDPLQLPXPQXPEHURI
DIIRUGDEOHXQLWVIRUUHGHYHORSPHQWRI&LW\RZQHGVLWHV"
 6KRXOG&LW\RZQHGVLWHVEHUH]RQHGWRPD[LPL]HDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJ
SRWHQWLDO"

 :RXOGLWEHDSSURSULDWHWRFRQVLGHUPRUHFDSDFLW\RQ
$ORWVDQGSDUNLQJORWVRIUHOLJLRXVFRQJUHJDWLRQVWR
VXSSRUWDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJSURGXFWLRQ"
 :LWKOLPLWHGUHVRXUFHVZKLFKXSGDWHVWRKRXVLQJ
SURJUDPVVKRXOGEHWKHSULRULW\WRSURPRWHKRXVLQJ
VWDELOLW\IRUH[LVWLQJUHVLGHQWV"


&LW\RI6DQWD0RQLFD+RXVLQJ(OHPHQW

Key Questions

0D[LPL]HLQFOXVLRQDU\KRXVLQJ
6XSSRUWIRUDIIRUGDEOH
6HHNRSSRUWXQLWLHVIRUDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJLQH[LVWLQJKRXVLQJVWRFN
$'8LQFHQWLYHV
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Planning Commission Report

Planning Commission Meeting: March 16, 2021
To:

Planning Commission

From:

Jing Yeo, City Planning Division Manager

Subject:

Agenda Item: 10-A

Discussion of Concepts and Policy Options for the Housing
Element Update

Summary
The City is mandated to plan for the community’s housing needs every eight years through the
Housing Element Update. The 2021-2029 Housing Element planning period takes place against
the backdrop of a declared housing crisis in California highlighting the projected and current
unmet housing needs, especially affordable housing. Santa Monica’s final RHNA allocation of
8,895 units was adopted by the SCAG Regional Council on March 4, 2020. The effects of the
COVID-19 pandemic have also brought barriers to housing access in addition to housing
insecurity for existing residents more sharply into focus. It has particularly highlighted equity
issues in terms of how lack of housing affordability disproportionately affects minorities and the
role that prior land use and zoning decisions have played in establishing and perpetuating those
inequities. While the significantly larger RHNA allocation is a planning challenge, the timing of
this Housing Element Update process presents an opportunity to reflect on and assess the City’s
approach to affordable housing production. It is also an opportunity for the City to take a
leadership role in creating solutions to address affordable housing production and stability inline
with Santa Monica’s values to provide secure, livable, and affordable housing opportunities for
all.
Since the launch of the update process in September 2020, staff has conducted webinars, study
sessions and worked with two technical working groups on housing production and housing
stability to work through concepts to be brought forward for broader community input and
discussion. This report provides baseline information on the preliminary suitable sites analysis
based on the methodology for identifying and prioritizing potential housing sites in December
2020 and presents strategies and associated tools for the following draft concepts to consider
for the Housing Element Update:
1) Options for distribution of potential housing sites
2) Options for how to plan for capacity on highest housing potential sites with a focus on
tools to support affordable housing:
a. Maximizing inclusionary housing in market-rate projects
b. Providing significant incentives for the production of 100% affordable housing
projects
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Tools to encourage use of existing housing inventory for long-term housing
affordability and stability
d. Incentives for accessory dwelling unit production
3) Updates to housing programs to address the housing needs of existing residents
c.

This report concludes with key policy questions that the Commission should consider in its
recommendation to City Council on draft concepts for the Housing Element Update. This report
is organized as follows:
I.
II.

III.

IV.

V.

Background on the Process & Update Draft Goals
Santa Monica’s Housing Stock & Community Housing Needs Assessment
a. State of Housing in Santa Monica
b. Housing Needs Assessment
i. Housing Needs of Existing Residents
ii. Housing Needs of Workers
RHNA Challenge & Opportunity
a. Existing Affordable Housing Production Tools
i. How is Affordable Housing Produced?
ii. Increased Land Value Capture through Regulatory Community
Benefits
b. Overview of Housing Production Approaches Used by Other Cities
i. Elimination of R1 Zoning / Consideration for Missing Middle Housing
ii. Los Angeles Transit-Oriented Communities Program
iii. Affordable Housing Overlay
c. Barriers to 100% Affordable Housing Production
d. Preliminary Results from Feasibility Analysis Testing
Components of a Regulatory Approach for Meeting the RHNA
a. Where Should Housing be Located – Conceptual Options
b. Suitable Sites Inventory – Preliminary Sites Analysis
i. Determining Whether Sites are Suitable for Housing
ii. Assessment of Unique Sites for Housing Potential
iii. Assessing the Likelihood for Residential Development
c. Evaluating the Preliminary Sites Analysis Through the Lens of Affirmatively
Furthering Fair Housing
i. Background on Housing Discrimination in Santa Monica
ii. How Redlining Contributed to Housing Segregation
iii. Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing in Housing Elements
d. How Much Housing Should be on Each Site – Four-Pronged Strategy for
Affordable Housing Production
i. Strategy #1 – Maximize Inclusionary Units in Market Rate Housing
ii. Strategy #2 – Support 100% Affordable Housing
iii. Strategy #3 – Protect Existing Units for Long-Term Stability
iv. Strategy #4 – Incentives for ADU Production
v. Other Concepts Evaluated for the SSI
Programs for Housing Stability
a. Programs to Address Housing Needs of Existing Residents

2
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b. Housing Program Assessment
c. Stability Technical Working Group Concepts & Recommendations
i. Potentially Viable Concepts
ii. Other New Concepts / Future Concepts
Ramifications of Future Non-Compliance
Questions for Planning Commission Consideration

I. Background on the Process & Updated Draft Goals
Outreach Process
Due to social distancing restrictions and stay-at-home orders, the outreach process for the
Housing Element Update shifted to virtual platforms. The outreach process started in
September of 2020 with the launch of the project website. The website has been the main hub
for the community to get information on the Housing Element Update process, including
background information on the City’s status on housing, questionnaires, an FAQ page, a listing
of upcoming events, and various resources from past events, such as summaries, recordings,
and staff reports, as available.
Following the project launch, staff organized a new process for engaging the community in a
digital forum. The process included two streams for public input and engagement. The first
more traditional engagement included the above-mentioned website, questionnaires,
webinars, and study sessions with boards, commissions, and Council. The second stream of
public input was through the formation of Technical Working Groups.
Two Technical Working Groups were established, one for Housing Production and another for
Housing Preservation. These technical working groups allowed practitioners and interested
community members in the fields of housing preservation and production to provide their
expertise, data, ideas, and feedback. The two groups met four times each between December
2020 and February 2021, where they reviewed and commented on past goals, programs related
to housing production and preservation, background data, and assumptions underlying the
feasibility analyses.
Figure 1: Draft concepts for broader community discussion have been developed through
Technical Working Groups

3
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The draft ideas and concepts from the technical working groups are currently being filtered
back for the community’s review through a static online webinar and questionnaire in addition
to study sessions with the Planning Commission and City Council. The static webinar is available
for the community to take through April 2, 2021.
In addition to the direct outreach to the community, Staff distributed a questionnaire to get
feedback on previous goals and programs from the 2013-2021 Housing Element. The
questionnaire consisted of 11 questions, reviewing each of the seven Housing Element goals and
petitioning feedback on future housing goals and needs. The questionnaire launched on
November 14, 2020 and closed on December 11, 2020, during which time staff received 425 total
responses. The questionnaire was advertised through the project website, weekly email blasts,
Seascape, and the Rent Control Board newsletter. Results of the questionnaire highlighted that
there is room for improving the development and entitlement process, which can come as a
barrier to housing development. Additionally respondents saw a need to house the city’s
workforce that do not currently live in the City due to the lack of affordable housing. Overall, the
majority of respondents agreed with the seven goals of the previous Housing Element.
Since the launch of the Housing Element Update, staff held several study sessions with Boards,
Commissions, and City Council to solicit feedback and direction on the general approach for
outreach, the RHNA allocation, and the suitable sites inventory analysis. Below is a table with the
dates and hearing bodies for the study sessions to date.
Date
December 10, 2019
November 18, 2020
December 10, 2020
December 15, 2020
January 7, 2021
January 20, 2021

Hearing Body
City Council
Planning Commission
Rent Control Board
City Council
Housing Commission
Planning Commission

Agenda
Study Session
Study Session
Study Session
Study Session
Study Session
Update Discussion

Additionally, on February 19, the Mobility Division of the City released a public survey to gather
data and information on commute trends in relationship to housing needs, with a focus on Santa
Monica workers. The survey was sent to all parties on multiple City mailing lists (housing,

4
1307

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

mobility, Buy Local, Santa Monica Shines), the business community, industry partners (SMTT,
Chamber of Commerce, Hospitality Training Academy, Community Corp of Santa Monica),
Santa Monica Malibu School District, and the City’s Employee Transportation Coordinators, and
to 9,100 Big Blue Bus customers. The survey was also publicized on social media, including
Facebook, Twitter, and LinkedIn. At the time of this writing, there were over 2000 respondents
for the survey.
Staff will continue its outreach process, first with a survey going out to ADU homeowners and
renters to get a sense of the contribution of ADUs to affordable housing. Additionally, future
engagement opportunities will be available to the community, with adjustments made based
on feedback received from the boards and commissions. Staff will also work with community
partners and local housing providers to reach disadvantaged communities and existing lowincome tenants. All future outreach and engagement opportunities will be posted to the project
website.
Updated Goals for Housing Element Update
The following updated draft goals are based on the discussions and feedback provided during
the Commission study session and technical working groups. The Commission also provided
more specific concepts and language updates on the existing objectives that support each of
the main goals below that will further be evaluated and addressed. The Commission may
provide additional suggestions to these main goals as appropriate.
1.

Goal 1: Construction and adaptive reuse of resulting in new housing that is high quality
durable, sustainable, compatible appropriate with the surrounding neighborhood and
offers opportunities for [active living].

2. Goal 2: Housing production for all income categories including housing for the
community’s workforce and most vulnerable communities.
3. Goal 3: Protect the existing supply of affordable housing [“affordable” will be termed in
a broader sense].
4. Goal 4: Rehabilitation and continued maintenance of the existing housing stock.
5. Goal 5: Provision of housing assistance and supportive programs and services to very
low–, low-, and moderate-income households and households with special needs,
working families, seniors, and the homeless.
6. Goal 6: Elimination of discrimination in the rental or sale of housing on the basis of race,
religion, national origin, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity preference, age, income
level, disability, family status, aids, or other such characteristics, and to promote racial
equity in the housing distribution.
7. Goal 7: Inform, engage, advance credible information, and promote active participation
of citizens residents, community groups, workers, stakeholders, and governmental

5
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agencies in housing, community development and neighborhood public safety
activities.

II. Santa Monica’s Housing Stock and Community Needs Assessment
State of Housing in Santa Monica
While it is recognized that housing is essential for providing safe shelter, housing also provides
opportunity for work, education, and recreation, and promotes health, wellbeing, family
security, and financial stability. However, across California, the opportunity to live in safe,
affordable housing that is reasonably located close to a person’s place of work has become
more and more unattainable over the past few decades. During his State of the Union address
on Tuesday January 11, 1944, President Franklin Roosevelt put forth his Second “Bill of Rights” in
which he declared that housing was a critical right to assure “us equality in the pursuit of
happiness”. Today– in the midst of the COVID-19 pandemic, the need to provide housing has
never been clearer. With the loss of thousands of jobs due to COVID and many more facing
evictions and homelessness, the City is facing a deepening housing affordability gap of
unprecedented scale. Attachment 1 provides more detailed technical data on the City’s existing
housing characteristics, population, and employment. The following sections present highlights
from that report.
Housing Costs are High
While it is widely recognized that housing costs in Californiaare the highest in the nation, the City
of Santa Monica ranks as one of the most expensive places to live. The cost of a single famiy
home in 2019 was at almost $4 million, more than 5 times the national median cost. While condo
ownership offers an easier pathway to ownership, the median condo cost in 2019 was close to
a million and since the pandemic, has increased to approximately $1.1 millon.
Figure 2: Santa Monica has one of the most expensive housing markets in California and the
nation

2019 Home Prices
$3,966,251

Single Family Home

Condo

$1,417,500

$254,600
$274,500

National

$477,000
$615,090

California

$808,322

$915,000

$1,100,000

$978,000

$765,000
$425,000

Santa Monica

Los Angeles City

San Francisco

Huntington Beach

Rental prices are similarly high, with the median monthly rents for a 2 bedroom apartment at
$3200 a month. Since the pandemic, rental prices in the City have dropped – one study found an
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approximate 13.8% decrease in rent prices; however, it is unknown at this time whether this drop
in rent is a temporary phenomenon or if the rental market will stabilize back to pre-pandemic
levels once there is recovery from the pandemic.1 Furthermore, even with this decrease in
market rents, housing cost still makes up a large proportion of household spending in the City.
The general rule is that no more than 30% of gross monthly income should be spent on housing.
Households that spend more than this percentage are considered to be “housing cost
burdened”. Not suprisingly, with the high cost of housing in the City, more than 42% of the City's
rental households are considered housing cost burdened.2
Figure 3: More than 42% of Santa Monica households are cost burdened (spend more than 30%
of their income on housing costs)

Number of Households by % of Income Spent on Rent

8,000

7,037

7,000

Cost-Burdened

6,000
5,000

4,134

4,000
3,000

2,449

3,928

3,530

2,922
2,128

2,000

2,669
1,797

1,577

1,000
0

Lower Income Households are Disproportionately Affected by High Housing Costs
Lower income households are disproportionately more affected by high housing costs. In Santa
Monica, almost 70% of extremely low -income households spent at least 50% of their income on
housing (considered “severely cost burdened”), compared to about 60% for the rest of the
United States.3 Having less money available for non-housing costs often means that low income
households will have less savings in the bank, putting them at risk for poverty or preventing them
from rising out of it.4 This has the associated effect of forcing households to choose between
housing security and meeting basic needs. The pandemic has worsened this situation - the UC
Berkeley’s Terner Center for Housing Innovation estimated that by August 2020, nearly 60
percent of renters in Los Angeles have experienced a COVID-related job loss – a number that
has continued to grow. Yet the highest wage workers have largely been spared from the
financial fallout of the pandemic. Many higher wage workers are able to work remotely and
retain their wages, while lower wage workers such as those in the essential retail and restaurant
sectors found themselves struggling to pay their monthly rent while also being
https://advisorsmith.com/data/cities-where-rents-are-rising-and-falling-the-most/
American Communities Survey, 5 Year Estimate 2019
3
HUD CHAS 2012-2017 Data
4
Typically, poverty is calculated by the Official Poverty Measure, which defines a family as poor if their pretax cash income is less than a
poverty threshold that is standard across the nation.
1

2
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disproportionately affected by COVID19.This is evident in the preliminary results from the City’s
Mobility Survey which indicate that workers in Santa Monica earning more than $40K a year were
more likely to telework than those with lower incomes.

Figure 4: Number of Santa Monica Workers Teleworking by Income Levels since Pandemic
Income
SaMo Workers Avg Telework Days
Less than $40k/yr
202
2.5
$40k/yr or More
1015
3.4

Black and Latino Households are Severely Cost Burdened
The demographic groups most at risk of evictions/foreclosures are Black and Latino
households, who have the lowest median annual household incomes in the City.
Figure 5: Black and Latino households have the lowest median annual household incomes with
White and Asian households having the highest

Median Household Income by Race of Householder - Santa Monica
Hispanic or Latino

$71,483

White Alone, Not Hispanic

$100,691

Black

$42,703

Asian

$109,528

Two or More Races

$105,395

Some Other Race

$64,444

Source: American Communities Survey, 5-Year 2019 estimates

With the City’s high housing costs coupled with low wages, approximately 11.7% of Black and
8.6% of Hispanic/Latino family households in the City are living in poverty. These figures are
likely to be higher as a result of the pandemic. In the US Census Bureau weekly Household Pulse
Survey (which measures how the pandemic is affect people’s health, housing, and livelihoods),
about a quarter of Black and Latino renters who responded to the survey did not pay or deferred
rent in May 2020, compared with 14 percent of white renters. And while a quarter of white
renters expressed slight or no confidence in their ability pay rent in June 2020, nearly half of
Black and Latino renters expressed similar concern. While federal and State legislature have
passed eviction moratoriums to protect tenants and stem the wave of evictions, these actions
are temporary. Over the next few years, as the City recovers from the COVID19 pandemic, it will
be important to rebuild an economy that provides secure, livable, and affordable housing
opportunities for all.

8
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Housing Needs Assessment – Who Is Being Left Behind in the Housing Market?
Housing Needs of Existing Residents - Ensuring Long-Term Stability
Santa Monica has consistently prioritized providing a diversity of housing opportunities that
cater to all household types and income levels. To foster an inclusive and diverse community, it
will be essential to provide housing that meets the needs of everyone, including low-income
households, seniors, people of color, families, and households with children.
Figure 6: 42% of total households are families and a quarter are Senior households; 40% of total
existing households are cost burdened.

Santa Monica Households Needs Profile
Total Households

45,309
11%
5,157

In Poverty

25%
11,355

Senior

40%
18,084

Cost Burdened (Owner&Renter)
Single Parent w Children <18
Total Families

4%
1,751

42%
18,887

No. of Households
Source: American Communities Survey, 5-Year 2019 estimates

Figure 7: The number of family households has remained relatively stable over the past 30 years.

Family households (1990-2019)
18,124
16,783

1990

2000

17,929

2010

18,887

2019

Source: American Communities Survey, 5-Year 2019 estimates

With renters comprising 73% of households, the city has adopted progressive policies in rent
control, source of income discrimination, and inclusionary zoning coupled with strong tenant
protections. The potential loss of existing units and associated displacement of existing
residents must be considered in the context of planning for the community’s future housing
needs. Figure 6 shows that families and Seniors make up a significant share of total households.
The number of family households has also been relatively stable over the past 30 years – either
because family households are forming at slower rates or that relatively even numbers of family
households are entering and leaving the city. The census data also shows that 40% of total
households in Santa Monica are considered cost-burdened. The initial phase of outreach on the
Housing Element process revealed that housing affordability continues to be a top concern.

9
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While rent control was enacted to ensure long-term rent stabilization, the Rent Control Board
reports that after over 20 years of vacancy decontrol, 73% of controlled units are at market
rate5, a percentage that will likely continue to increase over time. If existing residents
experience Ellis Act evictions and housing prices continue to remain high, housing affordability
will continue to decline resulting in a squeezing out of the middle class in Santa Monica. As a
result, the housing needs for existing residents largely center around ensuring long-term
housing stability and opportunities to relocate within Santa Monica in the event of displacement.

Figure 8: Renters are predominantly Black and Latino; Owners are predominantly Asian and
White
Renter vs Ownership Household by Race

92%
8%
Black or African
American

57%
43%
Asian

87%

81%

82%

69%

13%

19%

18%

31%

Other

Two or more
races

Hispanic or
Latino origin

White alone, not
Hispanic or
Latino

Owner

Renter

Housing stability goals, policies and programs will be evaluated to support the housing needs of
existing residents of all income levels. The focus will be on housing security for existing residents
most vulnerable to displacement to ensure they are long-term residents of the community. This
involves continued implementation of a variety of existing housing programs and services with
consideration of additional enhancements ranging from rental assistance, tenant protections,
resident support services, and maintenance/rehabilitation of housing units. Preserving the
existing housing stock results in maintaining housing affordability.
Housing stability will also focus on maintaining existing housing stock consisting of deed
restricted affordable units at-risk of converting to market-rate, and naturally occurring
affordable housing. Often referred to as “missing-middle housing”,6 naturally occurring
affordable housing refers to existing housing units that maintain low rents without subsidy and
may generally be affordable to households that do not qualify for any of the conventional
categories but are also cost burdened. Preserving these aging housing units though appropriate
maintenance and rehabilitation rather than replacement by construction of new residential

City of Santa Monica, Annual Rent Control Report, 2019
https://www.smgov.net/uploadedFiles/Departments/Rent_Control/Reports/Annual_Reports/2019%20Annual%20Report%20FINAL.pdf

5

Note that “missing middle housing” is also a term commonly used to describe a building typology of generally lower-scale
development intended to provide additional housing choice.

6
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housing that requires Ellis Act eviction can reduce resident displacement and provides existing
tenants with updated residences.
Housing Needs of Santa Monica Workers - Priced Out of the Housing Market
The City’s economy includes a diverse variety of industry sectors. With the Information and
Profession/Scientific/Technical Industries comprising over 30% of the City’s economy, it is not
surprising that the City has earned its moniker of “Silicon Beach”. The City is also a popular tourist
and visitor hub, with almost 25% of the workforce working in the Food and Accommodation and
Retail Trade sectors.
Figure 9: Santa Monica has a diverse range of employment sectors but 25% of the workforce
works in Accommodation/Food Services & Retail with generally lower wages than other sectors
(source: California EDD)
Santa Monica Employment Sectors

Other,
25.52%

Local
Government,
7.16%
Retail Trade,
9.44%

Information,
15.83%

Professional,
Scientific, and
Technical
Services,
15.62%

Accommodation
Health Care and Food Services,
15.44%
and Social
Assistance,
10.73%

Prior to the COVID19 pandemic, the City’s workforce consisted of approximately 91,000
employees. In an ideal world, workers can choose to live close to their place of employment in
a neighborhood that offers abundant retail, services, open space, and good schools. However,
in reality, many cannot afford to live close to their work since most of their jobs are located in
metropolitan areas where housing costs tend to trend higher. This is especially true in Santa
Monica where only 9% of the 91,000 employees live within the City. The remaining 91% commute
from areas outside of the City, with the majority commuting from the surrounding areas of the
Los Angeles region. Many of these workers are working in the Food and Accommodation and
Retail Trade sectors and generally earn lower wages. Because their wages are not enough to
pay for the high housing cost in the City, lower-wage workers are commuting as far east as the
San Gabriel Valley, driving 2 to 4 hours daily to live in more affordable areas. In 2019, there were
35,046 out-of-town commuters making less than $40k out of 84,186 total out-of-town
commuters, for an estimate of 41.6%.
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Figure 10: Average wages for essential workers that support Santa Monica’s economy

Figure 11: Map showing Jobs Per Square Mile
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Creating housing opportunities for the City’s workers is also critical to curbing greenhouse gas
emissions. Although the pandemic took center stage in the past year, the global agenda to
address climate change remains an imperative. In 2019, the City established a commitment to
achieve Carbon Neutrality by 2050 when it adopted the Climate Action and Adaptation Plan.
Transportation is the largest sector contributing to the emissions of greenhouse gases,
accounting for approximately 64% of the City’s greenhouse gas inventory. Studies have shown
that building housing, particularly affordable housing, close to jobs reduces vehicular miles
traveled and in turn reduces commute times and greenhouse gas emissions. For that reason,
linking housing location to transportation and access to daily services is the foundation of the
City’s adopted Land Use and Circulation Element (LUCE).
As mentioned previously, a mobility survey is currently underway to more clearly understand
commute patterns and housing needs of workers in Santa Monica. While final results will be
tabulated in the next few weeks, preliminary results from the survey indicate that a large portion
of respondents commuting into the City are White and Hispanic/Latino. Additionally, when
asked why respondents don’t live in Santa Monica, cost was by far the biggest factor, with about
half of total respondents listing. A distant second was the desire to own a home at ~8%.
Figure 12: Race Breakdown For Incoming Commuters
Race
Incoming Commuter Count
American Indian or Alaskan Native
2
Asian
96
Black, non-Hispanic
97
Hispanic / Latino
231
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
4
Other
38
Prefer not to answer
47
White, non-Hispanic
289
NA
2
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The RHNA Challenge and Opportunity

The final 6th cycle RHNA allocation calls for planning for 8,895 housing units, of which 70% (6,168
units) are affordable as shown below. Attachment 6 provides the final allocation for the entire
SCAG region.
Figure 13: Santa Monica’s 6th Cycle Final RHNA Allocation
Income Category
6th Cycle RHNA
Allocation
Very Low Income
2794
(0-50% AMI)
Low Income
(51-80% AMI)

1672

Moderate Income
(81-120% AMI)

1702

Above Moderate
(>120% AMI)

2727

Total

8,895

This number is a reflection of demand from low- to moderate-income residents and workers –
a group that finds itself squeezed out of the Santa Monica housing market. The RHNA allocation
presents a unique challenge and opportunity for Santa Monica to continue to demonstrate
leadership in the arena of affordable housing. Constructing over 6,000 units of affordable
housing would require approximately $4B7 in funding, highlighting the need to explore creative
local tools in concert with ongoing advocacy for State and Federal assistance. The City has a
long history of leveraging its assets to produce affordable housing in support of the community’s
core values of equity, inclusion, and sustainability. Housing diversity and affordability is a shared
value that permeates adopted City policy. Enacting a housing strategy that will resonate
beyond the next eight years would be in line with past ground-breaking actions the City has
taken such as enacting one of the first historic preservation ordinances, voter-approved rent
control, and banning single-use plastic bags.
In order to evaluate possible approaches to this challenge, two working groups on housing
production and stability were convened consisting of a broad cross section of housing providers,
design professionals, service providers, property owners, and community members interested
in housing issues. Staff also reviewed strategies that other cities have undertaken to spur
affordable housing production. The following sections present draft concepts and tools to
employ in planning for the RHNA allocation.

7

Estimated $700,000/unit total development cost based on recent affordable housing projects
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Existing Affordable Housing Production Tools
How is Affordable Housing Produced?
Affordable housing in Santa Monica is generated by two sources: market-rate housing and the
City’s Housing Trust Fund. Market-rate housing generates affordable housing through the
Affordable Housing Production Program (AHPP). The AHPP has its roots in Proposition R, passed
by the voters in 1990 mandating that at least 30 percent of new housing must be affordable. The
AHPP implements Proposition R by making the creation of affordable housing a mandatory
requirement in new market-rate housing. Market-rate housing projects have options to comply
with the AHPP’s requirements in the following ways:





Pay an in-lieu fee that goes into the Housing Trust Fund
Provide affordable units on-site
Provide affordable units off-site
Purchase and contribute land to be used for affordable housing

At the time the AHPP was enacted in 1994, it was among the most aggressive inclusionary
housing programs in California. The goals of Proposition R have not been achieved through
inclusionary units from market-rate housing alone. In the 25 years since the AHPP was enacted,
38% of total housing units have been affordable. Of that number, approximately 40% of
affordable units have been produced through market-rate housing while the remaining 60% of
units have been funded through the City’s Housing Trust Fund.
Figure 14: Market Rate and Affordable Housing Production 1994-2019 shows that affordable
housing production relies on both private and public assistance.

The City also has a tiered land use system where applicants seeking voluntary increases in
height and FAR (i.e. “Tier 2 projects”) must provide additional community benefits. This
regulatory community benefits system was adopted in the 2015 Zoning Ordinance update
implementing the LUCE concepts to capture the value of
Increased Land Value Capture through Regulatory Community Benefits
Land Value Capture is a planning mechanism through which increases in land value resulting
from public investments, land-use plan changes and upzonings, are captured for public benefit.
When understood in this light, it is only fair and equitable for the community to “capture” a
reasonable share of the increased land value in the form of community benefits, including
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affordable housing. 8 The feasibility analyses that HR&A conducted in support of the adopted
community benefits structure in the 2015 Zoning Ordinance Update and 2017 Downtown
Community Plan was intended to identify the increased land value to a project by going to Tier
2 and Tier 3 standards. That value can be assigned to priorities determined by the City and in
those adopted plans, affordable housing production was prioritized. This was converted into
increased AHPP requirements for Tier 2 and Tier 3 projects in addition to augmented
development impact fees for transportation systems, parks, and childcare.
If the value of the additional requirements is higher than the value of the development bonus,
the project will be made infeasible. If the value of the incentives is higher, the value of the land is
likely to increase.
Figure 15: Illustration of relationship between project costs (including City requirements) and
likelihood of a developer proceeding with a project

Past performance indicates that moving forward, further incentives will be necessary to support
the development of affordable housing. The following sections discuss concepts to support
100% affordable housing projects and inclusionary housing.
Overview of Housing Production Approaches Used by Other Cities
Staff conducted a review of strategies that other cities have taken in planning for the housing
needs of their communities. A brief description is provided each strategy below along with an
assessment for whether the strategy would be appropriate for Santa Monica.
Eliminating R1 zoning / Consideration for Missing Middle Housing
Description: Minneapolis and Portland were the first cities in the nation to eliminate single family
zoning in recognition that such exclusionary zoning creates de facto racial and economic
segregation. More recently, a number of California cities (Sacramento, San Jose, Oakland) have
formally adopted resolutions announcing their intent to eliminate single family zoning. This
includes Berkeley, California – the birthplace of single family zoning. Single family zoning
originated in 1916 as a social engineering tool to keep Blacks and Asians from the Elmwood
neighborhood of Berkeley. The consultant who penned Berkeley’s zoning ordinance had wrote,
8

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/02673037.2020.1746244
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“[The] great principle of protecting the home against the intrusion of the less desirable and
floating renter class.” Within California, some cities have taken actions towards eliminating R1
zoning recognizing the segregation it has created in their communities. Sacramento has
included such a policy in their General Plan Update and Berkeley recently passed a resolution
committing to ending single family zoning by 2022. Implementation actions are still pending on
these strategies.
Assessment for Santa Monica: Given that the RHNA is heavily skewed towards affordable
housing, R1 zones are likely to have high land costs and not likely to have high potential for lot
consolidation necessary to support affordable housing. Some members of the Technical
Working Group as well as respondents for the Housing Element Update survey have suggested
that the City consider the elimination of single family zoning. Although approximately 35% of
the City is zoned for R1 single family zoning, only 13% of the City’s housing supply are located in
these areas. The construction of new ADU’s in recent years have increased housing
opportunities in single family zones, areas which have traditionally been out of reach for renters.
However, there has been growing discussion at the local and State level regarding increasing
density in single family zones to not only open up greater housing opportunities but also to
address historic discriminatory housing practices.
As a more incremental approach, staff also evaluated the potential for rethinking the form and
scale of R1 neighborhoods with allowance for “missing middle”9 housing – essentially lower-scale
development that increases density and diversity of housing types but still maintains the existing
street character. Based on design and feasibility studies that have been done in similar high land
cost communities, such as Mountain View, it was found that generally a minimum of 6 to 7 units
is necessary to support affordable housing, which would not align with the missing middle
development type. If R1 zoning was to be eliminated, further assessment would need to done to
explore whether an average-size parcel could accommodate a viable deed-restricted
affordable housing project. Rather, adding capacity to R1 zones could instead be accomplished
with additional ADU incentives that may result in units that are affordable by design.
Los Angeles Transit Oriented Communities (TOC)
Description: The City of Los Angeles has an incentive program to encourage the construction of
on-site affordable housing within ½ mile of major transit stops. The program provides either
density or FAR bonuses if an applicant provides a minimum percentage of affordable units
based on selected “tiers”. Since the program is voluntary, one of the eligibility requirements is
that the project is not permitted to seek is a density bonus.
Assessment for Santa Monica: The TOC program is instructive as it roughly mirrors Santa
Monica’s tiered land use system along with a menu of affordability levels that then relate to a
development bonus for housing projects. The concept of integrating a FAR bonus into a tier
system and relief for development standards is very similar to Santa Monica’s existing tiered
land use system that incorporates an FAR bonus for housing projects that provide on-site
affordable units housing.
Affordable Housing Overlay
9

www.missingmiddlehousing.com defines “missing middle” housing as house-scale buildings with multiple units in walkable neighborhoods.
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Description: Cambridge, MA enacted an affordable housing overlay that allows for construction
of 4-story affordable housing projects citywide with an increase to 7 stories on commercial
corridors, eliminates parking minimums and generally eliminates zoning standards that present
barriers to the production of affordable housing. This was done in similar conditions to Santa
Monica of high land prices and an affordable housing crisis. The overlay also creates a by-right
process for affordable housing projects.
Assessment for Santa Monica: Santa Monica already has a local system in place in combination
with State density bonus law that allows affordable housing to proceed through an
administrative process, reduced parking standards, and FAR bonuses. Changes to State density
bonus law (AB1763) furthered those process and development incentives by allowing no density
limits, extra 3 stories or 33 feet, and no minimum parking requirements in areas within ½ mile of
a major transit stop. Projects would also be able to request up to 4 concessions from zoning
standards that are necessary to construct the affordable housing. These relaxed rules affect a
very large portion of the city except for North of Montana Avenue and some parts of Sunset
Park. The complexity of the City's requirements coupled with stated barriers to affordable
housing production such as high land cost, affordable housing providers are at a significant
disadvantage in the real estate market if there are not guarantees that they have feasible
projects. The administrative process is currently activated under an interim zoning ordinance
and height limits vary throughout the city providing no distinguishable advantage to affordable
housing providers. Therefore, there is value in considering a simplified system that harmonizes
requirements for 100% affordable housing projects citywide.
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Figure 16: SCAG Map showing half mile from major transit stops. 100% affordable housing
projects can have unlimited density and up to an extra 3 stores/33 feet in these areas.

Barriers to 100% Affordable Housing Production
Staff held a roundtable with affordable housing providers on February 25, 2020 to understand
how the City’s regulatory environment affects the production of affordable housing and to
explore potential ideas to enhance the competitiveness of affordable housing developers’ in the
market. Participants were asked to provide comments on the opportunities to maximize
scale/funding for their projects, development barriers in Santa Monica, partnership
opportunities with market-rate developers, and innovations/legislative proposals.
Representatives from the following housing providers participated in the roundtable:
 Community Corporation of Santa Monica
 EAH Housing
 Amcal
 Linc Housing
 Step Up
 Abode Communities
 Southern California Association of Non-Profit Housing
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Participants stated that while the City generally provides good process and development
incentives in support of 100% affordable housing, they identified the following major barriers to
production of affordable housing:
 Lack of funding
 Land costs
 Insufficient height and density to produce necessary units
 Commercial prevailing wage requirements that trigger at 5 stories
 Construction costs associated with the City’s Fire Code requirements for high-rise
buildings that trigger at the City’s threshold of above 55 feet
These barriers have helped inform the draft concepts to support 100% affordable housing
discussed later in this report.
Preliminary Results from Feasibility Analysis Testing
On November 12, 2019, Council authorized a first modification to agreement #10830 (CCS) with
HR&A Advisors, Inc., for financial feasibility analysis in support of the Housing Element Update.
Unlike prior scopes of work completed by HR&A for the City which modeled a range of standard
development prototypes, the scope of work for this Housing Element Update included a “backend” testing of the minimum development standards necessary to feasibly support various
percentages of inclusionary affordable housing. The purpose of the analyses is not intended to
assess whether an owner would have a fair rate of return under existing regulations. Rather, its
use in these analyses is to operate as an indicator of what development standards are
necessary for residential to likely occur (versus office) assuming the following percentages of
inclusionary affordable housing:






7.5% of the units for ELI households,
10% of the units for VLI households,
15% of the units for VLI households, and
20% of the units in the following mix: 25% ELI, 25% VLI, 25% LI, and 25% Moderate Income
households based upon the proportional allocation in the 6th Cycle RHNA.
30% of the units in the same mix as the 20% affordability scenario
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Figure 17: Map of Study Areas for HR&A Residential Likelihood Analysis

The project team conducted research of current market conditions, and modeled construction
costs of residential development utilizing inputs from the Housing Production Technical Working
Group, which included local housing developers, architects, land use attorneys, housing
providers, and other stakeholders. HR&A tested the likelihood of prototypical residential/retail
developments to occur, assuming the various affordability percentages for the following areas:






Boulevards
o MUB – Wilshire
o MUBL – Broadway, Colorado, Santa Monica Blvd, Pico
o NC – Main, Montana, Ocean Park
o GC – Lincoln south of I-10
Downtown
o Transit Adjacent (TA)
o Neighborhood Village (NV)
Bergamot Area Plan –
o Bergamot Transit Village (BTV)
o Mixed Use Creative (MUC)

Preliminary Results Indicate that Increase in FAR and Height Are Necessary in Most Areas of the
City In Order to Support Increased Inclusionary Housing Levels

21
1324

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

HR&A’s preliminary results are presented in Attachment 2. The analysis found that, based on
current development standards:
 Retail/residential prototypes in some areas could support the 7.5% ELI scenario at
current zoning standards






Retail/residential prototypes in Downtown Transit Adjacent (TA) and Neighborhood
Village (NV) zones and in Bergamot could support the 10% and 15% VLI scenario at
current zoning standards
Only retail/residential prototypes in the Downtown TA and NV zones could support
the 20% affordable units of varying affordability, at current zoning standards.
Only retail/residential prototypes in the Downtown TA and NV zones could
marginally support the 30% affordable units

Figure 18 below summarizes the preliminary HR&A results, which indicate that increasing the
percentages of inclusionary affordable housing above 7.5% ELI would require an increase in FAR
and height limits for housing projects to be most likely to be developed.
Figure 18: Preliminary Results of HR&A Affordability % Testing at Existing Standards
% Affordability Scenario
7.5% ELI

Least Likely

10% VLI

15% VLI

20%, with even split across
income levels

30%

Marginal
MUBL
GC

Most Likely
Bergamot
Downtown

MUB
MUBL
NC

Bergamot

Downtown

MUB
MUBL
GC
NC
MUB
MUBL
GC
NC
Bergamot

Bergamot

Downtown

Downtown

-

MUB
NC

MUB
MUBL
GC
NC
Bergamot

Downtown

For comparative purposes, commercial prototypes (office/ground floor retail development)
were also tested against the residential prototypes for a few cases. When compared against
office projects, residential/retail prototypes in all areas require the same or less FAR to generate
similar profit margins under the 7.5% ELI scenario. With the 10% or 15% VLI scenario, the
residential/retail prototypes would require the same or more FAR to generate similar profit
margins as office (except the Downtown TA and NV zones). Lastly at 20% and 30% affordability,
the residential/retail prototypes would require more FAR to generate similar profit margins as
office (except the Downtown). In summary, HR&A’s preliminary findings indicate:
Figure 19: Summary of Findings HR&A Preliminary Analysis

22
1325

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

Modeled Scenario
7.5% ELI

10% ELI

15% VLI

20% with equally split
affordability levels
30% with equally split
affordability levels
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Finding
Prototypes along Main, Pico, Montana, and Ocean Park cannot support 7.5% ELI
at current zoning standards due to the high cost of parking, and land costs
which are outpacing rents. Prototypes along Lincoln and in Bergamot can
marginally support 7.5% ELI units at current zoning standards. This level is easily
supported in Downtown.
Most prototypes other than Bergamot and Downtown cannot support 10% ELI
units at current development standards. Additional height and FAR are needed
for the other submarket areas for 10% ELI units.
Most prototypes other than Bergamot and Downtown cannot support 15% VLI
units at current
development standards. Additional height and FAR are needed for the other
submarket areas for 15% VLI units
Additional height and FAR are needed to support 20% affordability in all
submarkets except Downtown, which can support 20% affordable units based
on current development standards.
Additional height and FAR are needed to support 30% affordability in all
submarkets except
Downtown, which can marginally support 30% affordable units based on
current development standards

HR&A will be conducting further sensitivity testing to determine how other factors affect the
likelihood of residential including:
 FAR/Height
 Affordability housing income mix
 On-site vs off-site provision of affordable units
 COVID impacts on market
 Bedroom mix and unit size requirements
 Alternative ground floor uses
 Alternative parking requirements
 Retail/office redevelopment tipping point
 Holding costs
The results of this sensitivity testing will be presented in a final draft report, which will form the
basis of recommendations to modify the AHPP and possibly the Zoning Ordinance.
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Components of a Regulatory Approach for Meeting the RHNA

Where Should Housing Be Located? - Conceptual Options for Suitable Housing Sites
When the LUCE was adopted in 2010, the City had forecasted an increase of approximately
4,955 new units through 2030. Planning for nearly double this many units in the next 8 years to
meet the RHNA requires a revisioning of where new housing should be accommodated. City
staff is exploring three concept options for geographically determining which areas should be
identified and prioritized for housing. This section provides preliminary results of potential
housing sites and a rough estimate of capacity based on existing development standards.
Option A – Adopted LUCE – A Starting Point to Identifying Suitable Housing Sites
At the heart of the LUCE is the strategy to integrate land use and transportation that would focus
new development in areas served by transit – particularly, the Downtown, Bergamot, and
Boulevards. This strategy sought to not only capitalize on the City’s extensive transportation
system including the Metro E (formerly Expo) Light Rail, but was also intended to protect the
character of the City’s residential neighborhoods. In 2017, the Downtown Community Plan was
adopted which provided greater clarity on how to implement the LUCE vision in the Downtown.
Of all the areas in the City, the Downtown provides the greatest opportunities for new housing.
As discussed later in this report, the initial phase of Staff’s efforts to identify suitable housing sites
followed this approach as a first step.
Figure 20: Option A: Adopted LUCE Strategy with Potential Housing Sites
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Option B – Dispersed Housing – Activating Housing Potential In Areas That Have Not
Accommodated Housing in the Past
Under Option B, housing growth would be spread out across the City. This would include areas
where new housing has not historically occurred, such as Main Street, Montana Avenue, and
Ocean Park Boulevard. Other areas that have potential housing opportunity include the
Industrial Conservation zones and Office Campus where multifamily housing is generally
prohibited. Option B would increase the number of sites available for housing and such sites
would be dispersed in various areas of the City. This option, however, would require changes to
development standards in order to incentivize housing production.
Figure 21
Option C – Transit-Oriented Housing Development on Fewer Sites
Option C would carry forward the policies of the LUCE, but would concentrate new housing in a
0.5 mile radius of the Metro E Light Rail station. With Option C, housing would be intensified and
focused in the areas of the Downtown/Civic Center, Bergamot Area, Memorial Park. Option C
would mean fewer sites with increased density to meet the RHNA. Integration of housing with
transit would be better achieved with Option C – however, this approach may not align with the
goal of Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing.
Figure 22: Option C (Transit-Oriented Housing Nodes)
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Suitable Sites Inventory – Preliminary Sites Analysis Based on Initial Suitability Factors
State law requires that the Housing Element include a Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI), showing that
there is available land for residential development to meet the locality’s regional housing need
by income level. To assist jurisdictions in determining sites can be considered suitable for
residential development, HCD prepared the Housing Element Sites Inventory Guidebook. As
indicated in the Guidebook, factors that must be considered in the selection of suitable sites
include rate of redevelopment of similar properties in the City; the effect of market conditions
on the likelihood of a site being redeveloped for residential use; availability of incentives for
residential redevelopment; site considerations (such as whether existing uses on the site are
impediments to redevelopment); and if the site is aligned with the goal of affirmatively
furthering fair housing. Attachment 3 of this staff report provides a summary report of the
preliminary sites analysis based on the adopted LUCE growth strategy, factors indicated below,
and consideration of existing development standards. Sites can be viewed interactively on the
City’s Housing Element Update webpage at www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-updateRHNA
Determining Whether Sites Are “Suitable” for Housing
Methodology
As a first step in identifying suitable sites, Staff reviewed all mixed use and commercial sites in
the City. This approach was undertaken first to be consistent with the City’s LUCE growth
strategy to focus new development in transit centers and along transit corridors. Sites with
existing residential units, Landmarks/Structures of Merit, hospitals, schools, parks, utilities,
government offices, libraries, police/fire stations, and newer buildings built after 1980 were
filtered out since these site are considered inappropriate or unlikely to be redeveloped for
residential.
The filtered sites were then categorized as follows:
 Category 1 - Approved and Pending Housing Projects
 Category 2 – Prior 5th Cycle Housing Element Suitable Sites Inventory
 Category 3 – Downtown Community Plan Sites
 Category 4 – City-Owned Sites
 Category 5 – Parking Lots
 Category 6 – Auto Sales Inventory Lots
 Category 7 – Recently Sold Sites/Sites for Sale
 Category 8 – Underutilized Sites (20,000 excess sf development potential)
 Category 9 – Large Parcels (15,000 sf+)
 Category 10 – Remaining Sites with less than 0.5 Assessors Value Ratio
Category 1 includes sites with approved projects that have received planning entitlements and
sites with pending projects that are still in the planning process. As of February 2021, there were
approximately 1,670 approved units (of which 401 are affordable) and 756 pending units. These
units are expected to be constructed in the next eight years and would count toward the City’s
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6th Cycle RHNA.10 Unlike other jurisdictions where a significant percentage of approved projects
are never constructed, Staff’s review of planning records indicate that historically almost all
housing projects that have been approved are ultimately built.
Sites in remaining Categories 2 through 10 were individually reviewed by Staff to determine its
appropriateness for residential redevelopment. HCD requires that cities demonstrate that nonvacant sites included in the SSI have the realistic development potential to be redeveloped for
housing. Staff assesses each site’s potential based on these common factors:
Figure 23: SSI Analysis Factors
Factors Considered for Assessing Residential Potential
Site Physical
With the exception of Downtown, individual parcels less than 7,500 sf are
Characteristics unlikely to be developed. However, if two smaller adjacent parcels share
common ownership, there could be potential for housing development
depending on the remaining factors. In addition to size, sites were
reviewed for any other potential physical characteristics that could make
them more amenable to residential development, such as access to an
alley, shape of the site (including depth/width), and location relative to the
urban grid.
Existing Uses
Staff also reviewed the existing uses on the sites to determine if such uses
will likely be discontinued. For example, uses that are more unique in a
particular location (such as a successful grocer in a residential
neighborhood) have longevity and as such, redevelopment of the site
would be unlikely. Similarly, sites with multiple tenants are more unlikely to
turn over than single tenant sites.
Location &
Sites were considered to be most appropriate for residential uses if they
Context
were located in areas that have easy access to schools, jobs, transit,
residential amenities such as parks/open space, health care services, and
retail shops such as grocers. Many of the sites south of Olympic Boulevard
lack access to these amenities and services and as such, were
determined to not be suitable. In addition, Staff considered whether
similar properties nearby have been proposed for new residential
development.
Environmental HCD requires that cities identify any environmental constraints (e.g., fault
Constraints
hazard zones, flood areas, liquefaction zones, very high fire hazard
severity zones) that have the potential to impact the development
viability of the identified sites. There are no high fire hazard zones or
floodplains in the City. However, the Santa Monica Fault Hazard zone runs
across the northeastern portion of the City. A number of identified sites
located on the eastern end of Wilshire Boulevard and Santa Monica
Boulevard are located within this zone. The State does not prohibit
housing in these zones, but instead requires that structures built for

Housing projects that receive building permits by July 1, 2021 are counted towards the 5th Cycle RHNA. Based on average plan check
processing timeframes, Staff excluded approved projects totaling 814 units that were in plan check as of January 1, 2020 with the anticipation
that these projects will receive their building permits by July 1, 2021.

10
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human occupancy in these zones be assessed for potential fault rupture
risks.
If a developer has expressed interest in the past on a site, then there is a
higher likelihood that the site will be redeveloped.

There are 375 High Potential Housing Sites
Using the factors described above, Staff identified approximately 237 parcels that have high to
medium potential based on the factors above. This number excludes 109 parcels that have
approved/pending projects (Category 1) and 29 City-owned (Category 4) parcels.
Figure 24: High/Medium High Potential SSI Sites

Comparing this preliminary sites analysis to the SSI in the last 5th Cycle Housing Element, 30 sites
comprising 34 parcels overlap (Category 2). According to Government Code Section 65583.2,
if the SSI contains sites that were used in a prior housing element planning period, the City must
allow by-right a development that includes at least 20% of the units as affordable. Sites where
zoning already permits residential “use by right” as set forth in Government Code section
65583.2 (i) at the beginning of the planning period would be considered to meet this
requirement. Since the City currently allows by-right housing projects through an interim zoning
ordinance therefore, in order for the reused sites identified in the preliminary SSI to qualify for
inclusion, the by-right process must be included as an action in the Housing Element.
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A capacity analysis was conducted for the identified SSI sites (except for Category 1 –
approved/pending projects) using current development standards. The analysis yielded a total
of 10,133 units. With the allowance to assume the production of 700 accessory dwelling units
accessory dwelling units (ADUs) during the Housing Element planning period, the SSI would
provide a land capacity buffer of 1,938 units. While the sites analysis identified sufficient land
area, the challenge is meeting the RHNA’s required number of affordable units of 6,168 units.
With a 7.5% ELI inclusionary requirement, the number of affordable units that could be feasibly
produced by the SSI sites is 1,159 units. Up to 2,123 affordable units could be produced if the AHPP
was modified to include a 20% inclusionary requirement.
Figure 25: Capacity Analysis of Preliminary Sites

Affordable Units at Inclusionary%

Summary of Realistic Unit Capacity
7.5%

15%

20%

756

165

165

165

Category 1 Approved Projects

1670

416

416

416

Category 4 City owned Sites

1,399

105

210

280

All Remaining Sites (exclude 1 and
4)
Total

6,308

474

946

1262

10,133

1,159

1,735

2,123

700

-

-

-

8,895

6,168

6,168

6,168

1938

(5009)

(4,433)

(4,045)

Category 1 Pending Projects

ADUs
RHNA Targets
Buffer/(Shortfall)

Assessment of Unique Sites for Housing Potential
Staff also identified a number of other sites as having significant capacity for housing , but
require further Planning Commission and City Council consideration including:
City-owned Sites
The City owns a variety of property in various zones, including the parcels surrounding the
Downtown Santa Monica Station, parking lots on Main Street and along Wilshire Boulevard, the
Bergamot Arts Center, Parking Structure 3, and the site at 4th Street/Arizona. These sites merit
special consideration as they could be prioritized for the production of affordable housing. With
the exception of the Downtown properties, these City-owned sites are zoned with relatively low
FAR – rezoning these sites would be desirable to provide significant affordable housing.
The City could consider restricting development on these City-owned sites to 100% affordable
housing project. In December 2019, the Los Angeles City Council restricted development of
housing on public land by adopting a motion (CF 19-1362) which limits projects on public land to
100% affordable housing, unless it is determined that an increased number of affordable units
can be achieved through a different business model. The City could enact a similar policy or
alternatively, require a minimum number or percentage of affordable housing to be developed
on City-owned sites.

29
1332

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

State/Institutional/Public Utilities Controlled Sites
Several underutilized sites in the City are owned by other public entities that have the potential
to accommodate housing, including the Department of Motor Vehicles site at 2235 Colorado
Ave, Southern California Gas site at 1701 Stewart, and the UCLA parking lot site at 1521 & 1601
Santa Monica Blvd. If these public-entity controlled sites are included in the SSI, HCD requires
documentation be provided that shows that housing can be accommodated with the Housing
Element planning cycle. Documentation could include an agreement between the public entity
and the City granting local authority for approving, permitting, certifying occupancy, and/or
reporting new units or a document from the public entity that demonstrates planned housing
will be built. Council gave direction at their February 23, 2021 meeting for staff to ask all public
entities to review highest/best use for their current properties throughout Santa monic and
specifically demand that the State commit the DMV site at Cloverfield and Colorado as a
suitable site for deed-restricted affordable housing development in Santa Monica’s housing
element.
Religious Institutions
AB1851 was passed in 2020 to remove an important barrier to housing construction on lands
owned by a religious institution. The law states that a jurisdiction cannot deny a housing project
proposed by a religious institution on the sole basis that it will remove parking. A number of
religious institutions with large surface parking lots are located throughout the City. These lots
could play an important part in providing affordable housing; however, many of the sites are
located in R2/OP2 zoning districts which severely limits the housing potential of these sites.
Rezoning would be necessary in order to accommodate meaningful production of affordable
housing on these sites.
“A”-Lots
Within the City, there are 42 residentially zoned (R1/R2/R3/R4) parcels with an “A” Off-Street
Parking Overlay (known as A-lots). These parcels are intended to support the parking needs of
commercial corridors and neighborhood commercial areas, and to serve as a buffer between
commercial and residential uses. There are 9 A-lots identified as highest potential for residential
due to their association with their commercial fronting buildings that have been identified for
high housing potential. A-lots should be considered to determine if they could be utilized to
maximize the affordable housing potential of sites.
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Figure 26 – City Owned Sites, State Controlled/Institutional/Public Utilities Sites, and Religious
Institutions with Parking, and A-Lots

An additional 99 sites were identified as having medium potential – these include A-lots
mentioned above, properties in the lower-density Neighborhood Commercial, Creative
Conservation Sector, and Industrial Conservation zones. Staff anticipates that changes to the
current zoning standards would be necessary to increase the housing viability of these sites.
Assessing the Likelihood of Residential Development
In addition to viability for residential development, HCD requires that jurisdictions analyze the
effects of market conditions on the likelihood of a site being redeveloped for residential use. As
discussed above, HR&A Advisors conducted preliminary analysis of the likelihood for the
prototypical residential/residential developments to occur in various commercially-zoned
areas of the City based on various affordability percentages. At the 7.5% ELI scenario under
current zoning standards, retail/residential development in some areas would likely develop –
specifically, along the Boulevards, Lincoln, Bergamot and in Downtown. Within the MUB zone
and Lincoln Boulevard, residential projects while feasible at 7.5% ELI, retail/residential porotypes
would exceed current FAR limits. Given that at least 60% the sites identified in the preliminary
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sites analysis are located on the Boulevards and NC, additional height and FAR would be
necessary for residential development to likely occur on these sites.
Furthermore, meeting the RHNA housing target of 6,168 affordable units will require an increase
in the inclusionary requirements for market rate housing development. Increasing the
percentage of affordable housing units required would necessitate increases in height and FAR
for all zones except the Downtown.
Evaluating the Preliminary Sites Analysis through the Lens of Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing
Background on Housing Discrimination in Santa Monica
Housing Element law requires that the City take, “…meaningful actions in addition to combating
discrimination that overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive communities free
from barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on protective characteristics.” The
established neighborhoods of the City today are largely the result of decades of structural
racism deeply rooted in federal, state, and local housing policies. In the early days of Santa
Monica, the City had a sizeable population of Blacks/African Americans, who had moved into
the City from the 1890s to the late 20th century, having been inspired by the California dream of
opportunity and freedom. However, they were met with racism from White residents in the City.
In 1922, homeowners formed the Santa Monica Bay Protective League with an agenda of
“eliminating all objectionable features or anything that now is or will prove a menace to the bay
district ... or prove detrimental to our property values.”11 One of the ways that this was achieved
was through racial covenants on deeds.
City government also contributed to the patterns of segregation through the adoption of
exclusionary zoning. For example, when Blacks/African Americans tried to build a resort in the
Belmar area in the 1920s, City officials used zoning laws to block the project. Single family zoning
was also seen as a way to economically separate the wealthier Whites from Blacks/African
Americans. Since many Blacks/African Americans could not afford or were unable to receive
mortgages for owning homes, they were effectively driven out of single-family zoned
neighborhoods.
How Redlining Contributed to Housing Segregation
This type of discrimination at the local level was bolstered by the federal policy of “redlining” that
arose during the New Deal era (1930s). The term "redlining" refers to the discriminatory policy
instituted by the federal government to create color-coded maps of every metropolitan area in
the country to indicate where it was safe to insure mortgage. These maps were based on racial
composition, quality of housing stock, access to amenities, etc. and were color coded to identify
best (green), still desirable (blue), definitely declining (yellow), and hazardous (red)
neighborhoods. Within the maps, anywhere where Blacks/African-Americans lived or lived
nearby were colored red to indicate to appraisers that these neighborhoods were too risky to
insure mortgages. The color-coded maps were first used by the Home Owners Loan
Corporation and then the Federal Housing Administration and then adopted by the Veterans
Administration. This discriminatory practice of determining who could qualify for home
11

https://www.latimes.com/archives/la-xpm-2005-jul-03-me-then3-story.html
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mortgages based on skin color led to widespread segregated communities across the country,
and prohibited Blacks/African Americans from buying homes. In Santa Monica, areas that were
redlined include the Pico Neighborhood, portions of the Mid City neighborhood south of Santa
Monica Boulevard, and Ocean Park. Figure 27 shows the redlining boundaries overlaid with
affordable housing that has been constructed or acquired/rehabilitated over the years. Of the
affordable units that have been constructed over the years, 49% are in areas that were in the
redline boundaries.
Figure 27: Affordable Housing and Redlined Areas in the City of Santa Monica

In the post-World War II era, the federal government further spurred on the creation of
segregated communities through the systematic construction of highways/freeways that
began in the 1950s. Freeways were purposely routed through communities of color or as
physical barrier to separate White and Black neighborhoods. The Interstate 10 freeway, for
example, was purposely constructed to divide the more affluent White neighborhoods to the
north of the Los Angeles, from the struggling Black communities. The construction of the I-10
freeway in the early 1960s demolished hundreds of homes in the Pico neighborhood, which was
predominantly occupied by Santa Monicans of color.12

12

https://laist.com/2020/12/23/black_santa_monica_history_vintage_los_angeles.php
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The current patterns of renters and owners approximates the redline maps with owners
predominant in the single-unit dwellings zones on the northern and southern ends of the city
with renters concentrated in the central city near the main transportation corridors. The April
2020 Assessment of Fair Housing (“AFH”) found that the location of renters and owners in Santa
Monica very highly correlates with patterns of residential racial and ethnic segregation. The
areas with the highest concentrations of homeowners, such as North of Montana, Ocean Park,
and Sunset Park are also the areas that are predominantly White. The areas with the highest
concentrations for renters, such as the Pico Neighborhood and Downtown area areas that
contain high concentrations of minorities and/or those with Limited English Proficiency.13 The
AFH also found that a major contributor to racial and ethnic segregation is the economics of high
housing and land costs created by zoning, which particularly burdens the development of
affordable housing in certain areas of the city.
Figure 28: Housing Tenure of Renters and Owners with Racially or Ethnically Concentrated
Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs)

13

City of Santa Monica and the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights Under Law, April 1, 2020, Assessment of Fair Housing, Page 44.
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Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing in Housing Elements
In recognition of the racial disparities in housing that endures to this day, AB 636 (2018) was
passed to require cities and counties advance social equity through meaningful actions that
affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH). Through the Housing Element Update, the City has an
opportunity to remedy for the legacy of housing discrimination that have influenced the land
use patterns that we see today. While the City has long been a champion of the production of
affordable housing and promoting diversity in neighborhoods, the existing density restrictions of
current zoning coupled with differences in land values (that are the results of past redlining)
continue to keep affordable housing out of reach in the more high resource areas of the City. It
is within this historic context that the questions of distribution of housing sites in the SSI and how
much housing potential is assigned to each sites should be viewed. As discussed further below,
new concepts and ideas to affirmatively further fair housing that have arisen from this Housing
Element Update process include:


Modifying development standards to increase the viability for housing development in
areas where such housing has not formerly occurred such as Montana Avenue, Main
Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard
New residential construction in the Neighborhood Commercial zoned areas of Montana
Avenue and Main Street as well as Ocean Park Boulevard have virtually been nonexistent in the past few decades. As indicated by the preliminary results of HR&A
feasibility analysis, a primary reason for this is that with high construction cost and high
land costs, the current zoning standards do not make it likely for residential development
to occur. To increase the likelihood of housing units to be developed in these areas,
increases in density and height would be necessary.
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Providing opportunity for housing development in areas formerly not available such as
Office Campus (OC) and Industrial Conservation (IC)
Under the City’s current Zoning Ordinance, multi-unit dwellings are not permitted in the
OC and IC zones. Permitting all multi-unit housing, including affordable housing, in the
OC and IC would open up more land to future housing opportunities. This zoning change
would complement the concept of incentivizing and facilitating the potential conversion
of commercial to residential, especially in light of the pandemic’s effects on the demand
for office work space.
Allowing housing in all commercial zones is already the subject of several pending State
legislation including Senate Bill 6 and Assembly Bill 115 (Bloom). While still in discussions,
AB 115 would permit housing in commercially zoned areas if certain conditions apply –
specifically that the housing development be subject to a recorded deed restriction
requiring that at least 20% of the units have an affordable housing cost or affordable rent
for lower income households, and be located on an urbanized site that is not adjacent to
an industrial use.



Eliminating Single Family Zoning to allow for the development of increased housing
opportunities
As discussed earlier in this Staff report, single family zoning originated as a form of
exclusionary zoning to economically and racially segregate neighborhoods. The
elimination of single family zoning would open up 35% of the City land to increased
housing opportunities and would be aligned with the mandate to affirmatively further
fair housing. However, as also discussed, there may be other avenues to increasing
dwelling units in R1 zones through ADU incentives or removing barriers to duplex
construction.

How Much Housing Should be on Each Site? – A Conceptual Four-Pronged Strategy for
Affordable Housing Production
Once suitable sites have been identified, the City is mandated to plan for its RHNA allocation. As
previously explained in this report, achieving the 6,168 affordable housing units in the RHNA
allocation cannot be done by solely private or public resources. For example, if the City were to
only rely on inclusionary units in market-rate projects, assuming 20% affordable on-site units
would require planning for over 30,000 additional housing units – more than three times the
RHNA allocation and an unrealistic figure to plan for. Similarly, funding challenges dictate that
reliance only on 100% affordable housing projects is also not reasonable. As discussed at the
Planning Commission’s November 18 study session, the City can submit a request for a lower
Quantified Objective (QO) at the time the draft is submitted to HCD for review, which will not be
until July 2021. The QO process recognizes that the RHNA allocation may exceed available
resources and the community’s ability to satisfy this need within the content of the general plan
requirements. However, it should be noted that under existing Housing Element law, the QO
carries no meaning when it comes to assessing Housing Element compliance. The development

36
1339

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

of the SSI and determining realistic capacity is an iterative process and at this preliminary
juncture, staff has continued to plan for the whole RHNA allocation.
The four-point strategy presented below includes concepts on how each part of the housing
market could be maximized for affordable housing production. The assessment of realistic
capacity of the preliminary sites analysis (based on the LUCE growth strategy) provides a
baseline snapshot of capacity at all income levels based on existing regulations. Meeting the
RHNA affordable housing targets will require re-assessment of those standards.
Strategy #1 – Maximize Inclusionary Units in Market Rate Housing
Increased Inclusionary Requirements Supported by FAR Necessary to Incentivize Housing
Projects
In order to maximize inclusionary units in market-rate housing projects, a revision to the AHPP is
proposed in order to simplify the program and also ensure continued consistency with State
density bonus law. The market-rate strategy would also need to be supported by feasibility
analyses to study how much development potential is necessary to support the increased AHPP
requirements. Preliminary results from updated feasibility analyses demonstrate that existing
standards make commercial projects more feasible than housing projects. The following
concepts propose a rethinking of how FAR limits are set for housing projects by establishing a
target percentage for affordable housing and then working backwards into the FAR necessary
to support that percentage.
Concepts for Consideration
Revising the AHPP – Eliminate the “Menu” and Replace with Minimum 15% VLI
Currently, the AHPP allows market-rate developers to select from a “menu” of options for the
production of housing. The AHPP formerly allowed market-rate projects to include only 5% of
their units as affordable to 30% AMI households. This had the effect of producing affordable
units at the extremely low-income level at the cost of production of other income levels with
particular shortages happening at the 80% to 120% AMI income levels. The following table
shows the options currently available to the market-rate rental housing projects based on
current requirements (minimum 10% for 50% AMI households).
Figure 29: Menu Options of AHPP
# of Units In-Lieu Fee
On-Site
2
X
-3
X
-4
X*
-$153,118 based on 0.4
fractional unit
5
X*
-$191,397.50 based on
0.5 fractional unit
6
-X*
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$229,677 based on
0.6 fractional unit
X*
$267,956.50 based
on 0.7 fractional unit
X

X
X

*SMMC Section 9.64.050(D) provides instructions for how to address fractional units. When a calculation results in a fractional
unit of 0.75 or more, that fractional unit shall be treated as a whole affordable housing unit. When a calculation results in a
fractional unit less than 0.75, the requirement can be satisfied through payment of an affordable housing fee for that fractional
unit (fractional unit x affordable housing unit development cost) or by constructing all mandatory on-site units with 3 or more
bedrooms. The affordable housing unit development cost is currently $382, 795. This means that currently, up to 7 marketrate units can be constructed without providing any on-site or off-site affordable housing.

In order to increase the number of affordable housing units produced from the City’s AHPP, the
City could consider eliminating the current “menu” option of affordability requirements and
instead establish a base affordability percentage based on project tier. For example, Tier 1
projects could be required to provide a minimum 15% VLI affordability. This would address the
issue of “overproduction” of units at the Extremely Low Income level and Tier 2 could be required
to provide 20% with equal mix of units across all levels. As indicated in HR&A’s preliminary
assessment, modifications to increase the inclusionary requirement of the AHPP would require
increases in the allowable FAR and height of all zones, except for the Downtown zones.
Revising AHPP – Flexibility in Off-Site Option Location
Developers have indicated that constructing on-site affordable housing can greatly add to the
cost of a housing project, making them less likely to develop. The AHPP currently allows
developers to fulfill their affordable obligation by providing units off-site. However, the units are
required to be located within ¼ mile of the market-rate project. The off-site requirements vary
somewhat for Tier 2 projects. Within the Downtown Community Plan area, Tier 2 housing
developers have the flexibility to locate the off-site housing anywhere within the Downtown. In
addition, the off-site housing project must be owned or operated in whole or in part by a nonprofit housing provider.
Unlike large scale developers who have a portfolio of properties, smaller-scale developers with
smaller housing projects cannot amalgamate their affordable housing requirements onto one
larger off-site property. HR&A conducted a preliminary analysis to determine the costefficiency for on-site vs off-site affordable housing. Their analysis indicates that prototypical
residential/retail project could support an off-site affordable housing fee of between $45,000
and $60,000 per market rate unit, as an alternative to including affordable units on-site. This
supportable fee is slightly higher than the current AHPP in-lieu fee at $36.49 per GSF, or $30,300
per market rate unit with an average unit size of 830 GSF. The “opportunity cost” of developing
an on-site affordable unit averages approximately $350,000. Based on previous HR&A analysis
of 100% affordable housing projects, the unfunded subsidy gap (i.e. other than tax credits or City
subsidies that could be paid by market rate developers), ranges between roughly $270,000 and
$300,000 and averages $285,000 per affordable unit As such, the cost of developing on-site VLI
units is approximately 1.3 times the per-unit subsidy gap needed for off-site 100% affordable
housing projects. This could facilitate construction of over 30 percent more affordable units offsite due to the potential for off-site affordable housing to leverage additional resources and
higher tax credit rents.
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Through the technical working group discussions, developers have indicated that the AHPP’s
off-site option is too restrictive on location and they would prefer the option to purchase land
wherever in the city it is available. The reason that the AHPP requires that the off-site location
to be relatively close to the market-rate project is to avoid equitable distribution of affordable
housing throughout the city. However, given the additional units that could be achieved through
the off-site option, it is reasonable to consider how additional flexibility could be added to the
program to make it a more viable alternative to on-site affordable units. A concept to consider
would that the off-site projects can be located anywhere in Santa Monica but must not be
located in a disadvantaged community. Staff is exploring how to define disadvantage
community as potential sources include environmental justice area as shown on SCAG’s
Housing Element Parcel Tool 14 or ”disadvantaged community” as defined by SB53515.
Other Possible Concepts to Create Flexibility in Off-site Affordable Housing
Through both technical working groups, other concepts for off-site affordable housing were
also raised including:
 Allow the pooling of units among multiple properties to satisfy an obligation as long as
the affordable units received their CofO prior to the market rate
 Create an acquisition/rehab option that allows developers to purchase existing units,
rehabilitate the units and convert the units to long-term affordability through deedrestrictions
o This is a concept that would create new affordable units while also serve existing
residents. Some group members expressed concern about impacts to existing
tenants in such a situation in addition to situations where the existing tenant may
not income-qualify for the newly deed-restricted unit meaning that the unit
would become affordable until the existing tenant voluntarily vacates the unit.
Further exploration is necessary to understand whether this could be a realistic
option.
Concepts for Integrating Updates to State Density Bonus Law to Achieve More Affordable
Housing
The Density Bonus Law (Government Code Section 65915) was first enacted by the California
legislature in 1979 to address the shortage of affordable housing in the state. The Density Bonus
law provided an incentive mechanism to encourage developers to include affordable units
within a residential project in exchange for increases in density (the density bonus) above local
zoning law and relief from base development standards (concessions/incentives). By offering
developers varying levels of density bonuses, incentives and/or concessions in exchange for
building affordable housing, the goal of the Density Bonus Law is to incentivize and encourage
developers to create much needed affordable housing units in California.
Prior to 2021, the Density Bonus Law permitted a maximum density bonus of thirty-five percent
(35%) for a housing development in which (a) at least eleven percent (11%) of the total units are
for very low income households, (b) at least twenty percent (20%) of the total units are for low
14

SCAG Housing Element Parcel Tool online at https://maps.scag.ca.gov/helpr/

15

https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen/sb535
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income households, or (c) at least forty percent (40%) of the total for-sale units are for
moderate income households. In other words, a project that achieved any of these affordability
levels may include up to 35 percent more units than local law otherwise would allow.
In 2020, Governor Newsom signed Assembly Bill 2345 into law, to expand and enhance
development incentives for market rate projects that provide affordable housing. AB 2345
increases the maximum density bonus from thirty-five percent (35%) to fifty percent (50%). To
be eligible for the maximum bonus of 50%, a project must set aside at least (i) fifteen percent
(15%) of total units for very low income households, (ii) twenty-four percent (24%) of total units
for low income households, or (iii) forty-four percent (44%) of for-sale units for moderate
income households. Levels of bonus density between thirty-five percent (35%) and fifty percent
(50%) are granted on a sliding scale. In addition to this sliding scale bonus, developers can also
request incentives & concessions to development standards necessary to support the on-site
affordable housing units. The number of incentives & concessions varies depending on the
percentage of affordable units, up to a maximum of four incentives & concessions (only for 100%
affordable housing projects).
Figure 30: State Density Bonus Law Affordable Percentage and Associated Density Bonus for
rental units

The City currently has a tiered land use system consisting of a Tier 1 base and the opportunity
for an applicant to voluntarily request additional height and/or FAR for a Tier 2 project. Between
those tiers is an intermediate step that provides a height or FAR increase if on-site affordable
housing is provided.
As part of the 2015 Zoning Ordinance Update, a regulatory community benefits system was
established requiring Tier 2 projects to provide 50% more affordable housing and also
augmented development fees. The community benefits structure was supported by feasibility
analyses. A similar structure was established for the Downtown Community Plan except that
the affordable housing percentage increased up to a maximum of 30%.
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Staff proposes a concept that would be expand upon the existing tier structure by basing the
maximum allowable FAR for each tier on the level necessary to support the goal of inclusionary
housing. As an additional concept, commercial projects would not be able to request additional
height or FAR above the Tier 1 base unless the project included at least four (4) stories of 100%
affordable housing, which is the minimum project size that affordable housing providers have
indicated is necessary to make a viable project. The figure below is a conceptual diagram of
this proposed expanded housing bonus system.
Figure 31: Proposed Expanded Tier System with Housing Bonus

Strategy #2 – Support 100% Affordable Housing
For Projects Up to 80% AMI – Affordable Housing Provider Chooses FAR Necessary to Support
Project with No Minimum Parking Requirements
Affordable housing providers have indicated that the major barriers to the production of
affordable housing is available funding, land cost, and construction cost. Of those three factors,
the only factor that the City can directly address is funding, however, in light of the effects of
COVID-19 on the City’s budget and the amount of affordable housing necessary to achieve the
RHNA and address the community’s needs far exceeds the funding available through the
Housing Trust Fund. Further, while the City continues to advocate for assistance from State and
Federal sources, none of that funding is certain. As a result, providers are increasingly turning to
partnerships with market-rate developers to finance affordable housing projects.
The City indirectly influences land and construction cost through regulatory restrictions. As
affordable housing providers compete in the same real estate market as market-rate
developers, staff explored potential solutions with housing providers as to how to make
developers of 100% affordable housing projects more competitive as land buyers and what
opportunities are available for the City to help reduce construction costs.
AB1763 amended State density bonus law (Government Code Section 65915) to allow 100%
affordable housing projects unlimited density and up to 3 stories or 33 feet above maximum
height limits. There have already been at least five affordable housing projects in Santa Monica
that have exercised the provisions of AB1763 since it became effective January 1, 2020. In all
cases, the provisions resulted in more affordable housing units. The changes also provide relief
from minimum parking requirements and allows requests for up to four incentives/concessions
from local development standards. Given the need to provide a significant advantage to
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affordable housing developers in the land-buying market, a possible concept to consider would
be the following:




Unlimited FAR and height in commercial zones
Minimum of 4 stories guaranteed in all residential zones
No minimum parking requirements

These development incentives would be coupled with a new ordinance requiring that sales of
all property in the city must be offered first to affordable housing developers to be used for the
production of affordable housing. Other concepts for consideration include:






Piggy-backing onto developments already in progress
o Partner with commercial developers
 Restudy potential to increase affordable housing commercial linkage
fee for commercial development – would require updated feasibility
analyses
 Provide development incentives that encourage 100% affordable
housing to add onto their commercial development. This could be
incorporated into the density bonus system described above.
o Purchase additional “blocks” of affordable housing in market-rate projects at
fair-market value. Preliminary discussions with market-rate developers have
indicated that the concern would be whether the cost of losing units to longterm affordability would be made up in the payment for those units.
Additional study would be needed as to whether the construction savings
would make this a worthwhile option to pursue.
More flexibility in off-site AHPP option
o Allow multiple developers to pool their resources with a requirement that the
off-site project be completed before a market-rate CofO could be issued
o Allow greater flexibility in location of off-site affordable housing units
Legislative advocacy for funding – staff actively involved in discussions with
legislators through lobbyists

Target up to 120% AMI (Moderate Income Housing) – Affordable By Design
Moderate income units are a category that has no dedicated funding sources and it historically
has been an area where the City has been challenged in meeting its RHNA allocation. The profile
of Santa Monica workers who cannot afford to live in Santa Monica would suggest that there is
a need for housing at this income level and one concept is incentivize its production is to enact
provisions similar to AB1763 at a local level. This would allow moderate income projects to
receive 50% more FAR and 3 extra stories. As a further incentive, consideration should be given
regarding the unit mix requirement as preliminary research with a moderate-income housing
developer that has successfully completed projects in Seattle and Los Angeles suggests that
there is a workable model if micro-units are permitted. In this scenario, consideration would
need to be given of how to establish zoning standards for enhanced common amenities.
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Strategy #3 – Protect Existing Units for Long-Term Stability
There are approximately 52,000 rental units in Santa Monica with approximately 27,000 rentcontrolled units. According to the 2019 Rent Control Annual Report, 72% of rent-controlled units
are market-rate units meaning that the overwhelming majority of units in the city are marketrate with only a small percentage having not been subject to vacancy decontrol. This highlights
the need to explore strategies to encourage rehabilitation of existing housing units and
potentially requiring affordable housing deed restriction.
Figure 32: Breakdown of Rent-Controlled Units 2018-2020
# of Controlled
Units 2018

# of Controlled
Units 2019

# of Controlled
Units 2020

Change from
12/31/2018 to
2019

Change from
12/31/19 to
2020

Market-Rate

19,562

19,701

19,936

139

235

Long-Term

6,962

6,753

6,553

-209

-200

Housing
Choice/Sec 8

623

623

618

0

-5

Restricted

143

148

158

+5

10

$0 MAR

155

156

164

+1

8

Total

27,445

27,381

27,429

-64

48

Government Code Section 65583.1(c) allows for use of existing units to address up to 25 percent
of the lower income RHNA by counting existing units made available or preserved through the
provision of “committed assistance” to low and very low-income households at affordable
housing costs or affordable rents. This option is referred to as “Alternative Adequate Sites”.
However, there are limited strict parameters under which substantial rehabilitation, conversion,
or preservation of units can be counted and the Housing Element would be required to identify
exactly how the city will guarantee compliance in order to grant the credit. The units must be:




Substantially rehabilitated
In a multifamily rental or ownership housing complex of three or more units that are
converted from non-affordable to affordable rental
Preserved at levels affordable to low or very low-income households where the local
government has provided those units with continued assistance

Under each of the above categories (substantially rehabilitated, converted, or preserved), there
is a checklist of items that must be met in order for the units to count towards RHNA. Attachment
4 provides the Alternative Adequate Site Checklist. The City provides housing assistance to
existing residents through a number of programs and has a demonstrated history of working
with willing property owner and tenants in the past to grant project-based housing vouchers
that might allow some units to qualify towards this requirement. Further, this would be an
opportunity to consider flexibility in how developers of market-rate projects meet their AHPP
obligations. As noted above, one concept that staff is considering is allowing market-rate
projects to comply with the AHPP by the acquisition and rehabilitation of existing rental units and
convert those to deed-restricted units. Because the Alternative Adequate Sites approach is
rarely used, further evaluation and consultation with HCD staff is necessary to determine
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whether the City would qualify to use this approach. However, as a matter of policy, the City will
continue to offer these programs as a means to increase housing stability for existing residents
that are most vulnerable to displacement. An outstanding policy question is whether, given
limited resources, the City should expand those programs and if so, whether the priority is on
production of new units or on providing assistance to existing units (acquisition/rehab or rent
subsidies). Programs to protect existing units for long-term stability are discussed further down
in the report.
Strategy #4 – Incentives for ADU Production
ADU Production Within Santa Monica
Accessory Dwellings Units (ADUs) play an important role in the production of housing,
particularly within single-unit residential zoning districts where historically only one unit is
permitted. In recognition of this, the State over the past four years has started to enact laws to
help spur the production of housing through the development of ADUs. Building off of initial State
law passed in 2017 that started the process of removing barriers to ADU production, three new
State laws (AB 68, AB 881, and SB 13) came into effect on January 1, 2020 that significantly
expanded potential ADU development. These new laws revised development standards that
sometimes limited ADU construction, such as eliminating minimum parcel size, establishing
larger unit sizes based on bedroom count, reducing minimum side and rear setbacks, and
removing on-site parking requirements. In addition, the new laws extended ADUs into multipleunit residential and mixed-use zoning districts and introduced the new concept of Junior
Accessory Dwelling Units (JADUs) when in conjunction with single-unit dwellings. On September
8, 2020, City Council approved an ordinance incorporating these State law requirements into a
new ADU/JADU Section of the Zoning Ordinance, SMMC Section 9.31.025 Accessory Dwelling
Units and Junior Accessory Dwelling Units. Additionally, to further encourage the production of
ADUs and JADUs, Council expanded upon the new requirements by exempting all ADUs and
JADUs from parcel coverage or floor area calculations.
Since implementation of these new State laws, the City has seen an increase in ADU production
and interest each year. Based on building permit data as of March 1, 2021, the table and map
below summarizes ADU development and location within the City since 2017, the start of when
State law began to focus on incentivizing ADUs. However, it is important to note that the vast
majority of these numbers are from ADU construction on R1 (Single-Unit Residential) zoned
parcels. The City is just now starting to see property owners take advantage of the ability to
establish sometimes multiple ADUs with existing multiple-unit residential and mixed-use
developments.
Figure 33: Santa Monica ADU Production
Building Permit
Year
2017
2018
2019

In-Progress

Permit Issued

Completed

Total

2
32

1
15
37

6
39
14

7
56
83
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2020
2021
TOTAL

87
4
125
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12
65

1
60

100
4
250

Figure 34: Map of ADU Locations

ADU Contribution to RHNA
Pursuant to HCD’s Housing Element Site Inventory Guidebook, a jurisdiction may satisfy its RHNA
through a variety of methods other than identifying sites. One of these alternative methods is
including the potential development of ADUs and JADUs based on the following factors:








The number of ADUs or JADUs developed in the prior planning period;
Community need and demand for these types of housing units;
The resources and/or incentives available that will encourage the development of ADUs;
The availability of ADUs and JADUs for occupancy;
The unit must meet the Census definition of a housing unit and be reported to the
Department of Finance as part of the annual City and County Housing Unit Change
Survey; and
The anticipated affordability of these units.

In order to project the increased potential of ADU development for the new Housing Element
cycle, HCD recommends the following options:


Use the trends in ADU construction since January 2018 to estimate new production.
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Assume an average increase of five times the previous planning period construction
trends prior to 2018.
Use trends from regional production of ADUs.
Include programs that aggressively promote and incentivize ADU and JADU
construction.

As shown in the above table, based on ADU building permit data between 2018 and 2020, Santa
Monica averages 80 ADUs per year. Using this average production number, it can be expected
that over the next eight year Housing Element cycle approximately 700 ADUs will be built and
can be used towards our RHNA. This estimate accounts for possible future interest in ADUs to be
incorporated into existing multiple-unit residential and mixed-use developments, which the City
has only just started seeing very recently as the new law permitting this only took effect January
1, 2020.
In order for potential ADU development to count towards the RHNA, local governments must
also provide an analysis of anticipated affordability levels. Staff initiated a survey that began on
March 4th targeting individuals that either have an ADU on their property or live in an ADU to
better understand how ADUs are being used and how they contribute to the City’s housing
supply. The survey and outreach materials were provided in both English and Spanish, and
asked questions regarding bedroom count, occupancy, and rental amount. The survey
concludes on March 18th.
In addition to the City’s survey, SCAG conducted a regional analysis of current market rents that
can be used to obtain credit towards each income category in the RHNA. SCAG’s analysis was
pre-certified by HCD and allows cities to assume that the total anticipated ADU production
would be assigned to the following income categories:






Extremely Low – 15%
Very Low – 2%
Low – 43%
Moderate – 6%
Above Moderate – 34%

Proposed ADU Incentive Program
While Santa Monica has taken steps beyond what is required by State law to incentivize the
production of ADUs, staff proposes consideration of an ADU incentive program for the R1 zone
district. Approximately 35% of the City is zoned as R1, which only allows for one unit per parcel
by right. This has resulted in only 13% of the City’s housing supply being located in one of the
largest zoning districts within the City. While ADU construction has started to increase this
number, currently the maximum amount of units by right an R1 parcel can contain is three – one
single-unit dwelling, one detached ADU, and one JADU (which is required to be incorporated into
the footprint of the single-unit dwelling). The proposed incentive program would allow a
property owner the ability to construct an additional ADU if they would be willing to deed restrict
one of the ADUs at an affordable level. This incentive program would help achieve the Housing
Element goal of affirmatively furthering fair housing by providing more affordable housing
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opportunities within the R1 zone district, an area of the city that has largely been unaffordable
to many.
In an effort to help accomplish this incentive program, the City is pursuing a grant to produce an
ADU Accelerator Program that will simplify the ADU process by providing a handbook detailing
all standards and processes attributed to ADU development. The Accelerator Program would
also include ADU designs that have been pre-approved by the City that could be selected by a
property owner to reduce both the time and cost associated with ADU development.
Other Concepts Evaluated But Not Yet Considered as Primary Tools for the SSI
Several concepts have been raised throughout the process as possibilities to address
affordable housing production. The concepts described below generally include greater
complexity to administer and may not provide sufficient affordable housing opportunities t to
be considered for the Housing Element Update.
Community Land Trust
This idea was raised through the public webinars and also technical working groups of
whether community land trusts might be a model for 100% affordable ownership housing
where the land trust purchases the land and then leases the units to qualifying home owners.
While this idea holds great promise to provide opportunities for moderate-income households
to build equity, it presents several significant challenges in implementation. This idea has
previously been reviewed by the Housing Division and was also explored for the High Place
affordable housing project. It was found that this method of ownership is very difficult to
finance as lenders want their loan interests to be ‘superior’ in title to the deed restrictions,
which then undermine the City’s ability to ensure long-term affordability. Construction lenders
were hesitant to finance the project because of concerns that prospective buyers would be
unable to secure mortgages given the resale limitations. Another potential issue was whether
low- and moderate-income households could feasibly afford to assume fiscal responsibilities
of homeowner maintenance and repair. It was only feasible to consider this model at the time
because the land was relatively affordable. Land costs have increased significantly since that
time and pursuing CLT model now would be a very expensive proposition.
Further, the intent of long-term ownership affordability naturally has tensions with the desire of
most homeowners to benefit from real estate gains upon sale. Once a buyer closes escrow
they have every incentive to have the deed restriction removed 9compared to a renter, whose
every incentive is to see that a deed restriction remains in place). In a CLT model, the resale
formula is intended to balance the interest of the homeowner to benefit from use of their
home as an investment and the CLT’s goal of long-term affordability for future owners. In
addition, community land trusts are typically owned/operated by a nonprofit, which then
needs to be compensated for the administrative and compliance work, which adds an
ongoing cost to the homeowner. Also, affordable homeownership compliance requires much
closer monitoring regarding occupancy and sales, due to the economic incentive for a
homeowner to lease their home and the difficulty preventing an unauthorized sale. This would
require substantial City staff resources to ensure compliance.
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Finally, the City would likely have to provide a significantly greater subsidy to create for-sale,
deed-restricted homes compared to below market rental units. With the need to prioritize
limited funding and the need to prioritize, it then brings up the issue of providing increased
subsidy to households that have greater resources and more options at the expense of
households with lower resources and fewer options. As a result, this potential tool is not being
considered for the Housing Element Update.
Vacancy Tax
This concept has been previously assessed by City Attorney’s Office and Finance but not
identified as a primary strategy because expected revenue was estimated to be low and the
cost of enforcement high (and difficult to administer). The City of Los Angeles considered the
possibility of a vacancy tax but upon further review, determined that the benefit would not
overcome the substantial effort and administrative burden. Based on application of a rate
similar to that adopted in the City of Oakland (annual tax of $3000 to $6000 on vacant property),
the estimated revenue would be approximately $200-300K. If the goal of a vacancy tax is to
bring vacant units back into the rent housing pool, there may be other strategies that could be
enacted to support housing retention and stability. The Oakland tax defines vacant as a unit
being in use less than fifty days in a calendar year and provides for ten possible exemptions that
would be challenging to administer. As a result, the program appears structured more towards
encouraging property owners to put units back on the market instead of a punitive measure.
From a revenue-generating perspective, the recently passed Measure SM’s transfer tax for
property sales over $5M would produce more revenue than a vacancy tax. Measure SM.
Commercial Conversion into Residential
The COVID19 pandemic has had a dramatic impact on the City’s commercial real estate
market. Even prior to the pandemic, the retail industry had been struggling to compete with
online retailers and the office market has started to trend downward. Now a year later in the
pandemic, empty storefronts and half occupied office buildings are not an uncommon sight in
the City. With the downturn of retail and office real estate accelerated by the pandemic, the
concept of converting commercial into residential has gained significant interest as another
avenue to increase the supply of housing in the City.
Although commercial to residential conversion projects have been rare in the City, other cities
in the region have seen such projects. In Santa Ana, under an adaptive reuse ordinance adopted
in 2015, a 1965 office building was recently transformed into a 100% affordable housing project
providing 58 units. There are however, logistical and design challenges to converting office
buildings to residential. Office and retail buildings with large floor plates and dedicated core
space for example, make it difficult to transform the space into residential units, as most of the
divided space would end up as windowless caverns. Placement of plumbing and electrical
conduits in the right places can also be difficult. Depending on the particular building, the
conversion to residential may be more cost-prohibitive than new construction. That is not to say
that conversion of commercial into residential couldn’t occur in the City. Some commercial
buildings may have features that make it more conducive for residential conversion. HR&A
advisors will be reviewing the potential and likelihood for commercial conversions to occur as
part of their final study. The City could also consider policy changes to incentivize the conversion
of existing commercial to retail, such as relaxing parking, unit mix, open space, and other typical
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zoning or building code requirements. However even with such policy changes, it would be
speculative to estimate if and how many buildings would feasibly be converted during the next
8 years. Absent this substantial evidence, it would not be possible to identify potential housing
conversion sites for inclusion in the SSI.

V.

Programs for Housing Stability

Housing stability goals and policies seek to maintain the City’s existing housing stock through
housing preservation and housing assistance. Housing preservation policies and programs
focus on rehabilitation assistance to maintain, improve, and extend the use and livability of aging
residential buildings. Existing programs include the Residential Rehabilitation, mandatory
Seismic Retrofit, and Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction programs. Housing assistance
policies, programs, and services focus on providing financial and technical assistance for the
provision of housing for all income groups and household types including families with children,
seniors, persons with disabilities, and others with special needs. Such programs and services
address the special need to provide transitional and supportive housing, and services for the
homeless in the community with an emphasis on at-risk and vulnerable individuals. Through the
continued implementation of housing preservation and assistance programs, the City strives to
maintain housing affordability while assisting residents with housing security.
Programs to Address Housing Needs of Existing Residents
The housing stability technical working group discussed housing barriers and needs of existing
residents that ranged from financial assistance, continued tenant/landlord assistance,
continued support services for homeless/at-risk individuals, and the need to maintain housing
affordability of existing housing stock. Many of the housing barriers reflect on issues that renters
are currently experiencing. Barriers to housing include credit restrictions and eligibility
requirements involving sensitive personal information, high security deposits, and income-level
qualifications. Challenges and experiences were shared that call for program improvements
including the use of alternate forms of credit scoring recognizing certain housing barriers based
on race, income, and other factors, and the need for additional assistance on a variety of issues.
While housing stability and preservation policies may not directly address the RHNA allocation,
the approach to housing existing residents is imperative in achieving the Housing Element’s goal
of ensuring there is adequate housing for persons and families of all income levels.
1.

Rental Assistance
There is a need for financial support for seniors, families, and individuals who are rentburdened. Household cash flow and income is an issue. Additional education and outreach
to residents and landlords on the availability of housing vouchers, including Section 8
vouchers is needed to ensure information and support of state, federal, and local
programs are equally provided to all residents. While established as a program to fulfill
basic needs after housing costs, expansion of the Preserving Our Diversity (POD) program
would be helpful to support others who are also rent burdened.

2. Resident Services and Tenant Protections: Landlord/Tenant Support
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Continued tenant protection and assistance is needed ranging from legal counsel,
oversight of landlord obligations related to voucher programs and housing
maintenance/repairs, and education/information assistance on tenant rights and
available housing programs.
3. Supportive Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals
Continued implementation and enhancements of support services that assist the
homeless and at-risk individuals such as case management to ensure housing retention.
4. Housing Preservation: Maintain Housing Affordability
In efforts to maintain housing affordability, focus should be on preserving and
rehabilitating existing housing stock including covenant and non-covenant residential
units such as rent-controlled units that are also viewed as at-risk housing.
Housing Programs Assessment
Existing housing programs and services are being evaluated for effectiveness and
appropriateness considering resident housing needs and limitations such as funding availability.
The Stability Technical Working Group focused on the need to preserve covenant and noncovenant naturally occurring affordable housing, rental assistance and support services to
ensure housing security for existing residents most vulnerable to displacement, and the need for
additional funding sources to maintain and implement program improvements or expansions.
Existing rehabilitation and assistance programs/services are listed below:


Housing Preservation: Existing Preservation and Rehabilitation Programs:
 Conserve At-Risk Housing
 Rehabilitation: Acquisition and Rehabilitation
 Rehabilitation: Small Grants
 Rehabilitation: Minor Home Modifications for Special Needs
 Mandatory Seismic Retrofit Program
 Lead-based Paint Hazard Reduction Program



Housing Assistance: Existing Assistance Programs and Services
 POD (Preserving Our Diversity) Program
 Tenant Eviction Protection Program
 Rental Housing Voucher Programs (including Section 8 availability)
 Tenant Relocation Assistance Program
 Temporary Relocation Program
 Tenant/Landlord Mediation and Legal Services
 Support Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals

Effects of the COVID-19 Pandemic
It is important to note the likely impact the pandemic will have on available funding and
resources. There is uncertainty on how the pandemic will impact the existing programs and
services provided by the City, however it is anticipated that the need for support will significantly
increase in all areas. Following the Eviction Moratorium currently extended until the end of June
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2021, the City will need to address potential resident loss of housing. Federal government
assistance is uncertain and one-time emergency funds used to provide rent assistance during
the pandemic are not available. The City has limited resources to continue to provide assistance
to residents facing eviction during this crisis in a broad capacity (e.g. paying back rent).
Funding Challenges
City Emergency Rent Assistance programs have historically been based on limited flexible
general funding for residents who are already being assisted through local non-profits (case by
case) and not based on a systemic program that would assist the broader population based on
limited resources:






During FY2020-21, the City provided assistance to 650 out of 1,000 applicants through the
COVID-19 Emergency Rental Assistance Program (ERAP)
$2.8M in funds provided: $2.55M CDBG funds, $250K General Funds
Use of CDBG funding for ERAP made possible by HUD’s onetime waiver of 15% public
services cap. CDBG is not viable source of recurring funding.
City will be relying on County for rental assistance
Additional staff capacity to manage programs is needed as well.

Current Revenue Sources for Housing Related Programs






Affordable Housing Revenue Sources:
o In-lieu fees from AHPP and Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Program
o Proceeds from sale of City-owned property
Measure GSH tax
Community Development Block Grants
General Fund

Stability Technical Working Group: Concepts and Recommendations
From the technical working group discussions emerged concepts and ideas that warrant
further evaluation and feedback from the Commission and residents within the community,
particularly from residents participating in housing programs. The group concluded with a
prioritized list including potentially viable program enhancements based on current funding
availability and future programs or program enhancements for future consideration dependent
on if and when additional funding and staff resources become available. Similarly, the
Commission should also prioritize program improvements or new concepts that warrants
further consideration.
In its discussion, the Commission should consider the following:
1.

Given the limited funding and staff resources, consider the technical working group’s
concepts/recommendations and prioritize the program enhancements and new
concepts warranting further evaluation that will help inform the goals and objectives
related to housing stability/preservation.

51
1354

Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

2. Policy Question: Although the conversion of rent-controlled units or naturally occurring
affordable housing to long-term affordable units may not count towards RHNA, should
there be investment and priorities established in promoting the preservation of the
existing housing stock?
Potentially Viable Program Enhancements
Rental Assistance: Financial Support for Seniors, Families, Rent Burdened, etc.
Need for Assistance/Oversight with Housing Vouchers (including Section 8 Vouchers)
Sentiments were shared of landlord hesitancy to accept Section 8 residents and a perception
that Section 8 residents are higher risk tenants compared to those without vouchers. Per State
law, rental property owners are essentially required to accept Section 8 or housing vouchers as
an income source and cannot discriminate against an applicant or deny the application just
because they have a housing voucher. Working group participants expressed frustration on the
lack of oversight and enforcement of the law. Landlords often view the Section 8 process as an
administrative burden that involves home inspections, verified habitability, and other
qualifications as part of the program approval. Delays in approval can be costly from the
landlord perspective, and participation not worth the time. In efforts to address the need for
oversight and enforcement, assistance from the City should include additional education and
outreach efforts to ensure residents and landlords understand their rights and legal obligations
under the program. In efforts to further encourage landlords to accept Section 8 residents, the
City could subsidize the resident’s remaining portion of the monthly rent amount, thereby
minimizing landlord risk.
POD (Preserving Our Diversity) Program
The Preserving Our Diversity (POD) program provides cash-based assistance to low-income,
long-term Santa Monica residents in rent-controlled apartments to help achieve a minimum
monthly after-rent income of $747 for a one-person household or $1,306 for a two-person
household. The program achieves a “basic needs budget” for seniors to have a minimum
amount of income remaining after rent is paid each month for food and medical expenses.
Currently, the program is available for qualifying long-term senior residents.
Many have expressed support for this program and suggest that the program be expanded to
assist others who are also rent burdened. Any program expansion will be dependent on funding
availability that would inform how the program may be expanded; whether expansion means
assistance to additional seniors or to include families (including disabled/special needs
families). Making the program available to families would significantly increase the need for
funding as families have higher expenses compared to seniors. Due to limited resources, its
important to consider how best to spread the available funding to ensure overall effectiveness
such as monitoring the number of participants.
Resident Services and Tenant Protections: Landlord/Tenant Support
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Right to Counsel
A Right to Counsel pilot program (City Attorney’s Office) is underway that would provide
residents with free legal counsel/representation against attempted evictions by landlords. The
pilot program will be evaluated for overall effectiveness, program capacity, and whether the
program can be sustainable. The pilot program was approved with a budget of $120,000 per
year for two years.
Education/Information Assistance for Tenants and Landlords
The technical working group discussed issues related to resident and landlord relationships,
particularly stemming from resident mistrust of landlords. Discussions were held on the need for
additional education and outreach assistance (from City staff) to both residents and landlords
on increasing the awareness of housing programs (including Section 8 housing vouchers and
landlord acceptance obligation), resident qualifications, and benefits of program participation.
Subject to funding, additional City staff in the role of an outreach coordination would be helpful
to assist vulnerable residents with counseling (including credit counseling) and navigating
through housing applications, programs, and services. Other areas of needed assistance
include additional support in locating housing upon tenant relocation (including follow-up),
coordination with temporary relocation during repairs and maintenance to units, and additional
support in programs that serve homeless and at-risk individuals (case management). Although
funding for additional staff is needed to fill these liaison positions and would depend on future
funding, general program support remains ongoing.
Supportive Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals
Case management support services provided to homeless and at-risk individuals are provided
to ensure housing retention. It was suggested that services improve to better assist participants
long-term and to improve tailoring services to the individual. Currently funded housing retention
programs have a 90% or better (some are 97%) retention rate. Improving services would
require additional investments to increase staffing and lower the client/staff ratio, and
therefore would be considered a future program enhancement dependent on additional
funding. Currently staff ratios can be 1:30 or more (best practices are 1:10 for high-need
individuals).
Housing Preservation: Maintain Housing Affordability
Conserve At-Risk Housing
The City has assisted in the development of a variety of affordable housing projects that are
currently serving the community. Publicly-assisted housing units with federal rental assistance
subsidies are protected by covenants. Those units with covenants nearing expiration are
considered “at-risk” of potential conversion to market-rate housing. These units often serve
seniors or persons with special needs. The City continues to monitor the status of at-risk projects
and consider the feasibility of ensuring that these units remain as affordable units.
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Expanding this policy to focus on non-covenant residential units such as rent controlled units has
been discussed. As rent-controlled units continue to age, they become more at-risk of being
removed pursuant to the Ellis Act. The technical working group discussed the need to reform the
rent increase process in conjunction with incentives (such as permit fee waivers for
maintenance/repair) to encourage landlords to rehabilitate their aging buildings and remain in
the rental business.
Housing Maintenance and Rehabilitation
a. Rehabilitation: Acquisition and Rehabilitation
The acquisition and rehabilitation of existing housing and conversion to affordable units
preserve naturally occurring affordable housing while also helping to minimize tenant
displacement and maintain affordable rents. While effective, acquisition and rehab is
expensive. Affordable housing providers have expressed difficulty in competing in the open
market to acquire property when they become available for purchase. Establishing a
program similar to the City of San Francisco’s Community Opportunity to Purchase Act
(COPA) which gives qualified non-profit organizations the right of first offer, and/or the right
of first refusal to purchase certain properties offered for sale in the City would help to
address this issue. COPA was created to prevent tenant displacement and promote the
creation and preservation of affordable rental housing. The COPA program would be
evaluated to determine whether a similar program could be implemented for Santa Monica.
Because this would be a new program, feasibility is unknown at this time and would be
considered a future program depending on funding availability.
b. Rehabilitation: Small Grants
The City implements the Residential Rehabilitation Program that provides small grants to
owners of multifamily rental properties occupied by low- and moderate-income tenants.
Currently there are rehab projects in-progress scheduled for completion in FY2021-22
consisting of 38 units at two locations. Aside from this remaining project, currently there are
no additional/continued funding for this program for the next 5 years in the Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) consolidated plan. Although the program has been
successful, there are considerable challenges in finding property owners who are willing and
eligible to participate. The City has not received any applications in the past two years. In
terms of priorities, currently the small grants program is not a critical priority relative to other
programs that provide needed benefits, considering all other issues and limited resources
including funding. As such, this existing program while successful in past years, is less
efficient due to the limited funding available that may not provide landlords with meaningful
upgrades to their units.
The technical working group discussed expanding this as an exchange program on a per
unit basis (and not entire property) where grants are provided for ongoing
maintenance/repair in exchange for deed restricting such units for long-term affordability.
However, staff believes there are potential challenges for landlords to deed-restrict their
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units long-term as it may not be economically viable and therefore unlikely, considering the
small amount of financial assistance in rehabilitating units compared to loss of market rents.
Other New Concepts / Future Programs
In addition to the housing program expansion and enhancements above, the working group
recommended further evaluation on the following new concepts and programs that address
the preservation of existing housing.
Rehabilitation Tax Abatement Program
A new program was suggested, similar to the Mills Act program for historic properties, where
small rehabilitation grants are provided to landlords in exchange for property tax
abatement/reduction for a period of time to amortize the cost of the work on a sliding scale
basis (example year to year, 5 years max). This would promote rehabilitation of existing housing
stock while providing short-term affordability.
Staff’s initial feedback on this concept is that such program may be better suited or more
appropriate in cities experiencing very low rents and where there is a pervasive maintenance
issue with properties. Implementation would require coordination outside of Santa Monica
similar to the Mills Act program that is a State program in coordination between local cities and
the County Assessor’s Office, including legislative changes. As with any new program,
evaluation must consider overall effectiveness on a more broader scale and balance output
with staff resources to administer such program.

VI.

Ramifications of Future Non-Compliance

State law requires that each city plan for its housing needs through the Housing Element
process.
In recent years, the State legislature has adopted enhanced enforcement
mechanisms to ensure that all local jurisdictions adopt and implement Housing Elements that
are consistent with State law. If Santa Monica fails to produce a certified Housing Element, or
subsequently takes an action that is inconsistent with a certified Housing Element, the City
would be at risk of enforcement action from the State, up to and including judicial action, fines
of at least $10,000 per month, loss of eligibility for grants and state funding programs, and loss
of local control over land use decisions. The State has in recent years demonstrated its
willingness to take legal action to compel cities to bring their Housing Elements into compliance.
One of the primary tools in State law to further housing production for jurisdictions that have not
meet their RHNA targets is SB 35. Specifically, if the City does not meet its RHNA production
goals, based on annual progress reports’ comparison to pro-rated goals, housing projects
would be eligible for the streamlined process available under SB 35, which involves a
streamlined ministerial approval process for housing projects that provide a minimum
percentage of affordable units. If the City does not demonstrate sufficient progress towards
Above Moderate units, projects that provide 10% affordable units, a level that may be lower than
that established by the City, would be eligible for a ministerial process. However, if there is
insufficient progress towards the production of Lower Income units then only projects with
greater than 50% affordable units would be eligible for the ministerial process. Given that it is
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unlikely that a market-rate project would include 50% affordable units, absent a substantial
subsidy, it is likely that that the latter class of projects would be 100% affordable housing projects.
Attachment 5 provides additional detail on how other provisions of SB35 would impact Santa
Monica.
Figure 35: SB35 Ministerial Process Thresholds and Affordability Requirements
Affordability Level
SB35
Insufficient
Insufficient
progress towards
progress
Above Moderate
towards Lower
units
Income units
Minimum affordability to qualify
10%
50%
for ministerial approval

VII.

Questions for Planning Commission Consideration

The following questions are intended to guide the Planning Commission’s discussion on the draft
concepts:
1.

Where should housing be located?
a. Which geographic option for distribution of potential housing sites best aligns with
Santa Monica’s values and also accomplishes the requirement to Affirmatively
Further Fair Housing?
i. Option A – High potential sites consistent with LUCE
ii. Option B – Dispersed sites
iii. Option C – ½ mile around major transit stops
b. Are there any other concepts that would also meet the requirement to Affirmatively
Further Fair Housing?
i. Eliminating Single Family Zoning to allow for the development of increased
housing opportunities
ii. Providing opportunity for housing development in areas formerly not
available such as Office Campus (OC) and Industrial Conservation (IC)
iii. Modifying development standards to increase the viability for housing
development in areas where such housing has not formerly occurred such as
Montana Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park Blvd

2. How do we plan to achieve the RHNA?
a. Which concepts should be included in the Housing Element update?
i. Maximize inclusionary housing
ii. Support for 100% affordable
iii. Seek opportunities for affordable housing in existing housing stock
iv. ADU incentives
3. What is the role of City-owned property in producing affordable housing?
a. To what extent should affordable housing be prioritized on all City-owned sites? Is
there interest in establishing a minimum number of affordable units for
redevelopment of City-owned sites?
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b. Should City-owned sites be re-zoned to maximize affordable housing potential?
4. Would it be appropriate to consider more capacity on A-lots and parking lots of religious
organizations to support affordable housing production?
5. With limited resources, which categories of assistance should be the priority for housing
stability programs?
Attachments
1. 6th Cycle Housing Element Existing Conditions
2. HR&A Feasibility Analysis
3. Draft Preliminary Suitable Sites Inventory Summary Report
4. Alternative Adequate Sites Checklist
5. Summary of SB35 Impacts on Santa Monica
6. SCAG 6th Cycle Final RHNA Allocation - https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/fileattachments/rc030421fullpacket.pdf?1614384363
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BB.
May 12, 2021 – Planning Commission Housing
Element Discussion
Update and Discussion of Direction Received from the City Council on March 30,
2021 for the Housing Element Update and Recommended Approaches for the Draft
Housing Element.
Attachments: Planning Commission PowerPoint Presentation, Staff Report

1361

Purpose of Tonight’s Meeting
Review Council Direction + Comments from Housing Commission & RCB
Progress Update on Key Components & Feedback on Refined Concepts

Planning Commission
Housing Element Update Concepts Discussion
May 12, 2021

1.

Update on approach to implement “Option B” map on where to locate and incentivize
housing

2.

Proposed Density Bonus Structure

3.

Affordable Housing Overlay

4.

Prioritizing 100% affordable housing
• City-owned sites
• Parking lots of religious congregations

5.

Densifying R1 zones

6.

Exploring home ownership opportunities

7.

Steps towards compliance Housing Element

Council Direction
From March 30
• Compliant housing element that addresses historic discrimination and satisfies Affirmatively
Furthering Fair Housing requirements.
• Prioritize 100% affordable housing on City-owned land (with consideration for use by artists or as
open space).
• Select Option B for distribution of potential housing sites, with consideration of zoning changes
necessary to incentivize housing relative to commercial.
• Pursue 100% affordable housing overlay zone with exception of environmental justice and
previously redlined zones.
• Explore diverse opportunities for affordable home ownership and transition from renters to owners
by residents.
• Explore ADU incentives in R1 areas, including potential for deed-restricted ADUs.
• Explore options to densify areas that historically excluded diverse populations and affordable
housing, to increase equitable and affordable housing access, including but not limited to voluntary
lot splits/duplexes with affordability covenants.
• Promote diversity and inclusion in every neighborhood in Santa Monica.

Council selected “Option B”

Housing Commission & Rent Control Board
Housing Commission
• Incentives for Moderate-Income Housing
• Other Metrics for Areas to Exclude from Affordable Housing Overlay

Option B – Dispersed
Housing

1

Activating Housing Potential
in Areas that Have Not
Accommodated Housing in
the Past

Rent Control Board
• Insufficient enforcement resources devoted to short-term rentals and corporate rentals
• Concern about creating home ownership opportunities from existing rental housing
stock

Where Should Housing Be Located?

• Concern regarding the adverse impact of rehab projects on tenants

Main Street, Montana, Ocean
Park Boulevard, Office Campus,
and Industrial Conservation

• Not supportive of incentives for moderate-income housing
• Goal 6 needs to capture all protected classes

Option B + At Risk Units
Response to prior
Planning Commission
Request
• Comparison of Areas
Incentivized for
Housing Compared to
At-Risk Units

Incentivizing Housing
Approach
• Add multi-unit housing in areas as a permitted use in
selected zones

2

• Office Campus Zone (Eastern end of Ocean Park Blvd)
• Industrial Conservation Zone

• Study development incentives necessary to make
housing competitive to commercial projects

• Neighborhood Commercial Zones (Montana, Main, Ocean Park)

Density Bonus Structure

State Density Bonus Table
Requires cities to provide
density bonus if applicants
provide set percentages of
on-site affordable housing
• Incentives &
Concessions

• Applicants allowed
to request
incentives
/concessions to
development
standards in order
to support on-site
affordable housing

Current
AHPP

Proposed Density Bonus Structure

Percentage Very Low Income Units

Percentage Density Bonus

5

20

6

22.5

7

25

8

27.5

9

30

10

32.5

11

35

12

38.75

13

42.5

14

46.25

15

50

Proposed Density Bonus Structure

Proposed Density Bonus Structure

Foundational Concepts Informed by Council Direction to pursue
minimal approach for inclusionary housing
• Density bonus applies to Tier 1 FAR
and only to residential portion of
FAR
• Applicants can still request
incentives/concession as allowed
under density bonus law – use list
of modifications/waivers as
starting point

Possible Approaches Consistent with Council Direction

Tier 2 = voluntary that could be same as existing or FAR
set above Tier 1 with housing

Tier 1 with housing = up to 50% FAR
increase over Tier 1 base

*Tier 1 with off-site
affordable =
Lesser bonus over
Tier 1 base

Tier 1 base (commercial projects or projects
without on-site affordable) = existing
standards

Proposed Density Bonus Structure

• #1: Lower minimum AHPP requirement to
align with existing FARs
• #2: Increase FARs to support minimum
AHPP requirements
• Feasibility matters: Consider practical
impact of allowed incentives &
concessions under State density bonus law

# of Incentives
/ Concessions

• If City establishes FARs that do not
accommodate highest affordable levels in
density bonus law (i.e. 15% VLI), this means
applicants can request incentives/concessions
that may include height or FAR in order to
support on-site affordable housing

% Affordable

1

5% VLI
10% LI
10% Moderate

2

10% VLI
17% LI
20% Moderate

3

15% VLI
24% LI
30% Moderate

4

100% Affordable Housing only

Proposed Density Bonus Structure

Conceptual Options for Density Bonus Structure

Scenario 1 – Original Concept for Reference

Scenario 2A – Tier 1 x 50% bonus + Tier 2 same as existing

• Scenario 1 (Staff) provided for comparison purposes only

Key Question: What FAR is necessary to support proposed AHPP?

Key Question: What is supportable AHPP?

• Original Draft Concept presented in March
• Tradeoff: Results in more market rate units to support higher inclusionary
requirements

• Scenario 2A (Council direction)

Tier 1 with on-site
affordable housing
15% VLI

• Increase FAR to support minimum existing AHPP + keep Tier 2 the same
• Tradeoff: Likely will only be Tier 1 projects with possible incentive/concession requests

Tier 2
20% (units evenly
split across AHPP
income categories)

• Scenario 2B (Council direction)

• Increase FAR to support minimum existing AHPP + incentivize Tier 2
• Tradeoff: Additional community benefits from Tier 2

• All would have ministerial Incentives/Concession “Menu” based on
modifications/waivers in Chapter 9.43 of Zoning Ordinance
• Applicant allowed to request others not on the “menu”

Proposed Density Bonus Structure
Scenario 2B – Support existing AHPP + Incentivize Tier 2
Tier 2

Summary of Preliminary Findings

10% VLI

15% (units evenly
split across AHPP
income categories)

MUBL, MUB, GC (Pico, Lincoln), BTV – the new Tier 1 required
FAR will be higher than the current Tier 2 FAR
TA the only district where the new Tier 1 FAR falls under the
current Tier 2 requirements

MUBL, MUB, GC (Pico, Lincoln), BTV – new
Tier 1 required FAR will be higher than
current Tier 2 FAR
TA – the only district where new Tier 1 FAR
falls under the current Tier 2 requirements

Tier 1 x 50%
increase in FAR

Existing Tier 2
remains

Existing
FAR

Original Draft
Concept

Council Direction
Scenario A

Council Direction
Scenario B

1.25

1.25

1.25

1.25

Tier 1 with on-site
affordable housing

1.5
(3 stories)

2.27
(3 stories)

2.27
(4 stories)

2.27
(4 stories)

Tier 2 (voluntary)

1.75
(3 stories)

2.47
(4 stories)

1.75
(3 stories)

2.27
(4 stories)

• FAR increase in all zones is necessary to support minimum existing AHPP

100% Affordable
Housing Augmented Unlimited
by AB1763

2.0

Unlimited

Unlimited

Unlimited

Unlimited

Unlimited

Unlimited

MUBL and GC (Lincoln) are feasible at 7% VLI units at new Tier 1

Housing projects in MUB, Pico, Main, Ocean Park Blvd, and Montana are not
likely at the new Tier 1 FAR even with 100% market rate units
• 50% increase in FAR translates to 15% VLI in State density bonus law table

• Preliminary findings show that new Tier 1 cannot support this inclusionary level

• Tier 2 projects would be unlikely
• Existing FARs not sufficient to support 100% market rate Tier 1 projects for MUB, Pico, Main, Ocean
Park, and Montana

Proposed Density Bonus Structure

MUBL Example to Illustrate – Preliminary FAR estimates

Tier 1

Summary of Preliminary Findings

Downtown and BTV are feasible at 9% and 14% VLI, respectively, at new Tier 1

Proposed Density Bonus Structure

• 10% VLI translates to 32.5 % increase in FAR in State density bonus law table

• Minimal difference in FARs necessary to support 15% inclusionary instead of 10% VLI

Tier 2

• Aligned State Density Bonus Law with local tier system to create
transparency and consistency (due to reduced likelihood of requests
for concessions/incentives to increase height/FAR)

100% Affordable
Housing

• Preliminary findings show that State density bonus does not support this inclusionary level

Tier 1 with on-site
affordable housing

• Substantially Increased FARs are needed to support 15% VLI

Key Question: What FAR is necessary to support proposed AHPP?
Tier 1

Summary of Preliminary Findings

MUBL Example to Illustrate – Preliminary Estimate # of Units
Correction
from 5/12/21
staff report

Existing
FAR

Original Draft
Concept

Council Direction
Scenario A

Tier 1

17

17

17

Council Direction
Scenario B
17

Tier 1 with on-site
affordable housing

21

32

26

26

Tier 2 (voluntary)

25

35

25

32

100% Affordable
Housing

28

51

51

28

100% Affordable
Housing Augmented
by AB1763

51

51

51

51

Proposed Density Bonus Structure
MUBL Example to Illustrate
• 10% VLI project at 2.27 FAR –
this is higher than SDBL
• Possible choices of the
applicant

• Wants to do more on-site
affordable housing to get more
bonus

• Preliminary testing shows that
supportable FAR may need to be
higher than bonus Æ can use
incentive/concession to increase
FAR

• Incentive/concession only

Establish clearly known
standards but project may
have higher FAR
(more local control)

Affordable Housing Overlay – 80% AMI
“Filling in the gaps”

3

OR

• AB1763 applies to areas within
½ mile of major transit stop and
only for projects up to 80% AMI

Affordable Housing Overlay

Establish lesser standards
but reduce predictability of
final outcome due right for
incentives/concessions
(less local control)

• Apply these standards to the
remainder of the city

Affordable Housing Overlay – 120% AMI
Targeted to Downtown and Bergamot
• Apply AB1763

• Extra 3 stories or 33 feet
• Change: 50% density bonus above base FARs
• No minimum parking requirements

Prioritizing City sites for Affordable Housing
Steps for assessing realistic capacity

5

• Flexibility to allow micro units with significant common area
amenities

• Largest available sites & constraints
• 4th/Arizona
• Bergamot Arts Center
• Main Street parking lots

Priority Sites for Affordable Housing

• Presents unique opportunity to further equitable access to all
residential neighborhoods
• Significant interest in pursuing housing and replacement parking
• Need to consider financial feasibility and possibility of market-rate
housing to support affordable housing
Other Institutional Owners
• SMMUSD
• UCLA
• DMV

• Assume that all sites could develop no higher than 80 feet
• Financing constraints to inform unit yield based on only public
assistance vs. public/private partnership

Densifying R1 Zones

Update on Other Discussions
Parking lots of Religious Congregations

• Extra 3 stories or 33 feet
• Unlimited density
• No minimum parking
requirements

Approach

5

• Will only apply to lots of at least 7,500 sf
• Key Questions

Densifying R1 Zones

• How many units can fit within the existing R1 envelope accounting for
architectural and financial feasibility?
• How many units are needed to support at least one inclusionary affordable
housing unit on an average 7,500 sf lot?

• Consider high cost of land in R1 vs. multi-unit zones
• Context diagrams being prepared

6
Exploring Home Ownership Opportunities

Home Ownership Research

Home Ownership Research

Explored Opportunities for Affordable Home Ownership

Explored Opportunities for Affordable Home Ownership

• Affordable home ownership bring fundamental conflict –
long-term affordability vs. building equity
• High land costs exacerbate housing prices
• Current avenue for home ownership: moderate income
units through AHPP

• Would “TORCA 2.0” work?

• Can be challenging to find qualified buyers

• Would further accelerate removal of permanent rent-control
housing stock
• 73% of rent-controlled units already converted to market rents
• Real estate economics have changed substantially since 1984 –
City likely could not offer loans
• Who is benefiting?

• Most direct program might be down payment assistance
but no funding source at this time

Steps for Compliant Housing Element
Required to ensure that realistic capacity is based on
feasible zoning standards

7

• FAR that Supports AHPP

• Informed through feasibility analyses
• Example: Existing FARs not sufficient to support 100% market rate Tier 1
projects for MUB, Pico, Main, Ocean Park, and Montana

Towards a Compliant Housing Element

• SSI Zoned Capacity: Using Higher Density as Proxy for Lower
Income Affordability

• Demonstrate realistic capacity to plan for RHNA if sites are zoned for at 30
units/acre
• Santa Monica FARs in commercial zones result in approximately 110
units/acre

Discussion
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Planning Commission Report

Planning Commission Meeting: May 12, 2021
To:

Planning Commission

From:

Jing Yeo, City Planning Division Manager

Subject:

Agenda Item: 10-A

Update and Discussion of Refined Concepts for the Housing
Element Update

Summary
At its March 16, 2021 meeting, the Planning Commission recommended that the City Council
endorse the draft concepts for the Housing Element. At its March 30, 2021 meeting, the City
Council gave the following direction to staff on the Housing Element:










Compliant housing element that addresses historic discrimination and satisfies
Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) requirements.
Prioritize 100% affordable housing on City-owned land (with consideration for use by
artists or as open space).
Select Option B for distribution of potential housing sites, with consideration of zoning
changes necessary to incentivize housing relative to commercial.
Pursue 100% affordable housing overlay zone with exception of environmental justice
and previously redlined zones.
Explore diverse opportunities for affordable home ownership and transition from renters
to owners by residents.
Explore ADU incentives in R1 areas, including potential for deed-restricted ADUs.
Explore options to densify areas that historically excluded diverse populations and
affordable housing, to increase equitable and affordable housing access, including but
not limited to voluntary lot splits/duplexes with affordability covenants.
Promote diversity and inclusion in every neighborhood in Santa Monica.

Subsequent to Council direction, staff also met with the Housing Commission on April 1 and the
Rent Control Board on April 8. At their April 15 meeting, the Housing Commission largely voted to
support the concepts but offered some further refinement to the Council direction:


Incentives for Moderate Income Housing: Consider expanding the incentives in State
Density Bonus Law for 100% affordable housing projects to also include Moderateincome projects (up to 120% AMI) with an incentive to allow for unlimited density. This
was not unanimous direction with Commissioners who did not support the motion
indicating that they would need to further understand the impacts of expanding such
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allowances on neighborhoods, particularly the Pico neighborhood, and as such, would
prefer that these incentives be limited only to commercial boulevards.


Other Metrics for Areas to Exclude from Affordable Housing Overlay (AHO): Council
endorsed a proposal that the AHO exclude Environmental Justice areas in addition to
formerly redlined areas. Given that those areas include areas of the city where
demographics have changed, the Housing Commission instead recommends that the
City Council consider alternative metrics such as current demographics and
concentration of affordable housing.

The Rent Control Board also provided the following comments on Council’s direction:






Concern about insufficient enforcement resources devoted to short-term rentals and
corporate rentals
Concerned about goal of creating home ownership opportunities out of existing
permanent rental housing stock
Concern regarding rehab projects particularly with respect to providing landlord
support and disruption to tenants
Disagree with providing any incentives for moderate-income housing
Concerns regarding whether the language of Goal 6 appropriately captures all
protected classes

This report provides further refinement and progress update on approaches to implement the
direction provided by the Planning Commission and City Council in addition to comments by the
Housing Commission and Rent Control Board. It should be noted that the forthcoming draft
Housing Element in June will only contain policies and programs and will still not include specific
detail. That detail in the form of implementing ordinances and any proposed General Plan
amendments is anticipated to be brought forward in the Fall with Council’s adoption of the
Housing Element update.
Discussion
Incentivizing Housing in Areas that Have Historically Not Accommodated Housing
Staff previously presented three options for where to encourage housing: an option that aligned
with the adopted Land Use and Circulation Element (Option A), an option that dispersed sites
throughout the city including in areas that have historically not accommodated housing (Option
B), and an option that concentrated sites within a half mile of major transit stops (Option C).
Council selected Option B with consideration of zoning changes necessary to incentivize
housing relative to commercial.
As a result of this direction, staff proposes adding multi-unit housing as a permitted use in
selected zones and studying potential development incentives for housing in the Office Campus
zone on the eastern end of Ocean Park Boulevard, Neighborhood Commercial zones on
Montana Avenue, and consideration of City-owned property with zoning that would be an
impediment to affordable housing (e.g. Main Street parking lot). Further, staff has been
researching Council’s direction with respect to introducing housing in areas of the city that have

2
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historically excluded housing capacity. The level of proposed upzoning will be informed by the
density bonus analysis and also approaches to how R1-zoned neighborhoods could
accommodate additional density, discussed in following sections.
Density Bonus Structure
The draft concepts for integrating updates to State density bonus law have been refined based
on Council direction. The following represents the foundational concepts of a revised density
bonus system to support housing production in commercial zones in Santa Monica where
development potential is regulated by floor area ratio and not traditional measures of density
(units/acre):








Existing FARs for Tier 1 will remain for commercial projects
Revised FARs representing an increase above existing Tier 1 will be the new “Tier 1 with
housing”
o Supportable inclusionary housing requirements will be tested for the “Tier 1 with
housing” FAR
Tier 2 will be voluntary Tier that can either be:
o The same as today (may result in no incentive to choose this Tier if density bonus
provides for similar or greater FAR under Tier 1)
o Increased FAR and associated height to incentivize housing with FARs greater
than Tier 1 with housing
Density increases will be applied to the residential portion of FAR
Applicants may still request additional incentives and concessions as allowed by State
density bonus law that would allow adjustment to any development standard in the
Zoning Ordinance that is an impediment to the production of affordable housing
o As an initial proposal, the modifications and waivers currently established in
Chapter 9.43 of the Zoning Ordinance could be a starting point for the creation
of a “menu” of incentives and concessions that would be reviewed in accordance
with State density bonus law
o Based on feedback from housing providers, examples of development standards
where relief may be request include unit mix, average bedroom factor, daylight
plane, FAR, height
o Burden is on the City to demonstrate that the incentive or concession does not
meet standard under State density bonus law

HR&A’s analysis is ongoing with respect to understanding supportable Affordable Housing
Production Program (AHPP) requirements however, Council gave clear direction that targeting
greater amounts of inclusionary housing, which would necessitate greater FAR was not a
desired approach. As a result, there are two possible approaches:
 Lowering the minimum AHPP requirements to align with existing FARs
 Increase FARs to support minimum desired AHPP requirements
Staff is undergoing analysis that will demonstrate choices with respect to inclusionary housing
as shown in Table 1. The far right column provides some explanation of the implications of each

3
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scenario. It should be noted that if existing standards remain unchanged then minimum AHPP
requirements will need to be lowered to 5%.
Table 1: Conceptual Options for Density Bonus Structure
Scenario

Original Draft Concept
Council Direction
Scenario A (FAR
necessary to support
existing AHPP + keep
Tier 2 the same)
Council Direction
Scenario B (FAR to
support existing AHPP +
incentivize Tier 2)

Incentives &
Concessions

Tier 1

Tier 2

AHPP:
15% VLI

AHPP:
20% VLI

Menu of
Modifications/
Waivers

AHPP:
10% VLI

AHPP:
10% VLI

Menu of
Modifications/
Waivers

AHPP: %
10% VLI

AHPP:
15% VLI

Menu of
Modifications/
Waivers

Table 2: Example of resulting FARs in sample MUBL zone
Mixed Use
Boulevard
Council Direction
Existing FAR
Original Draft
Standards
Concept
Low (MUBL)
Scenario A
Zone
Tier 1 Base
1.25
1.25
1.25
2.27
Tier 1 with
1.5
1.875
housing
(3 stories)
(3 stories)
(4 stories)
2.47
Tier 2
1.75
1.75
(voluntary)
(3 stories)
(3 stories)
(4 stories)
100%
unlimited
unlimited
Affordable
2.0
Housing
100%
Affordable
unlimited
unlimited
unlimited
Housing
Augmented
by AB1763

Possible Tradeoffs
More market rate units
necessary to support
higher inclusionary
requirements
Will likely see only Tier 1
projects requesting
additional
incentives/concessions;
no Tier 2 projects
Modest increase in FAR
would support additional
affordable units

Council Direction
Scenario B
1.25
1.875
(3 stories)
2.27
(4 stories)
unlimited

unlimited

Importance of Financial Feasibility for Housing Projects
Consistent with Housing Element law, development standards, including FARs, codified in the
Zoning Ordinance should support the production of housing projects. Previously, when
applicants had the option to satisfy their AHPP requirement through 5% Extremely Low Income
(ELI) units, housing projects were proceeding but were producing fewer affordable housing
units relative to market-rate housing and further, all of the units were affordable only to 30% AMI
households. In order to adjust this imbalance and also study the possibility of how to support
greater levels of inclusionary housing, the Council enacted a temporary pause on allowing
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housing projects to select the 5% ELI option. Based on HR&A’s preliminary analysis, the City’s
current FAR limits in several zones do not support the City’s current minimum AHPP requirement
of 10% Very Low Income (VLI).
Implications of Applicants Requesting Incentives & Concessions Under State Density Bonus Law
Independent of the State density bonus, applicants are also permitted to apply for incentives
and concessions to modify development standards, which may include, but not be limited to,
increased height, or reduced setbacks as necessary to support the on-site affordable units in
the project. In the incentives/concessions review process, the City bears the burden of proof to
show that the incentives/concessions are not needed for the proposed project to support
production of the affordable units. If the applicant disagrees with the City, the applicant can
initiate judicial proceedings and if the City loses, the City is required to pay the applicant’s
attorney’s fees. The feasibility analyses provide information about what FARs would result in
housing projects that are more likely to develop than commercial projects based on desired
AHPP requirements. If the City does not set development standards that would result in housing
projects being likely to develop, it opens up the risk for applicants to request incentives and
concessions on a case-by-case basis, which reduces transparency and predictability in
development for the community and the applicant.
Affordable Housing Overlay
Projects up to 80% AMI – Filling in the Gaps
State density bonus law (AB1763) already provides the following incentives for 100% affordable
housing projects up to 80% AMI within half-mile of major transit stops:
 Additional 3 stories or 33 feet above zoning maximums
 No minimum parking requirements
 Up to four incentives or concessions from development standards necessary to support
the affordable units
Council endorsed the concept of an Affordable Housing Overlay (AHO) but wanted more
information as to whether the AHO would be effective in implementing the mandate for
Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing by providing equitable housing access to all
neighborhoods in the city.
The area that would be affected by incentives under AB1763 already covers much of the city
(Figure 1), but it should be noted that all of the R1-zoned areas in the city are currently exempt
from AB1763 because multi-unit housing is a prohibited use in the R1 zone. The AHO is intended
to fill in the remaining areas not covered by AB1763 to expand opportunities for affordable
housing production in areas that have historically excluded diverse housing opportunities.
Projects up to 120% AMI – Opening Moderate Income Housing Opportunities in Selected Areas
Since AB1763 only applies to projects up to 80% AMI and the City’s Zoning Ordinance similarly
defines 100% affordable housing as only including projects up to 80% AMI, there are no incentives
for moderate income housing projects (serving households up to 120% AMI) even though the
City has received a RHNA allocation for moderate income units. In the 5th Cycle Housing
Element, Santa Monica did not meet its RHNA targets for moderate income units. Moderate
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income housing units serve an important segment of Santa Monica workers and residents that
do not qualify for lower-income affordable units yet cannot afford market rents.
The draft concept was to enact a local program citywide for moderate-income housing
projects to include the following incentives:
 Additional 3 stories or 33 feet above zoning maximums
 No minimum parking requirements
 50% density bonus above existing FARs
After considering Council’s direction and the Housing Commissions comments with regards to
excluding Environmental Justice and formerly redlined areas from the AHO, staff reviewed
other metrics to inform this exemption including current demographics and review of
affordable housing concentrations in the city. Staff also further considered feedback from
moderate-income housing developers about flexibility in unit mix and unit size standards
necessary to support moderate-income projects without public assistance. As a result, staff
proposes to apply the AHO for moderate-income housing to the Downtown Area, Bergamot
area, and the immediate area around the 17th St station. Further staff proposes flexibility to allow
for micro units provided there is a trade off for substantial amounts of common area amenities.
Priority Sites for Affordable Housing
In the prior March meeting, City staff identified several categories of sites that merit special
consideration for housing. These sites included City-owned sites, parking lots of religious
congregations, and residentially zoned sites with the “A” parking overlay.
City-Owned Sites
Consistent with the Commission direction, Council recommended that City-owned sites should
be prioritized for housing, dedicating at least 50% of the floor area for affordable housing. City
staff initially identified 11 potential City-owned properties that could be considered. Since that
time, City staff has conducted additional review of the City-owned sites, including identification
of potential development constraints for the sites. The table below provides a summary of the
possible City-owned sites that could have housing potential and identification of constraints.
City-Owned Sites with Residential Potential

Address

Zoning

1146 16th St

R2

1217 Euclid St

R3

Existing Use

Public
parking lot
8 behind
Café Zella
Public
parking lot
7 serves
retail

Land
Area
(sf)

Max # of
Story
based
on
Existing
Zoning

Max # of
Story w/
100%
Affordable

7,500

3

6

Site generates revenue from
parking (21 spaces)

15,000

4

7

Site generates revenue from
parking (approximately 48 spaces)

6
1400

Constraints
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City-Owned Sites with Residential Potential
Max # of
Story
based
on
Existing
Zoning

Max # of
Story w/
100%
Affordable

Constraints

4

7

Site generates revenue from
parking (approximately 48 spaces)

Zoning

Existing Use

Land
Area
(sf)

R3

Public
parking lot
12 behind
Petco

15,000

Main Street
Surface
Parking Lots

R3/R4

Public
parking lot
on Main St

175,568

4

7

In Coastal Zone, therefore all
parking must be replaced on-site;
will likely be phased to minimize
disruption of parking and impacts
on Main Street businesses

“Apple
Building”
Parking Lot

TA

Downtown
Station
parking lot

80,068

8

11

10-year lease for EV Go charging
station

BC

Bank of
America;
Chase
bank

8

Bank of America’s lease ends in
2026 and Chase Bank has
requested to extend their lease to
2026 and terminate alongside the
Bank of America lease.

Address

1217 14th St

1333 4th St

44,609

5

1324 5th St

NV

Parking lot

53,300

5

8

Site generates revenue from
parking; Lease for EV Go charging
station for 5 years (option to renew
for additional 5 years)

1318 4th St

BC

Parking
Structure 3

30,000

5

8

RFP for affordable housing already
issued

8

Site owned by BBB and needs to
generate revenue. Interim Ground
Lease and ENA with Worthe
expires on 12/31/22 (if final oneyear option is exercised). Requires
Bergamot Area Plan amendment
to allow more FAR to support
housing in CAC zone. Site should
assume integration of arts center
uses on ground floor. Adjacent
property is owned by private entity.
Project may require use of shared
parking structure at City Yards.

6

Site has had various proposals over
the years including affordable
housing, public works uses, and
recently community-driven
playground through micro grant
program. Likely will remove from
SSI due to intense community
interest in reuse of site for benefit
of Pico neighborhood.

2500
Olympic
Blvd

2018 19th St

CAC

R2

Bergamot
Arts Center

Cityowned
vacant lot

410,252

5

8,000

3

7
1401
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City-Owned Sites with Residential Potential

Address

1444 7th St

612 Olympic
Blvd

Zoning

NV

TA

Existing Use

Old fire
station #1

Big Blue Bus
yards

Land
Area
(sf)

Max # of
Story
based
on
Existing
Zoning

15,000

5

203,215

8

Max # of
Story w/
100%
Affordable

Constraints

8

Building has been designated a
Structure of Merit (requires two
180-day waiting periods
subsequent to filing of CofA plus
additional CEQA review)

11

Site owned by BBB. BBB Master
Plan currently studying PV and
battery backup design with portion
of the lot potentially needed for
battery storage. Site was
purchased with TDA funds which
restricts use for transportation
purpose.

To analyze the realistic capacity of City-owned sites, staff proposes the following approach:
1. Prioritize the largest sites for analysis of housing potential: 4th & Arizona, Bergamot Arts
Center, and Main Street Parking lots.
2. Assume that sites would not be subject to Zoning Ordinance standards, but could
develop no higher than approximately 80 feet to account for high-rise requirements,
prevailing wages, and construction cost increases due to changes in construction type.
3. HR&A will be identifying financing constraints with respect to 100% affordable housing on
City-owned sites to understand how many units could be supported with only public
assistance vs. public/private partnership and provide an estimate of possible unit yields
on priority sites
4. For smaller City-owned sites, estimates for realistic capacity will be based on assuming
public/private partnership
The Commission was supportive of increasing housing potential on parking lots of religious
congregations and on vacant parking lots associated with commercial uses. Similar to prior
direction from Council, the Commission supported further outreach to other institutional
property owners (e.g. education, healthcare) to ensure that they are also planning housing for
their workforce. Staff has been able to follow up with representatives of the Santa Monica
Malibu Unified School District (SMMUSD), UCLA, and religious congregations. SMMUSD
representatives indicated that housing affordability is an important issue at it affects
recruitment and retention of employees. UCLA representatives did not indicate interest in
redeveloping parking lots for housing as it is still needed for employee parking.
Parking Lots of Religious Congregations
Parking lots of religious congregations are largely located in multi-unit residential zones
presenting a unique opportunity to fulfill the AFFH mandate. Staff met with representatives of a
variety of religious congregations through the Westside Interfaith Council. The intent was to
provide information regarding the possibility of increasing housing potential on parking lots of
religious congregations. There were a handful of congregations that have initiated discussions
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with non-profit housing providers but with COVID-19 also affecting the finances of religious
congregations and despite strong support for affordable housing, some congregations
indicated the need to also be allowed flexibility to consider some market-rate housing, which
would support project feasibility. Representatives were also very interested in density and
height increases in order to support housing on their parking lots and flexibility to also replace
parking due to needs of their membership. Staff has requested further information from
religious congregations to better understand to what extent market-rate housing is necessary
to support affordable housing on their parking lots. This will inform a potential program to
support largely affordable housing on these parking lots while also potentially allowing some
market-rate housing.
Densifying R1 Zones
Council directed the exploration of strategies to densify areas that have historically excluded
diverse housing opportunities to increase equitable and affordable housing access. Staff has
largely been working on testing scenarios in neighborhoods that have standard 7,500 sf lot sizes.
It is not proposed that this light densification strategy apply to lots smaller than 7,500 sf due to
the challenge of developing multi-unit projects on smaller lots due to size constraints and
feasibility metrics.
This work in ongoing and staff will be returning in June with more information based on the
following key questions:
1. How many units can fit within the existing R1 envelope accounting for architectural and
financial feasibility?
2. How many units are needed to support at least one inclusionary affordable housing unit
on an average 7,500 sf lot?
This analysis will provide understanding of the minimum number of units necessary to support
at least one inclusionary unit and whether the number of units is acceptable within Council’s
direction to seek to densify areas that have historically excluded diverse housing opportunities.
One significant factor in the analysis is that the cost of land in R1 neighborhoods is substantially
higher than in multi-unit neighborhoods. Staff is also working with architectural consultants to
provide diagrams of what densification might look like in the context of existing R1
neighborhoods.
Exploring Home Ownership Opportunities
Council directed the exploration of opportunities for affordable home ownership and strategies
to transition Santa Monica’s substantial number of renter households into owners. When
considering the concept of affordable home ownership, the fundamental conflict is between
the potential for building equity through the real estate asset and the public benefit of long-term
affordability. This conflict is amplified due to the very high housing costs in Santa Monica.
Currently, the only avenue for deed-restricted home ownership is through the AHPP program
for market-rate ownership projects. In that scenario, ownership projects can offer their
affordable unit as an ownership unit but only to moderate-income households. Staff also
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reviewed home ownership programs in other cities and agencies and found that affordable
home ownership was largely through units produced through inclusionary programs (e.g.
Berkeley, East Palo Alto, Cotati), community land trust (e.g. Irvine, Sonoma County), or through
down payment assistance (e.g. Los Angeles County Development Authority, Neighborhood
Housing Services).
The Tenant Ownership Rights Charter Amendment (TORCA) was approved by the voters in
1984 and expired in 1996. The goal of TORCA was to allow existing tenants to purchase their
converted units at a lower price, providing the tenant housing stability. Tenants who chose not
to purchase were also protected. Staff continues to respond to continued issues arising from
the TORCA program including the harassment of remaining tenants who chose not to purchase
their units and case of participating tenants who were ultimately forced out of their homes
because they could not afford the costs of homeownership including special assessments over
time. Enacting a similar program to TORCA would likely require another voter initiative.
The Rent Control Board (RCB) expressed significant concern with a goal to create ownership
opportunities out of existing rental stock and questioned the feasibility of such a program. In
particular, the RCB was strongly opposed to a “TORCA 2.0” program or rent-to-own schemes
due to concern that such programs ultimately end up harming existing tenants who cannot
afford to purchase while benefitting the very small percentage of tenants who can purchase.
Further, with rent-controlled housing stock already being lost or resetting to market rents at a
steady pace due to Ellis Act evictions and vacancy decontrol, there was concern that a new
TORCA program would further accelerate the loss of rent-controlled units. While existing
tenants may initially benefit from purchase and subsequent sale of their unit, the units would be
sold over time further increasing housing costs across the city. The real estate economics in
Santa Monica have also changed significantly from the time that TORCA was enacted. With
73% of rent-controlled units already converted to market rents, tenants in those units are likely
not lower-income households so it should be understood that the enactment of a new
ownership program through conversion of rental units would likely not be assisting lowerincome households. At the time of TORCA, the City also provided loans to low- and moderateincome participating tenants. However, given how much housing costs have increased in the
past 35 years, it would be a policy decision to redirect limited funds to assist a selected number
of tenants in achieving home ownership. TORCA also had strong tenant protections that would
likely be difficult to achieve now with the Ellis Act.
Due to the complications involved in supporting ownership through conversion of existing rental
housing units, it appears that the most direct way to support home ownership opportunities
would be through down payment assistance, however, there is no funding source for such a
program at this time.
Steps Toward a Compliant Housing Element
Council’s directed the preparation of a compliant Housing Element, which means that staff is
proceeding in accordance with the requirements of Housing Element law. Beyond the goals,
policies, and programs, one of the major components of the draft Housing Element is the
creation of the Suitable Sites Inventory, which demonstrates that Santa Monica has sufficient
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zoned capacity to accommodate the City’s assigned RHNA for the 6th Cycle, and further
demonstrates that the zoned capacity can meet the City’s housing allocations at the prescribed
income levels (Very Low Income, Low Income, Moderate, and Above Moderate). With Santa
Monica’s allocation being approximately 70% at affordable levels, staff has been studying steps
towards achieving a compliant Housing Element with respect to this component.
As a first step, development standards for housing projects are being analyzed such that
inclusionary housing requirements (through the City’s Affordable Housing Production Program)
are supported by height and floor area ratio (FAR) for each zone. Feasibility analyses are being
conducted to inform policy decisions with respect to setting appropriate FARs to support
desired inclusionary housing requirements.
Once FARs are set that can support desired AHPP levels, those can be used to estimate realistic
capacity for identified suitable housing sites. In order to be able to demonstrate that the suitable
sites inventory contains sufficient zoned capacity for each income category allocated in the
RHNA, Government Code Section 65583.2(c)(3) allows jurisdictions to use higher density as a
proxy for zoned capacity for housing projects at lower income affordability. This provision is
explained on Page 13 of HCD’s Housing Element Site Inventory Guidebook (Attachment A), and
allows local jurisdictions to assume that parcels zoned to allow sufficient density to
accommodate the economies of scale needed to produce affordable housing will support
lower income affordability. Specifically, as long as sites are zoned for at least 30 units/acre
(known at “default density”), the City will be able to indicate that all of the units on that site are
lower income units for purposes of the SSI. Sites are generally zoned well above 30 units/acre in
the City’s commercial zones. Thus, it is anticipated that the City will be able to “default density”
to many sites in the SSI to demonstrate zoned capacity for lower income housing units.
Attachments
A. HCD Housing Element Site Inventory Guidebook
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CC.
June 2 & 3, 2021 – Planning Commission Review of
Housing Element Draft

Draft Housing Element: Discussion on and possible recommendation to City Council on the
Draft 6th Cycle Housing Element Update, setting forth the City’s housing plan for 2021-2029.
Attachments: Staff Presentation, Staff Report
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Planning Commission Review
Components of a Compliant Housing
Element
2. Goals & Policies
3. Housing Programs

Council Direction

1.

A.
B.

Planning Commission

Draft 6th Cycle Housing Element Update

C.

AFFH Compliance: Equitable Housing Access
RHNA Compliance: Housing Production & Suitable
Sites Inventory
Housing Stability

From March 30

PURPOSE
Discussion and
Recommendation to
Council on draft Housing
Element Update

4. Discussion

June 2-3, 2021

City Council will review draft on June 15

Why Plan for Housing?
• 2021-2029 6th Cycle Housing Element
o State law requires the City to plan for the
community’s housing needs every eight years
o Final RHNA allocation of 8,895 units was adopted
by the SCAG Regional Council on March 4, 2020.

• With COVID19 pandemic, thousands face
threat of evictions and homelessness

Guided by Community Vision
• Provide housing stability for
existing residents and create housing
opportunities for all

• Compliant housing element that addresses historic discrimination and satisfies Affirmatively
Furthering Fair Housing requirements.
• Prioritize 100% affordable housing on City-owned land (with consideration for use by artists or as
open space).
• Select Option B for distribution of potential housing sites, with consideration of zoning changes
necessary to incentivize housing relative to commercial.
• Pursue 100% affordable housing overlay zone with exception of environmental justice and
previously redlined zones.
• Explore
• Diverse opportunities for affordable home ownership and transition from renters to owners by residents.
• ADU incentives in R1 areas, including potential for deed-restricted ADUs.
• Options to densify areas that historically excluded diverse populations and affordable housing, to increase
equitable and affordable housing access, including but not limited to voluntary lot splits/duplexes with
affordability covenants.

• Promote diversity and inclusion in every neighborhood in Santa Monica.

Mandated by State Housing Element Law
• Encourage Housing Production
• 65583.2(c)(3) - zoning must be appropriate to
accommodate lower income housing

• Protect air quality and natural resources
through land uses that enable people to
live in housing with access to parks,
schools and civic infrastructure

• Account for financial feasibility to demonstrate
that allowed densities facilitate the development of
housing to accommodate lower income
households

• AFFH – Established by AB686 (2018)
• Public agencies required to take, “…deliberate

o Pandemic has highlighted racial and
socioeconomic inequities

Purpose of Tonight’s Meeting
Review and Comment on the Draft Housing Element
• Are the revised goals and policies appropriate?
• Does the Housing Element adequately address fair housing issues and
affirmatively further fair housing?
• Are the proposed programs sufficient to accomplish the following?
•
•
•
•
•

Housing production to meet the RHNA
Producing affordable housing
Creating equitable communities
Housing the homeless
Protecting existing housing and residents

action to explicitly address, combat, and relieve
disparities resulting from past and current patterns
of segregation to foster more inclusive
communities.”

Outreach Summary

Outreach Summary

Survey Monkey results and outreach summary

Survey Monkey results:

• March 16: Draft concepts of the Housing Element released

Housing Stability Highlights:

•
•
•
•

4 Concepts: Housing Production, Stability, Location, and Equitable Access
English and Spanish Translation
Website, Rent Control Newsletter, Social Media, SMDP, City Business Newsletter
Closed April 2nd with 298 responses across 4 separate surveys (one for each strategy)

• A majority of respondents:
• Do not know where to seek help if evicted;
• See high rents as a barrier to housing;
• Are supportive of additional housing stability programs such as a right to counsel program and
tenant/landlord outreach and education.

Production Highlights:

Housing Location Highlights:

• A majority of respondents:

• Respondents were slightly more supportive of Option A: Locating housing near to transportation and amenities
(LUCE)

• Prioritize housing over commercial and would allow commercial conversions;
• Support modifying parking requirements to meet needs of affordable housing;
• Support reducing minimum unit sizes given shared amenities are provided.

• Respondents were split on
• Whether additional housing should be allowed on single-unit zoned parcels;
• Additional height should be given for higher affordability requirements.

Equitable Housing Access Highlights:
• Respondents were split on:
•
•

Encouraging affordable housing in not disadvantaged areas;
Incentivizing housing in areas where housing was not historically provided;

•
•

Allowing more units where one unit is currently permitted;
Opening up religious institutions for affordable housing production.

What’s a Compliant Housing Element?
9 Review and Revise

9 Analysis of Actual and Potential
Governmental & Nongovernmental
Constraints

9 Housing Needs Assessment

9 Zoning for a Variety of Housing Types

9 Identification and Analysis of the
Housing Needs for Special Needs
Populations

9 Site Inventory and Analysis

9 Public Participation
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Components of Compliant Housing Element

9 Affirmatively Further Fair Housing
– An Assessment of Fair Housing
9 Affordable Housing Units At-Risk
of Conversion to Market Rate

9 Miscellaneous Requirements
(e.g. energy conservation)

I.

Proposed Goals & Policies

V. Implementation
Programs
Technical Appendices

Goal 3: Preserve Existing Housing
Preservation of the existing supply of housing
and prevent displacement of existing tenants
• Policies

•

Local Assistance for Affordable Housing

•

Advocacy for Legislative Changes

•

Local Incentives and Streamlining for Affordable Housing

•

Explore Homeownership Opportunities

•

New Funding Sources

o Likelihood of housing development based on feasibility matters
o HCD recommends a buffer of 15 to 30 percent

• Policies

IV. Land Available for
Housing

Affordable Housing Financing

1. Suitable Sites Inventory

Production of new housing that is sustainable, innovative, safe and resilient,
appropriate with the surrounding neighborhood, offers opportunities for active
and healthy living, including walking and biking, and increases equitable housing
opportunities

III. Goals & Policies

•

• How do we show available land to accommodate RHNA?

2. Accessory Dwelling Units
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Introduction

• Policies

• COVID-19 pandemic has highlighted racial and socioeconomic inequities

• RHNA Compliance – Demonstrate Capacity for 8,895 units

Goal 1: Overall Housing Production

II. AFFH

Housing production for all income categories including for the community’s
workforce and most vulnerable communities

• AFFH means “taking meaningful actions in addition to combating discrimination that
overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive communities free from
barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on protective characteristics”

9 Quantified Objectives

Focus on 4 principles

Goal 2: Affordable Housing Production

• Affirmatively Further Fair Housing

9 Schedule of Actions/Programs

Santa Monica’s Draft Housing Element
Divided into 5 Chapters:

Towards a Compliant Housing Element

•

Support Rent Control Law

•

Preserve Naturally Occurring and Deed-Restricted
Affordable Housing

•

Protection of Rental Units

•

Replacement of Demolished Multi-Unit Housing

•

Availability of Affordable Housing

•

Rehabilitation Assistance

•

Public and Private Funding for Rehab & Preservation

•

Continued Maintenance of Existing Housing

•

Resident Protections During Rehabilitation

•

Adequate Land

•

Housing Production Incentives

•

Adaptive Reuse

•

Design of Housing

•

Innovative and Sustainable Housing

•

Housing for Special Needs

•

Review of Housing Constraints

•

Streamlined Housing Process

Goal 4: Equitable Housing Access
A community that provides
equitable housing access
to all neighborhoods
• Policies
•

Equitable Distribution of
Housing for All Income Levels

•

Access to Opportunities

•

Targeted Investments

Goal 5: Address Homelessness
Housing for persons experiencing homelessness
• Policies
•

Regional Fair Share Approach

•

Housing and Supportive Services for the Homeless

•

Removal of Barriers to Supportive Housing

Goal 6: Housing Assistance
Provision of housing assistance and supportive programs and services to
extremely low, very low, and moderate income households with special
needs, families, seniors, and the homeless
• Policies
•

Financial Assistance for Residents

•

Technical Housing Assistance

•

Funding for Supportive Services

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
What is Affirmatively Further Fair Housing (AFFH)?
o State law requires cities to ensure that their laws, programs and activities
affirmatively further fair housing
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o Per AB 686, Housing Elements must include a discussion of the following related
to AFFH

Goal 7: Anti-Discrimination in Housing
Eliminate housing discrimination on the basis of
race, color, religion, sex, gender, gender
identity, gender expression, sexual orientation,
age, marital status, national origin, ancestry,
familial status, income level, source of income,
disability, veteran or military status, genetic
information, or other such characteristics.
• Policies
•

Enforce Fair Housing Laws

•

Legal Support for Residents

•

Fair Housing Community Outreach

•

Reasonable Accommodations

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
• Santa Monica’s established neighborhoods today were influenced by discriminatory
policies of the past, including exclusionary zoning and redlining
• Location of renters/owner households, Non-Whites, and areas with the lowest
opportunity indices correlate with patterns of housing segregation

9 Outreach efforts to all segments of the community

Programs to Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing

9 Assessment of Fair Housing, including patterns and trends, local data and knowledge, and
summary of fair housing issues
9 Site Inventory to not only accommodate the RHNA, but also serve the purpose of replacing
segregated living patterns with truly integrated and balanced living patterns
9 Identification and Prioritization of Contributing Factors to fair housing
9 Goals and Actions to affirmatively further fair housing opportunities and promote housing
throughout the community for all

Assessing AFFH: High Resource Areas

Programs for Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH)

Santa Monica is a
high-resource area

o Program 2.A - 100% Affordable Housing Overlay

• Assessment of Fair Housing Goal 1:
Increase the supply of affordable housing:
• Allocate city-owned land for affordable
housing
• Explore reduction in costs of permits for
nonprofit housing developers
• Reduce parking requirements for
supportive housing developments
• Explore zoning changes to facilitate the
development of affordable housing in
areas without publicly supported housing
developments
• Further leverage City funds in the
development of affordable housing

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing

o Program 4.A -Allow housing as a permitted use in areas formerly prohibiting
housing
o Program 4.B - Modify development standards to increase the likelihood of
housing projects in areas where such housing has not formerly occurred
o Program 4.D - Eliminate Single Family Zoning to increase equitable housing
access to all neighborhoods

Affordable Housing Overlay – 80% AMI
“Filling in the gaps”
• AB1763 applies to areas within
½ mile of major transit stop and
only for projects up to 80% AMI
• Extra 3 stories or 33 feet
• Unlimited density
• No minimum parking
requirements

• Apply these standards to the
remainder of the city
• Difference is to allow unlimited height

https://www.treasurer.ca.gov/ctcac/opportunity.asp

Affordable Housing Overlay – 120% AMI
Targeted to certain areas (e.g. around major transit stops)
• Apply AB1763

• Extra 3 stories or 33 feet
• Change: 50% density bonus above base FARs
• No minimum parking requirements

• Flexibility to allow micro units with significant common area
amenities

Housing Incentives
Option B – Dispersed
Housing
Upzone for Housing Potential
in Areas that Have Not
Accommodated Housing in
the Past

Main Street, Montana, Ocean
Park Boulevard, Office Campus,
and Industrial Conservation

Support 100% Affordable Housing

Option B – Dispersed
Housing

Explore Right of First Offer to Buy
Land

Adding Housing as Permitted
Use in Areas where it has
been prohibited

• Modelled after San Francisco’s
COPA ordinance

Office Campus, and Industrial
Conservation

• Allows non-profit affordable housing
providers to receive advanced
notice and submit offer when land
goes on sale

Fair Housing Access to R1 Zones
Approach
• Analysis of North of Montana and
Sunset Park R1 neighborhoods
• Will only apply to lots of a minimum size
• Key Policy Goals & Questions
• Increase Housing Access

• How many units can fit within the existing R1
envelope accounting for architectural and
financial feasibility?

• Produce Inclusionary Units

Findings of what’s
needed to support one
inclusionary unit
• 5 units including 1
inclusionary unit
supportable in NOMA
• Sunset Park would need 6
units to be supportable
• Need more height

Fair Housing Access to R1 Zones

Measuring Diverse Housing Opportunities
by Neighborhood
Neighborhood
NE Neighbors

# R1/OP1 # Total
Parcels Parcels

% Single Unit Zoning

891

1224

73%

NOMA

2684

3933

68%

FOSP

2714

4355

62%

PNA

219

3049

7%

OPA

161

3157

5%

Mid City

0

3374

0%

Wilmont

0

4487

0%

• How many units are needed to support at
least one inclusionary affordable housing
unit on an average 7,500 sf lot?

Fair Housing Access to R1 Zones

Housing as Permitted Use

Findings of what fits in
R1 envelope
• Within existing R1 envelope
• Unlikely to produce multiunit development
• Only North of Montana
would be likely to proceed
with multi-unit development
(3 units)
• Needs increase to parcel
coverage

Fair Housing Access to R1 Zones
Proposed Programs
• Allow up to 3 units in R1 zones with
minimum lot size
• Upzone R1 to R2 in certain crosstown routes
• Possible Alternative for
consideration
• Commercial adjacent parcels
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RHNA Compliance: Housing Production

Housing Production Strategies
Programs for Housing Production
• Program 2C - Revise Affordable Housing Production Program (AHPP)
• Program 4B - Establish FARs at levels that can support minimum AHPP requirements
• Program 1E & 1F - Revisit DCP and Bergamot Area Plan development standards
• Program 2D - Layer on density bonus
• Program 2E & 2F - Commit City-owned sites for 100% affordable housing
• Program 4C - Parking lots of religious congregations
• Program 1G - ADU Accelerator Program

Affordable Housing Production Program
Revise AHPP to establish new base

Feasibility Testing - Approach
Updated Analytical Approach
for Feasibility Analyses

• Revise to eliminate the current “menu” option and instead
establish base affordability percentage of 10% VLI

• Tested inclusionary housing
requirements at different levels
• Different question: What
development potential is needed to
support tested inclusionary
requirements?

Relate FARs to AHPP requirement

• Proposal based on feasibility testing
• Establish new Tier 1 FARs
• Eliminate Tier 2 for housing projects

• Results viewed from perspective of
developer assessing whether to
move forward with housing project

• Program 1H - Adaptive Reuse of existing commercial space to residential
• Program 1A - Process Streamlining
• Program 2G, 5A, 5B, 6A, 6B, 6C – Special Needs Housing and Housing for Homeless

Feasibility Testing - Assumptions
• Assumptions fully vetted through Technical Working Group
• Development Assumptions in Prototypes
o Typically 15,000 sf parcel
o Downtown: tested single lot
o Bergamot: tested 35,000 sf lot

o Development assumptions (use mix, floor area distribution) based on
previously approved projects
o Assumed unit mix requirement

• Viewing results from perspective of developer assessing
whether to move forward with housing project

Plan Area Revisions

We are here

Establish Supportable FAR

Illustrative Example of Proposed FAR

Inclusionary Requirement

• What’s necessary to support minimum 10% VLI on-site
or 12.5% VLI off-site?

Establish clearly known
standards but project may
have higher FAR
(more local control)

Results

• Need to increase FARs in all zones over existing Tier 2 except
Downtown
• Compared to commercial – new Tier 1 FARs are ~200% over
existing commercial

Policy Choices

• #1: Lower minimum AHPP requirement to align with existing FARs
• Not recommended because existing FARs cannot support housing in
some areas (even 100% market-rate)
• Does not align with City’s stated goals

• #2: Smaller increase in FARs to support slightly lower AHPP
requirements

Establish lesser standards
but reduce predictability of
final outcome due right for
incentives/concessions
(less local control)

Layering on State Density Bonus

• Bergamot & Downtown

• % increase in density bonus
applies to Tier 1 FAR and only to
residential portion of FAR

• Bergamot

• Downtown

• Applicants can still request
incentives/concession as
allowed under density bonus law

• Improve design standards to be more
user-friendly
• Reconsider height/inclusionary
requirement relationship

• Establish ministerial “menu” for
applicants

Percentage Very Low Income Units

Percentage Density Bonus

5

20

6

22.5

7

25

8

27.5

9
10
11

30
Current
AHPP

Estimated Units
based on Existing
FAR

Proposed FAR

Estimated Units
based on
Proposed FAR

1.25

17

1.25

17

Tier 1 with on-site
affordable housing

1.5
(3 stories)

21

2.25
(4 stories)

32

Tier 2 (voluntary)

1.75
(3 stories)

25

--

--

100% Affordable
Housing

2.0

28

Unlimited

28

Unlimited

51

Unlimited

51

100% Affordable
Housing Augmented
by AB1763

Layering on State Density Bonus

Foundational Concepts Informed by Council Direction to pursue
minimal approach for inclusionary housing

• AHPP applies to “base project”
established by applicant’s
proposal

Existing
FAR
Tier 1

OR

Bergamot & Downtown
• Revise development standards to
levels that can support minimum
AHPP requirements and incentivize
housing

MUBL Example to Illustrate – Preliminary FAR estimates &
# of units based on 10% VLI (before State Density Bonus)

32.5
35

12

38.75

13

42.5

14

46.25

15

50

Effects of Density Bonus & Incentives/Concessions
• Practical impact of allowed incentives &
concessions under State density bonus
law

• If City establishes FARs that do not
accommodate highest affordable levels in
density bonus law (i.e. 15% VLI), this means
applicants can request incentives/concessions
that may include height or FAR in order to
support on-site affordable housing

• Considerations

• Sliding scale does not provide static bonus in all
cases
• Housing Element law directs establishing
supportable FARs absent State density bonus

# of Incentives
/ Concessions

% Affordable

1

5% VLI
10% LI
10% Moderate

2

10% VLI
17% LI
20% Moderate

3

15% VLI
24% LI
30% Moderate
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100% Affordable Housing only

Prioritizing City Sites for Affordable Housing

Parking Lots of Religious Congregations

Assessment of Capacity

Support for Affordable Housing but
Need Flexibility for Market Rate

• Estimated capacity yield of 1,884 units on
priority sites over 1 acre

• Presents unique opportunity to further
equitable access to all residential
neighborhoods
• Significant interest in pursuing housing
and replacement parking
• Need to consider financial feasibility and
possibility of market-rate housing to
support affordable housing

• 4th/Arizona
• Bergamot Arts Center
• Main Street parking lots

• Assume that all sites could develop at approx.
150 units/acre

• Based on typical yield considering construction
type

• Financing constraints to inform unit yield based
on only public assistance vs. public/private
partnership
• Gap ranges of $35 - $250M to be filled by other
public or private funding source

ADU Accelerator Program
Proposed ADU Incentive
Program within the R1 Zone
District

Existing: 1 SUD + 1
JADU + 1 ADU

Adaptive Reuse
Proposed: 1 SUD +
1 JADU + 1 ADU + 1
deed-restricted
ADU

• Existing: maximum number of units on R1
parcel is three
• Proposed: One additional ADU if the
property owner is willing to deed restrict
one of the ADUs at an affordable level
• Explore other incentives such as larger
size to enhance likelihood of program
• Program helps achieve affirmatively
furthering fair housing by providing
more affordable rental housing
opportunities within the R1 zone district

• Housing for seniors, persons with
disabilities
• Consider new housing types to serve
persons with disabilities
• Support Permanent Supportive
Housing – already a permitted use in
all zones
• Seek regional cooperation

• Add Low Barrier Navigation Centers
as by-right use

Simplify and streamline ADU approval process
•
•
•
•

Pre-approved plans
User-friendly guidebooks
Streamline city review
Review applicable fees

Streamlined Process

Encourage Adaptive Reuse of Existing Commercial Buildings for
Housing

Streamline the permit approval process for Code-compliant
housing projects

• Explore policy changes to
incentivize conversion of existing
commercial space
• Identify potential barriers

• Make process thresholds IZO
permanent
• Administrative process based on
objective standards for

•
•
•
•
•

• 100% affordable housing projects –
including moderate-income
projects
• Tier 2 housing projects subject to
the Housing Accountability Act

Cost of conversion
Parking
Unit mix
Open space
Technical Code adjustments

Source: https://www.forbes.com/sites/axiometrics/2017/03/29/how-commercialreal-estate-use-is-changing-5-adaptive-reuse-success-stories/?sh=62a28e1a5576

Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI)

Housing for Special Needs & Homeless
Support Special Needs Housing and
Permanent Supportive Housing

ADU Accelerator Program

• SSI purpose

5

• Identify whether sites can accommodate housing
• Helps determine whether there are sufficient adequately zoned sites
to accommodate the RHNA by income category
• Is not prediction or guarantee of the future nor does it obligate a
property owner to do anything

• Methodology

Land for Housing: Suitable Sites Inventory

• Identify objective qualities of properties that have redeveloped into
housing based on past trends and then apply those to the current
parcel inventory
• Follows the guidance in HCD’s Housing Element Site Inventory
Guidebook

Suitable Sites Inventory Analysis

Suitable Sites Inventory Methodology
Methodology started with the City’s Land Use Inventory, application of
a set of objective filters (age, unique uses, affordable housing, etc),
and categorizing filtered sites
Category 1 - Approved and Pending Projects
Category 2 – Prior 5th Cycle Housing Element Suitable Sites Inventory
Category 3 – Downtown Community Plan Sites
Category 4 – City-Owned Sites
Category 5 – Parking Lots
Category 6 – Auto Sales Inventory Lots
Category 7 – Recently Sold Sites/Sites for Sale
Category 8 – Underutilized Sites (20,000 excess sf development
potential)
Category 9 – Large Parcels (15,000 sf+)
Category 10 – Remaining Sites with less than 0.5 Assessors Value Ratio

SSI Rules + ADU Projections

Sites were individually reviewed with consideration to the following site
characteristics:

SSI capacity reflects proposed programs

Site Physical
Characteristics

Size, access to an alley, shape of the site (including
depth/width), and location relative to the urban grid.

Existing Uses

Longevity of existing uses; multiple tenants vs. single
tenant sites.
Access to schools, jobs, transit, residential amenities
such as parks/open space, health care services, and
retail shops such as grocers. Other residential projects
nearby
Parcels that are owned by known housing developers,
for example, are very likely to be redeveloped.

Location & Context

Ownership
Developer Interest

• Based on new Tier 1 FARs which account for feasibility
• Reusing 25 prior sites from 5th Cycle – HCD requires that these sites be permitted
by-right if they include 20% inclusionary
• Assumed all “high potential” sites
• ADU production based on passed performance – 600 new ADUs

• Average of 80 units multiplied over the next 8-year HE cycle (accounting for declining production
on single-unit parcels over time and increased production within multiple-unit developments)
Building
Permit
Year
2018

Past interest from developer

• Sites were given an evaluation of low, medium, medium high, and high
potential for residential development

SSI Summary

Using “Default Density” in the SSI
Required to ensure that realistic capacity is based on
feasible zoning standards
• FAR that Supports AHPP

• Informed through feasibility analyses
• Example: Existing FARs not sufficient to support 100% market rate Tier 1
projects for MUB, Pico, Main, Ocean Park, and Montana

• SSI Zoned Capacity: Using Higher Density as Proxy for Lower
Income Affordability

• Demonstrate realistic capacity to plan for RHNA if sites are zoned for at 30
units/acre
• Santa Monica FARs in commercial zones result in approximately 110
units/acre

1,884
257
94
6,007
600
11,025
8,895
2,130
24%

39

Total
56

2019

32

37

14

83

2020
Total

87
121

12
64

1
54

100
239

• Alternative Scenarios

• Existing Tier 1 FARs – below RHNA allocation

# Affordable
Units

ELI

VLI

LI

Moderate

416
165

104
42

104
42

104
42

104
42

1,696
193
47
3,805
396

424
48
12
855
90

424
48
12
855
12

424
48
12
855
258

424
48
12
1,239
36

6,718

1,575

1,497

1,743

1,905

6,168
550

1,397
178

1,397
100

1,672
71

1,702
203

Assumes 10% of
projects will not
occur/be withdrawn
Accounts for
constraints such as
commercial uses as
necessary
Assumes removal
of density caps

• 5,729 units
• FARs cannot support housing project with City’s existing minimum AHPP
requirements

• Existing Tier 2 FARs – can meet RHNA but potentially not compliant
with Housing Element Law
• Tier 2 is voluntary tier that requires community benefits – may not be
permitted to use as the basis of SSI calculations
• Does not account for feasibility

Based on new Tier
1 standards

Housing Stability

Quantified Objective
Required by Housing Element Law (Government Code Section
65583(b)
• Recognizes that there are non-governmental constraints on housing
production
• Assumes development as planned for by existing plans such as LUCE,
Downtown Community Plan, and prior 5th Cycle Housing Element
Affordable
Quantified Objective
# Total Units
Units
165
Pending Projects (with 10% discount)
680
416
Approved Projects (with 10% discount)
1717.2
120
Downtown Community Plan buildout
596
869
City Sites: PS#3, 4th/Arizona, and Bergamot Arts Center
965
Category 2 (prior SSI) based on existing zoning
331
34
Category 2 (prior SSI) DCP
364
73
396
ADUs
600
Quantified Objective
5,253

Afffordable Units

Completed

15

SSI capacity of other scenarios modeled

• Total of 11,025 units (includes 24% buffer)
Category 1 Approved
Category 1 Pending
Category 4 City owned
Sites
Category 11 Religious Sites
Category 12 Parking Lots
All Remaining Categories
ADUs
Total
RHNA Targets
Buffer/Shortfall

Permit
Issued

2

SSI – Other Scenarios

Summary of Total Land Capacity

Capacity
1,503
680

InProgress

2073

ELI/VLI
83
416
60
434.5
17
37
102

LI
41
0
30
217
8
18
258

Moderate
41
0
30
217
9
18
36

1149.5

572

351

Housing Stability | Rehabilitation + Assistance/Support Programs
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1. Housing Preservation Programs
Rehabilitation assistance to maintain, improve, and extend use / livability of
aging residential buildings.

Housing Stability Programs

2. Housing Assistance Programs + Services
Financial & technical support to all income groups and household types
including families, seniors, persons with disabilities, others w/special needs.

Resident Needs

Housing Stability | Rehab + Support Programs

1. Rental Assistance
Need for financial support for seniors, families, persons with disabilities, etc
2. Resident Services / Tenant Protections
Need for continued tenant protection/assistance
3. Support Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals
Continued support services, case management
4. Preserve Housing Affordability
Rehabilitating existing housing including covenant and non-covenant units

 Goal 3.0 Preservation of the Existing Supply of Housing and Prevent
Displacement of Existing Tenants
 Goal 5.0 Housing for Persons Experiencing Homelessness
 Goal 6.0 Provision of Housing Assistance and Supportive Programs and
Services to Extremely Low-, Very Low-, Low-, and ModerateIncome Households and Households with Special Needs, Families,
Seniors, and the Homeless
 Goal 7.0 Eliminate Housing Discrimination on the Basis of Race, Color,
Religion, Sex, Gender, Gender Identity, Gender Expression, Sexual
Orientation, Age, Marital Status, National Origin, Ancestry, Familial
Status, Income Level, Source of Income, Disability, Veteran or
Military Status, Genetic Information, or other such Characteristics.

Goals | Implementing Programs

Goals | Implementing Programs
Extremely Low-, Very Low-, Low-, and Moderate-Income Households and
Households with Special Needs, Families, Seniors, and the Homeless

 Programs
 Programs

¾ 6.A Maintain Rental Housing Voucher Programs & Expand to Assist All Persons w/Disabilities

¾ 5.A Reduce the Number of Homeless Individuals Living on the Streets of Santa Monica
Through the Provision of a Range of Housing Options w/an Emphasis on Affordable,
Permanent, and Supportive Housing
¾ 5.B Low Barrier Navigation Centers as By-Right Use

¾ 6.B Seek Funding Sources to Support Rental Assist. for Vulnerable At-Risk of Displacement
¾ 6.C Maintain & Expand the Preserving Our Diversity (POD) Program

¾ 3.A Restrict Removal of Existing Rental Units for Site Dev. & Req. Protected Units are Replaced
¾ 3.B Development Programs to Address State + Federal Legislative Mandates
¾ 3.C Facilitate the Conservation of Restricted + Non-Restricted At-Risk Housing
¾ 3.D Maintain an Acquisition & Rehabilitation Program
¾ 3.E Maintain a Low-Income Residential Repair Program
¾ 3.F Maintain Code Enforcement Response to Housing-Related Violations
¾ 3.G Maintain a Mandatory Seismic Retrofit Program
¾ 3.H Information & Outreach for Property Owners on Rehab + Maintenance of Housing Units

 Goal 7.0 Eliminate Housing Discrimination on the Basis of Race, Color,
Religion, Sex, Gender, Gender Identity, Gender Expression, Sexual
Orientation, Age, Marital Status, National Origin, Ancestry, Familial
Status, Income Level, Source of Income, Disability, Veteran or
Military Status, Genetic Information, or other such Characteristics.
 Programs
¾ 7.A Maintain Fair Housing Programs

¾ 6.E Maintain a Community Development Grant Program

¾ 7.B Provide Tenant / Landlord Mediation & Legal Services
¾ 7.C Right to Counsel Program

¾ 6.G Maintain a Temporary Relocation Program
¾ 6.H Maintain Reasonable Accommodations to Ensure Equal Opportunity for Housing

Planning Commission Review
Components of a Compliant Housing
Element
2. Goals & Policies
3. Housing Programs
A.
B.
C.

RHNA Compliance: Housing Production
AFFH Compliance: Equitable Housing Access
Housing Stability

4. Discussion

City Council will review draft on June 15

¾ 7.D Maintain a Tenant Eviction Protection Program

Purpose of Tonight’s Meeting

1.

Discussion Guide

 Programs

¾ 6.D Information & Outreach for Tenants + Landlords on Housing Programs/Resources
¾ 6.F Provide Tenant Relocation Assistance
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 Goal 3.0 Preservation of the Existing Supply of Housing and Prevent
Displacement of Existing Tenants

Goals | Implementing Programs

 Goal 6.0 Provision of Housing Assistance and Supportive Programs and Services to
 Goal 5.0 Housing for Persons Experiencing Homelessness

Goals | Implementing Programs

PURPOSE
Discussion and
Recommendation to
Council on draft Housing
Element Update

Review and Comment on the Draft Housing Element
• Are the revised goals and policies appropriate?
• Does the Housing Element adequately address fair housing issues and
affirmatively further fair housing?
• Are the proposed programs sufficient to accomplish the following?
•
•
•
•
•

Housing production to meet the RHNA
Producing affordable housing
Creating equitable communities
Housing the homeless
Protecting existing housing and residents

Planning Commission Report

Planning Commission Meeting: June 2, 2021
To:

Planning Commission

From:

Jing Yeo, City Planning Division Manager

Subject:

Agenda Item: 10-B

Discussion of the 6th Cycle Draft Housing Element
P

P

Summary
This report transmits the draft Housing Element (Attachment A) for the Planning
Commission’s review and recommendation to the City Council. The draft Housing
Element represents a statement of Santa Monica’s housing plan over the next eight
years built around four main principles
• Housing Production – provide incentives to increase housing production,
especially affordable housing production
• Housing Stability – ensure that existing residents are protected from
displacement
• Location – incentivize and locate housing close to daily services and
amenities like parks and schools in addition to places around the city that
have historically not accommodated housing
• Equitable Housing Access – expand access to housing opportunities and
overcome patterns of segregation by planning for housing in areas that
historically excluded diverse housing opportunities
With Santa Monica’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) skewing towards
70% affordable units, a significant portion of the Housing Element programs are
focused towards affordable housing production. The draft Housing Element follows
Council direction to produce a compliant Housing element that addresses historic
discrimination and satisfies Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH)
requirements. In order to ensure compliance with producing a Housing Element, the
programs and capacity calculations for both the Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI) and
Quantified Objective (QO) are based on feasibility analyses that are intended to
inform policy on floor area ratio (FAR) necessary to support the City’s Affordable
Housing Production Program (AHPP) minimum requirements.

In order to prepare a compliant housing element, HCD has created a checklist that
lists all required components of a housing element. The draft Housing Element
consists of five chapters supported by technical background information in the
appendices that form the basis of the recommended goals, policies, and programs
in Chapters 3 and Chapter 5, respectively. After consideration of all comments on
the draft concepts presented to City Council on March 30, the following is a
summary of the proposals in the draft Housing Element based on City Council’s
direction. Note that details of the housing programs will be forthcoming with
implementing ordinances that will be brought forward with the final Housing
Element adoption in the Fall.
Compliant Housing Element that Addresses Historic Discrimination and Satisfies
Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Requirements
U

The draft Housing Element addresses Council’s broad direction to prepare a
compliant Housing element by focusing on two key strategies:
•

Feasibility

of

Housing

Projects

To

Increase

Housing

Production:

Recommended programs to amend existing development standards to
levels that can support the City ‘s minimum inclusionary housing
requirements and incentivize housing relative to commercial
•

Equitable Housing Access: Recommended programs to incentivize and
locate housing in areas that have historically not accommodated housing or
have excluded diverse housing opportunities

Feasibility Of Housing Projects To Increase Housing Production
(Programs Addressing Feasibility of Housing Projects: 1A, 1B, 1C, 1D, 1E, 1F, 1H, 1I, 2D, 4B)
The City requested that HR&A Advisors conduct feasibility analyses of housing
prototypes in every zone non-residential zone in order to understand the floor area
ratio (FAR) necessary to support the City’s minimum AHPP requirements:
• On-site option: 10% of total units for 50% AMI households
• Off-site option: 12.5% of total units for 50% AMI households
The following is a general summary of findings:
• The FARs generally require a maximum of 4-story building based on
assumption of a double lot and larger site, with the exception of NC (Main) at
5 stories.
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•

Most of the proposed FARs are higher than the current Tier 2 FAR, with the
notable exception of Downtown area.

The analyses demonstrates that in every commercial zone other than Downtown,
Tier 1 supportable FAR needs to be set higher than existing Tier 2 FAR in order to
support the above minimum AHPP requirements. This effectively negates the need
for Tier 2 for housing and therefore, it is proposed that Tier 2 be eliminated for
housing projects. Any allowable State density bonus permitted by Government
Code Section 65915 would be applied as a percentage increase on the new Tier 1
FAR. Applicants would also be entitled to a menu of incentives and concessions to
modify development standards necessary to support the on-site affordable units in
the project. Requests for incentives and concessions would be reviewed through a
ministerial process.
As detailed in the May 12 Planning Commission report, staff’s recommended
approach to setting supportable FARs in the draft Housing Element is a slight
modification of Council Direction “Scenario A”, primarily due to the
recommendation to eliminate Tier 2 for housing projects. The Original Draft
Concept is not recommended as it was not part of Council’s direction on March 30.
Similarly, Council Direction “Scenario B” would have necessitated Tier 2 FARs to be
set higher than the new Tier 1 recommended FARs + State density bonus percentage
increases. This would not have been consistent with Council direction to incentivize
housing projects relative to commercial projects but not to an extent where it would
result in substantially more market-rate units relative to the percentage of
affordable inclusionary housing units. As also previously discussed, if the
recommended approach of setting FARs at levels to support the minimum AHPP
requirements is not acceptable, an alternative would be reduce the minimum AHPP
requirements or eliminate the AHPP requirement entirely.
In order to inform future policy-making, HR&A was also asked to conduct analyses
to understand the FAR necessary to support a variation to the AHPP that would be a
15% on-site requirement with mixed-income units (i.e. 5% VLI, 5% LI, and 5%
Moderate). While not the basis of the SSI calculations, the results of the 15% mixedincome analysis present information to consider for forthcoming revisions to the
AHPP.

Equitable Housing Access
(Programs Addressing Equitable Housing Access: 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D)
In order to meet the AFFH requirement of Housing Element law, the draft Housing
Element proposes the following programs:
3

•

•

•

Housing as a permitted use in all zones – this would add multi-unit housing as
a permitted use in zones where it is prohibited (Office Campus, Industrial
Conservation)
Incentivize housing in zones that have not previoulsy accommodated
housing (Neighborhood Commercial zones like Montana Avenue) – this
involves increasing FARs to make housing more competitive relative to
commercial development
Densifying R1
o Staff requested that HR&A, JKA, and Danielian Associates conduct
architectural and feasibility analyses to look at (1) how many units
could fit within existing R1 envelope and (2) how many units are
necessary to support inclusionary on average lot size
o The analysis also looked at the effects of minimum lot size of 7,500 sf
and 6,500 sf

As shown in Attachment B, the analysis showed that:
• High land costs in R1 are a significant factor in determining whether
• Permitting additional units within the existing R1 envelopes are unlikely to
produce new multifamily development due to the high cost of R1 parcels and
limited sellable area.
• Permitting three units within a larger envelope (roughly 1.5-times existing lot
coverage) could support multifamily development in some areas of the city
but also necessitate sale prices increase.
• Requiring an inclusionary unit to be feasible would require more units
(approximately 5-6 units) within a larger building envelope that would be
akin to R2 standards.
These results raise a policy question here is whether the goal is producing
inclusionary units (for RHNA compliance) or offering units at slightly lower price
points (increasing equitable housing access). Given Council’s direction to explore
equitable and affordable housing access and balancing that with stated desire to
also attempt to retain the street character of R1 neighborhoods, staff recommends
an approach that could potentially accomplish both goals. Recommended
programs include allowing up to 3 units in all R1 parcels of a certain minimum size
and proposed rezoning of a limited number of R1 parcels adjacent to commercial
streets (e.g. Montana Avenue) and major north-south routes (e.g. 7th Street, 14th
Street, 26th Street).
P

P

P

P

P

P

Support for Affordable Housing Production
U

(Programs Addressing Affordable Housing Production: 1G, 2A, 2B, 2C, 2E, 2F, 2G, 2H,
4C)
4

Given the significant RHNA allocation for affordable housing, the draft Housing
Element proposes four main strategies to support affordable housing production:

1. City-owned sites: Council directed that City-owned sites be prioritized for

100% affordable housing. To analyze the realistic capacity of City-owned
sites, staff undertook the following approach:
o Prioritize the largest sites for analysis of housing potential: 4th &
Arizona, Bergamot Arts Center, and Main Street Parking lots.
o Assume that sites would develop at approximately 150 units/acre
based on approximate densities of previously approved housing
projects in the city and no higher than 80 feet to account for high-rise
requirements, prevailing wages, and construction cost increases due
to changes in construction type.
o Requested that HR&A identify financing constraints with respect to
100% affordable housing on City-owned sites to understand how many
units could be supported with only public assistance vs. public/private
partnership and provide an estimate of possible unit yields on priority
sites.
o For smaller City-owned sites, estimates for realistic capacity will be
based on assuming public/private partnership similar to methodology
used to estimate capacity on other SSI sites.
As previously listed in the May 12 staff report, each of the City-owned sites has
associated constraints that would need to be considered. Chapter 4 and
Appendix F of the draft Housing Element provide more detail regarding
allocations city-owned sites. For reference, the following summarizes HR&A’s
findings regarding financing of affordable housing on city-owned sites
(Attachment C):
o Analysis conducted for the following city-owned sites:
 4th/Arizona property (2 properties including parking lot at 1324
5th St)
 Bergamot Arts Center
 Main Street surface parking lots
o The total physical development capacity on city-owned sites over 1
acre available in the next 8 years is 2,356 units.
o Top funding sources for affordable housing such as Low Income
Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) were identified
 Even assuming a substantial multiple of historic capture of the
top funding sources, affordable housing development capacity
34TU

P

P

P

P
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is likely to be constrained to at under 1,700 units and would
require substantial gap funding over eight years
o The funding gap could be closed by either additional public assistance
from State or Federal sources or would require partnerships with
private entities developing revenue-generating uses on city-owned
land (e.g. market-rate housing).
2. Affordable Housing Overlay: a citywide overlay that would augment the
incentives provided by AB1763 for affordable housing up to 120% AMI
o Program for up to 80% AMI affordable housing projects
 Applies citywide
 Unlimited density
 Unlimited height in commercial zones; minimum height of 4
stories in residential zones
 No minimum parking requirements
o Program for up to 120% AMI affordable housing projects
 Apply to targeted areas such as Downtown, Bergamot area and
17th Street Metro E Line station
 50% density bonus
 Unlimited height
 Flexibility in unit size/unit mix in exchange for common area
amenities
 No minimum parking requirements
o Within the overlay would be special regulations for parking lots
associated with religious congregations in multi-unit residential zones
that would allow some flexibility to include market-rate units as well
P

P

3. Accessory Dwelling Units: Remove barriers to producing ADUs including
establishing an “ADU Accelerator” program that is anticipated to include preapproved plans and review of fees and process for ADUs
4. Increase opportunities to preserve existing housing units for long-term
affordability: While this strategy would not count towards the RHNA, the City
has always maintained an acquisition/rehabilitation program for existing
units whereby they are deed-restricted for long-term affordability.
Expansion in the AHPP off-site option to allow acquisition/rehabilitation as a
way to satisfy the requirement is also being proposed.
These strategies are in addition to the recommended FAR increases for marketrate housing projects at levels that can support minimum AHPP requirements.
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Housing Stability

(Programs Addressing Housing Stability: 3A, 3B, 3C, 3D, 3E, 3F, 3G, 3H, 3I, 6A, 6B, 6C,
6D, 6E, 6F, 6G, 6H, 7A, 7B, 7C, 7D)
The City operates many housing programs intended to preserve housing stock and
provide assistance to existing tenants including acquisition/rehabilitation, financial
assistance, and supportive services. These are detailed in Chapter 5 of the draft
Housing Element and listed in Appendix D. A new recommended program is for the
City to enact a local version of SB330 tenant protections since that State law
sunsets in 2025. This would allow those protections to continue with the City’s local
ordinance that would prevent the net loss of units as the result of redevelopment of
existing multi-unit residential properties.
Suitable Sites Inventory
Government Code Section 65583(a)(3) requires local governments to prepare an
inventory of land suitable for residential development, including vacant sites and
sites having the potential for redevelopment, and an analysis of the relationship of
zoning and public facilities and services to these sites. This inventory of land
suitable for residential development, otherwise known as the Suitable Sites
Inventory (SSI), is used to demonstrate that there is sufficient land at appropriate
densities and development standards to accommodate the RHNA at the income
levels specified within the planning period.
The draft SSI was prepared in accordance with State Housing Element law and
HCD’s Housing Element Sites Inventory Guidebook. The draft Housing Element
Chapter 4 provides a summary of the SSI and Appendix F provides a report of the
methodology used to prepare the SSI.
To prepare the SSI, the City’s land use inventory was comprehensively reviewed to
identify sites that are available for housing development within the Housing
Element planning period, 2021-2029. The City focused the inventory to
underutilized commercial sites since these sites are most likely to be redeveloped
based on evidence of past development trends. Approximately 315 sites have been
identified that have the highest potential to accommodate housing. These are
shown on Figure 1. Sites may be viewed interactively on the City’s Housing Element
Update webpage at www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-update-RHNA. The
sites in the SSI are categorized into twelve categories.
34T

34T
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Figure 1: Map of draft Suitable Sites for 6th Cycle Housing Element Update
P

P

Capacity to Accommodate RHNA Allocation
Per Government Code Section 65583.2(c), the SSI must include a calculation of the
realistic residential development capacity of the sites. To ensure that sufficient
capacity exists in the housing element to accommodate the RHNA throughout the
planning period, HCD recommends that a jurisdiction create a buffer in the housing
element inventory of at least 15 to 30 percent more capacity than required,
especially for capacity to accommodate the lower income RHNA.
With the programs identified in this Housing Element, the sites identified for the SSI
combined with anticipated ADU production have the capacity to accommodate
at least 11,731 units providing a 32 percent buffer above the City’s RHNA of 8,895
units. This number is based on application of proposed new development
standards for Tier 1 base housing projects. The buffer accounts for the likelihood
that not all identified SSI sites may be necessarily developed by a property owner
for housing. Approximately 150 additional units could be added to the total
8

capacity if housing projects on these sites provided on-site affordable housing,
rather than off-site.
Table 1: Suitable Sites Capacity Summary Table – Base Tier 1 Housing
Total
Capacity
# Units
Category 1 Approved
Category 1 Pending
Category 4 City Sites
Category 11 Religious
Sites
Category 12 Parking Lots
All Remaining Categories
ADUs
Total

1,503
680
2,590

RHNA Targets
Buffer

Capacity for Affordable Units
#
Affordable
Units
416
165
2,331

ELI
30% AMI

VLI
50% AMI

LI
80% AMI

Moderate
120% AMI

104
42
583

104
42
583

104
42
583

104
42
583

257
94
6,007

193
47

2,962

48
12
660

48
12
660

48
12
660

48
12
981

600
11,731

396
6,510

90

12

258

36

1,539

1,461

1,707

1,806

8,895
+2,836
32%

6,168
+342

1,397
+142

1,397
+64

1,672
+35

1702
+104

Accessory Dwelling Units
Accessory Dwellings Units (ADUs) and Junior Accessory Dwelling Units (JADUs) play
an important role in the production of housing, particularly within single-unit
residential zoning districts where historically only one unit is permitted. In
recognition of this, over the past four years, the State has enacted several laws to
help spur the production of housing through the development of ADUs and JADUs.
On September 8, 2020, City Council approved an ordinance incorporating State law
ADU requirements into a new ADU/JADU Section of the Zoning Ordinance, SMMC
Section 9.31.025 Accessory Dwelling Units and Junior Accessory Dwelling Units. The
ordinance further expands upon the new requirements by exempting all ADUs and
JADUs from parcel coverage or floor area calculations, providing more permissive
development of ADUs. The table and map below summarize ADU development and
location within the City since 2018, the start of when State law began to focus on
incentivizing ADUs. However, it is important to note that the vast majority of these
numbers are from ADU construction on R1 (Single-Unit Residential) zoned parcels.
The City is just now starting to see property owners take advantage of the new
ability to establish sometimes multiple ADUs with existing multiple-unit residential
and mixed-use developments.
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Table 2: Santa Monica Historic ADU Production
Building Permit
In-Progress
Permit Issued
Completed
Year
2018
2
15
39
2019
32
37
14
2020
87
12
1
2021
4
TOTAL
125
64
54
Average
(56+83+100)/3 = 80 units per year
2018-2020
Source: Building permit data as of March 1, 2021

Total
56
83
100
4
243

Quantified Objective
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65583(b), the draft Housing Element
includes quantified objectives for housing production, housing rehabilitation, and
housing assistance as required by State law (See Chapter 5). The following
provides a summary of the quantified objectives for housing production.
As one of the required components of a Housing Element, State law [Government
Code Section 65583(b)] requires the following:
1.

A statement of the community’s goals, quantified objectives, and policies
relative to the maintenance, preservation, improvement, and development
of housing.

2.

It is recognized that the total housing needs identified pursuant to subdivision
(a) [i.e., the RHNA] may exceed available resources and the community’s
ability to satisfy this need within the content of the general plan
requirements. The quantified objectives need not be identical to the total
housing needs. The quantified objectives shall establish the maximum
number of housing units by income category, including extremely low
income, that can be constructed, rehabilitated, and conserved over a fiveyear time period.

The City’s success in producing housing units that are deed-restricted to be
affordable for the 5th Cycle Housing Element has been made possible by public
assistance through the City’s Housing Trust Fund, inclusionary units required by the
City’s Affordable Housing Production Program, inclusionary units negotiated in
development agreements, and pursuit of new funding resources. The lack of a
significant and consistent funding source for affordable housing coupled with high
P

P

10

land and construction costs in Santa Monica makes achievement of the 6th Cycle
RHNA for affordable housing units very challenging.
Table 2-1 presents Santa Monica’s RHNA along with the City’s new construction
objectives by income level. The quantified objective represents a level that the City
believes is reasonable given the uncertainty of available funding resources from
the State and other sources. The City Council has prioritized funding and land use
policies to develop affordable housing.
Table 3: RHNA vs. Quantified Objective
Household Income
Category

RHNA

% of Total

Quantified
Objective

% of Total

Very Low

2,794

31%

1,171

22%

Low

1,672

19%

617

12%

Moderate

1,702

19%

360

7%

Above Moderate

2,727

31%

3,215

60%

Total

8,895

5,363

The goal of 5,363 units can be achieved based on current approved and pending
projects, zoning standards, use of City-owned land, and incentives for ADU
production. The lower quantified objective reflects the lack of public financing
available for affordable housing. Even with maximizing affordable housing on Cityowned sites and the City’s inclusionary requirements from the AHPP and DCP,
providing 69% of the future units as affordable will be difficult.
Attachments
A. Draft Housing Element
B. HR&A, JKA, & Danielian Associates R1 analysis
C. HR&A City-owned sites analysis
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Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

DD.
June 15, 2021 – City Council Review of Housing
Element Draft
Review the draft Housing Element, as amended by Planning Commission and staff
recommended changes in Attachment B, and direct staff to transmit the draft Housing
Element to the California Department of Housing and Community Development.
Attachments: Staff Presentation, Staff Report
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Agenda

Why Plan for Housing?

1. Components of a Compliant Housing Element
2. Goals & Policies
3. Housing Programs
A.
B.
C.

City Council
Draft 6th Cycle Housing Element Update

RHNA Compliance: Housing Production & Suitable Sites Inventory
AFFH Compliance: Equitable Housing Access
Housing Stability

4. Discussion and direction to staff
A.
B.

Transmit draft Housing Element as amended to HCD
State density bonus application to pending housing projects

June 15, 2021

2021-2029 6th Cycle Housing Element guided
by community vision and adopted policy
• State law requires the City to plan for the
community’s housing needs every eight years
• Final RHNA allocation of 8,895 units was adopted
by the SCAG Regional Council on March 4, 2020.

With COVID19 pandemic, thousands face
threat of evictions and homelessness
• Pandemic has highlighted racial and
socioeconomic inequities
• Provide housing stability for existing residents and
create housing opportunities for all

Council Direction

Mandated by State Housing Element Law
• Encourage Housing Production
• 65583.2(c)(3) - zoning must be appropriate to
accommodate the RHNA (8,895 units) which
includes lower income housing
• Demonstrate through Suitable Sites Inventory
• Account for financial feasibility

June 2/3 - Planning Commission Discussion

From March 30

• Ensuring feasibility for housing projects;

• Compliant housing element that addresses historic discrimination and satisfies Affirmatively
Furthering Fair Housing requirements.

• Implementing a robust state density bonus program with a broad menu of frequently requested
concessions;

• Prioritize 100% affordable housing on City-owned land (with consideration for use by artists or as
open space).

• Promoting innovative construction methods and sustainability in new housing;

• Select Option B for distribution of potential housing sites, with consideration of zoning changes
necessary to incentivize housing relative to commercial.
• Pursue 100% affordable housing overlay zone with exception of environmental justice and
previously redlined zones.

• AFFH – Established by AB686 (2018)
• Public agencies required to take, “…deliberate action

• Explore
• Diverse opportunities for affordable home ownership and transition from renters to owners by residents.
• ADU incentives in R1 areas, including potential for deed-restricted ADUs.
• Options to densify areas that historically excluded diverse populations and affordable housing, to increase
equitable and affordable housing access, including but not limited to voluntary lot splits/duplexes with
affordability covenants.

to explicitly address, combat, and relieve disparities
resulting from past and current patterns of
segregation to foster more inclusive communities.”

• Updating the development standards to ensure new housing is feasible;
• Modifying the proposed affordable housing overlay to apply only to moderate-income projects in
targeted areas;
• Limiting the upzoning of R1 to commercial-adjacent parking lots; and
• Initiating an expansive public process that would explore options to redress the impact
of historically exclusionary single-unit zoning.
Detailed changes in Attachment B

• Promote diversity and inclusion in every neighborhood in Santa Monica.

Santa Monica’s Draft Housing Element
Divided into 5 Chapters:
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I.

Introduction

II. AFFH

Proposed Goals & Policies

Focus on 4 principles

Goal 1: Overall Housing Production
Production of new housing that is sustainable, innovative, safe and resilient,
appropriate with the surrounding neighborhood, offers opportunities for active
and healthy living, including walking and biking, and increases equitable housing
opportunities
Policies:

III. Goals & Policies

• 1.1 - Adequate Land

IV. Land Available for
Housing

• 1.3 - Adaptive Reuse

V. Implementation
Programs
Technical Appendices

• 1.2 - Housing Production Incentives
• 1.4 - Design of Housing
• 1.5 - Innovative and Sustainable Housing
• 1.6 - Housing for Special Needs
• 1.7 - Review of Housing Constraints
• 1.8 - Streamlined Housing Process

Goal 2: Affordable Housing Production

Goal 3: Preserve Existing Housing

Housing production for all income categories including for the community’s
workforce and most vulnerable communities

Preservation of the existing supply of housing
and prevent displacement of existing tenants

Policies

• 3.1 - Support Rent Control Law

• 2.1 - Affordable Housing Financing

• 3.2 - Preserve Naturally Occurring and Deed-Restricted

Policies
Affordable Housing
3.3 - Protection of Rental Units
3.4 - Replacement of Demolished Multi-Unit Housing
3.5 - Availability of Affordable Housing
3.6 - Rehabilitation Assistance
3.7 - Public and Private Funding for Rehab &
Preservation
3.8 - Continued Maintenance of Existing Housing
3.9 - Resident Protections During Rehabilitation

• 2.2 - Local Assistance for Affordable Housing
• 2.3 - Advocacy for Legislative Changes

•

• 2.4 - Local Incentives and Streamlining for Affordable Housing

•

• 2.5 - Explore Homeownership Opportunities

•

• 2.6 - New Funding Sources

•
•
•
•

Goal 5: Address Homelessness
Housing for persons experiencing homelessness
Policies
• 5.1 - Regional Fair Share Approach
• 5.2 - Housing and Supportive Services for the Homeless
• 5.3 - Removal of Barriers to Supportive Housing

Goal 6: Housing Assistance
Provision of housing assistance and supportive programs and services to
extremely low, very low, and, moderate income households with special needs,
families, seniors, and the homeless
Policies

Goal 4: Equitable Housing Access
A community that provides equitable housing access to all neighborhoods
Policies
• 4.1 - Equitable Distribution of

Housing for All Income Levels
• 4.2 - Access to Opportunities
• 4.3 - Targeted Investments

Goal 7: Anti-Discrimination in Housing
Eliminate housing discrimination on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, gender,
gender identity, gender expression, sexual orientation, age, marital status,
national origin, ancestry, familial status, income level, source of income, disability,
veteran or military status, genetic information, or other such characteristics.

• 6.1 - Financial Assistance for Residents
• 6.2 - Technical Housing Assistance

Policies

• 6.3 - Funding for Supportive Services

•7.1 - Enforce Fair Housing Laws
•7.2 - Legal Support for Residents
•7.3 - Fair Housing Community Outreach
•7.4 - Reasonable Accommodations

Housing Production Strategies
Programs for Housing Production
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RHNA Compliance: Housing Production

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Program 2C - Revise Affordable Housing Production Program (AHPP)
Program 4B - Establish FARs at levels that can support minimum AHPP requirements
Program 1E & 1F - Revisit DCP and Bergamot Area Plan development standards
Program 2D - Layer on density bonus
Program 2E & 2F - Commit City-owned sites for 100% affordable housing
Program 4C - Parking lots of religious congregations
Program 1C – Surface parking lots
Program 1G - ADU Accelerator Program
Program 1H - Adaptive Reuse of existing commercial space to residential
Program 1A - Process Streamlining
Program 2G, 5A, 5B, 6A, 6B, 6C – Special Needs Housing and Housing for Homeless

Housing Production Programs
Revise AHPP

• Establish minimum affordability
percentage of 10% Very Low
Income

Feasibility testing for housing
projects

• Propose height and FAR based on
feasibility testing
• Need to increase FARs in all
commercial zones over existing Tier
2 except Downtown
• New Tier 1 housing FARs are higher
than existing commercial FAR
• Eliminate Tier 2 for housing projects

Illustrative Example of Proposed FAR
MUBL Example to Illustrate – Preliminary FAR estimates &
# of units based on 10% VLI (before State Density Bonus)
Existing
FAR
Tier 1

Estimated Units
based on Existing
FAR

Bergamot & Downtown

Proposed
FAR

Estimated Units
based on
Proposed FAR

# of Affordable
Units (10% of
base units)

1.25

17

1.25

17

2

Tier 1 with on-site
affordable housing

1.5
(3 stories)

21

2.25
(4 stories)

32

3

Tier 2 (voluntary)

1.75
(3 stories)

100% Affordable
Housing
100% Affordable
Housing Augmented
by AB1763

2.0
Unlimited

25
28
51

-Unlimited
Unlimited

-28
51

Plan Area Revisions

--

• Bergamot & Downtown

• Revise development standards to
levels that can support minimum
AHPP requirements and incentivize
housing

• Bergamot

• Improve design standards to be more
user-friendly

• Downtown

• Reconsider height/inclusionary
requirement relationship

28
51

Note:

Applies to pending projects before
ordinance update
• Approach similar to West Hollywood
model
• Apply density bonus as percentage
increase to current Tier 1 FAR standards
• Process incentives and concessions for
relief from development standards
administratively

Assessment of Capacity
• Estimated capacity yield of 1,884 units
• Priority sites over 1 acre
• 4th/Arizona
• Bergamot Arts Center (retain artists)
• Main Street parking lots

• Assume that all sites could develop at approx.
150 units/acre
• Financing gap ranges of $50 - $250M to be filled
by other public or private funding source

Surface Parking Lots of Existing Commercial Use
Incentivize Housing Production on
Parking Lots Associated with Existing
Commercial Uses
• Remove density caps
• Flexibility in “A-lot” rules to allow
opportunity for replacement parking
• Opportunity to increase housing
opportunities in some high resource
residential neighborhoods without
displacing existing residents

ADU Accelerator Program
Simplify and streamline ADU approval process
•
•
•
•

• Housing Element law directs
establishing supportable FARs

absent State density bonus

• Projects entitled to % increase
in density bonus over
established FAR
• Applicants can still request
“incentives and concessions” to
request relief to any
development standard

Percentage Very Low Income Units

Percentage Density Bonus

5

20

6

22.5

7

25

8

27.5

9

30
Current
AHPP

10
11

32.5
35

12

38.75

13

42.5

14

46.25

15

50

Five votes needed to increase height and
FAR in LUCE and DCP

Prioritizing City Sites for Affordable Housing

Interim State Density Bonus Approach

Layering on State Density Bonus

Pre-approved plans
User-friendly guidebooks
Streamline city review
Review applicable fees

Parking Lots of Religious Congregations
Support for Affordable Housing but
Need Flexibility for Market Rate
• Presents unique opportunity to further
equitable access to all residential
neighborhoods
• Significant interest in pursuing housing
and replacement parking
• Need to consider financial feasibility and
possibility of market-rate housing to
support affordable housing

ADU Accelerator Program
Revised Recommended ADU
Incentive Program within the R1
Zone District
• Existing: maximum number of units on R1
parcel is three
• One additional ADU if the property
owner is willing to deed restrict one of
the ADUs as a rental unit
• Explore other incentives such as larger
size to enhance likelihood of program
• Program helps achieve affirmatively
furthering fair housing by providing
more affordable rental housing
opportunities within the R1 zone district

Existing: 1 SUD + 1
JADU + 1 ADU

Proposed: 1 SUD +
1 JADU + 1 ADU + 1
deed-restricted
ADU

Adaptive Reuse

Streamlined Process

Housing for Special Needs & Homeless

Encourage Adaptive Reuse of Existing Commercial Buildings for
Housing

Streamline the permit approval process for Code-compliant
housing projects

Support Special Needs Housing and
Permanent Supportive Housing

• Explore policy changes to
incentivize conversion of existing
commercial space
• Identify potential barriers

• Make process thresholds IZO
permanent
• Administrative process based on
objective standards for

• Housing for seniors, persons with
disabilities
• Consider new housing types to serve
persons with disabilities
• Support Permanent Supportive
Housing – already a permitted use in
all zones

•
•
•
•
•

• 100% affordable housing projects –
including moderate-income
projects
• Housing projects subject to the
Housing Accountability Act

Cost of conversion
Parking
Unit mix
Open space
Technical Code adjustments

Source: https://www.forbes.com/sites/axiometrics/2017/03/29/how-commercialreal-estate-use-is-changing-5-adaptive-reuse-success-stories/?sh=62a28e1a5576

Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI)
SSI purpose
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Land for Housing: Suitable Sites Inventory

• Identify whether sites can accommodate housing
• Helps determine whether there are sufficient
adequately zoned sites to accommodate the RHNA
by income category
• Is not prediction or guarantee of the future nor does it
obligate a property owner to do anything

Methodology

• Identify objective qualities of properties that have
redeveloped into housing
• Follows HCD’s Housing Element Site Inventory
Guidebook
• HCD recommends a buffer of 15 to 30 percent

SSI capacity of other scenarios modeled
• Existing Tier 1 FARs – below RHNA allocation

• 5,729 units
• FARs cannot support housing project with City’s existing minimum AHPP
requirements

Summary of Total Land Capacity
• Total of 11,025 units (includes 24% buffer)
Category 1 Approved
Category 1 Pending
Category 4 City owned
Sites
Category 11 Religious Sites
Category 12 Parking Lots
All Remaining Categories
ADUs
Total
RHNA Targets
Buffer/Shortfall

Capacity
1,503
680
1,884
257
94
6,007
600
11,025
8,895
2,130
24%

# Affordable
Units

ELI

VLI

LI

416
165

104
42

104
42

104
42

104
42

1,696
193
47
3,805
396

424
48
12
855
90

424
48
12
855
12

424
48
12
855
258

424
48
12
1,239
36

6,718

1,575

1,497

1,743

1,905

6,168
550

1,397
178

1,397
100

1,672
71

1,702
203

Moderate

What is Affirmatively Further Fair Housing (AFFH)?
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• State law requires cities to ensure that their laws, programs and activities
affirmatively further fair housing
• Per AB 686, Housing Elements must include a discussion of the following related
to AFFH
9 Outreach efforts to all segments of the community

• Existing Tier 2 FARs – can meet RHNA but potentially not compliant with
Housing Element Law
• Tier 2 is voluntary tier that requires community benefits – may not be
permitted to use as the basis of SSI calculations
• Does not account for feasibility

SSI Summary

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing

SSI – Other Scenarios
• Alternative Scenarios

• Seek regional cooperation

• Add Low Barrier Navigation Centers
as by-right use

Programs to Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing

9 Assessment of Fair Housing, including patterns and trends, local data and knowledge, and
summary of fair housing issues
9 Site Inventory to not only accommodate the RHNA, but also serve the purpose of replacing
segregated living patterns with truly integrated and balanced living patterns
9 Identification and Prioritization of Contributing Factors to fair housing
9 Goals and Actions to affirmatively further fair housing opportunities and promote housing
throughout the community for all

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
• Santa Monica’s established neighborhoods today were influenced by discriminatory
policies of the past, including exclusionary zoning and redlining
• Location of renters/owner households, Non-Whites, and areas with the lowest
opportunity indices correlate with patterns of housing segregation

City’s Leadership in Housing

Assessing AFFH: High Resource Areas

The City has a strong track record of protecting rental housing stock, producing
affordable housing, and housing-assistance programs for existing residents

Santa Monica is a high-resource area

• Rent Control has been in place for over 40 years

• 2020 Assessment of Fair Housing Goal 1 Increase the supply of affordable housing:

• The City has an ordinance prohibiting source of income discrimination (SMMC 4.28.030(a)), and a
division within the City Attorney’s Office that enforces this ordinance
• Strong tenant protections including just-cause evictions, tenant harassment regulations, and notice of
tenant buyouts
• AHPP that requires market-rate projects to provide inclusionary units has been in place for over 30 years
• Preserving Our Diversity (POD) program that provides cash-based assistance to low-income seniors
• Housing Choice Voucher program

• Allocate city-owned land for affordable housing
• Explore reduction in costs of permits for
nonprofit housing developers
• Reduce parking requirements for supportive
housing developments
• Explore zoning changes to facilitate the
development of affordable housing in areas
without publicly supported housing
developments
• Further leverage City funds in the development
of affordable housing
https://www.treasurer.ca.gov/ctcac/opportunity.asp

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
Programs for Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH)
• Program 2.A - 100% Affordable Housing Overlay
• Program 2.B – Right of First Offer to Buy Land
• Program 4.A -Allow housing as a permitted use in areas formerly prohibiting
housing
• Program 4.B - Modify development standards to increase the likelihood of
housing projects in areas where such housing has not formerly occurred
• Program 4.D - Eliminate Single Family Zoning to increase equitable housing
access to all neighborhoods

Support 100% Affordable Housing
Explore Right of First Offer to Buy Land
• Modelled after San Francisco’s COPA ordinance
• Allows non-profit affordable housing providers to receive advanced
notice and submit offer when land goes on sale

Lower Income Affordable Housing Overlay
“Filling in the gaps” (Not recommended by
Planning Commission)

• AB1763 applies to areas within ½ mile of
major transit stop and only for projects up to
80% AMI
• Extra 3 stories or 33 feet
• Unlimited density
• No minimum parking requirements

• Apply these standards to the remainder of
the city
• Difference is to allow unlimited height

Moderate Income Affordable Housing Overlay
120% AMI Targeted to certain areas
(e.g. around major transit stops)
• Must be 100% moderate-income units
• Apply AB1763

• Extra 3 stories or 33 feet
• Change: 50% density bonus above base FARs
• No minimum parking requirements

• Flexibility to allow micro units with significant
common area amenities

Planning Commission Recommendation
(Not recommended by staff)
• Project does not need to be all moderateincome units
• Unlimited density instead of 50% bonus

Housing as Permitted Use & Incentives
Dispersed Housing
Adding Housing as Permitted Use in
Areas where it has been prohibited
• Office Campus, and Industrial
Conservation
Upzone for Housing Potential in
Areas that Have Not
Accommodated Housing in the Past
• Main Street, Montana, Ocean
Park Boulevard, Office
Campus, and Industrial
Conservation

Fair Housing Access to R1 Zones
Approach
• Analysis of North of Montana and
Sunset Park R1 neighborhoods
• Will only apply to lots of a minimum size
• Key Policy Goals & Questions
• Increase Housing Access

• How many units can fit within the existing R1
envelope accounting for architectural and
financial feasibility?

• Produce Inclusionary Units

• How many units are needed to support at
least one inclusionary affordable housing
unit on an average 7,500 sf lot?

Measuring Diverse Housing Opportunities
by Neighborhood
Neighborhood
NE Neighbors

# R1/OP1 # Total
Parcels Parcels

% Single Unit Zoning

891

1224

73%

NOMA

2684

3933

68%

FOSP

2714

4355

62%

PNA

219

OPA

3049

7%

161

3157

5%

Mid City

0

3374

0%

Wilmont

0

4487

0%

Fair Housing Access to R1 Zones
Findings of what fits in
R1 envelope
• Within existing R1 envelope
• Unlikely to produce multiunit development
• Only North of Montana
would be likely to proceed
with multi-unit development
(3 units)
• Needs increase to parcel
coverage

Fair Housing Access to R1 Zones

Previously Proposed Program

Findings of what’s
needed to support one
inclusionary unit

• Allow up to 3 units in R1 zones with
minimum lot size
• Upzone R1 to R2 in certain crosstown routes
• Possible Alternative for
consideration

• 5 units including 1
inclusionary unit
supportable in NOMA
• Sunset Park would need
6 units to be supportable
• Need more height

• Commercial adjacent parcels

Revised Recommendation

Housing Stability

Increasing Rental Units in R1 Zone District

Housing Stability | Rehabilitation + Assistance/Support Programs
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• Revised Program 4D language:

Program 4.D: Explore Options to Address R1 Neighborhoods
• The City shall explore options to address historically exclusionary single unit dwelling zones
through future land use decisions.

1. Housing Preservation Programs
Rehabilitation assistance to maintain, improve, and extend use /
livability of aging residential buildings.

• Staff recommended alternative for equitable housing access:

Program 1.G: Promote The Use Of Accessory Dwelling Units Through An ADU Accelerator Program
• The program will also encourage/incentivize the production of affordable ADUs that will

Housing Stability Programs

affirmatively further fair housing by providing more affordable rental housing opportunities, that
would be affordable by design, within single-unit residential districts, an area of the City with high
housing costs that has largely been unaffordable to many.

Resident Needs
1. Rental Assistance
Need for financial support for seniors, families, persons with disabilities, etc
2. Resident Services / Tenant Protections
Need for continued tenant protection/assistance
3. Support Services Programs that Serve Homeless/At-Risk Individuals
Continued support services, case management
4. Preserve Housing Affordability
Rehabilitating existing housing including covenant and non-covenant units

Fair Housing Access to R1 Zones

Goals | Implementing Programs
Goal 3.0 Preservation of the Existing Supply of Housing and Prevent
Displacement of Existing Tenants
Programs

2. Housing Assistance Programs + Services
Financial & technical support to all income groups and household
types including families, seniors, persons with disabilities, others
w/special needs.

Goals | Implementing Programs
Goal 5.0 Housing for Persons Experiencing Homelessness
Programs

• 3.B Develop Programs to Address State and Federal Legislative Mandates

• 5.A - Reduce the Number of Homeless Individuals Living on the Streets of Santa Monica
through the Provision of a Range of Housing Options w/an Emphasis on Affordable,
Permanent, and Supportive Housing

• 3.C Facilitate the Conservation of Restricted and Non-Restricted At-Risk Housing

• 5.B - Low Barrier Navigation Centers as By-Right Use

• 3.A Restrict Removal of Existing Rental Units for Site Dev. & Req. Protected Units are Replaced

• 3.D Maintain an Acquisition and Rehabilitation Program
• 3.E Maintain a Low-Income Residential Repair Program
• 3.F Maintain Code Enforcement Response to Housing-Related Violations
• 3.G Maintain a Mandatory Seismic Retrofit Program
• 3.H Information & Outreach for Property Owners on Rehab and Maintenance of Housing Units

City Council
Report
City Council Meeting: June 15, 2021
Agenda Item: 8.A

To:

Mayor and City Council

From:

David Martin, Director, Administration

Subject: Review and Direction of Draft Housing Element
Recommended Action
Review the draft Housing Element, as amended by Planning Commission and staff
recommended changes in Attachment B, and direct staff to transmit the draft Housing
Element to the California Department of Housing and Community Development.
Executive Summary
This report transmits the draft Housing Element (Attachment A) for the City Council’s
review and direction to staff. The draft Housing Element represents a statement of
Santa Monica’s housing plan over the next eight years built around four main principles:
•

Housing Production – provide incentives to increase housing production,
especially affordable housing production

•

Housing Stability – ensure that existing residents are protected from
displacement

•

Location – incentivize and locate housing close to daily services and amenities
like parks and schools in addition to places around the city that have historically
not accommodated housing, especially affordable housing

•

Equitable Housing Access – expand access to housing opportunities and
overcome patterns of segregation by planning for housing, including affordable
housing, in areas that historically excluded diverse housing opportunities

A key focus of Housing Element programs is housing production, with substantial
emphasis on affordable housing production. Santa Monica’s Regional Housing Needs
Allocation (RHNA) mandated by Government Code Section 65584.05 is 8,895 units, of
which 69% are to be affordable units.
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The draft Housing Element follows Council direction to produce a compliant Housing
Element that addresses historic discrimination and satisfies Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing (AFFH) requirements. As required, the Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI) and
Quantified Objective (QO) capacity calculations are based on feasibility analyses used
to demonstrate that proposed development standards can support housing projects.
The draft Housing Element consists of five chapters, as well as eight supporting
appendices:
I.

Introduction
•

Provides a background discussion of Housing Element law, the Housing
Element’s relationship to the City’s adopted Land Use and Circulation
Element, an introduction to the principles that guide the draft Housing
Element, and a summary of outreach efforts.

II.

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
•

Provides an assessment of fair housing, including patterns and trends of
segregation as well as contributing factors that are barriers to fair housing
in the City.

•

Based on the assessment, provides a summary of fair housing issues, as
well as goals and actions to affirmatively further fair housing.

III.

Goals and Policies
•

Establishes the Housing Element’s seven primary goals, as well as
policies to set the direction as to how goals are to be achieved.

IV.

Land Available for Housing
•

Provides a summary of the land available to accommodate housing in the
City, including a summary of the Suitable Sites Inventory (an inventory of
adequately zoned sites for housing) as well as a discussion of the
potential production of Accessory Dwelling Units in the City.

V.

Programs & Implementation
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•

Establishes the programs necessary to achieve the goals and policies set
forth in Chapter 3 and describes the objective and implementation
schedule for each program.

Appendix A – Outreach Summary
•

Provides a summary of the public outreach that took place during the
Housing Element update and includes associated materials such as
presentations and staff reports.

Appendix B – Housing Needs Assessment
•

Provides the background data on population, demographics, employment,
and housing to assess the City’s housing needs.

Appendix C – LUCE Goals and Policies
•

Identifies the LUCE goals and policies that potentially need amendment
following adoption of the Housing Element.

Appendix D – Housing Resources
•

Provides a discussion of the City’s available resources (financial and
programmatic) to support housing.

Appendix E – Constraints on Housing
•

Identifies potential constraints on the production of housing and analyzes
the extent to which the City can mitigate the negative impacts of these
constraints.

Appendix F – Report on Suitable Sites Inventory Analysis
•

Provides details on the methodology used to prepare the Suitable Sites
Inventory and includes the supporting data used to identify sites and
calculate housing capacity.

Appendix G – Review of Past Performance
•

Describes the prior 5th Cycle Housing Element’s goals, objectives,
policies, and programs and summarizes their progress and effectiveness,
as well as assessment of whether these remain appropriate or need
revision.

Appendix H – Opportunities for Energy Conservation
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•

Identifies and analyzes opportunities to encourage energy saving features,
energy saving materials, and energy efficient systems and design for
residential development.

The seven goals of the draft Housing Element, which represent desired housing
outcomes based on collective feedback from the community, technical working groups,
Boards & Commissions, and Council, are as follows:
1. Overall Housing Production: Production of new housing that is sustainable,
innovative, safe, and resilient, appropriate with the surrounding neighborhood,
offers opportunities for active and healthy living, including walking and biking,
and increases equitable housing opportunities.
2. Affordable Housing Production: Housing production for all income categories
including for the community’s workforce and most vulnerable communities.
3. Preserve Existing Housing: Preservation of the existing supply of housing and
prevent displacement of existing tenants.
4. Equitable Housing Access: A community that provides equitable housing
access to all neighborhoods.
5. Address Homelessness: Housing for persons experiencing homelessness.
6. Housing Assistance: Provision of housing assistance and supportive programs
and services to extremely low, very low, and moderate-income households with
special needs, families, seniors, and the homeless.
7. Anti-Discrimination in Housing: Eliminate housing discrimination on the basis
of race, color, religion, sex, gender, gender identity, gender expression, sexual
orientation, age, marital status, national origin, ancestry, familial status, income
level, source of income, disability, veteran or military status, genetic information,
or other such characteristics.
A summary table of the Goals and Programs for implementation has been included for
ease of reference starting on Page 15 of Chapter 1.
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After consideration of all public comments on the draft concepts presented to City
Council on March 30, 2021, including subsequent input from the Planning Commission,
Housing Commission, and Rent Control Board, this report provides a summary of the
proposals in the draft Housing Element based on City Council’s direction in addition to
background information on alternatives that were considered before arriving at the
proposals.
Once Council has approved a final draft Housing Element, staff will forward that final
draft to the California Department of Housing and Community Development (“HCD”) by
July 1, 2021, for a 60-day review period for compliance with State law. HCD feedback
will then be incorporated into a final Housing Element that will be presented in the Fall
for Council adoption along with implementing ordinances (i.e. Code language). Council
is required to adopt the Housing Element by October 15, 2021.
Background
At its March 16, 2021 meeting, the Planning Commission recommended that the City
Council endorse the draft concepts for the Housing Element. At its March 30, 2021,
meeting, the City Council gave the following direction to staff on the Housing Element:
•

Prepare a compliant housing element that addresses historic discrimination and
satisfies Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) requirements.

•

Prioritize 100% affordable housing on City-owned land (with consideration for
use by artists or as open space).

•

Select Option B regarding where housing should be located, from the March 30
City Council staff report, for distribution of potential housing sites, with
consideration of zoning changes necessary to support housing in areas where
housing has traditionally not occurred.
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•

Pursue 100% affordable housing overlay zone with exception of environmental
justice1 and previously redlined zones.

•

Explore diverse opportunities for affordable home ownership and for transitioning
from renters to owners by residents.

•

Explore Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) incentives in R1 areas, including
potential for deed-restricted ADUs.

•

Explore options to increase density in areas that historically excluded diverse
populations and affordable housing, to increase equitable and affordable housing
access, including but not limited to voluntary lot splits/duplexes with affordability
covenants.

•

Promote diversity and inclusion in every neighborhood in Santa Monica.

Subsequent to Council direction, staff also met with the Housing Commission on April 1
and the Rent Control Board on April 8. At their April 15 meeting, the Housing
Commission largely voted to support the concepts but offered some further refinement
to the Council direction:
•

Incentives for Moderate Income Housing: Consider expanding the incentives in
State Density Bonus Law for 100% affordable housing projects to also include
Moderate-income projects (up to 120% AMI) with an incentive to allow for
unlimited density. This was not unanimous direction with Commissioners who
did not support the motion indicating that they would need to further understand
the impacts of expanding such allowances on neighborhoods, particularly the
Pico neighborhood, and as such, would prefer that these incentives be limited
only to commercial boulevards.

•

Other Metrics for Areas to Exclude from Affordable Housing Overlay (AHO):
Council endorsed a proposal that the AHO exclude Environmental Justice areas
in addition to formerly redlined areas. Given that those areas include areas of
the city where demographics have changed, the Housing Commission instead

These areas have been mapped per SB535 Disadvantaged Communities map:
https://oehha.maps.arcgis.com/apps/View/index.html?appid=c3e4e4e1d115468390cf61d9db83efc4
1
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recommends that the City Council consider alternative metrics such as current
demographics and concentration of affordable housing.

The Rent Control Board also provided the following comments on Council’s direction:
•

Concern about insufficient enforcement resources devoted to short-term rentals
and corporate rentals

•

Concern about goal of creating home ownership opportunities out of existing
permanent rental housing stock

•

Concern regarding rehab projects particularly with respect to providing landlord
support and disruption to tenants

•

Disagree with providing any incentives for moderate-income housing

•

Concern regarding whether the language of Goal 6 appropriately captures all
protected classes

The draft Housing Element reflects Council direction, as well as certain comments
provided by the Housing Commission and Rent Control Board. On June 2 and 3, the
Planning Commission met and voted to recommend the draft Housing Element to
Council with the changes detailed in Attachment B. In recommending the draft Housing
Element, the Commission had an extensive discussion regarding the goals, policies,
and programs with general emphasis on the following:
•

Ensuring feasibility for housing projects,

•

Implementing a robust state density bonus program with a broad menu of
frequently requested concessions,

•

Promoting innovative construction methods and sustainability in new housing,

•

Updating the development standards to ensure new housing is feasible,

•

Modifying the proposed affordable housing overlay to apply only to moderateincome projects in targeted areas,
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•

Limiting the upzoning of R1 to commercial-adjacent parking lots, and

•

Initiating an expansive public process that would explore options to redress the
impact of historically exclusionary single-unit zoning.

Discussion

Compliant Housing Element that Addresses Historic Discrimination and Satisfies
Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Requirements
The draft Housing Element addresses Council’s broad direction to prepare a compliant
Housing Element by focusing on two key strategies:
•

Feasible Development Standards to Incentivize Housing Production: Council
selected “Option B” for distribution of housing sites with consideration of zoning
changes necessary to incentivize housing relative to commercial. Recommended
programs propose amending existing development standards to levels that can
support the City ‘s minimum inclusionary housing requirements and incentivize
housing relative to commercial development

•

Equitable Housing Access: Recommended programs to incentivize and locate
housing in areas that have historically not accommodated housing or have
excluded diverse housing opportunities

Establish Feasible Development Standards to Incentivize Housing Production
(Programs Addressing Feasibility of Housing Projects: 1A, 1B, 1C, 1D, 1E, 1F, 1H, 1I,
2D, 4B)
Housing Element law requires that the City establish feasible development standards for
housing projects. The proposed programs associated with feasibility of housing projects
are intended to address the findings from the housing needs assessment (Appendix B)
which highlighted the following:
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•

Housing costs are high – more than 42% of Santa Monica households are cost
burdened

•

Lower income households are disproportionately affected by high housing costs

•

Black and Latino households are predominantly renter households and are
severely cost burdened

•

Only 9% of the Santa Monica workforce lives within the city

The need to produce more affordable housing units is addressed in part by the City’s
AHPP requirements, which serve as a tool to produce some affordable housing units
out of market-rate housing projects. To inform policy making on development standards
necessary to support housing production, the City requested that HR&A Advisors
conduct feasibility analyses of housing prototypes in every non-residential zone in order
to understand the floor area ratio (FAR) necessary to support the City’s minimum AHPP
requirements:
•

On-site option: 10% of total units for 50% AMI households (Very Low Income)

•

Off-site option: 12.5% of total units for 50% AMI households (Very Low Income)

The draft results are included as Attachment E to the staff report. The following is a
general summary of findings:
•

The FARs generally require a minimum of 4-story buildings based on assumption
of a double lot and larger site, with the exception of NC (Main Street) at 5 stories.

•

Most of the proposed FARs are higher than the existing Tier 2 FAR, with the
notable exception of the Downtown area.

HR&A Advisors’ feasibility analyses demonstrate that in every commercial zone other
than Downtown, Tier 1 supportable FAR needs to be set higher than existing Tier 2 FAR
in order to support the above minimum AHPP requirements. This effectively negates
the need for Tier 2 for housing and therefore, it is proposed that Tier 2 be eliminated for
housing projects.
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As detailed in the May 12 Planning Commission report, staff presented 3 possible
scenarios for comparison:
•

Original Draft Concept (presented on March 30)
o Tier 1 based on 15% affordable units
o Tier 2 based on 20% affordable units

•

Council Direction “Scenario A”
o Tier 1 based on 10% affordable units (same as existing)
o Tier 2 unchanged from existing

•

Council Direction “Scenario B”
o Tier 1 based on 10% affordable units (same as existing)
o Tier 2 based on 15% affordable units

Based on discussion with the Planning Commission and further analysis, staff’s
recommended approach to setting supportable FARs in the draft Housing Element is
primarily based on Council Direction “Scenario A” with the modification that Tier 2 for
housing projects be eliminated. This has the benefit of simplifying the land use system
for housing projects and does not preclude further exploration of shifting what are
currently Tier 2 community benefits to the new Tier 1 (e.g. enhanced impact fees,
Staff’s proposal would result in FAR’s being reset for Tier 1 projects to render
production of 10% affordable units. The proposed FARs are shown in HR&A FARAHPP analysis (Attachment E) and in Figure 1 below. An example is set forth in Table
1 (note that this is before application of any state density bonuses).
Figure 1: Proposed FAR with estimated number of floors and total units (before density
bonus) with 10% affordable units
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The Original Draft Concept is not recommended as it was not part of Council’s direction
on March 30 and would result in a greater proportion of market-rate units relative to
inclusionary affordable units produced. Similarly, Council Direction “Scenario B” would
have necessitated Tier 2 FARs to be set higher than the new Tier 1 recommended
FARs. This would also not have been consistent with Council direction to incentivize
housing projects relative to commercial projects but not to an extent where it would
result in substantially more market-rate units relative to the percentage of affordable
inclusionary housing units.
Nevertheless, there are alternatives if increasing FARs in all non-residential zones in
the City (due to the need to support the minimum AHPP requirements) is not
acceptable. For example, Council could consider reducing the minimum AHPP
requirements or eliminate the AHPP requirements entirely. In order to provide the
Council further understanding of these options, staff requested that HR&A run additional
testing generating FARs necessary to support 5% affordable units and market-rate units
only, as an understanding of baseline conditions. This analysis is provided in
Attachment E and shows relatively minor differences in supportable FARs. The
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consequence of such an approach would be that the City would still be required to allow
market-rate housing to proceed and further pressure would be placed on public
resources to produce affordable housing (e.g. City, County, State, or Federal funding).
In order to inform future policy-making, HR&A was also asked to conduct analyses to
understand the FAR necessary to support a variation to the AHPP that would be a 15%
on-site requirement with mixed-income units (i.e. 5% VLI, 5% LI, and 5% Moderate).
While not the basis of the Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI) calculations, the results of the
15% mixed-income analysis present information to consider for forthcoming revisions to
the AHPP.
The following table provides one illustrative example of the potential outcomes of the
proposal to establish supportable FARs based on 10% affordable units in the MixedUse Boulevard Low zone (covers areas of the city like Broadway, Colorado Avenue,
eastern end of Santa Monica Boulevard).

Table 1: Illustrative Example of resulting FARs in sample MUBL zone (note that this is
before any State density bonus)
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Importance of Financial Feasibility for Housing Projects
Consistent with Housing Element law, development standards, including FARs, codified
in the Zoning Ordinance should support the production of housing projects. Previously,
when applicants had the option to satisfy their AHPP requirement through 5% Extremely
Low Income (ELI) units, housing projects were proceeding but were producing fewer
affordable housing units relative to market-rate housing with all of the units designated
for 30% AMI households. To adjust this imbalance and also study the possibility of how
to support greater levels of inclusionary housing, the Council enacted a temporary
pause on allowing housing projects to select the 5% ELI option. Based on HR&A’s
preliminary analysis, the City’s current FAR limits in several zones do not support the
City’s current minimum AHPP requirement of 10% Very Low Income (VLI).
Implementation of State Density Bonus Law
Any allowable State density bonus (Government Code Section 65915)2 would be
applied as a percentage increase on the new Tier 1 FAR as shown in Table 2. As
required under State density bonus law, applicants would also be entitled to a fixed
menu of incentives and concessions to further modify development standards
necessary to support the on-site affordable units in the project. Requests for incentives
and concessions through this fixed menu would be reviewed through an administrative
process. This approach is similar to that taken by peer cities such as West Hollywood
and City of Los Angeles.

2

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&sectionNum=65915
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Table 2: State Density Bonus percentage increase on residential FAR based on
provided on-site affordable units

Independent of the State density bonus, applicants are also permitted to apply for
incentives and concessions to modify development standards, which may include, but
not be limited to, increased height, or reduced setbacks as necessary to support the onsite affordable units in the project. In the incentives/concessions review process, the
City bears the burden of proof to show that the incentives/concessions are not needed
for the proposed project to support production of the affordable units. If the applicant
disagrees with the City, the applicant can initiate judicial proceedings and if the City
loses, the City is required to pay the applicant’s attorney’s fees. The feasibility analyses
provide information about what FARs would result in housing projects that are more
likely to develop than commercial projects based on desired AHPP requirements. If the
City does not set development standards that would result in housing projects being
likely to develop, it opens up the risk for applicants to request incentives and
concessions on a case-by-case basis, which reduces transparency and predictability in
development for the community and the applicant.

Equitable Housing Access
(Programs Addressing Equitable Housing Access: 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D)
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As analyzed in the draft Housing Element Chapter 2 and documented in the April 2020
Assessment of Fair Housing, land use and zoning laws were identified as a high priority
factor that contributes to housing segregation, disparities in access to opportunity,
disproportionate housing needs, publicly supported housing location and occupancy,
and disability and access, because multiunit housing opportunities are not equally
distributed throughout the city, thereby limiting opportunities for new affordable housing
that could foster integration, provide additional opportunities for displaced Santa Monica
households, and allow additional opportunities for creation of new affordable units. As a
result, Goal 1 from the Assessment of Fair Housing is to increase the supply of
affordable housing through several strategies including exploring zoning changes to
facilitate the development of affordable housing in areas without publicly supported
housing developments. The draft Housing Element’s Goal 4 is intended to build upon
the Assessment of Fair Housing’s Goal 1.
The adopted LUCE set forth a growth strategy to focus new development in areas
proximate to major transportation systems and daily services encompassing
approximately 12% of land in Santa Monica while protecting residential neighborhoods
from development pressures. In 2020, Santa Monica’s housing stock consists of
approximately 52,629 units, 11,572 of which are single-unit dwellings and 40,853 of
which are multi-unit dwellings. Nearly all of the existing multi-unit housing is in multi-unit
zoned neighborhoods and new housing construction has been in the Downtown and
commercial boulevards, consistent with the LUCE strategy.3 While R1 (single-unit)
zoning neighborhoods make up approximately 1/3 of land in Santa Monica, they hold
only approximately 12% of the housing stock.
Decades of discriminatory housing practices have contributed to the segregated
housing patterns that exist to this day. A review of demographic and housing data
indicate that the concentrations of renter, low-income, and non-White households very
much correlate to the historic redlining maps that were used beginning in the 1920s.

Santa Monica’s Housing Progress: https://www.santamonica.gov/topic-explainers/santa-monica-s-housingprogress
3
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In order to meet the AFFH requirement of Housing Element law and break down the
patterns of segregation, the draft Housing Element proposes the following programs:
•

Program 4.A: Allow Multi-Unit Dwellings as a permitted use in all zones where
housing is currently prohibited – this would add multi-unit housing as a permitted
use in zones where it is currently prohibited (e.g., Office Campus, Industrial
Conservation)

•

Program 4.B: Incentivize housing in non-residential zones that have not
previously accommodated housing (Neighborhood Commercial zones like
Montana Avenue) – this involves increasing FARs to make housing feasible and
more competitive relative to commercial development

•

Program 4.C: To support the production of affordable housing on surface
parking lots owned by religious congregations, standards will be adopted to allow
some market-rate units to support the affordable housing

•

Program 4.D. Expand housing opportunities in the R1

Feasibility Analysis of Program 4.D (Rezoning R1)
Staff requested that HR&A, JKA, and Danielian Associates conduct architectural and
feasibility analyses to look at (1) how many units could fit within existing R1 envelope
and (2) how many units are necessary to support inclusionary on average lot size. The
analysis also looked at the effects of minimum lot size of 7,500 sf and 6,500 sf.

As shown in Attachment C, the analysis showed that:
•

High land costs in R1 are a significant factor in determining whether any of the
tested scenarios are feasible

•

Permitting additional units within the existing R1 envelopes is unlikely to produce
new multifamily development due to the high cost of R1 parcels and limited
sellable area.
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•

Permitting three market-rate, for-sale units within a larger envelope (roughly 1.5times existing R1 lot coverage) could support multi-unit development in some
areas of the city but also would necessitate sale price increases.

•

Requiring one inclusionary unit to be affordable would require more units
(approximately 5-6 units) within a larger building envelope that would be akin to
R2 standards.

Approximately 35% of the City is zoned R1 for single-unit dwellings but contains only
12% of the City’s housing supply and are the least diverse in terms of racial makeup.
These results raise a policy question as to whether the desired outcome in considering
increasing density in R1 neighborhoods is: (1) producing inclusionary units (that would
count for RHNA compliance) or (2) offering units at slightly lower price points (possibly
increasing more home ownership housing access to R1 neighborhoods but not at
affordable levels). Given Council’s direction to explore equitable and affordable housing
access and balancing that with stated desire to also attempt to retain the street
character of R1 neighborhoods, the draft Housing Element reflects staff’s original
proposal of an approach that attempts to address both goals. Program 4D in the draft
Housing element proposes allowing up to 3 units in all R1 parcels of a certain minimum
size and proposed rezoning of a limited number of R1 parcels to R2 adjacent to
commercial streets (e.g. Montana Avenue) and major north-south routes (e.g. 7 th Street,
P

P

14 th Street, 26 th Street). These targeted areas were identified for consideration
P

P

P

P

because of there being appropriate alley access on relatively busier cross-town routes.
After significant public comment and consistent with the Planning Commission’s
recommendations, staff agrees with a modified recommendation for Program 4D. This is
discussed further in the “Alternative Analyzed for Consideration” section below.
Research Regarding Pace of Change After R1 Rezoning
While the draft Housing Element proposes Program 4D that would increase housing
opportunities by rezoning R1, it should be noted that this program is too speculative to
enable the City to be able to identify particularly sites for purposes of the SSI. Formal
data and studies are scarce with respect to the effects of R1 rezonings that have
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occurred in other cities but staff found some research that addresses the issue, and
most of it indicates that the zoning changes have resulted in increased property values
but has not produced additional units4. It is also difficult to translate limited housing
production in other cities to Santa Monica given how much influence high land costs
have on feasibility in Santa Monica. Additional literature indicates that in order to
incentivize production of units, cities must take further steps to evaluate development
standards that disincentivize housing production such as parking requirements and lot
coverage.5
As indicated in the March 30, 2021 staff report presented to Council, staff provided an
assessment of the concept of rezoning R1 neighborhoods and found that further
assessment would be needed as there may be better strategies available to accomplish
the goal of providing equitable housing access. As a result, it can be fairly stated that if
Program 4D in the draft Housing Element were implemented, it would not likely result in
substantial housing production. Rather, the value of such a program is in providing the
opportunity for property owners to increase the number of units, whether through retrofit
of existing homes or the addition of more dwelling units that could exceed ADU
maximum size limitations. This is another reason why staff no longer recommends
Program 4D as set forth in the draft Housing Element. Staff’s modified proposal is
discussed in the “Alternatives Analyzed for Consideration” section below.
The construction of new ADUs in recent years has increased housing opportunities in
single -family zones, areas which have traditionally been out of reach for renters. As
shown in the below map, the vast majority of new ADUs constructed or under
development in the past 3 years have been in R1 neighborhoods, providing a valuable
source of rental housing access in otherwise, high cost neighborhoods. If R1 zoning
were to be densified, further assessment would need to be done to explore whether an
average-size parcel could accommodate a viable deed-restricted affordable housing

https://nlihc.org/sites/default/files/AG-2021/06-13_Local-Land-Use.pdf;
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/1078087418824672
5
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2020-07-29/to-add-housing-zoning-code-reform-is-just-a-start
4
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project. As an alternative, adding capacity to R1 zones could instead be accomplished
with additional ADU incentives that may result in units that are affordable by design.
Figure 2: Map of ADU projects since 2018

Equitable Housing Access: Alternative Analyzed for Consideration
The Planning Commission acknowledged and discussed the City’s past exclusionary
zoning practices that have contributed to the housing segregation seen today.
However, the Commission expressed concern that Program 4D would not truly achieve
AFFH if the resulting 3 units need to be ownership housing that is not affordable and
does not open up more equitable housing access. There was also concern that
targeted upzoning could inadvertently have the effect of even further increasing land
values due to reducing amount of land dedicated to single-unit dwellings, the increased
density allowance, and the tradeoff that the 6 market-rate, for-sale units necessary to
support one inclusionary unit would not provide broader housing access. Therefore, the
Planning Commission recommended that Program 4D be significantly modified in a way
that allows the community to continue the discussion on how the City can take
20 of 39

meaningful steps to address past exclusionary zoning practices in future land use
decisions:
•

Planning Commission Recommended Program 4D
•

Rezone Selected Portions Of R1-Zone Neighborhoods To Increase
Density Explore Options To Address R1 Neighborhoods
In order to promote fair access to all neighborhoods in Santa Monica, the City
shall rezone selected portions of existing R1-zone neighborhoods to R2.
Areas that would be considered include 7th and 14th Streets between
Montana Avenue and San Vicente Boulevard and 26th Street between
Wilshire and San Vicente Boulevard.
The City shall create a program that allows up to 3 units to be constructed in
R1-zoned parcels with consideration for establishing a minimum parcel size
so as not to further impact areas of the city that already provide diverse
housing opportunities. Adjustments to R1 standards such as parcel coverage
will be examined but the existing envelope in R1 zones shall be maintained,
to the extent feasible. The City shall explore options to address historically
exclusionary single unit dwelling zones through future land use decisions.

Subsequent to the Planning Commission’s discussion and recommendation on the draft
Housing Element in addition to public comments received on the proposal for Program
4D, staff re-assessed how the City could also demonstrate compliance with the AFFH
mandate based on the following :
•

Affordable housing is largely not located in North of Montana (NOMA), WilshireMontana (Wilmont), Ocean Park, and Sunset Park. These neighborhoods are
more heavily white than Santa Monica as a whole and more so than the diverse
neighborhoods of Pico and Downtown. However, high land costs make the
production of affordable housing very unlikely in these areas. Much of the HUDsupported affordable housing units are in senior housing, which is less likely to
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contribute to integration of Santa Monica than intergenerational family-occupancy
housing, which is a housing type the City has tried to encourage and require.
•

The City has a strong track record of protecting rental housing stock, producing
affordable housing, and housing-assistance programs for existing residents
including:
o Rent Control has been in place for over 40 years
o The City has an ordinance prohibiting source of income discrimination
(SMMC 4.28.030(a)), and a division within the City Attorney’s Office that
enforces this ordinance
o Strong tenant protections including just-cause evictions, tenant
harassment regulations, and notice of tenant buyouts
o AHPP that requires market-rate projects to provide inclusionary units has
been in place for over 30 years
o Preserving Our Diversity (POD) program that provides cash-based
assistance to low-income seniors

•

Proposed no net loss ordinance would provide anti-displacement protections
particularly for smaller, more vulnerable properties

Further, the draft Housing Element proposes the following programs:
•

Program 4A – adding housing as a permitted use in non-residential zones where
it is currently prohibited such as the Office Campus zone

•

Program 4B – incentivizing housing production on commercial streets of highest
resource neighborhoods that have historically not accommodated housing such
as Montana Avenue, Ocean Park Boulevard, and Main Street

With the Planning Commission’s recommendation that the Affordable Housing Overlay
for up to 80% AMI not proceed and that single-unit dwelling upzoning should not occur,
staff has proposed a revised Program 1G that would continue to allow one additional
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ADU on single-unit dwelling parcels with the change that the unit would not have to be
deed-restricted but perhaps could be restricted to only be permanent rental housing.
This revision is being proposed to try and formulate a program that would incentivize R1
homeowners to add an additional ADU to their properties and to increase the supply of
rental housing, that would be lower rents than an entire single-unit dwelling due to the
sheer difference in size, in R1 neighborhoods.
•

Revised Program 1G
•

Promote The Use Of Accessory Dwelling Units Through An ADU
Accelerator Program The City shall develop an Accessory Dwelling Unit
(ADU) Accelerator Program that will simplify the ADU process by providing
property owners interested in building an ADU with a handbook detailing all
ADU standards and review procedures, and pre-approved ADU plans that
can be selected to reduce time and costs associated with ADU development.
The program will also consider further streamlining of the City’s ADU
permitting review process.
The program will also encourage/incentivize the production of affordable
ADUs that will affirmatively further fair housing by providing more affordable
rental housing opportunities, that would be affordable by design, within singleunit residential districts, an area of the City with high housing costs that has
largely been unaffordable to many.

Program 4A, Program 4B, and revised Program 1G in the draft Housing Element would
provide increased housing opportunities throughout the City to address the Statemandate to affirmatively further fair housing. However, given this new mandate and the
absence of documented Housing Elements that have been deemed to be compliant with
this mandate, it is unknown if HCD will view the proposed programs as sufficient
enough to address fair housing issues.
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upport for Affordable Housing Production

S

(Programs Addressing Affordable Housing Production: 1G, 2A, 2B, 2C, 2E, 2F, 2G, 2H,
4C)
Given the significant RHNA allocation for affordable housing, the draft Housing Element
proposes four main strategies to support affordable housing production:

1. City-owned sites: In accordance with Council direction, the draft Housing
Element prepared by staff includes a program that City-owned sites be prioritized
for 100% affordable housing (Program 2). To analyze the realistic capacity of
City-owned sites, staff undertook the following approach:

o Prioritize the largest sites for analysis of housing potential: 4th & Arizona,
Bergamot Arts Center, and Main Street Parking lots.

o Assume that sites would develop at approximately 150 units/acre based
on approximate densities of previously approved housing projects in the
city and no higher than 80 feet to account for high-rise requirements,
prevailing wages, and construction cost increases due to changes in
construction type.

o Request that HR&A identify financing constraints with respect to 100%
affordable housing on City-owned sites to understand how many units
could be supported with only public assistance vs. public/private
partnership and provide an estimate of possible unit yields on priority
sites.

o Estimated realistic capacity will be based on assuming public/private
partnership similar to methodology used to estimate capacity on other SSI
sites, for smaller City-owned sites.

As previously listed in the May 12, 2021 staff report , each of the City-owned sites has
34TU

U34T

associated constraints that would need to be considered. Chapter 4 and Appendix F of
the draft Housing Element provide more detail regarding allocations for the city-owned
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sites. For reference, the following summarizes HR&A’s findings regarding financing of
affordable housing on city-owned sites (Attachment D):
o Analysis conducted for the following city-owned sites:
▪

4 th /Arizona property (2 properties including parking lot at 1324
P

P

5 thSt)
P

▪

Bergamot Arts Center

▪

Main Street surface parking lots

o The total physical development capacity of affordable units on city-owned
sites over 1 acre available in the next 8 years is 1,693 units.
o Top funding sources for affordable housing such as Low-Income Housing
Tax Credit (LIHTC) were identified
▪

Even assuming a substantial multiple of historic capture of the top
funding sources, affordable housing development capacity is
constrained to no more than 1,693 units and would require
substantial gap funding over eight years

o The funding gap ranges between $50M to $250M and could be closed by
either additional public assistance from sources other than the City or
would require partnerships with private entities developing revenuegenerating uses on city-owned land (e.g. market-rate housing).

Article 34 of the California Constitution
Article XXXIV, section 1, of the California Constitution (“Article 34”) was adopted
as an initiative measure in 1950. Section 1 provides in part: “No low rent housing
project shall hereafter be developed, constructed, or acquired in any manner by
any state public body until a majority of the qualified electors of the city, town or
county, as the case may be, in which it is proposed to develop, construct, or
acquire the same, voting upon such issue, approve such project by voting in
favor thereof at an election to be held for that purpose, or at any general or
special election.”
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Article 34 defines low-rent housing projects as follows: “. . . any development
composed

of

urban

or

rural

dwellings,

apartments

or

other

living

accommodations for persons of low income, financed in whole or in part by the
Federal Government or a state public body or to which the Federal Government
or a state public body extends assistance by supplying all or part of the labor, by
guaranteeing the payment of liens, or otherwise.”
The City participates extensively in providing financial assistance to private
affordable housing developers (whether in the form of monetary loans, grants, or
conveyance of land) to develop and operate affordable housing projects within
the City. Such assistance is considered as development and/or construction
within meaning of Article 34 even though the private developers undertake actual
development and construction duties. (California Housing Finance Agency v.
Elliott (1976) 17 Cal. 3d 575)
Proposition I (Article XXI of the Santa Monica City Charter)
In 1978, Santa Monica voters authorized the City to develop, finance or
rehabilitate a certain amount of low-income housing in order to further its policy
goals and avoid any violations of Article 34. The amount of low-income housing
was capped at one percent (1 %) of the City's dwelling units, existing as of 1978.
In 1998, the City’s voters approved Proposition I, which added Article XXI
(Sections 2100-2130) to the City Charter. According to the ballot materials for
Proposition I, the intent of Proposition I was to increase the cap limitation
adopted by the voters in 1978.
Article XXI provides the City with an annual authorization to develop, construct,
acquire and finance low income housing units, including senior housing. The
City's annual authorization would equal one-half of one percent (½ of 1%) of the
total dwelling units existing in the City for the prior fiscal year. To determine
starting authorization, the proposition set 48,573 units as the number of
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residential dwelling units existing in the City on June 30, 1998. So, during fiscal
year 1998-99, the Proposition I authorized the City to develop, acquire,
finance or construct ½ of 1% of 48,573 dwelling units, which equaled 243 low
income dwelling units. Proposition I also provided that any portion of an annual
authorization which is not used within that fiscal year may be carried over into the
future for up to three additional years. Finally, Proposition I required City staff to
provide an annual report to the City Council on the implementation of Article XXI,
including the number of low-income units authorized, approved for funding,
granted planning approval and constructed. According to the last Proposition I
report generated, the City’s Proposition I Annual Authority Calculation for Fiscal
Year 2019-20 is as follows:
FY 2018-19 Authority
Authority Used during FY 2018-19:
Expired Unused Authority in June
2019:
Carryover Authority FY 2016-17 to
2018-19:
Plus FY 2019-20 New Authority:

1,055

792

Grand Total 2019-20 Authority:

265
1,057

(220)
(43)

To date, the City has never exceeded any annual Proposition I low-rent housing
production limits.
Proposition I Constraints on the City’s Ability to Plan for Low-Rent Housing on
City-owned Property.
According to the City’s latest Housing Element analysis (Appendix F), a number
of City-owned sites have the highest potential to accommodate the production of
affordable housing, including the parcels surrounding the parking lots on Main
Street and along Wilshire Boulevard, the Bergamot Arts Center, Parking
Structure 3, and the site at 4th Street/Arizona. The 6th Cycle Housing Element
proposes to explore means of maximizing housing potential on these sites,
subject to a public process. The City engaged with HR&A advisors and local
architects to estimate the realistic capacity of these sites with consideration to
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existing constraints (such as lease terms, financial feasibility, etc.). Based on
their estimate and applying a density factor of 150 units/acre, City-owned sites
have the potential for accommodating for 1,693 units.
In light of the development potential for affordable housing on City-owned sites, a
question thus arises as to whether Proposition I may act to constrain affordable
housing development on City-owned sites. Conveyance of any City-owned site
would be subject to the requirements of the Surplus Land Act (California
Government Code sections 54220 et seq.).
Due to the high cost of construction in Santa Monica, the City’s financial
assistance to an affordable housing developer consisting solely of land
conveyance is not likely sufficient to construct a 100% affordable housing project
without additional sources of government funding (typically federal tax credits),
which is typically awarded on a competitive basis. In theory, however, if
sufficient funding were available to construct all 1,693 units on City-owned
property, the Proposition I limitation on the annual cap of affordable dwelling
units that could be produced with each conveyance would need to be
considered. This would require coordination to ensure that the conveyances of
City-owned property are staggered to fall below the Proposition I limits or,
alternatively, the City Council could place a measure on the ballot to increase the
cap. However, based upon the current “cushion” of Proposition I authority (due
to affordable housing development below the annual Proposition I thresholds in
the last three fiscal years), and assuming that government funding remains
constrained at historical levels, staff does not think it realistic to assume that
Article 34/Proposition I would be a likely constraint on affordable housing
development for City-owned sites during the 6th Cycle of the City’s proposed
Housing Element.
2. Affordable Housing Overlay (AHO): In accordance with Council direction, the
draft Housing Element prepared by staff recommended (Program 2A) a citywide
overlay that would augment the incentives provided by AB1763 for affordable
housing up to 120% AMI
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o Program for up to 80% AMI affordable housing projects
▪

Applies citywide

▪

Unlimited density

▪

Unlimited height in commercial zones; minimum height of 4 stories
in residential zones

▪

No minimum parking requirements

o Program for up to 120% AMI affordable housing projects
▪

Apply to targeted areas such as Downtown, Bergamot area and
17 th Street Metro E Line station
P

P

▪

50% density bonus

▪

Unlimited height

▪

Flexibility in unit size/unit mix in exchange for common area
amenities

▪

No minimum parking requirements

o Within the overlay would be special regulations for parking lots associated
with religious congregations in multi-unit residential zones that would allow
some flexibility to include market-rate units as well
The AHO was discussed by the Planning Commission at their June 2 and 3, 2021
meeting and the Commission recommended a revision to Program 2A that would
eliminate the up to 80% AMI overlay but keep a modified version of the up to 120% AMI
overlay. In their discussion, the Commission indicated that the allowances under State
density bonus law for 100% affordable housing projects up to 80% AMI already provide
enough incentive and since it was unlikely for affordable housing projects to be feasible
in R1 neighborhoods, the AHO was unnecessary. However, the Commission supported
the up to 120% AMI AHO in targeted areas (e.g. Downtown, Bergamot, 17th Street
Station) in order to provide support to moderate-income units, which currently have no
dedicated funding source or incentives under local or State law. As a result, the
Commission recommended the 120% AMI AHO mirror the allowances under State
density bonus law for 100% affordable housing projects. The following table provides a
comparison between staff’s proposed program 2A in the draft Housing Element and that
recommended by the Commission:
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Table 3: Comparison between Staff and Planning Commission Recommendation for
Moderate-Income Affordable Housing Overlay

Housing project where
100% of the units are
affordable to 120% AMI
households
Additional 3 stories or 33
feet
50% density bonus

Planning Commission
Recommendation
Housing project where a
feasible percentage of
units are affordable to
120% AMI households
Additional 3 stories or 33
feet
Unlimited density

Up to 4

Up to 4

Yes

Yes

Staff Recommendation

Applicability

Height Allowance
Density Allowance
Incentives/Concessions
from development
standards
Flexibility in unit
size/unit mix in
exchange for common
area amenities

Given interest expressed about 100 percent moderate income projects, and whether
they may be feasible in Santa Monica without subsidy or tax credit financing, staff
requested that HR&A conduct additional feasibility testing for 100% moderate-income
projects but would not recommend that the moderate-income AHO apply to projects that
have anything less than 100% of the units affordable to 120% AMI households..
Moderate-income rents are typically determined on a per unit basis in local government
affordable rent schedules. But by developing smaller-than-average units, 100 percent
moderate income projects can generate higher per-square foot rents that can justify the
cost of construction. These projects sometimes also benefit from lower operating
expenses, including exemption from property tax if the building is owned by a qualifying
non-profit entity or a public agency and the units are deed-restricted.
HR&A tested the financial feasibility of a 3-story (2.1 FAR) 100 percent
moderate-income housing project and found that it would be unlikely to develop
with 440 square foot studio units (440 square feet is the average size of a studio
unit in Santa Monica and assumed in HR&A's other recent analysis). A 100
percent moderate income project could be feasible in currently industrial areas
near the 17th Street Metro Station or near Bergamot, where land values are less
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costly (i.e., approximately $420 per square foot); this would require additional
height, FAR and density (at least with 5 stories and 3.0 FAR), and unit sizes
between 300 and 350 square feet per unit in order to be feasible. In Downtown,
where land is much more expensive, unit sizes smaller than 250 square feet
would be required for the project to be feasible, but units this small might not
meet ADA or other basic habitability requirements. Building height and FAR also
have a modest impact on feasibility on 100 percent moderate projects with small
unit sizes: at roughly 250 square feet per unit, a 3-story building would be
feasible outside of Downtown, while a 300-350 square feet per unit average
would require a 4- or 5-story building. Additional costs due to high rise/fire code
requirements make it unlikely that additional FAR or density beyond that height
would support feasibility of a 100 percent moderate income project.
3. Accessory Dwelling Units: Remove barriers to producing ADUs including
establishing an “ADU Accelerator” program that is anticipated to include preapproved plans and review of fees and process for ADUs.
4. Increase opportunities to preserve existing housing units for long-term
affordability: While this strategy would not count towards the RHNA, the City
has always maintained an acquisition/rehabilitation program for existing units
whereby they are deed-restricted for long-term affordability. Expansion in the
AHPP off-site option to allow acquisition/rehabilitation as a way to satisfy the
requirement is also being proposed.
These strategies are in addition to the recommended FAR increases for market-rate
housing projects at levels that can support minimum AHPP requirements.
Housing Stability
(Programs Addressing Housing Stability: 3A, 3B, 3C, 3D, 3E, 3F, 3G, 3H, 3I, 6A, 6B,
6C, 6D, 6E, 6F, 6G, 6H, 7A, 7B, 7C, 7D)
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The City operates many housing programs intended to preserve housing stock and
provide assistance to existing tenants including acquisition/rehabilitation, financial
assistance, and supportive services. These are detailed in Chapter 5 of the draft
Housing Element and listed in Appendix D. A new recommended program is for the
City to enact a local version of SB330 tenant protections since that State law sunsets in
2025. This would allow those protections to continue with the City’s local ordinance that
would prevent the net loss of units as the result of redevelopment of existing multi-unit
residential properties.
Suitable Sites Inventory
Government Code Section 65583(a)(3) requires local governments to prepare an
inventory of land suitable for residential development, including vacant sites and sites
having the potential for redevelopment, and an analysis of the relationship of zoning and
public facilities and services to these sites. This inventory of land suitable for residential
development, otherwise known as the Suitable Sites Inventory (SSI), is used to
demonstrate that there is sufficient land at appropriate densities and development
standards to accommodate the RHNA at the income levels specified within the planning
period.
The draft SSI was prepared in accordance with State Housing Element law and HCD’s
Housing Element Sites Inventory Guidebook. The draft Housing Element Chapter 4
provides a summary of the SSI and Appendix F provides a report of the methodology
used to prepare the SSI.
To prepare the SSI, the City’s land use inventory was comprehensively reviewed to
identify sites that are available for housing development within the Housing Element
planning period, 2021-2029. The City focused the inventory to underutilized commercial
sites since these sites are most likely to be redeveloped based on evidence of past
development trends. Approximately 312 commercially zoned sites and 23 residentially
zoned sites have been identified that have the highest potential to accommodate
housing. These are shown on Figure 3. Sites may be viewed interactively on the City’s
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Housing Element Update webpage at https://www.santamonica.gov/housing-elementupdate-draft-concepts The sites in the SSI are categorized into twelve categories.
34T

Figure 3: Map of draft Suitable Sites for 6 th Cycle Housing Element Update
P

P

Capacity to Accommodate RHNA Allocation
Per Government Code Section 65583.2(c), the SSI must include a calculation of the
realistic residential development capacity of the sites. To ensure that sufficient capacity
exists in the housing element to accommodate the RHNA throughout the planning
period, HCD recommends that a jurisdiction create a buffer in the housing element
inventory of at least 15 to 30 percent more capacity than required, especially for
capacity to accommodate the lower income RHNA.
With the programs identified in this Housing Element, the sites identified for the SSI
combined with anticipated ADU production have the capacity to accommodate at least
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11,025 units providing a 24 percent buffer above the City’s RHNA of 8,895 units. This
number is based on application of proposed new development standards for Tier 1 base
housing projects. The buffer accounts for the likelihood that not all identified SSI sites
may be necessarily developed by a property owner for housing. Approximately 150
additional units could be added to the total capacity if housing projects on these sites
provided on-site affordable housing, rather than off-site. The example capacity
calculation table on Page 14 of Appendix F to the draft Housing Element shows the
methodology of how floor area was converted to capacity estimates for each suitable
site.
Table 4: Suitable Sites Capacity Summary Table – Base Tier 1 Housing
(note that this is a revision to Table F-7, Appendix F – Report of Suitable Sites Inventory Analysis due to
an inadvertent error in calculating the capacity of City sites)
Total
Capacity

Capacity for Affordable Units

Category 1 Approved

1,503

#
Affordable
Units
416

Category 1 Pending
Category 4 City Sites
Category 11 Religious
Sites
Category 12 Parking Lots
All Remaining Categories
ADUs
Total

680
1,884

165
1,696

42
424

42
424

42
424

42
424

257
94
6,007

193
47
3,805

48
12
855

48
12
855

48
12
855

48
12
1,239

600
11,025

396
6,718

90
1,575

12
1,497

258
1,743

36
1,905

RHNA Targets

8,895

6,168

1,397

1,397

1,672

1702

Buffer

+2,130
24%

550

178

100

71

203

# Units

ELI
30% AMI

VLI
50% AMI

LI
80% AMI

Moderate
120% AMI

104

104

104

104

Table 5: Example Capacity Calculation
Site Attribute
Typical Density
Realistic Capacity
Land Use Controls

Zoning
Site Area (SF)
Tier
Max Proposed FAR
Max SF
Building Coverage (% of Site Area)
Ground Floor Area (GSF)
Ground Floor Use

MUB
10,000
1
2.25
22,500
80%
8000 SF
Retail
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Capacity

Commercial Floor Area (NSF)
Upper Floor Uses
Residential Floor Area (NSF)
Average SF per Unit based on Unit Mix requirements
Max # of Units

6,960 SF
Residential
15,540 SF
700
22

Alternative Scenarios Analyzed but Not Recommended
Interest has also been raised about the capacity if only existing zoning standards were
applied. Tables 6 and 7 show the capacity calculations assuming existing Tier 1 and
Tier 2 standards, respectively, and assuming that the City also prioritizes City-owned
sites for affordable housing (the same as the SSI).
At existing Tier 1 standards, the City would not meet the requirement to plan for the
RHNA allocation as the estimated total number of units would be 6,600 units – 25% less
than the RHNA allocation. In addition, none of the existing Tier 1 FARs have been
found to be able to support the minimum AHPP requirements. As a result, this scenario
would not produce a compliant Housing Element.
Table 6: Existing Tier 1 Standards

Category 1 Approved
Category 1 Pending
Category 4 City owned Sites
Category 11 Religious Sites
Category 12 Parking Lots
All Remaining Categories
ADUs
Total
RHNA Targets
Buffer/Shortfall
Buffer/Shortfall %

#
Capacity Affordable
Units
1,503
416
680
165
1,884
1,696
29
22
61
30
1,884
902
600
396
6,641
3,628
8,895
6,168
(2,254)
(2,540)
-25%
-41%

At existing Tier 2 standards, the City would plan for approximately 4% over the RHNA
allocation but would not meet the RHNA allocation for affordable units. In addition,
feasibility testing for housing has shown that FARs necessary to support existing
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minimum AHPP requirements would need to exceed existing Tier 2 FARs. As a result,
this scenario would also not produce a compliant Housing Element.
Table 7: Existing Tier 2 Standards
Capacity
Category 1 Approved
Category 1 Pending
Category 4 City owned Sites
Category 11 Religious Sites
Category 12 Parking Lots
All Remaining Categories
ADUs
Total
RHNA Targets
Buffer/Shortfall
Buffer/Shortfall %

1,503
680
1,884
29
61
4,511
600
9,268
8,895
373
4%

#
Affordable
Units
416
165
1,696
22
30
2,194
396
4,919
6,168
(1248)
-20%

Accessory Dwelling Units
Accessory Dwellings Units (ADUs) and Junior Accessory Dwelling Units (JADUs) play
an important role in the production of housing, particularly within single-unit residential
zoning districts where historically only one unit is permitted. In recognition of this, over
the past four years, the State has enacted several laws to help spur the production of
housing through the development of ADUs and JADUs. On September 8, 2020, City
Council approved an ordinance incorporating State law ADU requirements into a new
ADU/JADU Section of the Zoning Ordinance, SMMC Section 9.31.025 Accessory
Dwelling Units and Junior Accessory Dwelling Units. The ordinance further expands
upon the new requirements by exempting all ADUs and JADUs from parcel coverage or
floor area calculations, providing more permissive development of ADUs. Table 8 below
and Figure 2 above summarize ADU development and location within the City since
2018, the start of when State law began to focus on incentivizing ADUs. However, it is
important to note that the vast majority of these numbers are from ADU construction on
R1 (Single-Unit Residential) zoned parcels. The City is just now starting to see property
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owners take advantage of the new ability to establish sometimes multiple ADUs within
existing multiple-unit and mixed-use developments.
Table 8: Santa Monica Historic ADU Production
Building Permit
In-Progress
Permit Issued
Completed
Year
2018
2
13
41
2019
32
30
21
2020
88
25
2
2021
25
2
TOTAL
147
70
64
Average
(56+83+115)/3 = 84.6 units per year
2018-2020
Source: Building permit data as of June 1, 2021

Total
56
83
115
27
281

Each ADU building permit is only accounted for once across all permit statuses and years.

Quantified Objective
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65583(b), the draft Housing Element includes
quantified objectives for housing production, housing rehabilitation, and housing
assistance as required by State law (See Chapter 5). Note that the requirement to
prepare quantified objectives does not alter the City’s responsibility to demonstrate
compliance with the RHNA for the purpose of preparing a compliant Housing Element.
As a result, the quantified objectives are not used for any aspect of RHNA compliance
other than a recognition that total housing needs may exceed available resources. The
following provides a summary of the quantified objectives for housing production.
As one of the required components of a Housing Element, State law [Government Code
Section 65583(b)] requires the following:
1.

A statement of the community’s goals, quantified objectives, and policies
relative to the maintenance, preservation, improvement, and development of
housing.

2.

It is recognized that the total housing needs identified pursuant to subdivision
(a) [i.e., the RHNA] may exceed available resources and the community’s ability
to satisfy this need within the content of the general plan requirements. The
quantified objectives need not be identical to the total housing needs. The
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quantified objectives shall establish the maximum number of housing units by
income category, including extremely low income, that can be constructed,
rehabilitated, and conserved over a five-year time period.
The City’s success in producing housing units that are deed-restricted to be affordable
for the 5 th Cycle Housing Element has been made possible by public assistance
P

P

through the City’s Housing Trust Fund, inclusionary units required by the City’s
Affordable Housing Production Program, inclusionary units negotiated in development
agreements, and pursuit of new funding resources. The lack of a significant and
consistent funding source for affordable housing coupled with high land and
construction costs in Santa Monica makes achievement of the 6th Cycle RHNA for
affordable housing units very challenging.
Table 9 presents Santa Monica’s RHNA along with the City’s new construction objectives
by income level. The quantified objective represents a level that the City believes is
reasonable given the uncertainty of available funding resources from the State and
other sources. The City Council has prioritized funding and land use policies to develop
affordable housing.
Table 9: RHNA vs. Quantified Objective
Household Income
Category

RHNA

% of Total

Very Low

2,794

31%

1,150

22%

Low

1,672

19%

572

11%

Moderate

1,702

19%

351

7%

Above Moderate

2,727

31%

3,180

60%

Total

8,895

Quantified
Objective

% of Total

5,263

The quantified objective of 5,263 units can be achieved based on current approved
and pending projects, zoning standards, use of City-owned land, and incentives for
ADU production. The lower quantified objective reflects the lack of public financing
available for affordable housing. Even with maximizing affordable housing on City38 of 39

owned sites and the City’s inclusionary requirements from the AHPP and DCP, providing
69% of the future units as affordable will be difficult.
Financial Impacts and Budget Actions
There are no immediate financial impacts or budget actions necessary as a result of the
recommended actions in this report.
Prepared By:
Approved

Beth Rolandson, Administrative Services Officer
Forwarded to Council

Attachments:
A. Draft Housing Element + Appendices A-H (Web Link)
B. HR&A, JKA & Danielian Associates R1 Analysis
C. Planning Commission and Staff Recommended Changes to Draft Housing
Element
D. HR&A City-Owned Sites Analysis
E. HR&A FAR-AHPP Analysis
F. Glossary of Terms & Acronyms
G. City Council March 30 Staff Report on Housing Element Draft Concepts (Web
Link)
H. Planning Commission May 12 Staff Report on Housing Element Progress Update
I. Planning Commission June 2 Staff Report on Draft Housing Element (Web Link)
J. Written Comments
K. PowerPoint Presentation
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Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

EE.
August 4 & 18, 2021 – Planning Commission Discussion on
Draft EIR and HCD Letter on Draft Housing Element and Draft
Redlines
Discussion and potential direction to Chair to submit written comments regarding the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 6th Cycle Housing Element. The Draft
EIR was released for public review on July 1, 2021, and may be located here: Draft EIR
Update and Discussion on Housing Element Update, including, but not limited to,
comment letters received by California Department of Housing and Community
Development, Project Updates, and Upcoming Milestones.
Attachments: Staff Presentation, Staff Report

1407

6th Cycle 2021-2029 Housing Element
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
Planning Commission Meeting
August 4, 2021 at 5:30PM
Virtual Meeting

Agenda Overview
• Purpose of CEQA
• Housing Element, Project Description, and
EIR Assumptions
• Issues Analyzed
• Summary of Significant Impacts
• Alternatives Analyzed
• Next Steps

Basic Purpose of CEQA
• Inform decision makers and public of
potential for significant environmental
impacts (adverse physical effects on
the environment)
• Identify ways to avoid or significantly
reduce impacts with mitigation
• Identify mitigation measures or
alternatives to prevent significant
avoidable damage to the
environment
• Foster public participation in planning
process
• Disclose to the public the reasons
behind agency decision-making for
approval of projects

*The EIR is an informational
document – It does not
approve/deny
the proposed Housing
Element Update

EIR Assumptions
The Housing Element
Housing Element is a Mandatory State
Requirement
• State Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD) mandates that each jurisdiction does
their part in planning for their community’s housing needs
every 8 years
• Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
represents 6 counties and 191 cities, including Santa
Monica
• Allocates the region’s housing need as determined by
HCD to all cities within the region
• City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation
ca
c
attio
tiio
ion ((RHNA)
RHN
RH
R
H
HN
NA
A)) for
ffo
orr 6thh
o
Cycle 2021-2029 Housing Element Update
Upd
U
Up
pd
pdat
ate
a
te
te is
is 8,895
8,,895
8
89
8
9
95
5 units
un
nits
iitts
ts

Issues Analyzed

• Project Description
• Buildout of between up to 8,895 and 11,000 dwelling units (accounts
for Suitable Sites Inventory [SSI] buffer) by the planning horizon of
2030
• Assumes implementation of all programs identified in the Draft
Housing Element (July 2021) (to be adjusted, if necessary, for the Final
Housing Element)

• Air Quality

• Population and Housing

• Cultural Resources

• Public Services

• Energy

• Transportation

• Description of the existing environmental setting
• Considers normal conditions before the onset of the coronavirus
(COVID-19) pandemic

• Greenhouse Gas Emissions

• Tribal Cultural Resources

• Land Use and Planning

• Utilities and Service Systems

• Analysis of project’s physical impacts on the environment (economic
impacts are not required by CEQA)
• Programmatically assess the impact of buildout and associated
population growth; does not assess individual residential
developments at the project level
• Conservatively considers average, maximum, and continuous
development scenarios, where appropriate (e.g., constructionrelated criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas [GHG] emissions)

• Noise

*The other environmental issue areas identified in Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines are analyzed in the Initial Study prepared for the
proposed 6th Cycle 2021-2029 Housing Element Update (see
Appendix A of the Draft EIR).

Significant Environmental Effects

Significant Environmental Effects

Summary of Significant Impacts

• CEQA requires an EIR analysis to “identify and focus on the significant
environmental effects of a proposed project” (CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.2[a]).

• The California Environmental Quality Act requires that public agencies

Air Quality

• CEQA Guidelines Section 15382 clarifies the definition of “significant
effect on the environment” as a substantial, or potential substantial,
adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area
affected by the project.
• For each environmental issue area, thresholds for determining impact
significance are identified based on the CEQA Guidelines and Cityadopted thresholds (e.g., City-adopted thresholds for Vehicle Miles
Traveled [VMT]), along with descriptions of the methodologies used for
conducting the impact analysis.
• For some resource areas (e.g., air quality, noise, and transportation
and circulation, the analyses of impacts are more quantitative in
nature and for other (e.g., land use and planning), the analyses of
impacts are inherently more qualitative.

“[p]revent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by
requiring changes in projects through the use of alternatives or
mitigation measures when the governmental agency finds the changes
to be feasible.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15002[a][3]).

• Lead agencies can impose feasible mitigation measures as part of
the approval of a “project” in order to substantially lessen or avoid
the significant adverse effects of the project on the physical
environment
• Lead agencies must also assess a reasonable range of alternatives
that could feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives, and
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the proposed project's
significant effects.

• If the lead agency approves a project which will “result in the

occurrence of significant effects which are identified in the Final EIR but
are not avoided or substantially lessened, the agency shall state in
writing the specific reasons to support its action based on the Final EIR
and/or other information in the record ” (CEQA Guidelines 15091)

• Impact AQ-2 Construction of new residential
development could potentially exceed the air
quality thresholds recommended by the South
Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD). Emissions for individual
residential developments would be reduced
through mitigation measures; however, when
taken together, emissions through the
planning horizon of 2030 would likely
substantially exceed thresholds.
• Explanation
• The precise location, size, and construction timing for future residential
development is unknown; therefore, there is no guarantee that emissions
could be mitigated to less than significant, particularly for large overlapping
projects.

Summary of Significant Impacts

Summary of Significant Impacts

Summary of Significant Impacts

Air Quality (Cont.)

Air Quality (Cont.)

Cultural Resources

• Impact AQ-3 When taken together, the total combined operational
emissions from energy use and vehicle trips from residential development
planned for under the proposed Housing Element Update would exceed
SCAQMD recommended thresholds.

• Impact AQ-4 Construction of new residential development under the
proposed Housing Element Update may expose sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant concentrations in excess of the established
localized significance thresholds (LSTs) during construction.
Because no feasible mitigation is available to reduce this impact to a
less than significant level, this impact would be considered
significant and unavoidable.

• Impact CR-1 As the proposed Housing Element Update does not
include individual proposals for residential development projects,
detailed information (e.g., project size, type, location) regarding
potential effects on specific historic resources are unknown.
However, it is conceivable that the demolition or substantial
modification of a historic resource could occur as a result of some
residential development projects, resulting in the potential for a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical
resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.

• Explanation:
• A significant impact has been identified because the analysis conservatively
applies project-level SCAQMD thresholds to the proposed Housing Element
Update, which is a land use plan that addresses long-term residential
development on a programmatic level.
• The analysis may overestimate increases in emissions as the proposed
Housing Element Update has a reasonable potential to increase the
proportion of those workers that currently both reside and work in the City to a
higher, but unknown, level, which could potentially decrease mobile emissions
related to commute trips.

Summary of Significant Impacts
Noise
• Impact NOI-3 Construction of new residential
development planned for under the Housing
Element Update would potentially expose
adjacent persons or structures to temporary,
excessive ground-borne vibration levels that
would exceed thresholds.
• Explanation
• The precise location and construction techniques
for future residential development is unknown.
The use of pile driving would have the potential to
generate significant vibration levels exceeding 0.1
inches per second (in/sec) at nearby sensitive
receptors. Additionally, ground-borne vibration
could affect sensitive, fragile historic buildings.

Summary of Significant Impacts
Public Services (Cont.)
• Impact PS-5 Although the City would continue
to maintain existing parks and develop new
parks consistent with the vision of the LUCE
and other City goals, implementation of the
proposed Housing Element Update would
require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have
potentially significant adverse physical effects
on the environment.
• Explanation
• The Housing Element Update could increase
the number of dwelling units in the City’s “parkpoor” areas and therefore, would cause or
accelerate the deterioration of parks and
recreational facilities if no new parks or
recreational facilities are added.

• Explanation
• The precise location, size, and construction timing for future residential
development is unknown; therefore, there is no guarantee that
emissions could be mitigated to less than significant, particularly for
large overlapping projects.

Summary of Significant Impacts
Public Services
• Impact PS-1 Increases in the City’s residential
population would generate the need for new or
physically altered fire protection facilities, the
construction of which may result in significant
environmental impacts. Planning for such a facility
has not yet begun and given the uncertainties
regarding the City’s future budget, the City cannot
guarantee funding for needed future construction
or expansion.
• Explanation
• There are three factors contributing to fire unit travel time constraints: (1) land
use and circulation (i.e., zoning density, street/surface parking design, and traffic
congestion); and (2) outdoor calls for service, especially those along the
oceanfront and pier areas, are problematic to process and difficult to find; and
(3) the clustering of fire stations. With the anticipated increase in residential
population, response times would be adversely affected.

• Explanation
• New residential developments could still result in direct impacts to nondesignated properties listed in the Historic Resources Inventory (HRI),
including the loss of historical integrity through alteration and/or
demolition.

Summary of Significant Impacts
Public Services (Cont.)
• Impact PS-3 New residential development would
result in expected increases in student
enrollment, which would increase the demand on
existing school facilities. Notwithstanding Senate
Bill (SB) 50, the payment of developer fees to the
Santa Monica-Malibu Union School District
(SMMUSD) and the previously allocated bond
funding measures for facilities improvements
would not ensure a reduction in impacts.
• Explanation
• Development fee caps placed on developer fees by the State would limit full
mitigation of school impacts. Since existing bond measures, such as Measures
BB, ES, and SMS are already mostly spent and fully allocated, the need for
permanent increases in capacity might require for additional bond measures be
brought to the community to approve.

Summary of Significant Impacts

Summary of Significant Impacts

Utilities

Utilities (Cont.)

• Impact UT-2 The City would have
sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development
during normal, dry, and multiple dry
years. However, the increase in
residential development planned for
by the proposed Housing Element
Update would create substantial
increases in water demand which
would delay or inhibit the City’s ability
to achieve water self-sufficiency by
2023, a key City policy goal.

• Explanation
• While the City can continue to rely upon the Tier 1
water allocation of 7,406 acre-feet per year (AFY)
from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California (MWD) to supplement local water
supplies, the development of up to 8,895 to
approximately 11,000 new dwelling units would
delay or inhibit the City’s ability to achieve the goal
of water self-sufficiency by 2023 if no new water
conservation measures or programs are
implemented. Therefore, while the City would have
sufficient supplies to meet projected future demand
during normal, dry, and multiple dry years, this
potential conflict with adopted City water selfsufficiency goals would be considered a potentially
significant impact.

Summary of Significant Impacts

Summary of Significant Impacts

Alternatives Analysis

Transportation

Transportation (Cont.)

• Impact T-2 The proposed Housing
Element Update:

• Explanation

Alternatives Considered and
Carried Forward for Analysis

• With the proposed Housing Element Update, the decreases in City-wide
average VMT metrics are greater for employee trips than for residential
trips, which may reflect the improved jobs-housing balance and the fact
that existing TDM activities are more effective in reducing commute trips
than home-based trips.
• While the proposed Housing Element Update would create significant
housing opportunities for many of the employees within the City and
would decrease VMT per capita, meeting the 16.8 percent lower than
Business As Usual (BAU) VMT target would require complementary
investments in the City’s transportation network and mobility programs.

• Would not exceed the City’s Vehicle
Miles Traveled (VMT) Threshold 1:
VMT per capita, which requires a
project to generate VMT below the
existing City-wide average VMT per
capita for that particular land use.
• Would exceed the City’s VMT
Threshold 2: Total VMT, which
requires a project’s total VMT to be at
least 16.8 percent below existing City
Business as Usual (BAU) VMT per
capita.

• Alternative 1 – No Project Alternative
• Continuation of current adopted
plans/policies
• Required by CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6
• Alternative 2 – Transit-Oriented Housing
Development on Fewer Sites Alternative
• Assumes development of same amount
of housing, but focused around Metro E
(Expo) Light Rail Transit (LRT) stations
• Would further reduce VMT, but would not
meet the affirmative fair housing goals

Alternatives Analysis

Alternatives Analysis

Alternatives Analysis

Alternatives Considered and
Carried Forward for Analysis

Environmentally Superior Alternative

Environmentally Superior Alternative (Cont.)

• For a broad policy document such as the proposed Housing Element
Update, there may not be a clear Environmentally Superior
Alternative. An alternative may reduce environmental impacts to
certain resource areas and increase impacts to other resource areas
as compared to the proposed project, while another alternative may
reduce different environmental impacts.

• In strictly comparing reductions in the severity of physical
environmental impacts it has been determined that the Quantified
Objective Alternative would be the environmentally superior
alternative.

• Alternative 3 – Quantified Objective
Alternative
• Assumes 5,363 units in the 6th Cycle
2021-2029 Housing Element Update
• Would reduce the level of buildout,
population increase, and associated
impacts (e.g., public service demand,
utility use, etc.)

Cycle RHNA
• The project objective to “meet the State-mandated
for the City,” was given particular importance. When a jurisdiction’s
Housing Element is found to be out of compliance, its general
plan is at risk of being deemed inadequate, and therefore
invalid. If a jurisdiction is sued over an inadequate general plan,
the court may impose requirements for land use decisions until
the jurisdiction brings its general plan – including its Housing
Element – into compliance with State Housing Law.
6th

Next Steps

• With respect to meeting the basic project objectives, the Quantified
Objective Alternative would generally establish and implement
similar policies, development standards, and programs as the
proposed Housing Element Update. Additionally, implementation of
Quantified Objective Alternative would meet many of the principles
and goals of the proposed Housing Element Update.
• However, the number of dwelling units planned for through the 2030
planning horizon would not meet the City’s 6th Cycle RHNA.

Next Steps

Submit Draft EIR Comments

NOP Comment Period / Scoping Meeting

Written Comments by 5:30 PM on August 16,
2020

We are here
(Ends on December 31, 2020)
Public Draft EIR Released
(45-day comment period and virtual public
meeting)
Response to Comments and Final EIR
Released
Final EIR Certification and Approval
(Planning Commission and City Council
Hearings)

• Submit email (preferred) or letter to:
Rachel Kwok, Environmental Planner
E-mail: rachel.kwok@smgov.net
City of Santa Monica - City Planning Division
1685 Main Street
Mail Stop 28
Santa Monica, California 90401

*Comments should focus on the technical sufficiency of the Draft EIR. No
decisions regarding the Final EIR or approval/denial of the proposed
Housing Element Update will be made during tonight’s meeting.

Planning Commission Report

Planning Commission Meeting: August 18, 2021
To:

Planning Commission

From:

Jing Yeo, City Planning Division Manager

Agenda Item: 9-A

Subject

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission provide policy
direction to proposed amendments to the Zoning Ordinance, Land Use
and Circulation Element of the City’s General Plan, Bergamot Area
Plan, Civic Center Specific Plan, and the Downtown Community Plan
for consistency with the Goals, Polices and Programs of the 6th Cycle
Housing Element.

Recommended
Action

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission provide policy
direction for proposed amendments to the LUCE, Downtown
Community Plan, and Zoning Ordinance to implement and ensure
consistency with the 6th Cycle Housing Element.

Background
On June 2 and 3, 2021 the Planning Commission held an extensive discussion and
recommended the draft Housing Element to the City Council. The Commission discussed
the goals, policies, and programs with general emphasis on updating district development
standards in non-residential areas to ensure the feasibility for new housing projects,
implementing a robust State density bonus program with a broad menu of frequently
requested concessions, implementing a moderate-level affordable housing overlay in
targeted areas, and initiating an expansive public process that would explore options to
redress the impact of historically exclusionary single-unit zoning.
On June 15, 2021, the City Council reviewed the draft Housing Element as recommended
by the Commission. Following a thorough discussion, the Council made revisions and
directed staff to submit the draft Housing Element to the California Department of Housing
and Community Development (“HCD”).
On July 1, 2021, staff submitted the draft Housing Element to HCD thereby initiating a 60day review period where HCD may provide comments on the draft element. Comments
and feedback provided by HCD will be addressed and incorporated into the final draft of
the Housing Element that will be presented to the Commission in September for its
recommendation to Council. The Planning Commission is required to provide a
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recommendation to the City Council, and City Council is required to adopt the final
Housing Element by October 15, 2021.
On August 4, 2021, the Planning Commission adopted two Resolutions of Intention
(Resolution Numbers 21-006 and 21-007) to consider recommending to the City Council
that the Council 1) adopt amendments to the text of the Zoning Ordinance for consistency
with the Goals, Policies and Programs of the 6th Cycle Housing Element and 2) adopt
amendments to the 6th Cycle (2021-2029) Housing Element of the City’s General Plan
and Amend the Land Use and Circulation Element of the City’s General Plan, the
Bergamot Area Plan, and the Downtown Community Plan for consistency with the Goals,
Policies and Programs of the 6th Cycle Housing Element.
Discussion
State law requires that the City adopt the 6th Cycle Housing Element by October 15, 2021
and adopt any implementing ordinances within 3 years of adoption. To implement the
programs listed in the draft 6th Cycle Housing Element and to achieve the level of housing
production as mandated for in the City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation,
amendments to the Land Use and Circulation Element (LUCE), Downtown Community
Plan (DCP), Bergamot Area Plan (BAP), Civic Center Specific Plan (CCSP) and Zoning
Ordinance (ZO) will be required to implement and ensure consistency with the goals,
policies, and programs in the Housing Element (see Attachment A for listing of programs
from the draft Housing Element). Due to workload considerations, implementation actions
will be conducted in various phases with implementation actions that will be brought
forward with Housing Element adoption prioritized for changes necessary to ensure a
compliant Housing Element.
This report identifies policy questions necessary to start the implementation of Programs
1.A, 1.B, 1.C, 1.D, 1.F, 2.A, 2.C, 2.D, 4.A, 4.B, 4.C, and 5.B. Based on direction provided
by the Commission regarding these programs, staff will prepare draft redline revisions as
necessary for review in September.
Proposed amendments to the remaining programs (such as ADU Accelerator, Right of
First Offer ordinance) will be forthcoming and are anticipated as part of the next phases
of implementation.
The currently proposed amendments to the LUCE, Downtown Community Plan, BAP, and
Zoning Ordinance are outlined in Attachment B and include:
 Program 1.A Streamlined Approvals for Housing Projects: Amendments to BAP
and the Zoning Ordinance would be made to permanently streamline approvals for
housing projects to allow 100% affordable housing projects and housing projects
compliant with the Housing Accountability Act to be reviewed through an
administrative (ministerial) process.
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Within the DCP, the Tier system will be retained as initial feasibility testing (based
upon 15% affordable units distributed evenly across affordable income levels)
demonstrated that supportable FARs are at or below established Tier 2 FARs for
housing projects in Downtown. Further testing will be conducted to determine FARs
necessary to support 20% affordable units distributed evenly across affordable income
levels in order to inform whether to retain the tier structure in the DCP.
Policy questions to consider for these changes include:


Should housing projects that request modifications or waivers be processed
through an administrative approval? And if so, what modifications/waivers
should be allowed and what would that process look like?



In the Downtown, housing projects that are compliant with the HAA and do not
exceed Tier 2 maximums are processed administratively. Should this be
expanded to include Tier 3 housing projects (greater than 75,000 sf) that are
compliant with the HAA?

 Program 1.B Streamline the Architectural Review Process for Housing Projects:
Amendments would also be made to streamline the Architectural Review process for
housing projects, including allowing certain housing project types to have design
review approved administratively at the staff level. For example, staff has previously
had discussions with the Architectural Review Board (ARB) regarding adding housing
projects less than 7,500 SF to the administrative review (staff approval) process. This
would largely include the 3-4 unit condo projects seen in the multi-unit zone districts.
Staff will be bringing forward concepts for consideration by the Planning Commission
at a future meeting as a separate item on ARB restructuring to include how to best
streamline the design review process relative to the land use entitlement process for
housing projects.
 Program 1.C Incentivize Residential on Surface Parking Lots in Residential
Zones That are Associated with Existing Commercial Uses: The Zoning
Ordinance would be amended to incentivize housing production on surface parking
lots in multi-unit residential zones (R2, R3, R4) associated with commercial uses.
Some of these properties have the A-Lot overlay designation but not all of them have
this designation. The changes would remove the density caps, commercial parking
replacement restrictions, and restore the underlying maximum allowable density.
Policy questions to consider for these changes include:


Are there other changes to standards and/or incentives that should be
considered for these sites? This could include:


Exemption from lot consolidation restrictions in SMMC Section
9.21.030(B) where the residentially-zoned parcels are A-lots or existing
surface parking lots that are associated with an existing commercial use
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Should access restrictions in SMMC Section 9.16.080(D) that limit vehicle
access to the commercial property from residentially-zoned parcels be
removed to allow parking flexibility for housing projects on these sites?

 Program 1.D Explore Reducing or Eliminating Minimum Parking Requirements
for Certain Housing Projects: The Zoning Ordinance and BAP would be revised to
reduce and/or eliminate parking requirements for housing projects in transit priority
areas (defined as ½ mile from major transit stop). With the exception of the Downtown
which has no minimum parking requirements, housing projects must currently provide
parking at a rate of 1 space per one-bedroom unit (in Parking Overlay 1) to 1.5 space
per one-bedroom unit (elsewhere in the City).
Note that State Density Bonus Law stipulates a maximum parking ratio of 0.5 spaces
per unit (regardless of unit size) that a City can impose for housing projects that
provide at least 20% units affordable to low income households or 11% units
affordable to very low income households and are within ½ mile from major transit
stops. This is already implemented in SMMC Section 9.22.060(C) at the request of
the developer.
Policy questions to consider for these changes include:


Should the City eliminate minimum parking requirements for market-rate
housing projects within transit priority areas which would allow housing projects
to build parking that is needed as opposed to a City-imposed regulatory
requirement?

 Program 1.E Revise the Design and Development standards in the Bergamot
Area Plan (BAP) for Easier Understanding and to Support Housing Production
and
 Program 1.F Revise the Downtown Community Plan Development Standards to
Support Housing Projects: Amendments to the DCP and BAP would be made to the
base Tier 1 land use and development standards for housing projects to ensure
feasibility of housing projects and to incentivize housing over commercial uses. Height
and FAR standards throughout the City would be modified based on the HR&A FAR
Feasibility Modeling Results dated May 26, 2021 for housing projects with 15%
inclusionary housing (see Attachment C). Additionally, Tier 2 housing feasibility and
affordable housing requirements in the Downtown would be reevaluated and revised.


Should housing projects have flexibility in complying with building form
standards such as ground floor height requirements, pedestrian orientation
design standards, etc?



Should housing projects be permitted to have ground-floor residential units
throughout Downtown instead of in limited mid-block locations?
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 Program 2.A Establish an Overlay for 100% Moderate Income Projects: The
Zoning Ordinance would be revised to establish a 100% affordable housing overlay
for moderate-income (up to 120% AMI) housing projects in the targeted areas of the
Downtown, Bergamot, and 17th Street/Santa Monica College Expo station areas.
Policy questions to consider for these changes include:


What common amenities should be considered in exchange for flexibility in unit
size/unit mix requirement?

 Program 2.C Update the City’s Affordable Housing Production Program (AHPP)
and Development Standards to Ensure that Housing Projects are Feasible:
Chapter 9.64 of the Zoning Ordinance, which establishes the City’s AHPP, would be
amended to remove the current “menu” option of affordability requirements and
establish a base percentage of 15% for inclusionary units provided equally among all
affordable income levels (very low, low, and moderate income levels). Additionally,
modifications would be made to allow greater flexibility for off-site inclusionary housing
– specifically, allowing off-site affordable housing in the City except within
Disadvantaged Areas as defined by SCAG. Additionally, acquisition, rehabilitation,
and conversion of existing vacant rental units to deed restricted units would be
considered as fulfillment of a developer’s off-site inclusionary requirement. With the
proposed elimination of Tier 2, there are associated Tier 2 community benefits for
housing projects that would likely need to also be included in the base AHPP
requirements. Policy questions to consider for these changes:


Should the City still require a unit mix or minimum bedroom size for affordable
units provided as part of market-rate projects?



Should the City consider a mixed compliance option that allows providing units
and paying an in-lieu fee?



Should the City retain or modify the in-lieu fee option for projects to not provide
affordable units on site (Tier 2 housing projects cannot currently pay an in-lieu
fee)?



Should the off-site option be at a higher percentage than the base level of 15%?

 Program 2.D Update Density Bonus Ordinance to Ensure Consistency with
State Law and Integration into the City’s Land Use System: The State Density
Bonus law section of the Zoning Ordinance would be amended to ensure consistency
with State law, clarifying the application of the State density bonus law to development
standards in the City’s commercial and mixed-use districts, and a voluntary ministerial
process for considering incentives, concessions, and waivers of development
standards. Policy questions to consider for these changes include:


State Density Bonus Law allows for a housing projects that provide certain
levels of affordability the option to request incentives and/or concessions from

5

development standards. Currently, all incentives and concessions are
processed administratively in accordance with SMMC 9.22.080. However,
should the City establish a list of automatic “by-right” concessions and
incentives? If so, what should those be? For discussion, the following are staff’s
initial thoughts on possible concessions largely based upon categories from
Section 9.43.020 of the Zoning Ordinance :
 Setbacks & stepbacks
 Build-to line
 Parcel coverage
 Parking, loading, and circulation dimensional standards
 Daylight plane
 Program 4.A Permit Multi-Unit Housing in Non-Residential Zones Where Not
Currently Permitted: The BAP, CCSP, and Zoning Ordinance would be amended to
permit multi-unit housing in certain non-residential districts where currently prohibited,
such as in the Office Campus (OC), Industrial Conservation (IC), Creative
Conservation Sector (CCS), and Civic Center (CC) districts. Policy questions to
consider for these changes include:


Should there be locational and housing type limitations for housing projects
with consideration to environmental factors (e.g., the I-10 freeway)?
 Require study of health risk and appropriate mitigation in designated
areas based on environmental factors, such as the areas identified in
the Housing Element EIR Health Risk Assessment



Should the cap on number of housing units be removed in the CCSP?



Should housing be permitted even when not part of a mixed-use district in the
CC zone and should it be allowed on the ground floor?



Should housing be permitted by-right in the CCS zone?

 Program 4.B Revise Development Standards to Incentivize Housing Projects
over Commercial Development: Amendments would be made to the LUCE, BAP,
and Zoning Ordinance to land use and development standards to incentivize housing
over commercial and ensure feasibility of housing projects. Height and FAR standards
throughout the City would be modified based on the HR&A FAR Feasibility Modeling
Results dated May 26, 2021 for housing projects with 15% inclusionary housing (see
Attachment C). Policy questions to consider for these changes include:


What development standards besides FAR and building height should be
modified in the City’s Mixed-Use zones (MUBL, MUB, GC, and NC) and
Employment Districts (IC, OC, and HMU) to remove barriers and encourage
housing projects over commercial developments? For discussion purposes,
the following have been previously identified:
o Minimum/maximum ground floor height
o Maximum building footprint
o Active ground floor design and use requirements
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o Pedestrian oriented design requirements
o Daylight plane to correspond to new building heights


As the IC and OC zone districts currently do not permit multiple-unit structures,
should new, revised, or additional development standards for housing be
incorporated now that housing will be a permitted land use in these districts?
For discussion purposes, the following are staff’s initial thoughts for
consideration:
 Minimum outdoor living areas and private outdoor space

 Program 4.C Facilitate the Development of Housing on Surface Parking Lots
owned by Religious Congregations: Development standards in the Zoning
Ordinance would be revised to facilitate production of affordable housing, with a limit
of 50% market rate units, on surface parking lots owned by religious congregations.
Policy questions to consider for these changes include:


Should surface parking lots owned by religious congregations be given different
development standards (parcel coverage/FAR, height, density, etc) than other
similarly zoned parcels to help facilitate the development of housing?

 Program 5.B Low Barrier Navigation Centers As By-Right Use. Per State law, the
Zoning Ordinance would be amended to define and add Low Barrier Navigation
Center as a permitted land use in all zones that permit multi-unit uses.
Attachments
A. Table of Programs in Draft 6 th Cycle Housing Element
B. Proposed Amendments to the LUCE, DCP, BAP, and Zoning Ordinance for
Consistency with the 6th Cycle Housing Element
C. Table of Proposed Revised Development Standards per HR&A Feasibility Study
dated May 26, 2021
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Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

FF.
September 8, 2021 – Planning Commission Direction on
HCD Letter on Draft Housing Element

Discussion and possible direction to staff regarding response to letter dated August
30, 2021 from California Department of Housing and Community Development
providing comments on draft of Santa Monica’s 6th Cycle (2021-2029) Housing
Element.
Attachments: Staff Presentation, Staff Report

1407

Agenda
• HCD Comment Letter on Draft Housing Element received
August 30, 2021
• HCD letter is divided into the following sections:
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Housing and Community Development
Response on Draft Housing Element
Planning Commission
September 8, 2021

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

• Disproportionate Housing Needs
Summary of Comment: Analyze trends on homelessness, overpayment, overcrowding, and
substandard housing conditions
Response: Information provided in Appendix B (homelessness on page B-38, overpayment on page B-

31, overcrowding on page B-26, and substandard conditions on page B-18). References to data to be
added to Chapter 2

• Local Data and Knowledge, and Other Relevant Factors
Summary of Comment: Provide local data and knowledge on trends/issues related to fair housing
Response: Information previously provided in City’s 2020 Assessment of Fair Housing Report and was

referenced. This report will be attached as new Appendix to Housing Element.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints
Housing Programs
Quantified Objectives
Public Participation
Consistency with General Plan

• Most comments appear to be standard comments,
clarification of information already in the draft Housing
Element, or need for additional data that can be easily
added
• One outstanding policy issue needing further Council
direction
• Whether the draft HE sufficiently meets AFFH requirements
in terms of opening access to high opportunity areas,
overcomes patterns of segregation, and fosters inclusive
communities

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

• Sites Inventory
Summary of Comment: Address SSI relative to segregation/integrations and income groups
Response: New maps will be added showing Suitable Sites Inventory relative to socioeconomic data of

each census tract (such as predominant race or ethnicity and lower income households)

• Goals, Priorities, Metrics, and Milestones to AFFH
Summary of Comment: Programs do not appear to facilitate any meaningful change nor address
affirmatively furthering fair housing requirements
Response: Discussion on how programs address AFFH will be strengthened including Moderate

Housing Income Overlay, allowing increase of ADUs in R1, City’s approach to preservation of existing
residential, and the City’s new program that address households who were historically displaced by
the freeway. Additional discussion with PC and Council needed.

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

1. Affirmatively further[ing] fair housing in accordance with Chapter 15 (commencing with Section
8899.50) of Division 1 of Title 2…shall include an assessment of fair housing inthe jurisdiction. (Gov.
Code, § 65583, subd. (c)(10)(A).)
• Fair Housing Enforcement and Outreach
Summary of Comment: Include ability to provide fair housing enforcement and outreach capacity and
describe compliance with existing fair housing laws
Response: Provided on page 59 of Goal 7. Information regarding the City’s existing robust fair housing

enforcement and outreach will be supplemented and referenced in Chapter 2 Assessment of Fair Housing

• Integration and Segregation
Summary of Comment: Analyze by including data by familial status and disabilities
Response: Provided in Appendix B on pages B-26 and B-36. Information will be referenced in Chapter 2
• Areas of Concentrated Poverty/Affluence
Summary of Comment: Address areas of affluence
Response: Map on Areas of Concentrated Affluence to be added to Chapter 2

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

2. Include an analysis of population and employment trends and documentation of projections and a
quantification of the locality's existing and projected needs for allincome levels, including extremely
low-income households. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (a)(1).)
• Extremely Low-Income (ELI) Households
Summary of Comment: Analyze ELI households relative to housing needs
Response: Information provided on page B-31. Reference to data and calculation of projected needs

will be added to Chapter 2 Assessment of Fair Housing. Additional language will be added to discuss
the City’s resources available to meet housing needs of ELI households.

3. Include an analysis and documentation of household characteristics, including level of payment
compared to ability to pay, housing characteristics, including overcrowding, and housing stock
condition. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (a)(2).)
• Housing Stock Condition
Summary of Comment: Provide local data on substandard conditions such as windsheld survey
Response: City does not have a windshield survey of units in substandard conditions nor are there

sufficient staff resources or capacity to conduct a survey on a regular basis; Staff will consult with
Code Enforcement to include data on the number of units with violations related to living conditions

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

4. An inventory of land suitable and available for residential development, including vacant sites and
sites having realistic and demonstrated potential for redevelopment during the planning period to
meet the locality’s housing need for a designated incomelevel, and an analysis of the relationship
of zoning and public facilities and services to these sites. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (a)(3).)
• Progress in Meeting the RHNA
Summary of Comment: Assign income level to pending/approved units and indicate how affordability
will be ensured
Response: Information regarding affordability levels will be added to the list of pending/approved

projects on page F-10. Information that units will be deed-restricted (i.e., through inclusionary
program) will be added.

• Realistic Capacity
Summary of Comment: Support the use of maximum floor areas in calculating capacity and account
for the likelihood of nonresidential uses
Response: Complete data on allowable and approved FAR, zoning, and level of affordability of past

projects will be provided. Staff will include language describing that the proposed FARs incentivize
residential over commercial based on HR&A analysis.

A. Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints
• Demonstrate Suitability of Nonvacant Sites
Summary of Comment: Provide analysis to demonstrate that sites will redevelop to housing
Response: List of all commercial vs. residential projects showing development trends will be included.

Discussion of site selection will be bolstered and supported by supplemental info, including AVR and
other factors that led to sites being included in the SSI. A new program will be added regarding
Replacement Housing on sites with residential uses.

• City-Owned Sites
Summary of Comment: Provide additional information on sites such as land use designations,
allowable densities, existing uses, and potential schedule for development, etc.
Response: Additional information will be included as listed above; Additionally, program 2B will be

refined following discussion with PC and City Council.

• Demonstrate that Zoning is Appropriate for Lower-Income Households
Summary of Comment: Show City allows for 30 units per acre
Response: Information regarding FAR and translated density in units/acre is provided in the SSI; HCD

potentially misread column of # of units as units/acre

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

• Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU)
Summary of Comment: ADUs that can count toward RHNA must be based on permitted ADUs , not inprogress.
Response: ADU projections will be adjusted accordingly based on the number of ADUs that have

obtained building permits in the past consistent with APR reporting (eliminate “in-progress” data)

• Small Sites
Summary of Comment: Demonstrate that the small sites are adequate to accommodate housing for
lower-income units.
Response: List of past housing projects provided on page F-23. Dates of approval and allowable

zoning densities of past projects to be added. Additionally, SSI parcels with common ownership will be
identified

• Infrastructure
Summary of Comment: Clarify sufficient existing and planned total water and sewer capacity to
accommodate the RHNA
Response: Page F-28 includes analysis of infrastructure capacity.

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

• Water Sewer Priority
Summary of Comment: Government Code § 65589.7 requires that water and sewer priority be given
to projects that include low-income units.
Response: New program will be added to comply with State law
• Electronic Sites Inventory
Summary of Comment: Please submit SSI on HCD’s electronic form
Response: No response necessary.

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

• Sites with Zoning for a Variety of Housing Types
Emergency Shelters : Demonstrate that the City has sufficient capacity to accommodate the need for emergency shelters.
Response: Zoning and parcel data/analysis will be added to Appendix E, Constraints on Housing, showing that there is enough

capacity on parcels identified on our SSI that permit emergency shelters by right that can accommodate the City’s most recent
Homeless Count number of 907.
Permanent Supportive Housing: Demonstrate that Supportive Housing is a use by-right in zones where multi-unit and mixed uses
are permitted.
Response: The Housing Element currently provides this information on Figure E-10 (Page E-23) and on page E-31 showing

compliance that Supportive Housing is a permitted use however and wherever multi-unit and single-unit residential is permitted.

Employee Housing: Demonstrate consistency with the Employee Housing Act, specifically showing employee housing for 6 or
fewer employees is treated a single-unit dwellings.
Response: Santa Monica does not regulate the occupancy of single-unit dwellings and there are no provisions in the Code to

restrict employee housing. Therefore, the City complies with this requirement. Staff will add information to Appendix E stating
compliance.

Accessory Dwelling Units: The City’s new ADU ordinance in not compliant with State law and an additional letter will be
forthcoming
Response: Program 1.G will be revised to include bringing the City’s ADU ordinance into compliance. Future revisions to the
ordinance will be based on HCD’s specific comments.

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

• Local Processing and Permit Procedures
Summary of Comment: Analyze discretionary entitlement impacts on housing
Response: Processing time and thresholds for housing projects are provided starting on Page E-40 and

highlight that with the current housing thresholds IZO and proposed Program 1A, housing projects
predominately fall under a ministerial process. However, additional language will be added regarding
the ARB approval process that highlights the streamlining and revisions being proposed and that
design review standards can’t deny a project or reduce density. Additionally, a program will be added
regarding the establishment of objective design standards.

• SB 35 Streamlined Ministerial Approval Process
Summary of Comment: Clarify whether the City has a written procedure to address SB 35.
Response: Anticipating that the City will be subject to SB35 in the future, a new program will be added

to address the City’s plans to be compliant with SB 35, such as establishing objective design standards.

• Code Enforcement
Summary of Comment: Provide language regarding any local amendments to the Building Code.
Response: While Appendix E reviews the City’s implementation of the Building Code (Page E-34),

additional language will be provided describing the City’s local amendments (largely around energy
and water)

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

7. Analyze any special housing needs such as elderly; persons with disabilities, includinga
developmental disability; large families; farmworkers; families with female heads of households;
and families and persons in need of emergency shelter. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (a)(7).)
• Farmworkers
Summary of Comment: Acknowledge the housing needs of permanent and seasonal farmworkers at
a county-level and include programs as appropriate.
Response: Data will be provided acknowledging farmworker housing needs in the county and various

housing options within Santa Monica will be highlighted.

8. Analyze existing assisted housing developments that are eligible to change to non-low-income
housing uses during the next 10 years due to termination of subsidy contracts, mortgage
prepayment, or expiration of use restrictions. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (a)(9) through
65583(a)(9)(D).)
Summary of Comment: Expand list of eligible entities that could have the capacity to manage “at-risk”
projects
Response: Additional non-profit housing providers will be included in the assessment

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

• On-/Off-Site Improvements
Summary of Comment: Identify and analyze standards for impacts on cost and supply of housing.
Response: Additional information will be provided regarding standard requirements and the process as

to how it is determined a project is required to provide improvements.

• Constraints on Housing for Persons with Disabilities
Reasonable Accommodations: Describe and analyze findings
Response: Additional information regarding the approval process and the City’s past performance of

approving Reasonable Accommodations will be provided.

Group Homes for Seven or More Persons: Analyze constraints of requiring a CUP
Response: Staff will work with CAO to ensure consistency with State requirements. Additional
language or an additional program will be added to bring all regulations for special needs housing up
to current State law.
Definition of a Family/Household: Analyze how “single mortgage, lease, or rental agreement for all
members” in the definition of household may impact disabled individuals
Response: Staff will work with CAO to ensure consistency with State requirements, and a program will

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

5. An analysis of potential and actual governmental constraints upon the maintenance, improvement,
or development of housing for all income levels, including the types of housing identified in
paragraph (1) of subdivision (c), and for persons with disabilitiesas identified in the analysis
pursuant to paragraph (7), including land use controls, building codes and their enforcement, site
improvements, fees and other exactions required of developers, and local processing and permit
procedures… (Gov. Code, §65583, subd. (a)(5).)
• Land-Use Controls
Summary of Comment: Analysis all relevant land use controls on a variety of housing types, both
independently and cumulatively.
Response: Various land use controls have been summarized in Appendix E, but additional language

regarding how the City currently incentivizes housing will be provided.

• Fees and Exaction
Summary of Comment: Constraints regarding Conditional Use Permit fees and overall development
costs should be further analyzed.
Response: Additional clarification will be provided explaining that housing projects do not require a

CUP and the high cost associated with some developments are when a developer decides to pay the
affordable housing in-lieu fee, which is by choice and does not apply to all housing projects.

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

6. An analysis of potential and actual nongovernmental constraints upon the maintenance, improvement, or
development of housing for all income levels, including the availability of financing, the price of land, the cost
of construction, the requests to develop housing at densities below those anticipated in the analysis required
by subdivision (c) of Government Code section 65583.2, and the length of time between receiving approval
for a housing development and submittal of an application for building permits for that housing development
that hinder the construction of a locality’sshare of the regional housing need in accordance with Government
Code section 65584. The analysis shall also demonstrate local efforts to remove nongovernmental
constraints that create a gap between the locality’s planning for the development of housing for all income
levels and the construction of that housing. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (a)(6).)
• Time between Approval and Building Permit
Summary of Comment: Analyze the length of time between receiving approval for a housing development and
submittal of an application for building permit.
Response: Processing time and thresholds for housing projects are provided starting on Page E-40 and highlight

that with the current housing thresholds IZO and proposed Program 1A, housing projects predominantly fall
under a ministerial process. Additional language will be added to Appendix E clearly stating the average time
between ministerial permit approval (AA, ARB) and building permit submittal.

be added to revise all residential uses for consistency with State law.

B.

Housing Programs

1. Identify actions that will be taken to make sites available during the planning period with appropriate
zoning and development standards and with services and facilities to accommodate that portion of
the city’s or county’s share of the regional housing need for each income level that could not be
accommodated on sites identified in the inventory completed pursuant to paragraph (3) of
subdivision (a) without rezoning, andto comply with the requirements of Government Code section
65584.09. Sites shall beidentified as needed to facilitate and encourage the development of a variety
of types of housing….”
• Shortfall of Sites: Program for rezoning needs to include commitment to acreage, allowable densities, and
units
Recommended Response: Add additional language and information to the SSI to clarify that all sites will be

rezoned. Provide summary table tabulating total acreage being rezoned, new FARs, and units to be
produced. Programs 1.E, 1.F, and 4.B for rezoning will show the new FARs/Height for housing projects.

• Program 1A (Streamlined Approval for Housing Projects: Clarify that projects that have at least 20% affordable
housing and are located on sites in the previous HE will be processed by-right
Recommended Response: Add new language to stipulate that ministerial review for all housing projects is a

program that is already being implemented and acknowledge compliance with this requirement.

B.

Housing Programs

• Replacement Housing Requirements: Include a program to require housing projects on SSI sites to
provide replacement housing that have affordable or rent control units in the past 5 years
Recommended Response: Add new program to comply with State law
• City-Owned Sites, Program 2B (Right of First Offer Ordinance): City should commit to steps and
schedule for development, rather than “explore”
Recommended Response: HCD’s comments appears to misunderstand the Right of First Offer

Ordinance as it is not specific only to City-owned sites. Strengthen Program 2B language per
discussions with PC and Council. Recommend commitment to issue RFP issuance for
development of City-owned sites by certain dates

2. The housing element shall contain programs which assist in the development of adequate
housing to meet the needs of extremely low-, very low-, low- and moderate-income
households. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (c)(2).)
Summary of Comment: Program should commit to pursue and assist with funding or support funding
applications on a regular basis and include regular outreach to affordable housing providers.
Recommended Response: Highlight that the City already self-funds affordable housing and what the
City already does to work with housing providers to fund and produce affordable housing and
strengthen program language (e.g., change “investigate” to “pursue”)

B.

Housing Programs

3. Address and, where appropriate and legally possible, remove governmental and
nongovernmental constraints to the maintenance, improvement, and development ofhousing,
including housing for all income levels and housing for persons with disabilities. The program
shall remove constraints to, and provide reasonable accommodations for housing designed
for, intended for occupancy by, or with supportive services for, persons with disabilities. (Gov.
Code, § 65583, subd. (c)(3).)
Program 1B (Streamline the Architectural Review): Include specific commitments to address identified
constraints such as design review approval findings
Recommended Response: Include new program language to stipulate that creation of objective design

standards for housing projects should address the concern regarding findings. Also demonstrate how
the design review process is applied in context of project approvals and cannot be used to reduce
density or deny a housing project. Design review findings will be revised to provide greater objectivity
and certainty.

B.

Housing Programs

4. Promote and affirmatively further fair housing opportunities and promote housing throughout
the community or communities for all persons regardless of race, religion, sex, marital status,
ancestry, national origin, color, familial status, or disability, and other characteristics protected
by the California Fair Employment and Housing Act (Part 2.8 (commencing with Section
12900) of Division 3 of Title 2), Section 65008, andany other state and federal fair housing and
planning law. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (c)(5).)
Summary of Comment: Programs may not be sufficient to AFFH. Program 4D should commit to
meaningful and sufficient actions to overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive communities.
Recommended Response: Consider revising existing programs or adding in new programs to AFFH such

as previously proposed programs (e.g., Citywide 100% affordable housing overlay, expanding housing
opportunities in R-1, etc)

B.

Housing Programs

5. The housing program shall preserve for low-income household the assisted housing
developments identified pursuant to paragraph (9) of subdivision (a). The program for
preservation of the assisted housing developments shall utilize, to the extent necessary, all
available federal, state, and local financing and subsidy programs identified in paragraph (9)
of subdivision (a), except where a community has other urgent needs for which alternative
funding sources are not available. The program mayinclude strategies that involve local
regulation and technical assistance. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (c)(6).)
Summary of Comment: Program 3C should commit the City to noticing residents and owners of
potential conversion dates, coordinating with qualified entities for potential purchase, and to seek
funding assistance specifically for these type projects
Recommended Response: City already implements these actions; Revise program language to state that

the City will continue to implement the actions

Program 1D (Explore Reducing or Eliminating Parking Requirements): HE should commit to actual
modifications of parking requirements
Recommended Response: Allow all housing projects to have the reduced parking requirements

specified in Parking Overlay 1 and eliminate the term “explore”

C.

Quantified Objectives

Establish the number of housing units, by income level, that can be constructed, rehabilitated,
and conserved over a five-year time frame. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (b)(1& 2).)
Summary of Comment: HE must include conservation objectives by income group. City should
consider increasing the rehabilitation objective.
Response: Program is limited by staff and funding. Add in conservation objective that reflects
projects already in progress.

Summary
Direction Needed from the Commission on Programs
B1. Adequate Sites Analysis
• Revision of programs 1.E, 1.F, and 4.B to be specific in listing new FARs/Heights
• Addition of new program that complies with the replacement housing requirements of Gov Code Section 65583.2(g)(3)
• Commitment of Program 2E regarding City-owned sites to schedule and milestone (such as issuance of RFP)

B2. Programs that Assist in the Development of Affordable Housing
• Background on City’s self-funding of affordable housing and outreach to developers
• Strengthening of program language that City will continue strong track record of supporting affordable housing

B3. Governmental and Non-Governmental Constraints
• Revision of Program 1B committing the City to preparing objective design standards and revising ARB findings
• Commitment of Program 1D to Reduce parking requirements

B4. Affirmatively Further Fair Housing
• Revision or addition of new programs to AFFH to go beyond exploring options (e.g., 100% affordable housing overlay, R-1)

B5. Preservation of Low-Income Housing
• Background on City’s strong track record of preserving at-risk units
• Strengthening of program language to commit to seek funding sources

D.

Public Participation

Local governments shall make a diligent effort to achieve public participation of all economic
segments of the community in the development of the Housing Element, and the element shall
describe this effort. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd.(c)(8).)
Summary of Comment: Describe outreach efforts in greater detail and how HE addresses the public
comments
Response: Discussion of outreach efforts for the HE and how comments were addressed will be

elaborated

E.

Consistency with General Plan

The Housing Element shall describe the means by which consistency will be achieved with other
general plan elements and community goals. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (c)(7).)
Summary of Comment: General Plan element updates may be required, such as Safety Element
Update and update of the Land Use element to identify and analyze disadvantaged communities
Response: This is acknowledged by the City, and efforts to update the Safety Element and the LUCE
will be forthcoming
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Subject

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission discuss and provide
possible direction regarding preliminary draft proposed amendments
to the Zoning Ordinance, Land Use and Circulation Element of the
City’s General Plan, Bergamot Area Plan, Civic Center Specific Plan,
and the Downtown Community Plan for consistency with the Goals,
Polices and Programs of the 6th Cycle Housing Element.

Recommended
Action

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission discuss and provide
possible direction regarding preliminary draft proposed amendments
to the LUCE, Downtown Community Plan, and Zoning Ordinance to
implement and ensure consistency with the 6th Cycle Housing
Element.

Summary
This report presents preliminary conceptual draft redlines of potential amendments to the
Zoning Ordinance, Land Use and Circulation Element (LUCE), Bergamot Area Plan
(BAP), and Downtown Community Plan (DCP) to implement and ensure consistency with
the 6th Cycle Housing Element. It is important to note that these preliminary draft redlines
represent work in progress of proposed language in response to the Planning
Commission’s direction regarding redline concepts at the August 18, 2021 meeting. Staff
is also continuing to review the proposed changes in light of HCD’s comment letter on the
draft Housing Element. That process is ongoing and could result in further proposed
amendments. The preliminary conceptual draft redlines are staff’s initial proposal on
language and may change substantially as concepts are confirmed and the redlines
undergo further inter-departmental and public review.
Background
On June 2 and 3, 2021 the Planning Commission held an extensive discussion and
recommended the draft Housing Element to the City Council. The Commission discussed
the goals, policies, and programs with general emphasis on updating district development
standards in non-residential areas to ensure the feasibility for new housing projects,
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implementing a robust State density bonus program with a broad menu of frequently
requested concessions, implementing a moderate-level affordable housing overlay in
targeted areas, and initiating an expansive public process that would explore options to
redress the impact of historically exclusionary single-unit zoning.
On June 15, 2021, the City Council reviewed the draft Housing Element as recommended
by the Commission. Following a thorough discussion, the Council made revisions and
directed staff to submit the draft Housing Element to the California Department of Housing
and Community Development (“HCD”).
On July 1, 2021, staff submitted the draft Housing Element to HCD thereby initiating a 60day review period where HCD may provide comments on the draft element. Comments
and feedback provided by HCD will be addressed and incorporated into the final draft of
the Housing Element that will be presented to the Commission in September for its
recommendation to Council. The Planning Commission is required to provide a
recommendation to the City Council, and City Council is required to adopt the final
Housing Element by October 15, 2021.
On August 4, 2021, the Planning Commission adopted two Resolutions of Intention
(Resolution Numbers 21-006 and 21-007) to consider recommending to the City Council
that the Council 1) adopt amendments to the text of the Zoning Ordinance for consistency
with the Goals, Policies and Programs of the 6th Cycle Housing Element and 2) adopt
amendments to the 6th Cycle (2021-2029) Housing Element of the City’s General Plan
and Amend the Land Use and Circulation Element of the City’s General Plan, the
Bergamot Area Plan, and the Downtown Community Plan for consistency with the Goals,
Policies and Programs of the 6th Cycle Housing Element.
On August 18, 2021, the Planning Commission discussed concepts for proposed
amendments to the Zoning Ordinance, LUCE, BAP, CCSP, and DCP for consistency with
the goals, policies, and programs of the 6th Cycle Housing Element. The Planning
generally agreed with the concepts presented and provided the following specific
direction:
 Streamlining Housing Project Approval
o Ensure that housing projects that need modifications are also eligible for
Administrative Approval process
o Review public correspondence identifying development standards that have
been problematic for housing projects such as:
 Ground floor height
 Daylight plane
 Minimum floor to floor height and relationship of storefronts to
sidewalk
 Modify compact parking and loading spaces
 Outdoor living area
 Restriction on total percentage that can be on a roof
 2% slope requirement for usability
 Flexibility in selecting front or side parcel line for corner parcel
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Active commercial design and active commercial use requirements
Flexibility in exchanging private and common open space
requirements
o Monitor and report on timelines for processing housing projects in order to
provide transparency for applicants
o Keep Downtown Tier 3 housing projects as DR instead of AA
o Implement State Density Bonus law and pursue a by-right menu of
incentives
Incentivize Housing Projects on Surface Parking Lots
o Remove density caps in residentially-zoned surface parking lots associated
with existing commercial use
o Remove barriers to housing projects on “A” lots including prohibition on
parking access for replacement commercial parking
Minimum Parking Requirements
o Monitor outcome of AB1401
o Explore reducing or eliminating minimum parking requirements in Transit
Priority Areas
BAP and DCP Development Standards
o Establish heights that can accommodate revised FAR
o Allow ground floor residential in mid-block locations
Moderate Income Overlay
o Supportive of providing similar incentives that 100% affordable housing
projects receive under State density bonus law with the exception that
density bonus is 50%
o Discussion around possibility of incentivizing larger units but need to
balance against project feasibility
o Support for more common area amenities but not prescribe requirements
to the extent that it affects project feasibility
Affordable Housing Production Program Revisions
o Keep the unit mix consistency requirement between market-rate and
affordable housing
o Preference for units constructed instead of in-lieu fees
o Support for acquisition/rehabilitation being added to off-site option
o Consider increasing the threshold when on-site units are required to
address problem of underbuilding residentially-zoned sites in order to avoid
AHPP requirements
o Interest in mixed-compliance option that is feasible, does not cause
segregation, and would prefer that developers provide moderate-income
units and pay fee for lower levels of affordability
Density Bonus
o Consider creating a process for “off-menu” requests for incentives
o Ideas for menu of incentives/concessions
 Percentage reduction for any standard
 Orientation of parcel for corner lots
 Averaging density
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City-owned sites
o Support for requiring public process and establishing a minimum
guaranteed density
Allow multi-unit housing where it’s prohibited
o Support for locational limitations and mitigation studies
o Concern that CCSP should primarily be directed for public use and not for
incentivizing significant amounts of housing
Revise development standards to incentivize housing
o Engage housing production working group to identify standards for possible
revisions
Parking lots of religious congregations
o Support for special standards to incentivize housing
o Consider targeting moderate-income units
o Allow for administrative approval
Additional direction unrelated to housing element programs
o Prioritize seismic retrofit
o Interest in receiving regular reports on housing production
o Start up sustainability efforts to counterbalance process improvements to
increase housing production (e.g. private tree ordinance, solar access
ordinance)
o Concern that new housing units are not affordable to families

Discussion
State law requires that the City adopt the 6th Cycle Housing Element by October 15, 2021
and adopt any implementing ordinances within 3 years of adoption. To implement the
programs listed in the draft 6th Cycle Housing Element, and to achieve the level of housing
production mandated by the City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA),
amendments to the Land Use and Circulation Element (LUCE), Downtown Community
Plan (DCP), Bergamot Area Plan (BAP), Civic Center Specific Plan (CCSP) and Zoning
Ordinance (ZO) will be required to implement and ensure consistency with the goals,
policies, and programs in the Housing Element (see Attachment A for listing of programs
from the draft Housing Element).
Due to workload considerations and the need for additional study and public input on
certain Housing Element programs, implementation actions will be conducted in various
phases with implementation actions that will be brought forward with Housing Element
adoption prioritized for changes necessary to ensure a compliant Housing Element.
This report identifies preliminary redlines necessary to start the implementation of
Programs 1.A, 1.B, 1.C, 1.D, 1.F, 2.A, 2.C, 2.D, 2.E, 4.A, 4.B, 4.C, and 5.B. Based on
direction provided by the Commission regarding these redlines, staff will make revisions
to the draft redline revisions as necessary and bring forth the final redlines for review in
late September.
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Proposed amendments to the remaining programs (such as ADU Accelerator, Right of
First Offer ordinance) will be forthcoming and are anticipated as part of the next phases
of implementation.
The preliminary redline amendments to the LUCE, Zoning Ordinance, BAP, and DCP are
outlined in Attachments B through E and include:
 Program 1.A Streamlined Approvals for Housing Projects
 What the proposed amendments would do:
o Make housing projects Administrative Approvals. Amendments to the
Zoning Ordinance, DCP, and BAP would permanently allow 100%
affordable housing projects and housing projects to be reviewed through
an administrative (ministerial) process.
 Approach
o Language for process thresholds from the adopted Interim Zoning
Ordinance (IZO) would be incorporated into the Zoning Ordinance and
BAP.
 Housing projects, including those requiring modifications and
waivers, would be processed administratively.
 Streamlined changes to housing projects within the DCP were
adopted by City Council August 25, 2020 and will be incorporated
into the revised DCP.
o Additional changes are proposed based on Planning Commission’s
previous direction related to processing projects that request a
modification or a waiver through the Administrative Approval process.
 Program 1.B Streamline the Architectural Review Process for Housing Projects
Since its inception in 1972, the Architectural Review Board (ARB) process has led to
substantial improvements in project design, setting the city apart from neighboring Los
Angeles and other cities in the region. Santa Monica Municipal Code Chapter
9.55.030 requires the Architectural Review Board (Board) “consist of 7 members. At
least 2 of the members shall be professional architects. Other members of the
Architectural Review Board shall be persons who, as a result of their training,
experience, and attainments, are qualified to analyze and interpret architectural and
environmental trends and information, to appraise resource uses in light of the policies
set forth in this Chapter, and to be responsive to the social, aesthetic, recreational,
and cultural needs of the community. Other expertise such as conservation,
recreation, design, landscaping, the arts, urban planning, cultural-historical
preservation, and ecological and environmental science”
This requirement has worked well for the City insofar as the current ARB includes six
(6) licensed architects and a licensed landscape architect. The members have
expertise in historic preservation, affordable housing, sustainability and a wide range
of building types. Staff recommends the ARB size and composition be maintained.
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The proposed amendments include consideration of the following:




Revise the Architectural Review Board (ARB) process so that ARB Review
occurs prior to entitlement approval;
No limits on number of meetings, subject to limitations set forth in State law,
including SB 330 (no change);
And modify thresholds for review by the ARB to allow staff to review new
buildings with a square footage below 7,500 Square Feet.

The ARB has discussed these revisions in concept and is in support of these changes.
Process Revisions


Existing Process
o Currently, the ARB review occurs after a project entitlement is approved. In
the case of Development Review (DR) Permit Applications, the ARB
performs a preliminary review and a second review after the project is
reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission. In the current
process, the Architectural Review Board has decision-making authority that
is recorded in a Statement of Official Action (STOA) that is separate and
apart from the entitlement decision. The ARB decision is appealable to the
Planning Commission.
Additionally, most applications for housing and other development are
reviewed administratively. For projects submitting for Administrative
Approval (AA), the ARB formal review occurs after the entitlement is
approved. For these projects, although the ARB’s purview is limited to
design review, public hearings conducted by the ARB as part of its approval
process are the only formal public hearings involved in approval of a
housing project through an AA.

Proposed Process
Staff and the Board have found that design review is most effective if performed early
in the process. Staff typically meets with applicants to assist development teams in
preparing their submittals for ARB review. These meetings assist result in an improved
project design and complete submittal. Due to this intensive staff effort, a single cycle
of review would significantly streamline the process for DR Permit Applications and
still result in a high-quality design. In order to streamline the process for housing
making the process quicker and more predictable while maintaining high-quality
design, we recommend a single formal review occur prior to Planning Commission
review for all Development Review Permit Applications.
For AA projects, staff recommends the ARB review occur during entitlement review.
The proposed front-loading of review would provide the ARB and members of the
public the best opportunity to provide input while streamlining the process for the
development team, resulting in an expedited process for housing production.
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For every project the ARB reviews, a statement of official action (STOA) will record
the decision. If the ARB approves the design for a project that is subject to Planning
Commission review and approval, the ARB STOA would be attached to the Planning
Commission STOA. If the ARB denies the design of a project that is subject to review
and approval by the Planning Commission, the applicant/owner could appeal the
ARB’s denial to the Planning Commission, which would be heard at the time of the
Planning Commission’s review of the project. The ARB’s decision on the design of a
project that is subject to approval via AA would not be appealable. The STOA for the
ARB’s decision for a project subject to review by AA would be attached to the
entitlement.
Number of Reviews
Existing Limits
The Zoning Ordinance does not put any limit on the number of times a project is
reviewed by the Board. Although there are no limits, currently the Board approves a
large majority of projects at the first meeting and almost all others in a second review.
Very few projects are reviewed by the Board more than twice.
Proposed Limits
The Board discussed potentially limiting the number of times an application can go to
the Board to for review to two meetings, with the applicant having an ability to request
additional reviews. Board members noted that most projects are approved in the first
or second hearing. Additionally, the Board members expressed concern that if there
is a limitation on number of reviews it may remove the incentive for development
teams to improve their designs. The Board was unanimously opposed to limiting the
number of times a project is reviewed by the Board. While there may be additional
predictability for the applicant if there was a limitation on number of reviews, staff
agrees with the Board’s position and is not proposing a limitation on the number of
reviews at this time. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the number of public hearings for
design review by the ARB will be subject to the limitations set forth in State law,
including, but not limited to SB 330.
Project Thresholds
Existing Thresholds for Staff Level Approval
The ARB currently reviews all new freestanding buildings regardless of size.
However, there are several applications for 3-unit housing projects per year. These
projects are typically under 7,500 square feet based on allowable lot coverage/floor
area requirements. Other project types include office/retail/commercial projects just
under 15,000 square feet.
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Proposed Thresholds for Staff Level Approval
Staff discussed the possibility of expanded thresholds with the ARB in November 2020
and again in 2021, presenting a potential expanded threshold of up to 15,000 square
feet for staff-level review.
The Board was most interested in expanding staff level review for housing projects.
While the Board discussed staff level review for larger commercial projects, there was
agreement that the benefit of a full ARB reviews for those projects outweighed the
benefits of staff review. Staff agrees and is proposing an expanded threshold of 7,500
square feet for staff level review. This threshold would encompass the three-unit
housing projects without exception and staff is fully equipped to accomplish design
review on those projects. Additionally, increasing the threshold to 7,500 square feet
serve to expedite housing projects, provide increased predictability while maintaining
quality design.
 Program 1.C Incentivize Residential on Surface Parking Lots in Residential
Zones That are Associated with Existing Commercial Uses
 What the proposed amendments would do:
o Amend the zoning map to designate qualifying properties with the “A” lot
designation and amend the “A” Off-Street Overlay district to incentivize
housing production on surface parking lots in multi-unit residential zones
(R2, R3, R4) associated with existing commercial parcels
 Approach
o Add special development standards for housing projects on “A” lots.
 Remove commercial parking replacement restrictions for housing
projects
 Specify that the maximum allowable density shall be based solely
on minimum parcel area per unit for the underlying residential
district
 Allow access from the residential zoned parcel.
o In addition, the number of “A” lots would be increased to maximize the
incentives provided by the overlay.


Additional Policy Questions
o Staff has received public inquiries regarding whether surface parking in
the Ocean Park (OP) zone districts should also be included in these
proposed changes. Parcels in the OP zone are generally smaller than
the rest of the city and there are a very limited number of surface parking
lots associated with commercial uses that have the appropriate
dimensional requirements to accommodate housing projects including
access to any subterranean parking, utility requirements, and resource
and recycling requirements. Should these very limited number of OPzoned surface parking be re-zoned to be “A” lots?
o Staff has also received public inquiries regarding surface parking lots
associated with boulevard-facing residential uses. Staff is aware of very
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limited instances of this circumstance where there is a residentiallyzoned surface parking lot adjacent to existing residential uses in the
commercial zone. The spirt of Program 1C was to incentivize the
redevelopment of underutilized surface parking lots associated with
existing commercial uses with no displacement risk to existing housing
units and within existing residential development standards. Further
analysis is needed to ensure that removing the density caps on the
residentially-zoned surface parking lot in this instance does not
inadvertently incentivize the displacement of the existing housing in the
commercial zone. Should removing the densiyt caps from residentiallyzoned surface parking associated with boulevard-facing residential uses
be considered?
 Program 1.D Explore Reducing or Eliminating Minimum Parking Requirements
for Certain Housing Projects
 What the proposed amendments would do
 Amend the parking and loading design requirements to allow greater
flexibility


Approach







Revise the requirements to allow passenger loading spaces to be
sited in parking areas one level above or below grade provided
there is no fee charged for access and wayfinding is provided.
Revise the requirements to allow compact parking spaces at
grade or on the first parking level above or below grade.
Provide cross-reference to alternative parking standards in
Section 9.22.060 available to housing projects that provide a
minimum percentage of affordable housing under State density
bonus law and are located ½ mile from major transit stops.

Future changes that would be explored:
o The Zoning Ordinance and BAP would be revised to reduce and/or
eliminate parking requirements for housing projects in transit priority
areas (defined as ½ mile from major transit stop). With the exception of
the Downtown which has no minimum parking requirements, housing
projects must currently provide parking at a rate of 1 space per onebedroom unit (in Parking Overlay 1) to 1.5 space per one-bedroom unit
(elsewhere in the City).
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 Program 1.E Revise the Design and Development Standards in the Bergamot
Area Plan (BAP) for Easier Understanding and to Support Housing Production




What the amendments would do:
o Ensure the likelihood of housing projects by increasing maximum
allowable FARs and height to levels that are supportable. With the
increase in FARs and height, the tier system for housing projects will be
eliminated and a new baseline inclusionary requirement of 15%
affordable units distributed evenly across affordable income levels will
be established.
Approach
o Based on HR&A testing, eliminate the Tier system for housing projects
citywide
o Establish FARs that can support the minimum affordable requirement of
15%. Within the BAP, the new development standards will allow for a
maximum FAR of 2.5 and a maximum height of 55 feet for housing
projects.

 Program 1.F Revise the Downtown Community Plan Development Standards to
Support Housing Projects
 What the amendments would do:
o Retain existing Downtown Tier system and increase the FARs for
housing projects at the Tier 1 and Tier 2 levels. The sliding scale that
associates affordable housing to building height will be eliminated in
favor of a new baseline requirement of 15% affordable units distributed
evenly across affordable income levels with an increase to 20% for Tier
2 projects and 25% for Tier 3 projects. Modify the affordable housing
requirements to allow greater flexibility in off-site inclusionary housing;
specifically, allowing off-site affordable housing anywhere in the City
except within Disadvantage Communities as designated by CalEPA.


Approach
o Based on HR&A’s testing, retain the Tier system and establish
supportable FARs for housing projects based on desired affordability
levels.
 Tier 1 housing projects in Downtown will have a base maximum
FAR of 2.75 and maximum height of 55 feet and an on-site
inclusionary requirement of 15%.
 Tier 2 housing projects in Downtown will have maximum FARs
between 3.0 to 3.5 and maximum height of 60 to 65 feet,
depending on district, with an on-site inclusionary requirement of
20%.
 Tier 3 housing projects (in the Transit Adjacent district only) will
remain at 4.0 FAR and 84 feet, but will have an on-site
inclusionary requirement of 25%.
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 Program 2.A Establish an Overlay for 100% Moderate Income Projects
 What the proposed amendments would do:
o Establish a new Moderate Income Housing Overlay (Chapter 9.21) for
moderate-income (up to 120% AMI) housing projects in the targeted
areas of ½ mile around the Downtown, Bergamot, and 17 th Street/Santa
Monica College Expo stations excluding all residentially-zoned parcels.
These moderate income projects would be allowed special standards
including additional height, density, no minimum parking requirements
and also be eligible to use incentives and concessions.
 Approach
o Establish underlying zone districts for base standards with targeted
changes for height, density, minimum parking, and common open
space/amenities
o Common open space/amenities equivalent to requested density bonus
percentage
o Creates new definition of “MHO dwelling unit” that decreases minimum
size to 250 sf (instead of 375 sf)
o Relief from minimum parking requirements that are more generous than
eligibility requirements of AB1851 (which applies to religious institutions
only)
o Creates placeholder for possible relief from standards if existing
buildings are adaptively reused for MHO projects
o Exempts MHO dwelling units from certain requirements of the City’s
AHPP, but retaining provisions such as deed restrictions. The
applicability of specific provisions of the AHPP to the MHO dwelling
units are still undergoing further review.
 Program 2.C Update the City’s Affordable Housing Production Program (AHPP)
and Development Standards to Ensure that Housing Projects are Feasible
 What the proposed changes would do
o Remove the current “menu” option of affordability requirements and
establish a base percentage for the on-site option of 15% for
inclusionary units distributed equally among all affordable income levels
(50% AMI, 80% AMI, and moderate income levels).
o Increase on-site option threshold from 4 units to 6 units consistent with
HR&A study of minimum number of units necessary to support on-site
affordable housing. The distinction between ownership and rental units
for purposes of AHPP obligations has been removed such that all
projects, regardless of type will have the same minimum affordable
obligation of 15%. Projects smaller than 6 units would have the option
to pay an affordable housing fee.
o Off-site option would increase to 20% for both ownership and rental
housing projects
o Allow greater flexibility for off-site inclusionary housing – specifically,
allowing off-site affordable housing anywhere in the City except within
Disadvantaged Communities as designated by CalEPA.
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o Acquisition, rehabilitation, and conversion of existing vacant rental units
to deed restricted units would be considered as an option for fulfillment
of a developer’s off-site inclusionary requirement.
o Reserves a section for forthcoming mixed-compliance option that would
require further testing to determine supportable fee amounts and
production of affordable housing units.


Approach
o Simplify requirements and language in the AHPP for easier
comprehension



Future amendments would address potential changes to:
o Mixed compliance option that allows projects to provide units and/or pay
an in-lieu fee
o Further details regarding acquisition/rehabilitation project to satisfy offsite option

 Program 2.D Update Density Bonus Ordinance to Ensure Consistency with
State Law and Integration into the City’s Land Use System
 What the amendments would do:
o The State Density Bonus law section of the Zoning Ordinance would be
amended to ensure consistency with State law, clarifying the application
of the State density bonus law to development standards in the City’s
commercial and mixed-use districts, and a voluntary ministerial process
for considering incentives, concessions, and waivers of development
standards.
 Approach
o Make changes to density bonus ordinance reflecting the interim
approach to implementing State density bonus law endorsed by the City
Council. This would include:
 Applying the bonus to maximum allowable FAR
 Convert FAR to units in order to apply State density bonus
 Housing projects would be eligible for incentives and concessions
 New by-right menu of concessions and incentives with initial
thoughts on relief from key development standards. Requests for
incentives and concessions not on the menu would require the
applicant to provide additional documentation but would still be
reviewed through an administrative process.
 Future amendments can consider additional standards that could be included
on the menu of incentives and concessions.
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 Program 2.E Commit To The Production Of Affordable Housing On CityOwned/Publicly- Owned Land
 What the amendments would do:
o Commit to development of affordable housing on City-owned sites
through a public process within the LUCE, Zoning Ordinance, BAP, and
DCP.
 Approach
o Revise the applicability of the Zoning Ordinance to exempt the
development of affordable housing on City-owned properties, subject to
a public process to be determined by the City Council and determination
that the project is consistent with the General Plan.
o Revise the development standards table of the BAP and DCP to permit
the development of affordable housing at a minimum of 120 units/acre
subject to a public process.
 Program 4.A Permit Multi-Unit Housing in Non-Residential Zones Where Not
Currently Permitted
 What the amendments would do:
o Add multi-unit housing as a permitted use in certain non-residential
districts where currently prohibited, such as in the Office Campus (OC),
Industrial Conservation (IC), Creative Conservation Sector (CCS), and
Civic Center (CC) districts.
 Approach
o Include housing as a permitted use in the land use table of the Zoning
Ordinance and BAP and create new development standards for housing
projects in these areas, including new height and FARs requirements
based on HR&A’s testing of supportable FARs.
o In the Zoning Ordinance for the CC district, remove the existing
restriction that permits housing only in mixed use projects.
 Program 4.B Revise Development Standards to Incentivize Housing Projects
over Commercial Development
 What the amendments would do:
o Revise land use and development standards in the LUCE and Zoning
Ordinance to incentivize housing over commercial and ensure feasibility
of housing projects.
 Approach
o Based on HR&A testing, eliminate the Tier system in nonresidential
zones and establish FARs and heights that can support the desired
affordability level of 15% inclusionary with affordable units divided
evenly across 50%, 80%, and 120% AMI. The new development
standards will allow for a base maximum FAR between 2.25 and 3.0
and a maximum height of 55-65 feet for housing projects, depending
on district.
o Create new definition of “housing project” that would apply citywide
consistent with Council’s recent adoption of a definition for the
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Downtown Community Plan. This means that housing projects would
be limited to 25% non-residential uses, which is different than the
definition in the Housing Accountability Act.
o Create new section in Standards for Specific Uses that establishes
new requirements for housing projects that formerly applied to Tier 2
housing projects including
 Unit Mix
 Augmented impact fees - note that proposed fee changes are
being provided for preliminary review and comment, but will be
brought forward at a later date as necessary for adoption in
accordance with all applicable law.
 Augmented TDM requirements
 Mitigating design features and evaluation for projects located in
Air Quality Assessment Zone
o Add new standards for housing projects in the IC, OC, and HMU zone
districts including the following:
 Minimum ground floor height
 No Maximum ground floor height
 Maximum building footprint
 Active ground floor design
 Pedestrian-oriented design requirements


Future changes that would be explored:
o The Zoning Ordinance, BAP, and DCP would be revised to
determine the appropriate adjustments to daylight plane
requirements given the increase in maximum building heights.

 Program 4.C Facilitate the Development of Housing on Surface Parking Lots
owned by Religious Congregations:
 What the amendments would do:
o Create special development standards in the Zoning Ordinance for
housing projects on surface parking lots associated with Community
Assembly Uses
 Approach
o Create special development standards for Community Assembly
Housing Projects.
 To be eligible, Community Assembly Housing Projects must
include at least 50% affordable units affordable to 80% AMI
households.
 These types of qualifying projects would be afforded the same
development incentives as those afforded to 100% affordable
housing projects under Government Code 65915, including a
permitted height increase of up to 33 feet, no limits to density, and
no minimum parking requirements.
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 Program 5.B Low Barrier Navigation Centers As By-Right Use
 What the amendments would do:
o Define and add Low Barrier Navigation Center as a permitted land use
in all zones that permit multi-unit uses in accordance with State law.
 Approach
o Add in the State law definition of “Low Barrier Navigation Center” into
the Use Classifications and add as a permitted land use in the land use
tables of the Zoning Ordinance, BAP, and DCP
Other Clarifying Amendments
In the course of preparing these preliminary draft redlines, staff identified areas in the
Zoning Ordinance that have repeatedly been misunderstood by applicants. The proposed
changes do not change the meaning or substance of the development standards but are
simply being proposed to ensure clearer understanding and reading of the language by
staff and applicants:
 R1 parcel coverage, upper level stepbacks, and height projections
Next Phase of Amendments
In addition to the implementation actions necessary to follow through on commitments of
the housing programs in the Housing Element, staff has identified the below areas that
will need additional stakeholder and community engagement. These are issue areas that
have been identified in public correspondence but are not critical at this time to support
adoption of a compliant Housing Element. Due to workload limitations, staff will bring
these amendments back for review by the Planning Commission in the next phase after
adoption of the Housing Element including but not limited to:
 Development standard revisions
o Adjustments to daylight plane and method of measurement
o Method of measuring ground floor height
o Method of building height measurement

Attachments
A. Table of Programs in Draft 6 th Cycle Housing Element
B. Table of Housing Element Implementing Ordinances
C. Preliminary Draft Redlines to the LUCE
D. Preliminary Draft Redlines to the Zoning Ordinance
E. Preliminary Draft Redlines to the Bergamot Area Plan
F. Preliminary Draft Redlines to the Downtown Community Plan
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Appendix A - Outreach Summary

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

FF.
September 20 & 24 , 2021 – Planning Commission
Housing Element Recommendation of Adoption

Discussion and possible direction to staff regarding redline revisions to July 1, 2021
draft of Santa Monica’s 6th Cycle (2021-2029) Housing Element for preparation of
the final public hearing draft of Santa Monica’s 6th Cycle 2021-2029 Housing
Element Update.

Attachments: Staff Presentation, Staff Report
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Agenda

HCD Letter & Guidance

1. Overview of technical changes and proposed changes to Housing Programs in
response to HCD letter

• HCD Comment Letter on Draft Housing Element received
August 30, 2021

2. Commission discussion and direction on proposed redline changes to July 1 Draft
Housing Element

• HCD letter is divided into the following sections:
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints
Housing Programs
Quantified Objectives
Public Participation
Consistency with General Plan

• Review of Comments with HCD
• Standard comments to address statutory requirements, need for
clarification, or additional data
• City can provide further information to reflect past efforts (e.g.
fair housing enforcement)
• Re: AFFH need to clearly demonstrate linkage between findings
of April 2020 Assessment of Fair Housing and programs to open
access to high opportunity areas, overcome patterns of
segregation, and foster inclusive communities

Revisions to July 1 Draft Housing Element
Planning Commission
September 20, 2021

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

1. Affirmatively further[ing] fair housing in accordance with Chapter 15 (commencing with Section
8899.50) of Division 1 of Title 2…shall include an assessment of fair housing inthe jurisdiction. (Gov.
Code, § 65583, subd. (c)(10)(A).)
• Fair Housing Enforcement and Outreach
Summary of Comment: Include ability to provide fair housing enforcement and outreach capacity and
describe compliance with existing fair housing laws
Proposed Changes
• Chapter 2, New Sections F and G
• Information regarding the City’s existing robust fair housing enforcement and outreach capacity

supplemented and added

• Integration and Segregation
Summary of Comment: Analyze by including data by familial status and disabilities
Proposed Changes
• Appendix B (p. 56)
• Information on familial status (households composition) and persons with disabilities
• Chapter 2 (p. 57, p.58, p.59)
• New maps showing % of population with disabilities, % of children in married couple households, %

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

• Areas of Concentrated Poverty/Affluence
Summary of Comment: Address racially concentrated areas of affluence.
Proposed Changes
• Chapter 2 (p.56)
• Added new map on Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence located in the northeast portion of the City

(NOTE: HCD AFFH dataset in June 2021 showed no RCAAs in Santa Monica. HCD’s AFFH data now includes
formal RCAA data, therefore City staff created a map based on ACS data & HCD’s RCAA factors of census
tracts that are at least 80% white and median household income of $132,844).

• Disproportionate Housing Needs
Summary of Comment: Analyze trends on homelessness, overpayment, overcrowding, and substandard housing
conditions.
Proposed Changes
• Chapter 2 - New Section D (p.72)
• Data references in Appendix B added (homelessness p. B-38, overpayment p. B-31, overcrowding p. B-26,

A.

TIMING FOR ADOPTION
October 15, 2021 – Statutory
Compliance Date
Adopt Housing Element or be out of
compliance

February 15, 2022 – Stay on 8Year Cycle Date (not a “grace
period”)
Adopt Housing Element to stay on
8-year update cycle

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

• Local Data and Knowledge, and Other Relevant Factors
Summary of Comment: Provide local data and knowledge on trends/issues related to fair housing.
Proposed Changes
• Chapter 2 Assessment of Fair Housing (p.81)
• Added 2020 AFH analysis and conclusions
• Added City’s Assessment of Fair Housing report as new Appendix I
• Sites Inventory
Summary of Comment: Address SSI relative to segregation/integrations and income groups.
Proposed Changes
• Appendix F (F-23, F-24, F-25)
• Added discussion & new maps showing Suitable Sites Inventory relative to socioeconomic data

of each census tract, including racial & ethnic majority, median household income, and
low/moderate income households

substandard conditions p. B-18).
• New maps on spatial patterns of overpayment (p. 74-75) and overcrowding (p. 77)
• Substandard housing conditions from Code Enforcement is pending, will be added to final draft

of children in female headed households

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

• Goals, Priorities, Metrics, and Milestones to AFFH
Summary of Comment: Programs do not appear to facilitate any meaningful change nor address
affirmatively furthering fair housing requirements.
Proposed Changes
• Chapter 2 Section H: Summary and Actions to Affirmatively Further Fair Housing (p.86)
• Expanded discussion of current City actions related to fair housing. Additionally, expanded

discussion of how HE programs provide housing mobility, housing choice, community
preservation, and displacement protection

2. Include an analysis of population and employment trends and documentation of projections and a
quantification of the locality's existing and projected needs for allincome levels, including extremely
low-income households. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (a)(1).)
• Extremely Low-Income (ELI) Households
Summary of Comment: Analyze ELI households relative to housing needs.
Proposed Changes
• Chapter 4 Summary of Land Available to Meet the RHNA (p.119)
• Added reference to existing ELI households data from Appendix B.
• Added calculated projected housing needs of ELI households based on existing percentages of

ELI households

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

3. Include an analysis and documentation of household characteristics, including level of payment compared
to ability to pay, housing characteristics, including overcrowding, and housing stock condition. (Gov. Code,
§ 65583, subd. (a)(2).)
• Housing Stock Condition
Summary of Comment: Provide local data on substandard conditions such as windsheld survey.
Proposed Changes
• Chapter 2 Assessment of Fair Housing (p. 78)
• Added new section on substandard housing conditions with reference to Appendix B data. Local Code
Enforcement data on number of units with violations related to living conditions added.

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

4. An inventory of land suitable and available for residential development, including vacant sites and sites having
realistic and demonstrated potential for redevelopment during the planning period to meet the locality’s housing
need for a designated incomelevel, and an analysis of the relationship of zoning and public facilities and
services to these sites. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (a)(3).)
• Progress in Meeting the RHNA
Summary of Comment: Assign income level to pending/approved units and indicate how affordability will be
ensured
Proposed Changes
• Appendix F – SSI Report: Attachment 1 (p. F-37)
• Table in Attachment 1, SSI Report replaced to include affordability levels.
• Added language that units will be deed-restricted for minimum 55 years.

A. Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints
• Realistic Capacity
Summary of Comment: Support the use of maximum floor areas in calculating capacity and account
for the likelihood of nonresidential uses.
Proposed Changes
• Appendix F – SSI Report:
• Added complete data on allowable & approved FAR, zoning, & level of affordability of past &

recent projects to Attachment 2 (p. F-45)

• Discussion of likelihood of commercial vs residential added (p. F-16)
• Graphic of commercial vs. residential projects showing development trends included. (p. F-17)
• Demonstrate Suitability of Nonvacant Sites
Summary of Comment: Provide analysis to demonstrate that sites will redevelop to housing.
Proposed Changes
• Appendix F – SSI Report
• Added discussion on how SSI sites were determined to be “high potential”. (p. F-7 –10)
• Program 3.A –Added language to address replacement housing on sites with residential. (p.

135)

A. Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints
• City-Owned Sites
Summary of Comment: Provide additional information on sites such as land use designations,
allowable densities, existing uses, and potential schedule for development, etc.
Proposed Change
• Appendix F (p. F-15)
• Additional information on land use designation, constraints, current densities/FAR, existing uses

added;

• Chapter 5 (p. 147)
• Program 2B refined to include commitment to issue one RFP for development of City-owned

sites by December 2023 (p. 143)

• Demonstrate that Zoning is Appropriate for Lower-Income Households
Summary of Comment: Show City allows for 30 units per acre
Proposed Change
• Appendix F (p. F-45):
• Table in Attachment 2 revised to show estimated units/acre of recent housing projects. (p. F-

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

• Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU)
Summary of Comment: ADUs that can count toward RHNA must be based on permitted ADUs , not inprogress.
Proposed Change
• Chapter 4 (p.127)
• ADU projections adjusted accordingly based on the number of ADUs that have obtained

building permits in the past. New projection of 352 ADUs for 6th Cycle

• Small Sites
Summary of Comment: Demonstrate that the small sites are adequate to accommodate housing for
lower-income units.
Proposed Change:
• Appendix F, Attachment 2 (p. F-45)
• Table of current and past projects updated to include FARs, allowable FARS, approximated

units/acre to demonstrate that sites are adequate to accommodate lower-income units

45)

• SSI Form will be revised to provide additional detail on sites

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

• Infrastructure
Summary of Comment: Clarify sufficient existing and planned total water and sewer capacity to
accommodate the RHNA
Proposed Change
Chapter 1 (p. 17)
• Added clarification language regarding water and sewer capacity
• Water Sewer Priority
Summary of Comment: Government Code § 65589.7 requires that water and sewer priority be given
to projects that include low-income units.
Proposed Change:
• Chapter 5 (. 151)
• New program 2.J added to comply with State law
• Electronic Sites Inventory
Summary of Comment: Please submit SSI on HCD’s electronic form
Proposed Change:
• SSI form will be resubmitted with additional detail

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

• Local Processing and Permit Procedures
Summary of Comment: Analyze discretionary entitlement impacts on housing
Proposed Changes
• Chapter 5 (p. 131): Additional language added to Program 1.B, ARB Streamlining
• Appendix E (p. E-46): Additional language about entitlement process added to Section 7 clarifying entitlement

thresholds for housing project

• SB 35 Streamlined Ministerial Approval Process
Summary of Comment: Clarify whether the City has a written procedure to address SB 35.
Proposed Change:
• Chapter 5 (p. 131): Language has been added to Program 1.B to establish objective design standards
• Code Enforcement
Summary of Comment: Provide language regarding any local amendments to the Building Code.
Proposed Changes:
• Appendix E (p. E39-41): Additional language will be subsequently provided regarding local Building Code

amendments and ordinances
• Appendix E (p. E40): Information regarding Safety Code ordinance for “high rises” has been added

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

• Sites with Zoning for a Variety of Housing Types
Emergency Shelters : Demonstrate that the City has sufficient capacity to accommodate the need for emergency shelters.
Proposed Change:
• Appendix E (p. E-30): Zoning and parcel data/analysis has been added showing that there is enough capacity on parcels

identified on the SSI that permit emergency shelters by right that can accommodate the City’s most recent Homeless Count
number of 907

Permanent Supportive Housing: Demonstrate that Supportive Housing is a use by-right in zones where multi-unit and mixed uses
are permitted.
Proposed Change:
• Appendix E (p. E-35/36): Additional clarification language has been added stating compliance
Employee Housing: Demonstrate consistency with the Employee Housing Act, specifically showing employee housing for 6 or
fewer employees is treated a single-unit dwellings.
Proposed Change:
• Appendix E (p. E-31): New section on Employee Housing added
Accessory Dwelling Units: The City’s new ADU ordinance in not compliant with State law and an additional letter will be
forthcoming
Proposed Change:
• Chapter 5 (p. 136): Program 1.G has been revised to include bringing the City’s ADU ordinance into compliance.

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

• On-/Off-Site Improvements
Summary of Comment: Identify and analyze standards for impacts on cost and supply of housing.
Proposed Change:
• Appendix E (p. E-41): Additional information will be subsequently provided regarding standard requirements and

the process as to how it is determined a project is required to provide improvements

• Constraints on Housing for Persons with Disabilities
Reasonable Accommodations: Describe and analyze findings
Proposed Change:
• Appendix E (p. E-37) Additional information regarding the approval process and the City’s past performance of

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

5. An analysis of potential and actual governmental constraints upon the maintenance, improvement, or
development of housing for all income levels, including the types of housing identified in paragraph (1) of
subdivision (c), and for persons with disabilitiesas identified in the analysis pursuant to paragraph (7), including
land use controls, building codes and their enforcement, site improvements, fees and other exactions required
of developers, and local processing and permit procedures… (Gov. Code, §65583, subd. (a)(5).)
• Land-Use Controls
Summary of Comment: Analysis all relevant land use controls on a variety of housing types, both independently and
cumulatively.
Proposed Changes:
• Appendix E: Additional language regarding constraints has been provided throughout appendix
• Chapter 5 (p. 134 & 139): Revised language for Programs 1.E, 1.F, and 1.J
• Fees and Exaction
Summary of Comment: Constraints regarding Conditional Use Permit fees and overall development costs should be further
analyzed.
Proposed Changes:
• Appendix E (p. E-42): Additional clarification added stating that typical housing projects do not need a CUP or other

similar entitlements

• Appendix E (p. E-45-46): Revised analysis on City fees in relation to development costs

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

6. An analysis of potential and actual nongovernmental constraints upon the maintenance, improvement, or
development of housing for all income levels, including the availability of financing, the price of land, the cost
of construction, the requests to develop housing at densities below those anticipated in the analysis required
by subdivision (c) of Government Code section 65583.2, and the length of time between receiving approval
for a housing development and submittal of an application for building permits for that housing development
that hinder the construction of a locality’sshare of the regional housing need in accordance with Government
Code section 65584. The analysis shall also demonstrate local efforts to remove nongovernmental
constraints that create a gap between the locality’s planning for the development of housing for all income
levels and the construction of that housing. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (a)(6).)

approving Reasonable Accommodations has been provided

Group Homes for Seven or More Persons: Analyze constraints of requiring a CUP
Proposed Change:
• Chapter 5 (p. 149): New Program 2.G added to bring all regulations for special needs housing up to ensure

consistency with State law

Definition of a Family/Household: Analyze how “single mortgage, lease, or rental agreement for all members” in the
definition of household may impact disabled individuals
Proposed Change:
• Chapter 5 (p. 149): New Program 2.G added to bring all regulations for special needs housing up to ensure

consistency with State law

• Time between Approval and Building Permit
Summary of Comment: Analyze the length of time between receiving approval for a housing development and
submittal of an application for building permit.
Proposed Change:
• Appendix E (p. E-69): None. Information already provided.

A.

Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints

7. Analyze any special housing needs such as elderly; persons with disabilities, includinga developmental
disability; large families; farmworkers; families with female heads of households; and families and
persons in need of emergency shelter. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (a)(7).)
• Farmworkers
Summary of Comment: Acknowledge the housing needs of permanent and seasonal farmworkers at a
county-level and include programs as appropriate.
Proposed Change:
• Appendix E (p. E-31): Data provided acknowledging farmworker housing needs in the county and various

housing options within Santa Monica will be highlighted.

8. Analyze existing assisted housing developments that are eligible to change to non-low-income housing
uses during the next 10 years due to termination of subsidy contracts, mortgage prepayment, or
expiration of use restrictions. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (a)(9) through 65583(a)(9)(D).)
Summary of Comment: Expand list of eligible entities that could have the capacity to manage “at-risk”
projects
Proposed Change:
• Appendix B (p. B-50): List of additional non-profit housing providers added in the assessment

B.

Housing Programs

• City-Owned Sites, Program 2B (Right of First Offer Ordinance): City should commit to steps and
schedule for development, rather than “explore”
Proposed Change
• Programs 2.B (p. 143)
• Language strengthened/revised to indicate the City will plan for a minimum of 1,884 units

across all City-owned sites.

• Now includes commitment to issue 1 RFP for development of City-owned sites by Dec. 2023

B.

Housing Programs

1. Identify actions that will be taken to make sites available during the planning period with appropriate
zoning and development standards and with services and facilities to accommodate that portion of
the city’s or county’s share of the regional housing need for each income level that could not be
accommodated on sites identified in the inventory completed pursuant to paragraph (3) of
subdivision (a) without rezoning, andto comply with the requirements of Government Code section
65584.09. Sites shall beidentified as needed to facilitate and encourage the development of a variety
of types of housing….”
• Shortfall of Sites: Program for rezoning needs to include commitment to acreage, allowable densities, and
units.
Proposed Change
• Program 1.F (Downtown only) (p. 134)
• Added proposed FAR and Height tables.
• Specify Downtown tiers and affordability requirements – preference towards moderate and 80% AMI

B.

Housing Programs

• Program 1A (By-Right Approval for Housing Projects): Clarify that projects that have at least 20% affordable
housing and are located on sites in the previous HE will be processed by-right.
Proposed Change
• Program 1.A (p. 130)
• Revised by adding that projects with at least 20% affordable housing on-site will be eligible for by-right

ministerial review

• Replacement Housing Requirements: Include a program to require housing projects on SSI sites to provide
replacement housing that have affordable or rent control units in the past 5 years.
Proposed Change
• NEW Program 3.A (p. 153)
• Added new replacement housing requirement to comply with State law.

units

• NEW Program 1.J (formerly 4B) (p. 139)
• Added proposed FAR and Height tables
• Moved program to Goal 1 to clarify rezoning purpose and applicability to citywide except for Downtown

B.

Housing Programs

2. The housing element shall contain programs which assist in the development of adequate
housing to meet the needs of extremely low-, very low-, low- and moderate-income
households. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (c)(2).)
Summary of Comment: Program should commit to pursue and assist with funding or support funding
applications on a regular basis and include regular outreach to affordable housing providers.
Proposed Change
• Program 2.F (New Affordable Housing Finance Programs…)(p. 148)
• Added clarification that the City has adopted policy and will continue prioritizing local funding

through a Housing Trust Fund plan with spending commitments, strategies, ongoing outreach.

B.

Housing Programs

3. Address and, where appropriate and legally possible, remove governmental and
nongovernmental constraints to the maintenance, improvement, and development ofhousing,
including housing for all income levels and housing for persons with disabilities. The program
shall remove constraints to, and provide reasonable accommodations for housing designed
for, intended for occupancy by, or with supportive services for, persons with disabilities. (Gov.
Code, § 65583, subd. (c)(3).)
Program 1B (Streamline the Architectural Review): Include specific commitments to address identified
constraints such as design review approval findings
Proposed Change
• Program 1.B (p. 131)
• Revised to include new program language to stipulate the creation of objective design standards

for housing projects to address concerns with subjectivity of findings.

• Added language demonstrating how the design review process is applied in context of project

approvals and cannot be used to reduce density or deny a housing project.
• Design review findings will be revised to provide greater objectivity and certainty.

B.

Housing Programs

Program 1D (Explore Reducing or Eliminating Parking Requirements): HE should commit to actual
modifications of parking requirements
Proposed Change
• Programs 1.D (p. 133)
• Added commitment to provide reduced parking requirements for housing projects based on

Parking Overlay 1 rates.

• Previously limited to reduction or elimination of parking to Transit Priority Areas (TPAs), defined as

an area within one-half mile of a major transit stop that is existing or planned, if the planned stop is
scheduled to be completed within the planning horizon included in a Transportation Improvement
program or applicable regional transportation plan.

• Since the TPAs cover the vast majority of the City, for ease of implementation, it is proposed that

this change in parking requirements apply to housing projects citywide

B.

Housing Programs

4. Promote and affirmatively further fair housing opportunities and promote housing throughout
the community or communities for all persons regardless of race, religion, sex, marital status,
ancestry, national origin, color, familial status, or disability, and other characteristics protected
by the California Fair Employment and Housing Act (Part 2.8 (commencing with Section
12900) of Division 3 of Title 2), Section 65008, andany other state and federal fair housing and
planning law. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (c)(5).)
Summary of Comment: Programs may not be sufficient to AFFH. Program 4D should commit to
meaningful and sufficient actions to overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive communities.
• Program 4.D (p. 162)
• Revised to focus on providing more housing choices in R1 areas by allowing additional ADUs in R1

neighborhoods;

• Added reference to SB9, which may further increase housing choice in high opportunity areas;
• NEW Program 3.J (p. 159)
• Added language to continue to restrict condominium conversion of existing rental housing. This

was based upon strategies suggested in HCD’s AFFH guidance

B.

Housing Programs

5. The housing program shall preserve for low-income household the assisted housing
developments identified pursuant to paragraph (9) of subdivision (a). The program for
preservation of the assisted housing developments shall utilize, to the extent necessary, all
available federal, state, and local financing and subsidy programs identified in paragraph (9)
of subdivision (a), except where a community has other urgent needs for which alternative
funding sources are not available. The program mayinclude strategies that involve local
regulation and technical assistance. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (c)(6).)
Summary of Comment: Program 3C should commit the City to noticing residents and owners of
potential conversion dates, coordinating with qualified entities for potential purchase, and to seek
funding assistance specifically for these type projects.
• Program 3.C (p. 154)
• City already implements these actions; revised to include commitments to noticing tenants and

owners of conversion dates and information on maintaining long-term affordability. Added
language on providing funding assistance and ongoing communication with affordable housing
providers on conserving housing

C.

Quantified Objectives

Establish the number of housing units, by income level, that can be constructed, rehabilitated,
and conserved over a five-year time frame. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (b)(1& 2).)
Summary of Comment: HE must include conservation objectives by income group. City should
consider increasing the rehabilitation objective.
• Quantified Objectives (p. 180)
• Added conservation objective language and updated Table 5-2 that reflects one project

already in progress;

D.

Public Participation

Local governments shall make a diligent effort to achieve public participation of all economic
segments of the community in the development of the Housing Element, and the element shall
describe this effort. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd.(c)(8).)
Summary of Comment: Describe outreach efforts in greater detail and how HE addresses the public
comments.
• Public Participation (p. 10)
• Added discussion of outreach efforts for the HE and how comments were addressed has

E.

Consistency with General Plan

The Housing Element shall describe the means by which consistency will be achieved with
other general plan elements and community goals. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (c)(7).)
Summary of Comment: General Plan element updates may be required, such as Safety Element
Update and update of the Land Use element to identify and analyze disadvantaged communities
Response: This is acknowledged by the City, and efforts to update the Safety Element and the LUCE

will be forthcoming

been expanded

• Additional conservation and rehabilitation objectives based on programs such as POD,

housing vouchers, and Right to Counsel. HCD staff indicated that estimated units “saved”
through programmatic actions would be appropriate to include in Quantified Objectives.

Other Revisions to Housing Programs
Program / Program Portions Converted to Policies (Chapter 3):
• Program 1J Sustainable and Health Communities converted to Policy 1.5 Innovative and Sustainable Housing
Construction
• Part of Program 2G regarding senior housing converted to Policy 2.7 Support for Senior Housing;

Other Revisions to Housing Programs

Timeframes for Housing Program Implementation

After further review & in order to clearly address HCD’s comments, 2 programs were also
moved to different goals:

Timeframes for Housing Program Implementation

• Move Program 4B to Program 1J (Revise development standards)
• Move Program 7C to Program 3I (Right to Counsel)

• Anticipated timeframes for program implementation have all been extended to at least mid2022
• September 8, 2021: Planning Commission directed staff to not move forward with any redline amendments to the
Zoning Ordinance, LUCE, BAP, or DCP at this time in favor of finalizing the Housing Element

• Part of Program 2G regarding special needs housing converted to Policy 2.8;

• Direction to conduct additional outreach with the Rent Control Board, Housing Commission, and the two technical
working groups (production and stability) that were previously assembled as part of the draft Housing Element
process.

• Part of Program 2G regarding new housing models converted to Policy 2.9;
• New Policy 2.10 regarding expanding development of housing for persons with disabilities;

• Accounts for HCD’s 90-day review period to certify the Housing Element upon Council’s adoption by October 15,
2021.

• Part of Program 3C regarding consideration of incentives to multi-unit property owners to encourage the
rehabilitation of existing housing stock converted to Policy 3.8;
• Part of Program 6C regarding consideration of expanding POD program converted to Policy 6.4

Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence

Planning Commission Report

Planning Commission Meeting: September 20, 2021
To:
From:

Agenda Item: 9-A

Planning Commission
Jing Yeo, City Planning Division Manager

Subject

Review and direction for Final Public Hearing Draft of the 6 th Cycle
2021-2029 Housing Element Update

Recommended
Action

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review and provide
direction for the final public hearing draft of the 6th Cycle 2021-2029
Housing Element Update.

Summary
The 6th Cycle Housing Element Update represents a statement of Santa Monica’s housing
plan over the next eight years built around four main principles:
 Housing Production – provide incentives to increase housing production,
especially affordable housing production
 Housing Stability – ensure that existing residents are protected from displacement
 Location – incentivize and locate housing close to daily services and amenities like
parks and schools in addition to places around the city that have historically not
accommodate housing
 Equitable Housing Access – overcome historic patterns of segregation by
expanding access to housing choices in high opportunity areas
On July 1, 2021, the Draft 6th Cycle Housing Element Update was transmitted to the
California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) for review. On
August 30, 2021, the City received HCD’s formal comment letter. On September 8, 2021,
the Commission conducted a preliminary discussion on HCD’s August 30 comment letter.
This report provides a summary of HCD’s comments and presents redlines to the draft of
the 6th Cycle (2021-2029) Housing Element update dated July 1, 2021, including a
summary of the changes made to address HCD’s comments.
The Planning Commission will consider recommending that the City Council adopt the 6 th
Cycle Housing Element on September 24, 2021. The Planning Commission voted to not
consider any redline amendments to the Zoning Ordinance, Land Use and Circulation
Element (LUCE), Downtown Community Plan (DCP), and Bergamot Area Plan (BAP) that
would implement the Housing Element until the language of the Housing Element is
finalized. As a result, redline amendments would not be brought forth for Planning
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Commission consideration until November 2021 at the earliest.
Background
On June 2 and 3, 2021 the Planning Commission held an extensive discussion and
recommended the draft Housing Element to the City Council. The Commission discussed
the goals, policies, and programs with general emphasis on updating district development
standards in non-residential areas to ensure the feasibility for new housing projects,
implementing a robust State density bonus program with a broad menu of frequently
requested concessions, implementing a moderate-level affordable housing overlay in
targeted areas, and initiating an expansive public process that would explore options to
redress the impact of historically exclusionary single-unit zoning.
On June 15, 2021, the City Council reviewed the draft Housing Element as recommended
by the Commission. Following a thorough discussion, the Council made revisions and
directed staff to submit the draft Housing Element to the California Department of Housing
and Community Development (“HCD”).
On July 1, 2021, staff submitted the draft Housing Element to HCD thereby initiating a 60day review period where HCD may provide comments on the draft element. Comments
and feedback provided by HCD will be addressed and incorporated into the final draft of
the Housing Element that will be presented to the Commission in September for its
recommendation to Council. The Planning Commission is required to provide a
recommendation to the City Council, and City Council is required to adopt the final
Housing Element by October 15, 2021.
On August 4, 2021, the Planning Commission adopted two Resolutions of Intention
(Resolution Numbers 21-006 and 21-007) to consider recommending to the City Council
that the Council 1) adopt amendments to the text of the Zoning Ordinance for consistency
with the Goals, Policies and Programs of the 6th Cycle Housing Element and 2) adopt
amendments to the 6th Cycle (2021-2029) Housing Element of the City’s General Plan
and Amend the Land Use and Circulation Element of the City’s General Plan, the
Bergamot Area Plan, and the Downtown Community Plan for consistency with the Goals,
Policies and Programs of the 6th Cycle Housing Element.
On August 18, 2021, the Planning Commission discussed concepts for proposed
amendments to the Zoning Ordinance, LUCE, BAP, CCSP, and DCP for consistency with
the goals, policies, and programs of the 6th Cycle Housing Element. The Planning
generally agreed with the concepts presented and provided the following specific
direction:
 Streamlining Housing Project Approval
o Ensure that housing projects that need modifications are also eligible for
Administrative Approval process
o Review public correspondence identifying development standards that have
been problematic for housing projects such as:
 Ground floor height
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Daylight plane
Minimum floor to floor height and relationship of storefronts to
sidewalk
 Modify compact parking and loading spaces
 Outdoor living area
 Restriction on total percentage that can be on a roof
 2% slope requirement for usability
 Flexibility in selecting front or side parcel line for corner parcel
 Active commercial design and active commercial use requirements
 Flexibility in exchanging private and common open space
requirements
o Monitor and report on timelines for processing housing projects in order to
provide transparency for applicants
o Keep Downtown Tier 3 housing projects as DR instead of AA
o Implement State Density Bonus law and pursue a by-right menu of
incentives
Incentivize Housing Projects on Surface Parking Lots
o Remove density caps in residentially-zoned surface parking lots associated
with existing commercial use
o Remove barriers to housing projects on “A” lots including prohibition on
parking access for replacement commercial parking
Minimum Parking Requirements
o Monitor outcome of AB1401
o Explore reducing or eliminating minimum parking requirements in Transit
Priority Areas
BAP and DCP Development Standards
o Establish heights that can accommodate revised FAR
o Allow ground floor residential in mid-block locations
Moderate Income Overlay
o Supportive of providing similar incentives that 100% affordable housing
projects receive under State density bonus law with the exception that
density bonus is 50%
o Discussion around possibility of incentivizing larger units but need to
balance against project feasibility
o Support for more common area amenities but not prescribe requirements
to the extent that it affects project feasibility
Affordable Housing Production Program Revisions
o Keep the unit mix consistency requirement between market-rate and
affordable housing
o Preference for units constructed instead of in-lieu fees
o Support for acquisition/rehabilitation being added to off-site option
o Consider increasing the threshold when on-site units are required to
address problem of underbuilding residentially-zoned sites in order to avoid
AHPP requirements
o Interest in mixed-compliance option that is feasible, does not cause
segregation, and would prefer that developers provide moderate-income
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units and pay fee for lower levels of affordability
Density Bonus
o Consider creating a process for “off-menu” requests for incentives
o Ideas for menu of incentives/concessions
 Percentage reduction for any standard
 Orientation of parcel for corner lots
 Averaging density
City-owned sites
o Support for requiring public process and establishing a minimum
guaranteed density
Allow multi-unit housing where it’s prohibited
o Support for locational limitations and mitigation studies
o Concern that CCSP should primarily be directed for public use and not for
incentivizing significant amounts of housing
Revise development standards to incentivize housing
o Engage housing production working group to identify standards for possible
revisions
Parking lots of religious congregations
o Support for special standards to incentivize housing
o Consider targeting moderate-income units
o Allow for administrative approval
Additional direction unrelated to housing element programs
o Prioritize seismic retrofit
o Interest in receiving regular reports on housing production
o Start up sustainability efforts to counterbalance process improvements to
increase housing production (e.g. private tree ordinance, solar access
ordinance)
o Concern that new housing units are not affordable to families

On September 8, 2021, the Planning Commission held a discussion regarding staff’s
initial approaches to address the comments in HCD’s letter. In addition, the Planning
Commission provided some initial thoughts regarding proposed redlines to the Zoning
Ordinance, LUCE, DCP, and BAP however, voted to not move forward with consideration
of redline amendments until the Housing Element is finalized. The Planning Commission
also directed staff to conduct further outreach on the proposed redline amendments to
both the Housing Element housing production and housing stability working groups,
Housing Commission, and Rent Control Board.
Discussion
Comments from HCD on Draft Housing Element
The comments from HCD are divided into five sections:
A.
Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints
B.
Housing Programs
C.
Quantified Objectives
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D.
E.

Public Participation
Consistency with the General Plan

In further conversations with HCD reviewers regarding the comment letter, it was
communicated that the comment letter primarily identified technical statutory information
that is missing or was not able to be found in the draft Housing Element, and that the
majority of the technical requirements were new for the 6 th Cycle. This is consistent with
staff’s understanding as presented to the Commission at its September 8 meeting: many
of the comments appear to be standard comments needing clarification of where to find
information in the draft Housing Element, or are comments requesting additional
detail/information, many times to ensure that the City’s past and current efforts to produce
and preserve housing are fully explained. The comments on the Housing Programs also
generally seek to ensure that there are clear commitments to take action within a specified
period of time. The proposed changes to the program language reflect this intent to
provide more specific commitment and actions that will take place in addition to estimated
timeframes.
Summary of Changes in Response to HCD Comments
A. Housing Needs, Resources, and Constraints
1. Affirmatively further[ing] fair housing in accordance with Chapter 15 (commencing
with Section 8899.50) of Division 1 of Title 2…shall include an assessment of fair
housing in the jurisdiction. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (c)(10)(A).)


Fair Housing Enforcement and Outreach
o Summary of Comment:
Include ability to provide fair housing
enforcement and outreach capacity and describe compliance with
existing fair housing laws
o Proposed Changes:
 Information regarding the City’s existing robust fair housing
enforcement and outreach supplemented and added in Chapter
2, Assessment of Fair Housing, in the new sections F (p. 81) and
G (p. 85).



Integration and Segregation
o Summary of Comment: Analyze by including data by familial status and
disabilities
o Proposed Change:
 Information on familial status (household composition) and
persons with disabilities from Appendix B referenced (p. 56).
 Additionally, created new maps for Chapter 2 showing
percentage of population with disabilities (p. 57), percentage of
children in married couple households (p. 58), and percentage of
children in female headed households (p. 59).
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Areas of Concentrated Poverty/Affluence
o Summary of Comment: Address racially concentrated areas of
affluence
o Proposed Changes:
 Created new map on Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence
(p. 56) which are located in the northeast portion of Santa Monica.
Note that when staff previously pulled data from the HCD AFFH
data viewer in June 2021, the dataset showed that there were no
RCAAs in Santa Monica. HCD’s AFFH data viewer now does not
include formal RCAA data so City staff has created a map based
on ACS data and HCD’s RCAA factors of census tracts that are
at least 80% white and median household income of $132,844).



Disproportionate Housing Needs
o Summary of Comment:
Analyze trends on homelessness,
overpayment, overcrowding, and substandard housing conditions
o Proposed Changes:
 References to data in Appendix B added to Chapter 2 in new
section D (p. 72).
 Additionally, created new maps to show spatial patterns of
overpayment (p. 74-75), and overcrowding (p. 77)
 Data on substandard housing conditions from Code Enforcement
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is pending and will be added to final draft


Local Data and Knowledge, and Other Relevant Factors
o Summary of Comment:
Provide local data and knowledge on
trends/issues related to fair housing
o Proposed Changes:
 Analysis and conclusions from the 2020 AFH added to Chapter 2
Assessment of Fair Housing
 City’s 2020 Assessment of Fair Housing report attached as new
Appendix I to Housing Element.



Sites Inventory
o Summary of Comment: Address SSI relative to segregation/integrations
and income groups
o Proposed Changes:
 Discussion and new maps added to Appendix F showing Suitable
Sites Inventory relative to socioeconomic data of each census
tract, including racial and ethnic predominance (F-23),
low/moderate income households (F-25), and median household
income (F-24).



Goals, Priorities, Metrics, and Milestones to AFFH
o Summary of Comment: Programs do not appear to facilitate any
meaningful change nor address affirmatively furthering fair housing
requirements
o Proposed Changes:
 Expanded discussion of current City actions related to fair
housing added to Chapter 2, Section H: Summary and Actions to
Affirmatively Further Fair Housing (p. 86)
 Expanded discussion of proposed Housing Element programs
and how those programs address AFFH concepts of housing
mobility enhancement, housing choice and affordability, placebased community preservation and revitalization, and
displacement protection (p. 90)
 Modified in Chapter 5, Program 4.C: Allow one additional ADU in
R1 zones, (p. 163).
 Added in Chapter 5, New Program 4.D: Pilot program to provide
affordable housing priority for those displaced by the I-10
Freeway, (p. 164).

2. Include an analysis of population and employment trends and documentation of
projections and a quantification of the locality's existing and projected needs for all
income levels, including extremely low-income households. (Gov. Code, § 65583,
subd. (a)(1).)


Extremely Low-Income (ELI) Households

7

o Summary of Comment: Analyze ELI households relative to housing
needs
o Proposed Changes:
 Reference to existing ELI household data from Appendix B added
to Chapter 4, Summary of Land Available to Meet the RHNA (p.
119).
 The projected housing needs of ELI households based on
existing percentages of ELI households was calculated and
added to Chapter 4 (p. 119).
3. Include an analysis and documentation of household characteristics, including
level of payment compared to ability to pay, housing characteristics, including
overcrowding, and housing stock condition. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (a)(2).)


Housing Stock Condition
o Summary of Comment: Provide local data on substandard conditions
such as windsheld survey
o Proposed Changes:
 Added new section in Chapter 2, Assessment of Fair Housing, on
substandard housing conditions with reference to Appendix B
data. Local Code Enforcement data on the number of units with
violations related to living conditions to be added. (p. 78)

4. An inventory of land suitable and available for residential development, including
vacant sites and sites having realistic and demonstrated potential for
redevelopment during the planning period to meet the locality’s housing need for
a designated income level, and an analysis of the relationship of zoning and public
facilities and services to these sites. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (a)(3).)


Progress in Meeting the RHNA
o Summary of Comment: Assign income level to pending/approved units
and indicate how affordability will be ensured
o Proposed Changes:
 Table in Attachment 1 of Appendix F, SSI Report replaced to
include affordability levels. (p. F-37)
 Language that units will be deed-restricted for minimum 55 years
added to Attachment 1 of Appendix F. (p. F-37)



Realistic Capacity
o Summary of Comment: Support the use of maximum floor areas in
calculating capacity and account for the likelihood of nonresidential uses
o Proposed Changes:
 Complete data on allowable and approved FAR, zoning, and level
of affordability of past and recent projects added to Attachment 2
of Appendix F, SSI Report. (p. F-45)
 Additional language also included in Appendix F describing that

8



the proposed FARs incentivize residential over commercial
based on HR&A analysis (p. F-6).
Graphic showing trends of new commercial vs. residential
construction project applications added to Appendix F (p. F-7)



Demonstrate Suitability of Nonvacant Sites
o Summary of Comment: Provide analysis to demonstrate that sites will
redevelop to housing
o Proposed Changes:
 Additional discussion added in Appendix F regarding how SSI
sites were determined to be “high potential” (p. F-7 through F-10)
 New language added to Program 3.A to address replacement
housing on sites with residential (p. 153)



City-Owned Sites
o Summary of Comment: Provide additional information on sites such as
land use designations, allowable densities, existing uses, and potential
schedule for development, etc.
o Proposed Changes
 Additional columns added to Figure F-6, City-Owned SSI Sites
(F-15).
 Additional language added to Program 2.E (p. 146).



Demonstrate that Zoning is Appropriate for Lower-Income Households
o Summary of Comment: Show City allows for 30 units per acre
o Proposed Changes:
 Table in Attachment 2 revised to show estimated units/acre of
recent housing projects. (p. F-45)
 SSI Form will be revised to provide additional detail on sites



Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU)
o Summary of Comment: ADUs that can count toward RHNA must be
based on permitted ADUs , not in-progress.
o Proposed Change
 ADU projections adjusted downward based only on building
permits issued (p. 127).
Small Sites
o Summary of Comment: Demonstrate that the small sites are adequate
to accommodate housing for lower-income units.
o Proposed Changes:
 Table in Attachment 2 revised to show proposed FAR,
maximum FAR, size of sites, # of units, and estimated units/acre
of recent housing projects. (p. F-45)
 SSI parcels with common ownership identified in the SSI form
submitted to HCD.
 Additional info regarding allowable FAR of past projects added to
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Attachment 2.
Additionally, language stating that the City does not have
limitations on lot consolidations in the mixed use and commercial
zones added. (p. F-6)



Infrastructure
o Summary of Comment: Clarify sufficient existing and planned total
water and sewer capacity to accommodate the RHNA
o Proposed Change:
 Clarification language added to Chapter 1 (p. 17) and Appendix
F (p. F-54)



Water Sewer Priority
o Summary of Comment: Government Code § 65589.7 requires that
water and sewer priority be given to projects that include low-income
units.
o Proposed Change:
 New Program 2.J added (p. 151).



Electronic Sites Inventory
o Summary of Comment: Please submit SSI on HCD’s electronic form
o Proposed Change:
 None. The SSI form will be resubmitted to HCD with additional
site information
Sites with Zoning for a Variety of Housing Types
o Summary of Comment: Emergency Shelters- Demonstrate that the City
has sufficient capacity to accommodate the need for emergency
shelters.
 Proposed Changes:
 Zoning and parcel data/analysis has been added to
Appendix E, Constraints on Housing, showing that there is
enough capacity on parcels identified on our SSI that
permit emergency shelters by right that can accommodate
the City’s most recent Homeless Count number of 907 (E30).
o Summary of Comment: Permanent Supportive Housing- Demonstrate
that Supportive Housing is a use by-right in zones where multi-unit and
mixed uses are permitted.
 Proposed Change:
 Additional clarification language has been added stating
compliance (E-35/36)
o Summary of Comment: Employee Housing- Demonstrate consistency
with the Employee Housing Act, specifically showing employee housing
for 6 or fewer employees is treated a single-unit dwellings.
 Proposed Change:
 New section on Employee Housing added (E-31).
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o Summary of Comment: Accessory Dwelling Units The City’s new ADU
ordinance in not compliant with State law and an additional letter will be
forthcoming
 Proposed Change:
 Program 1.G has been revised to include bringing the
City’s ADU ordinance into compliance. (p. 136).
5. An analysis of potential and actual governmental constraints upon the
maintenance, improvement, or development of housing for all income levels,
including the types of housing identified in paragraph (1) of subdivision (c), and for
persons with disabilities as identified in the analysis pursuant to paragraph (7),
including land use controls, building codes and their enforcement, site
improvements, fees and other exactions required of developers, and local
processing and permit procedures… (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (a)(5).)




Land-Use Controls
o Summary of Comment: Analysis all relevant land use controls on a
variety of housing types, both independently and cumulatively.
o Proposed Changes:
 Additional language regarding constraints has been provided
(throughout Appendix E)
 Revised language for Programs 1.E, 1.F, and 1.J (p. 134, 139)
Fees and Exaction
o Summary of Comment: Constraints regarding Conditional Use Permit
fees and overall development costs should be further analyzed.
o Proposed Changes:
 Additional clarification added stating that typical housing projects
do not need a CUP or other similar entitlements (E-42)
 Revised analysis on City fees in relation to development costs (E45-46)



Local Processing and Permit Procedures
o Summary of Comment: Analyze discretionary entitlement impacts on
housing
o Proposed Changes:
 Additional language added to Program 1.B, ARB Streamlining (p.
131).
 Additional language about entitlement process added to Section
7 of Appendix E clarifying entitlement thresholds for housing
project (Appendix E, p. E-46)



SB 35 Streamlined Ministerial Approval Process
o Summary of Comment: Clarify whether the City has a written procedure
to address SB 35.
o Proposed Change:

11



Language has been added to Program 1.B to establish objective
design standards (P. 131).



Code Enforcement
o Summary of Comment: Provide language regarding any local
amendments to the Building Code.
o Proposed Change:
 Additional language will be subsequently provided regarding local
Building Code amendments and ordinances (p. E-39-41)
 Information regarding Safety Code ordinance for “high rises” has
been added (p. E-39-41)



On-/Off-Site Improvements
o Summary of Comment: Identify and analyze standards for impacts on
cost and supply of housing.
o Proposed Changes:
 Additional information will be subsequently provided regarding
standard requirements and the process as to how it is determined
a project is required to provide improvements (p. E-41)



Constraints on Housing for Persons with Disabilities
o Summary of Comment: Reasonable Accommodations- Describe and
analyze findings
 Proposed Changes:
 Additional information regarding the approval process and
the City’s past performance of approving Reasonable
Accommodations has been provided (p. E-37).
o Summary of Comment: Group Homes for Seven or More PersonsAnalyze constraints of requiring a CUP
 Proposed Changes:
 New Program 2.G added to bring all regulations for special
needs housing up to ensure consistency with State law (p.
149).
o Summary of Comment: Definition of a Family/Household- Analyze how
“single mortgage, lease, or rental agreement for all members” in the
definition of household may impact disabled individuals
 Proposed Changes:
 New Program 2.G added to bring all regulations for special
needs housing up to ensure consistency with State law (p.
149).

6. An analysis of potential and actual nongovernmental constraints upon the
maintenance, improvement, or development of housing for all income levels,
including the availability of financing, the price of land, the cost of construction, the
requests to develop housing at densities below those anticipated in the analysis
required by subdivision (c) of Government Code section 65583.2, and the length
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of time between receiving approval for a housing development and submittal of an
application for building permits for that housing development that hinder the
construction of a locality’s share of the regional housing need in accordance with
Government Code section 65584. The analysis shall also demonstrate local efforts
to remove nongovernmental constraints that create a gap between the locality’s
planning for the development of housing for all income levels and the construction
of that housing. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (a)(6).)


Time between Approval and Building Permit
o Summary of Comment: Analyze the length of time between receiving
approval for a housing development and submittal of an application for
building permit.
o Proposed Changes:
 None. Information already provided in Appendix E (p. E-69)

7. Analyze any special housing needs such as elderly; persons with disabilities,
including a developmental disability; large families; farmworkers; families with
female heads of households; and families and persons in need of emergency
shelter. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (a)(7).)


Farmworkers
o Summary of Comment: Acknowledge the housing needs of permanent
and seasonal farmworkers at a county-level and include programs as
appropriate.
o Proposed Change:
 Data provided acknowledging farmworker housing needs in the
county and various housing options within Santa Monica will be
highlighted (E-31).

8. Analyze existing assisted housing developments that are eligible to change to nonlow- income housing uses during the next 10 years due to termination of subsidy
contracts, mortgage prepayment, or expiration of use restrictions. (Gov. Code, §
65583, subd. (a)(9) through 65583(a)(9)(D).)
o Summary of Comment: Expand list of eligible entities that could have
the capacity to manage “at-risk” projects
o Proposed Change:
 List of additional non-profit housing providers added in the
assessment (p. B-50)
B. Housing Programs
1. Identify actions that will be taken to make sites available during the planning period
with appropriate zoning and development standards and with services and facilities
to accommodate that portion of the city’s or county’s share of the regional housing
need for each income level that could not be accommodated on sites identified in
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the inventory completed pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (a) without
rezoning, and to comply with the requirements of Government Code section
65584.09. Sites shall be identified as needed to facilitate and encourage the
development of a variety of types of housing….”


Summary of Comment: Shortfall of Sites - Program for rezoning needs to
include commitment to acreage, allowable densities, and units
o Proposed Change:
 Inserted proposed FAR and height tables to Programs 1.F and
1.J(p. 134, 139)



Summary of Comment: Program 1.A (Streamlined Approval for Housing
Projects) - Clarify that projects that have at least 20% affordable housing and
are located on sites in the previous HE will be processed by-right
o Proposed Change:
 Program 1.A has been revised to add specific language that
projects that have at least 20% affordable housing on sites will be
eligible for by-right ministerial review



Summary of Comment: Replacement Housing Requirements - Include a
program to require housing projects on SSI sites to provide replacement
housing that have affordable or rent control units in the past 5 years
o Proposed Change: New replacement housing requirement added to
Program 3.A (p. 153).



Summary of Comment: City-Owned Sites, Program 2.B (Right of First Offer
Ordinance) - City should commit to steps and schedule for development, rather
than “explore”
o
Proposed Changes:
 Program 2.B language has been revised to indicate that the City
will plan for a minimum of 1,884 units across all City-owned sites.
 Program includes a commitment to issue one RFP for
development of City-owned sites by December 2023 (p. 143).

2. The housing element shall contain programs which assist in the development of
adequate housing to meet the needs of extremely low-, very low-, low- and
moderate- income households. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (c)(2).)


Summary of Comment: Program 2.F should commit to pursue and assist with
funding or support funding applications on a regular basis and include regular
outreach to affordable housing providers.
o Proposed Changes:
 Added clarification that the City already has adopted policy and will
continue to prioritizing local funding through a Housing Trust Fund
plan that includes spending commitments, funding strategies, and
shall continue ongoing outreach to affordable housing providers (p.
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148).
3. Address and, where appropriate and legally possible, remove governmental and
nongovernmental constraints to the maintenance, improvement, and development
of housing, including housing for all income levels and housing for persons with
disabilities. The program shall remove constraints to, and provide reasonable
accommodations for housing designed for, intended for occupancy by, or with
supportive services for, persons with disabilities. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd.
(c)(3).)


Program 1.B (Streamline the Architectural Review): Include specific
commitments to address identified constraints such as design review approval
findings
o Proposed Changes:
 Program 1.B has been revised to include new program language to
stipulate that creation of objective design standards for housing
projects should address the concern regarding findings.
 Added language to Program 1B to demonstrate how the design
review process is applied in context of project approvals and cannot
be used to reduce density or deny a housing project.
 Design review findings will be revised to provide greater objectivity
and certainty (p. 131).



Program 1.D (Explore Reducing or Eliminating Parking Requirements):
Housing Element should commit to actual modifications of parking
requirements
o Proposed Changes:
 Program 1D has been revised to commit to allow all housing projects
to have the reduced parking requirements specified in Parking
Overlay 1 rates. Program 1.D previously limited a reduction or
elimination of parking to Transit Priority Areas (TPAs), defined as an
area within one-half mile of a major transit stop that is existing or
planned, if the planned stop is scheduled to be completed within the
planning horizon included in a Transportation Improvement program
or applicable regional transportation plan. Since the TPAs cover the
vast majority of the city, for ease of implementation, it is proposed
that this change in parking requirements apply to housing projects
citywide (p. 133).

15

Map of Transit Priority Areas

4. Promote and affirmatively further fair housing opportunities and promote housing
throughout the community or communities for all persons regardless of race,
religion, sex, marital status, ancestry, national origin, color, familial status, or
disability, and other characteristics protected by the California Fair Employment
and Housing Act (Part 2.8 (commencing with Section 12900) of Division 3 of Title
2), Section 65008, and any other state and federal fair housing and planning law.
(Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (c)(5).)


Summary of Comment: Programs may not be sufficient to AFFH. Program 4.D
should commit to meaningful and sufficient actions to overcome patterns of
segregation and foster inclusive communities.
o Proposed Changes:
 Program 4.D has been revised to focus on providing more
housing choices in R1 areas by allowing additional ADUs in R1
neighborhoods (p. 163).
 Added reference to SB9, which may further increase housing
choice in high opportunity areas.
 Program 3.J added to continue to restrict conversion of existing
rental housing to condominiums. This was based upon strategies
suggested in HCD’s AFFH guidance (p. 159).

5. The housing program shall preserve for low-income household the assisted
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housing developments identified pursuant to paragraph (9) of subdivision (a). The
program for preservation of the assisted housing developments shall utilize, to the
extent necessary, all available federal, state, and local financing and subsidy
programs identified in paragraph (9) of subdivision (a), except where a community
has other urgent needs for which alternative funding sources are not available. The
program may include strategies that involve local regulation and technical
assistance. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (c)(6).)


Summary of Comment: Program 3.C should commit the City to noticing
residents and owners of potential conversion dates, coordinating with qualified
entities for potential purchase, and to seek funding assistance specifically for
these type projects
o Proposed Changes:
 Revised to include commitments to noticing tenants and owners
of conversion dates and information on maintaining long-term
affordability. Added language on providing funding assistance
and ongoing communication with affordable housing providers on
conserving housing (p. 154).

C. Quantified Objectives
1. Establish the number of housing units, by income level, that can be constructed,
rehabilitated, and conserved over a five-year time frame. (Gov. Code, § 65583,
subd. (b)(1 & 2).)


Summary of Comment: HE must include conservation objectives by income
group. City should consider increasing the rehabilitation objective.
o Proposed Changes
 Added conservation objective language and updated Table 5-2
that reflects one project already in progress (p. 180).
 Additional conservation and rehabilitation objectives based on
programs such as POD, housing vouchers, and Right to
Counsel. HCD staff indicated that estimated units “saved”
through programmatic actions would be appropriate to include in
Quantified Objectives.

D. Public Participation
1. Local governments shall make a diligent effort to achieve public participation of all
economic segments of the community in the development of the Housing Element,
and the element shall describe this effort. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd.(c)(8).)


Summary of Comment: Describe outreach efforts in greater detail and how HE
addresses the public comments
o Proposed Changes
 Discussion of outreach efforts for the HE and how comments
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were addressed has been expanded (p. 10).
E. Consistency with General Plan
1. The Housing Element shall describe the means by which consistency will be
achieved with other general plan elements and community goals. (Gov. Code, §
65583, subd. (c)(7).)


Summary of Comment: General Plan element updates may be required, such
as Safety Element Update and update of the Land Use element to identify and
analyze disadvantaged communities
o Response: This is acknowledged by the City, and efforts to update the
Safety Element and the LUCE will be forthcoming

Other Revisions to Housing Programs
HCD’s comment letter emphasizes the need for commitment and specificity in Housing
Programs. In further conversations with HCD staff, the intent for specific commitments
from the City was confirmed. As a result, in addition to the comments on housing
programs in HCD’s comment letter, staff has revised housing programs to strengthen the
City’s commitment to specific actions.
However, there are some programs where it was not clear what actions and milestones
would be appropriate. Therefore, some programs have been converted to policies in
Chapter 3 instead in order to reflect direction given by City Council but where the details
of how such direction would be implemented have not yet been determined:









Program 1J Sustainable and Health Communities converted to Policy 1.5
Innovative and Sustainable Housing Construction
Part of Program 2G regarding senior housing converted to Policy 2.7 Support for
Senior Housing
Part of Program 2G regarding special needs housing converted to Policy 2.8
Part of Program 2G regarding new housing models converted to Policy 2.9
New Policy 2.10 regarding expanding development of housing for persons with
disabilities
Part of Program 3C regarding consideration of incentives to multi-unit property
owners to encourage the rehabilitation of existing housing stock converted to
Policy 3.8
Part of Program 6C regarding consideration of expanding POD program converted
to Policy 6.4

After further review and in order to more clearly address HCD’s comments, two programs
were also moved to different goals:
 Move Program 4B to Program 1I (Revise development standards)
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Move Program 7C to Program 3I (Right to Counsel)

Timeframes for Housing Program Implementation
At the September 8, 2021 meeting, the Planning Commission directed staff to not move
forward with any redline amendments to the Zoning Ordinance, LUCE, BAP, or DCP at
this time and instead focus on finalizing the Housing Element. The Commission provided
further direction to conduct additional outreach with the Rent Control Board, Housing
Commission, and the two technical working groups (production and stability) that were
previously assembled as part of the draft Housing Element process. With that direction,
the anticipated timeframes for program implementation associated with amendments to
the general plan, specific plans or the zoning ordinance have all been pushed out to mid
2022 at the earliest in order to provide time for staff to re-engage both technical working
groups. This implementation timeframe also accounts for HCD’s 90-day review period to
certify the Housing Element upon Council’s adoption by October 15, 2021.
Timeline for Housing Element Adoption
The statutory deadline to adopt the 6th Cycle Housing Element is October 15, 2021. As
discussed at the Commission’s September 8, 2021 meeting, staff requested further
clarification from HCD staff regarding the comment in their letter stating that if the City did
not adopt the 6th Cycle Housing Element within 120 days of October 15, 2021, the City
would be required to adopt a Housing Element update every four years for at least two
consecutive updates rather than remaining on an 8-year planning cycle. HCD staff
clarified that:
1) The statutory deadline of October 15, 2021 is not limited to determining whether
the City is required to update its Housing Element in four or eight years. HCD
confirmed that if the City does not adopt a Housing Element before October 15,
2021, HCD would consider the City to be out of compliance.
2) The second “deadline” of 120 days after the statutory adoption deadline was
provision added by SB375 to reconcile the changes that aligned the Regional
Transportation Plans with Housing Element cycles. As noted above, October 15,
2021 is the statutory deadline for the City to be compliance. February 15, 2022 is
the deadline by which the City must adopt a Housing Element in order to avoid
updating the Housing Element every four years. HCD staff was clear to emphasize
that the additional 120 days is not a “grace period” for Housing Element adoption.
As a result of clarification from HCD staff on the timeline, City staff continue to strongly
recommend that the Planning Commission remain on schedule so that the Housing
Element can be adopted by Council by October 15, 2021. This provides the best
opportunity for the City to efficiently work with HCD so that the City can be in compliance
as quickly as possible.
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Attachments
A. Proposed Redline Changes to Draft Housing Element
B. Proposed Redline Changes to Appendix B, Housing Needs Assessment
C. Proposed Redline Changes to Appendix E, Housing Constraints
D. Proposed Redline Changes to Appendix F, Suitable Sites Inventory Report
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Agenda
1. Overview of addenda to draft Housing Element based on PC direction provided on 9/20/21.

Recommendation to City Council on
6th Cycle 2021-2029 Housing Element
Planning Commission
September 24, 2021

Addenda | PC Direction & Staff Response
• Program 1.A: Projects requesting a minor modification are still entitled to streamlining and HAA, but not projects requesting
major modifications. Additionally, reduce the number of major modifications on the menu. Change the timeframe to December
31, 2021.
• PC Redline: The City shall make permanent amendments to the Zoning Ordinance that are currently interim and make
amendments to the Land Use and Circulation Element (LUCE), Downtown Community Plan (DCP), Bergamot Area Plan (BAP)
and Zoning Ordinance, as necessary, to allow, at a minimum: 1) 100% affordable housing projects and; 2) non-Downtown
housing projects that are code-compliant or are granted a minor modification; 3) Downtown housing projects that do not
exceed Tier 2 maximums and are subject to the Housing Accountability Act code-compliant or are granted a minor
modification.
• Timing: August 1, 2022 December 31, 2021.
Staff Response:
• Projects that seek deviations from objective standards through the minor modification process do not meet all objective
standards, and are thus not covered under the HAA. However, these projects are still eligible for the administrative approval
(by-right) process and the City will be prohibited from denying or reducing density.
• Due to limited time, noticing requirements, necessary procedure to bring forward code amendments, and outreach, staff
proposes a timeframe of March 31, 2022.

Addenda | PC Direction & Staff Response

• PC Redline: Promote The Use Incentivize and Facilitate the Development Of Accessory Dwelling Units Through An ADU
Accelerator Program
Staff Response:
• OK. Deletion made in error and original text for program title will be restored.
• Program 1.I: Add “environmentally sustainable” before construction techniques.
• PC Redline: The City shall support innovative lower-cost, and efficient, and environmentally sustainable construction techniques
for housing. Program shall consider implement a streamlined building permit review process for housing projects utilizing
innovative construction methods and technology, and project-based outcome-oriented permitting benchmarks.
Staff Response:
• OK. Program language updated accordingly.

• New program implementing SB9 to address 25% demolition limitation for building a duplex. Delete reference to SB 9 in Program
4.C. (P.37)

2. Overview of further technical changes in Appendices E and F in response to public correspondence and HCD
comments

• PC Redline: Program 4.E: Implement SB 9 in a meaningful way, that may include, but not be limited to, allowing for demolition
of existing structures to produce a duplex.

3. Overview of Final EIR for 6th Cycle Housing Element

Staff Response:
• Program 4.E will be added

4. Adopt Resolution Number 21-011 (PCS) Recommending that the City Council:
1. Adopt the 6th Cycle (2021-2029) Housing Element of the General Plan as amended by Exhibit B (addenda),
and
2. Consider and Make a Recommendation to the City Council on the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final
EIR) for the 6th Cycle Housing Element.

Addenda | PC Direction & Staff Response
• Program 1.B: Change timeframe to September 30, 2022 (P.19)

• Facilitate and streamline the approval of housing projects on school sites as contemplated in state legislation.
• PC Redline: Policy 1.9 Partner with School District and Community College District for Housing. The City shall seek
opportunities to work with the School District to facilitate housing development.
Staff Response:
• New Policy 1.9 under Goal 1 to be added.
• School Districts can vote to exempt themselves from local law. The City has no control over what the School District can do
with their properties. Based on prior discussions with school district, there is an interest in developing housing for SMMUSD
workforce.

Addenda | PC Direction & Staff Response
• Program 1.F: Remove affordability percentage for off / on-site & affordability mix requirement.

• PC Redline: Timing: August 1, 2022September 30, 2022

• PC Redline: Add note at bottom of table “*The City reserves the right to adjust these heights and FARs up or down. Any changes
will ensure feasibility and that overall capacity is met, and will be no lower than the allowable existing height and FAR as of DATE.
The off-site affordability requirement will be greater than the on-site requirement.”

Staff Response:
• Program timeframe to be updated accordingly.

• Add as last sentence to program 1.F:

• Program 1.C: Change language to build in flexibility to allow housing on surface lots in all residential districts, including OP districts.
Also consider removing restrictions on lot consolidation and street access.
• PC Redline: Program 1.C: Incentivize Housing Development On Surface Parking Lots in Residential Zones That Are Associated
With Existing Commercial Uses
• New paragraph in Program 1.C: The City shall also adopt standards that incentivize housing production on surface parking lots
associated with existing residential uses as long as the existing residential use is not removed.

Staff Response:
• Program language to be updated accordingly.

Addenda | PC Direction & Staff Response
Program 1.J:

• Program 1.G: Add back ADU accelerator to the title (p.22)

Addenda | PC Direction & Staff Response

• Remove affordability percentage for off / on-site & affordability mix requirement.
• Housing projects should be defined as stated in HAA.
• Staff shall explore opportunities, including rezoning or creation of new zoning districts to facilitate advancement of housing goals
and/or historic preservation.

• Apply SDBL definition of “equivalent size” to unit mix requirements.
• PC Redline: Add note at bottom of table “*The City reserves the right to adjust these heights and FARs up or down. Any changes will
ensure feasibility and that overall capacity is met, and will be no lower than the allowable existing height and FAR as of DATE. The
off-site affordability requirement will be greater than the on-site requirement.”

• Amend Program 1.J: “…may be considered a constraint to housing production, including but not limited to development impact
fees, unit mix requirements, and design standards.”
• Add to Program 1.J: Revise the definition of a Housing Project in the DCP to be consistent with the HAA.

• Add to end of Program 1.J: The City shall consider opportunities, including rezoning or the creation of new zoning districts, as
necessary, to facilitate advancement of housing goals and/or historic preservation.

• The City shall consider opportunities, including rezoning or the creation of new zoning districts, as necessary, to facilitate
advancement of housing goals and/or historic preservation.
• Add to the end of Program 1.F:

In addition to FAR and height, the City shall review all standards and regulations that may be considered a constraint to housing
production including but not limited to development impacts fees and design standards such as restrictions on ground floor
residential use, minimum/maximum ground floor height, and daylight plane adjacent to existing residential neighborhoods.
Staff Response:
• OK to delete reference to AHPP affordability requirements in the HE.
• FARs are based on Council direction of 15% AHPP affordability requirement. Adjusting FARs down later would require
reducing the AHPP requirement as well.

Addenda | PC Direction & Staff Response
• Add to the end of Program 1.J: In addition to FAR and height, the City shall review all standards and regulations that may be
considered a constraint to housing production including but not limited to development impacts fees and design standards such
as restrictions on ground floor residential use, minimum/maximum ground floor height, and daylight plane adjacent to existing
residential neighborhoods.

Staff Response:
• OK to delete reference to AHPP affordability requirements for now in the HE.
• FARs are based on Council direction of 15% AHPP affordability requirement. Adjusting FARs down later would require
reducing the AHPP requirement as well.
• If housing is to be permitted in zones where housing has historically not occurred (to address AFFH, the standards must make
it feasible for housing to be produced.
• There may be fair housing implications resulting from continuing to discourage housing in certain areas of the City and more
heavily incentivizing in others.
• Council voted to define housing project in the DCP in August 2020, limiting to 25% neighborhood commercial uses on the first
two floors.

Addenda | PC Direction & Staff Response

Addenda | PC Direction & Staff Response

Addenda | PC Direction & Staff Response

Program 2.C:
Remove percentages and distribution requirements (aligned with 1.F and 1.J) and increase the AHPP applicability to projects with 6 or
more units.
• PC Redline: Update The City’s Affordable Housing Production Program And Development Standards to Ensure To Increase the
Number of Affordable Housing Units at all Income Levels that Housing Projects Are Feasible
• In order to increase the number of affordable housing units at all income levels, the AHPP including in on-site option for housing
projects located outside of the Downtown, shall be revised to eliminate include, but not be limited to:

• Additionally, to support increased affordable housing production, the AHPP off-site option for housing projects located outside
of the Downtown shall be revised to allow
•

Increase the off-site affordable housing option minimum percentage of required affordable units to be higher than the onsite option. to be a more viable alternative to on-site affordable 20% with inclusionary units. The revision would allow
provided at 10% very low, 5% low, and 5% moderate-income

•

Allow projects to locate off-site affordable housing to be located anywhere in the City that is not a disadvantaged area,
determined through as defined by SB535, which includes socioeconomic and environmental metrics. such as
overconcentration of lower-income households

•

The AHPP off-site option shall also be updated to allow Allow market-rate projects to comply with the AHPP through the
acquisition and rehabilitation of existing vacant rental units and converting those to deed-restricted units.

• Increase the threshold (to at least 6 units) by at which projects are required to provide on-site or off-site affordable units.
• Eliminate the current “menu” option of affordability requirements and instead establish a desired new base affordability percentage of
15% for%, with the inclusionary units provided equally among all affordable very low, low, and moderate-income levels.
• The City shall also re Re-evaluate the in-lieu fee option to provide funds for applicants to pay a fee instead of construction constructing
affordable units to ensure that the fee supports the funding and construction of new affordable housing throughout the City ; and

• Program 2.D: If the income distribution for the affordability requirement is removed then there shall be a mechanism for
developers to get more than one concession. (p.27)
• PC Redline: Add new sentence: If there is an affordability requirement in place that distributes affordability requirements evenly
across income levels, explore ways for developers to request more than one incentive/concession.
Staff Response:
• Staff does not recommend this change as it conflicts with prior Council direction.
• City will follow allowed provisions of State density bonus law. Applicants are eligible for density bonus in accordance with
percentage of affordable units provided on-site. There are also other options available other than concessions/incentives,
such as waivers.

Staff Response:
OK. Program language updated accordingly.

• Evaluate the possibility of a mixed-compliance option that would provide applicants more flexibility in meeting AHPP requirements

Addenda | PC Direction & Staff Response
• Program 2.E: Add language to allow for revenue generating uses that are in synergy with housing, including up to 200% AMI
affordable units. (p.28)
• PC Redline: Amend Program 2.E: “…with consideration of other revenue-generating uses that are in synergy with fair and
economically diverse housing, including up to 200% AMI deed-restricted units, community-serving purposes, including but not
limited to green space, place making, and/or community-serving commercial.”
Staff Response:
•

Staff does not recommend this change as it conflicts with prior Council direction. Council previously directed specific
language for this program.

Addenda | PC Direction & Staff Response
• New Policy 1.10: New policy to direct the City to aggressively pursue grant money to facilitate affordable housing on City-owned
sites. (P.103)
• PC Redline: Policy 1.10: Funding for Affordable Housing on City-owned sites: Pursue grant funding opportunities to facilitate
affordable housing on City-owned sites.

Staff Response:
• OK: Policy 1.10 will be added
• Program 2.F: Amend Program 2.F so that the acquisition/rehabilitation of units is for deed-restricted, multi-unit developments in
areas of affluence (P.29).
• PC Redline: "...commitments for affordable housing production and preservation for special needs and ELI households,
including exploring acquisition/rehabilitation of units to be converted to deed-restricted, multi-unit developments in areas of
affluence."
Staff Response:
• Staff does not recommend this change as City Council sets policy on use of Housing Trust Funds that establishes priority
goals and funding allocations based on recommendations from the Housing Commission.

Addenda | PC Direction & Staff Response

Addenda | PC Direction & Staff Response
• Program 6.A: Amend Program 6.A to explore entering into a contract with the County for project-based vouchers (P.115).

• Program 4.D: Broaden the objective of Program 4.D to include more impacted communities. (P.37)
PC Redline:“…through the Pico neighborhood during the 1950s and 1960s that disproportionately impacted low-income
communities, other impacted groups, indigenous communities, and communities of color."
Staff Response:
• Staff does not recommend this change without Council direction.
• Council approved this pilot program on 7/23/21 with specific program objectives.

PC Redline: New Policy 6.7 : "The City shall explore the possibility of entering into a contracts with the County for
project-based vouchers including, but not limited to, programs administered by the County of Los Angeles.”
Staff Response:
• Staff is consulting with Housing and Human Services Division staff to determine whether this is appropriate policy.
• Program 6.C: Amend Program 6.C to also assist persons with disabilities (P.39).
PC Redline: "Assist seniors and persons with disabilities in achieving a basic needs budget”.
Staff Response:
• Staff does not recommend this change since this is an existing City Council adopted program and any such changes would
require Council approval. Potential POD program expansion to other rent burdened households, including persons with
disabilities, is provided as Policy 6.4. Program expansion will be evaluated based on Housing Commission and Housing and
Human Services Division input and consideration of available program funding.

Addenda | PC Direction & Staff Response
• Program 3.A: Study the distinction between SB8 and Housing Element Law requirements for non-vacant sites. Amend Program 3.A
so that the housing replacement requirement is reflective of Housing Element Law. (P.31)
PC Redline: As required by Government Code Section 65583.2(g)(3), the City shall amend the Zoning Ordinance to require that : (1)
sites that currently have residential use, or (2) within the past five years have had residential uses that have been vacated or
demolished, that (1) are or were subject to a recorded covenant, ordinance, or law that restricts rents to levels affordable to
persons and families of low or very low income, or (2) subject to any other form of rent or price control through a public entity's
valid exercise of its police power, or (3) within the past five years were occupied by low or very low income households, shall be
required to replace all of those units as affordable to the same or lower income level as a condition of any development on the
site. Replacement requirements shall be consistent with those set forth Government Code Section 65915(c)(3).
Staff Response:
• OK: Program 3.A will be amended to address SB330 as amended by SB and Housing Element Law.
• Program 4.B: Amend Program 4.B to permit ancillary uses to support the expansion of the primary community serving Community
Assembly use on or above the ground floor (non-profit, youth-serving) (P.36).
• PC Redline: "...and an additional 22 feet of building height, and allowance for the primary community assembly use on or above
the ground floor."
Staff Response:
• OK: Program 4.B will be amended. Note that there is no need to distinguish between types of community assembly uses for
the applicability of the program.

Addenda | Additional Staff Changes
• New Program 1.K: Add new Adequate Sites Program as required by Government Code section 65583.2(h)(P.25).
Staff Redline: Program 1.K: Adequate Sites Program To accommodate the City’s lower-income RHNA, the City shall make
amendments to the Land Use and Circulation Element (LUCE), Downtown Community Plan (DCP), Bergamot Area Plan (BAP) and
Zoning Ordinance, as necessary to establish that all sites designated for mixed-uses, except for NC Main Street and NC Montana,
are allowed 100 percent residential use and require residential use to occupy at least 50 percent of the floor area in a mixed–use
housing project.
• Amend Program 1.A: Amend Program 1.A to include the creation of SB35 implementation procedures, and also to reference
Government Code Section 65583.2(c) (P.18).
Staff Redline:
New paragraph added to Program 1.A:
"The City shall also develop written procedures to implement the streamlined review process for eligible projects under SB35."
Amend Program 1.A:
“...4) housing projects that include at least 20% of units on-site as affordable to lower-income households [Government Code
Section 65583.2(c)] to be reviewed...”

Appendix E – Constraints on Housing

Appendix E – Constraints on Housing

Appendix E – Constraints on Housing

Additional Revisions and Analysis

Additional Revisions and Analysis

Additional Revisions and Analysis

• Development Standard Constraints
• Additional acknowledgment of possible development standard constraints, including fees and process
• Clarification of Programs 1.F and 1.J reviewing all standards, regulations, and fees, and providing feasible FARs and
building heights

• Affordable Housing Production Program

• Local Coastal Plan

• Activity Centers
• Additional details regarding process of establishing Activity Centers and the replacement with community benefits
system.
• Residential Zone Density Limits
• Residential density caps acknowledged, and reasoning provided for their purpose (deter displacement of rent control
units and “affordable” housing stock)
• Surface Parking Lot Redevelopment Limitations
• Acknowledgment added regarding density cap constraints and intent of Program 1.C to remove those barriers to
encourage redevelopment of surface parking lots.

Appendix E – Constraints on Housing

• Additional details provided summarizing Program 2.C revisions of the AHPP.

• Summary provided of Coastal Commission process and the City’s progress of adopting an LCP.
• Current constraint acknowledged.

• Community Benefits

• Additional details provided, as well as reference to Program 1.J establishing feasible FARs and building heights that
have accounted for community benefits and the program’s intent to review all standards, regulations, and fees.
• Language added for DCP community benefits and reference to Program 1.F establishing feasible FARs and building
heights that have accounted for community benefits and the program’s intent to review all standards, regulations, and
fees.

• Implementation of State Density Bonus

• Acknowledgement added of City’s past practices and current compliance direction provided by City Council.

Appendix F – Suitable Sites Inventory Report
Additional Revisions and Analysis

• On- and Off- Site Improvements

• Following additional guidance from HCD, new table added showing shortfall of units (by income
category) added under current development standards

• Language added referencing Program 1.A (streamlining) allowing projects with Minor Modifications to still be processed
ministerially.

• SB 35

• Language added referencing Program 1.A (streamlining) establishing written procedures to implement a streamlined
review process and Program 1.B (ARB) creating objective design standards.

• Housing Accountability Act

• Language added referencing Program 1.A (streamlining) allowing projects with Minor Modifications to still be processed
ministerially.

Housing Element Final EIR
• Required by California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

• Analyzed potential environmental impacts of the buildout of up to 11,000 units (RHNA of
8,895 units plus buffer)
• Public Review
 Notice of Preparation Released on October 30, 2020

Total Capacity

Category 1 Approved
Category 1 Pending
Category 4 City Sites
Category 11 Religious Sites
Category 12 Parking Lots
All Remaining Categories
ADUs
Total
RHNA Targets
Shortfall

• Summary provided regarding various local Building Code amendments that provide higher orders of seismic, structural,
fire, and occupant safety, as well as environmental conservation (Energy Code and Green Building Standards).
• Constraints are recognized and weighed against the City’s local climatic, geological, topographical, and environmental
conditions and goals.
• Additional information regarding City’s high-rise definition and its necessity to ensure protection of human life.

Additional Revisions and Analysis

Capacity for Affordable Units

• Entitlement Processes and Thresholds

• Language added referencing Programs 1.F and 1.J reviewing location limitations on housing, such as on the ground floor.

• Local Amendments to the Building Code

Appendix F – Suitable Sites Inventory Report

Additional Revisions and Analysis

• Summary provided regarding various on- and off-site improvement requirements and constraint recognition.

• Locational Limitations on Housing

# Units
1,503
680
788
29
61
2,593

Total Affordable
Capacity
416
165
647
0
0
2,593

ELI
104
42
162
0
0
648

352
6,006

232
4,053

53
1,009

7
963

151
1107

21
977

8,895
(2,889)
-32%

6,168
(2,115)

1,397
(388)

1,397
(434)

1,672
(565)

1,702
(725)

VLI
104
42
162
0
0
648

Housing Element Final EIR
Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Impacts
• Air Quality (construction and operation)
• Noise/Vibration (vibration effects on sensitive buildings)

LI
104
42
162
0
0
648

Moderate
104
42
162
0
0
648

• New Program 1.K added, which will permit sites designated as mixed uses (except NC Main Street and
NC Montana) to accommodate 100 percent residential use and require residential use to occupy at
least 50 percent of the floor area in a mixed-use project. Required by Government Code section
65583.2(h)
• Modifications to the SSI Table to reflect removal of a couple sites that have new applications as well as
a few listing errors

Housing Element Final EIR
Alternatives Analyzed
• Alternative 1, No Project/No Build, required by CEQA Guidelines.

• Cultural Resources (due to potential demolition or alteration of historic resource)

• Alternative 2, Transit-Oriented Housing Development on Fewer Sites Alternative

• Public Services (Fire, Parks, Schools)
• Transportation

• Alternative 3, Quantified Objective Alternative

• Utilities (Water)

 Draft EIR published on July 1, 2021 and circulated for 45 days

Mitigation Identified for:

 Four comment letters received and PC comments provided on August 4, 2021

• Air Quality

 Final EIR (with responses to comments) published September 14, 2021

• Tribal Cultural Resources
• Public Services
• Transportation
• Utilities

Environmentally Superior Alternative
• Alternative 3, Quantified Objective
 it does not achieve the goals of the Housing Element
 would not achieve the RHNA
 not compliant with state Housing Element law

Planning Commission Report

Planning Commission Meeting: September 24, 2021
To:
From:

Agenda Item: 9-A

Planning Commission
Jing Yeo, City Planning Division Manager

Subject

Adoption of the 6th Cycle 2021-2029 Housing Element Update

Recommended
Action

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission Adopt Resolution
Number 21-011 (PCS) Recommending that the City Council Adopt the
6th Cycle (2021-2029) Housing Element of the General Plan, and
Consider and Make a Recommendation to the City Council on the Final
Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the 6th Cycle Housing
Element.

Summary
The 6th Cycle Housing Element Update represents a statement of Santa Monica’s housing
plan over the next eight years built around four main principles:
 Housing Production – provide incentives to increase housing production,
especially affordable housing production
 Housing Stability – ensure that existing residents are protected from displacement
 Location – incentivize and locate housing close to daily services and amenities like
parks and schools in addition to places around the city that have historically not
accommodate housing
 Equitable Housing Access – overcome historic patterns of segregation by
expanding access to housing choices in high opportunity areas
On July 1, 2021, the Draft 6th Cycle Housing Element Update was transmitted to the
California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) for review. On
August 30, 2021, the City received HCD’s formal comment letter. On September 8, 2021,
the Commission conducted a preliminary discussion on HCD’s August 30 comment letter.
On September 20, 2021, the Planning Commission provided direction regarding redlines
to the draft of the 6th Cycle (2021-2029) Housing Element update dated July 1, 2021.
This report presents the Planning Commission’s recommended redlines to the July 1,
2021 draft Housing Element. Each of the Planning Commission’s changes are
enumerated in the Addenda (Attachment 1), provided as Exhibit B to the Resolution of
Recommendation.
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Background
On June 2 and 3, 2021 the Planning Commission held an extensive discussion and
recommended the draft Housing Element to the City Council. The Commission discussed
the goals, policies, and programs with general emphasis on updating district development
standards in non-residential areas to ensure the feasibility for new housing projects,
implementing a robust State density bonus program with a broad menu of frequently
requested concessions, implementing a moderate-level affordable housing overlay in
targeted areas, and initiating an expansive public process that would explore options to
redress the impact of historically exclusionary single-unit zoning.
On June 15, 2021, the City Council reviewed the draft Housing Element as recommended
by the Commission. Following a thorough discussion, the Council made revisions and
directed staff to submit the draft Housing Element to the California Department of Housing
and Community Development (“HCD”).
On July 1, 2021, staff submitted the draft Housing Element to HCD thereby initiating a 60day review period where HCD may provide comments on the draft element.
On August 4, 2021, the Planning Commission adopted two Resolutions of Intention
(Resolution Numbers 21-006 and 21-007) to consider recommending to the City Council
that the Council 1) adopt amendments to the text of the Zoning Ordinance for consistency
with the Goals, Policies and Programs of the 6th Cycle Housing Element and 2) adopt
amendments to the 6th Cycle (2021-2029) Housing Element of the City’s General Plan
and Amend the Land Use and Circulation Element of the City’s General Plan, the
Bergamot Area Plan, and the Downtown Community Plan for consistency with the Goals,
Policies and Programs of the 6th Cycle Housing Element.
On August 18, 2021, the Planning Commission discussed concepts for proposed
amendments to the Zoning Ordinance, LUCE, BAP, CCSP, and DCP for consistency with
the goals, policies, and programs of the 6th Cycle Housing Element. The Planning
generally agreed with the concepts presented and provided the following specific
direction:
 Streamlining Housing Project Approval
o Ensure that housing projects that need modifications are also eligible for
Administrative Approval process
o Review public correspondence identifying development standards that have
been problematic for housing projects such as:
 Ground floor height
 Daylight plane
 Minimum floor to floor height and relationship of storefronts to
sidewalk
 Modify compact parking and loading spaces
 Outdoor living area
 Restriction on total percentage that can be on a roof
 2% slope requirement for usability
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Flexibility in selecting front or side parcel line for corner parcel
Active commercial design and active commercial use requirements
Flexibility in exchanging private and common open space
requirements
o Monitor and report on timelines for processing housing projects in order to
provide transparency for applicants
o Keep Downtown Tier 3 housing projects as DR instead of AA
o Implement State Density Bonus law and pursue a by-right menu of
incentives
Incentivize Housing Projects on Surface Parking Lots
o Remove density caps in residentially-zoned surface parking lots associated
with existing commercial use
o Remove barriers to housing projects on “A” lots including prohibition on
parking access for replacement commercial parking
Minimum Parking Requirements
o Monitor outcome of AB1401
o Explore reducing or eliminating minimum parking requirements in Transit
Priority Areas
BAP and DCP Development Standards
o Establish heights that can accommodate revised FAR
o Allow ground floor residential in mid-block locations
Moderate Income Overlay
o Supportive of providing similar incentives that 100% affordable housing
projects receive under State density bonus law with the exception that
density bonus is 50%
o Discussion around possibility of incentivizing larger units but need to
balance against project feasibility
o Support for more common area amenities but not prescribe requirements
to the extent that it affects project feasibility
Affordable Housing Production Program Revisions
o Keep the unit mix consistency requirement between market-rate and
affordable housing
o Preference for units constructed instead of in-lieu fees
o Support for acquisition/rehabilitation being added to off-site option
o Consider increasing the threshold when on-site units are required to
address problem of underbuilding residentially-zoned sites in order to avoid
AHPP requirements
o Interest in mixed-compliance option that is feasible, does not cause
segregation, and would prefer that developers provide moderate-income
units and pay fee for lower levels of affordability
Density Bonus
o Consider creating a process for “off-menu” requests for incentives
o Ideas for menu of incentives/concessions
 Percentage reduction for any standard
 Orientation of parcel for corner lots
 Averaging density
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City-owned sites
o Support for requiring public process and establishing a minimum
guaranteed density
Allow multi-unit housing where it’s prohibited
o Support for locational limitations and mitigation studies
o Concern that CCSP should primarily be directed for public use and not for
incentivizing significant amounts of housing
Revise development standards to incentivize housing
o Engage housing production working group to identify standards for possible
revisions
Parking lots of religious congregations
o Support for special standards to incentivize housing
o Consider targeting moderate-income units
o Allow for administrative approval
Additional direction unrelated to housing element programs
o Prioritize seismic retrofit
o Interest in receiving regular reports on housing production
o Start up sustainability efforts to counterbalance process improvements to
increase housing production (e.g. private tree ordinance, solar access
ordinance)
o Concern that new housing units are not affordable to families

On August 30, 2021, HCD issued a letter to report on its review of the draft Housing
Element. HCD’s review concluded that the draft Housing Element addressed many
statutory requirements, but that revisions would be necessary to comply with State
Housing Element Law. The letter provided recommended revisions to the Draft Housing
Element, to, among other things, provide additional information and analysis of the City’s
housing needs, resources and constraints, related to fair housing, population and
employment trends, household characteristics, the Suitable Sites Inventory (“SSI”),
zoning for a variety of housing types, governmental and nongovernmental constraints on
housing, special housing needs, and “at risk” housing units. HCD further recommended
that the City make revisions to housing programs set forth in the Draft Housing Element:
demonstrate adequate capacity for the RHNA allocation; address, and where legally
possible, remove, constraints to the maintenance, improvement and development of
housing; promote and affirmatively further fair housing; and preserve assisted housing
development for low-income households.
On September 8, 2021, the Planning Commission held a discussion regarding staff’s
initial approaches to address the comments in HCD’s letter. In addition, the Planning
Commission provided some initial thoughts regarding proposed redlines to the Zoning
Ordinance, LUCE, DCP, and BAP however, voted to not move forward with consideration
of redline amendments until the Housing Element is finalized. The Planning Commission
also directed staff to conduct further outreach on the proposed redline amendments to
both the Housing Element housing production and housing stability working groups,
Housing Commission, and Rent Control Board.
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On September 20, 2021, the Planning Commission held a discussion on Staff’s proposed
redline revisions to the Housing Element to address the comments in HCD’s letter. The
Planning Commission provided feedback and suggested language revisions on programs
in the revised Housing Element. In addition, the Planning Commission directed that Staff
move up the timelines of Programs 1.A (Streamlining Housing Project Approvals),
1.F(Revise Downtown Community Plan Development Standards), 1.J (Rezoning by
Revising Development Standards for Housing Projects), 2.C (Update the Affordable
Housing Production Program), and 2.D (Update the Density Bonus Ordinance) to
December 31, 2022.
Discussion
Further Changes to Revised Housing Element
In response to Planning Commission’s direction, staff has prepared an addenda
(Attachment 1) that provides a summary of the Commission’s direction, language,
organized by program number, that reflects the Commission’s direction, and staff’s
response. As indicated in the addenda, staff will be amending some of the programs in
the Revised Housing Element following direction from the Commission. These revisions
will be included in the revised Housing Element presented to City Council. However, for
other programs, staff does not recommend inclusion of the revised language for reasons
that include: conflict with prior City Council direction, need for consultation with the
Housing Commission and Housing and Human Services Division staff, and concerns
about compliance with State housing law.
With regard to the timeline for implementation of Programs 1.A, 1.F, 1.J, 2.C, and 2.D,
the Commission made some recommended changes to implementation timelines to
December 31, 2021 instead of August 2022. Due to the need for outreach including staff
time necessary to prepare materials and convene the working groups, procedural
requirements, noticing timelines, and hearings at Planning Commission and City Council,
staff does not believe that December 31, 2021 would be realistic. In addition, the City is
required to report to HCD on progress in implementing the Housing Element and staff is
concerned that if timelines are not met, penalties could be imposed that could be avoided
if reasonable timelines are established that account for the realities of workload and
significant staffing shortages across the City organization necessary to support this work.
As a result, staff is proposing March 31, 2022 as a more reasonable timeline to
accomplish this work. It should be noted that the Housing Element may not yet be
certified at the time that substantial work towards the implementation actions would be
occurring.
The addenda also includes new Program 1.K, Adequate Sites Program, which has been
added to comply with State Housing Element law. Under existing development standards,
the Suitable Sites Inventory is insufficient to accommodate the RHNA for lower income
households (Attachment 2). As such, Government Code section 65583.2(h) states that
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the City must identify sites for rezoning and where the City will be accommodating more
than 50 percent of the low- and very low-income regional housing need on sites
designated for mixed-uses, such mixed-uses sites must be allowed to accommodate 100
percent residential use and require residential use to occupy at least 50 percent of the
floor area in a mixed-use project.
In addition, staff has reviewed public correspondence received on Appendix E
(Constraints on Housing) of the Revised Housing Element. In general, the letter identified
various other factors that are perceived to be constraints to housing and states that such
constraints should be included and analyzed in Appendix E. Additional revisions have
been made to address the comments where appropriate, as summarized in the attached
addenda (Attachment 1), and a newly revised Appendix E has been included in this report
(Attachment 3). Additionally, the comment letter requested analysis be provided regarding
proposed programs and future potential redline changes to various implementation
documents. However, as the purpose of Appendix E is to analyze current constraints on
housing, this analysis is not required.
Housing Element Final Environmental Impact Report
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) was prepared to analyze the potential environmental effects of the
6th Cycle Housing Element. As required by Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a
Notice of Preparation (NOP) was published commencing on October 30, 2020 and ending
on December 31, 2020. The NOP also announced a virtual public scoping meeting for the
EIR during the NOP comment period on December 10, 2020. During the scoping meeting,
Staff described the Housing Element Update and the environmental review process, and
received public comment on the scope and content of the EIR.
On July 1, 2021, a Notice of Completion and Public Availability of the Draft EIR was
published, commencing 45-day public comment period for the Draft EIR as required by
CEQA. The environmental issues studied in detail in the Draft EIR include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Air Quality
Cultural Resources
Energy
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Land Use and Planning
Noise and Vibration
Population, Housing, and Employment
Public Services
Utilities
Transportation
Tribal Cultural Resources

Other issue areas such as Aesthetics, Agricultural/Forestry Resources, Biological
Resources, Geology/Soils, Hydrology/Water Quality, Mineral Resources, and Wildfires
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were determined to be less than significant in the Initial Study (Appendix A of the EIR).
The Draft EIR was available for a 45-day public review period, during which a total of 4
comment letters were received. The Final EIR, which was published in September 2021,
contains all comments and responses to comments received during the comment period
as well as minor changes to the Draft EIR.
Significant Impacts
As indicated in Chapter 3.0, Environmental Analyses, of the EIR, impacts associated with
air quality, tribal cultural resources, and noise would be less than significant or less than
significant with implementation of mitigation measures as established in the Mitigation
Monitoring Reporting Plan (see Chapter 11 of the Final EIR). The Housing Element would
however have significant unavoidable impacts associated with construction
vibration/construction effects, public services impacts associated with fire protection
services, schools, and parks, and transportation impacts associated with VMT, and
significant and unavoidable impacts associated with water.
Alternatives Studied
The selection of alternatives studied in the EIR are based on CEQA requirements as well
as consideration of public comments received during the NOP comment period for the
Draft EIR. The EIR studied three alternatives to the project, which are intended to reduce
the environmental impacts of the projects:


Alternative 1, No Project/No Build, is required pursuant to Section 15126.6(e) of
the CEQA Guidelines. While not consistent with the City’s obligations under State
Housing Law and the State mandate to plan for and accommodate RHNA, the No
Project Alternative represents a scenario where the proposed Housing Element is
not adopted.



Alternative 2, Transit-Oriented Housing Development on Fewer Sites Alternative,
represents scenario where the City would also plan for the 6th Cycle RHNA;
however, new residential development under Alternative 2 would be concentrated
within a 0.5-mile radius of the City’s three Metro E (Expo) Light Rail Transit stations
in order to more fully support transit-oriented communities.



Alternative 3, Quantified Objective Alternative, generally establish and implement
similar policies, development standards, and programs as the proposed Housing
Element Update; however, this alternative would substantially reduce the number
of new dwelling units as compared to the Housing Element Update. Specifically,
this alternative proposes the development of 5,363 net new dwelling units through
the planning horizon of 2030, as compared to the City’s RHNA of 8,895 dwelling
units.

Environmentally Superior Alternative
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) indicates that an analysis of alternatives shall
identify an environmentally superior alternative among the alternatives evaluated in the
EIR. In general, the environmentally superior alternative as defined by CEQA should
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minimize adverse impacts to the project site and its surrounding environment. For a broad
policy document such as the proposed Housing Element Update, there may not be a clear
Environmentally Superior Alternative. An alternative may reduce environmental impacts
to certain resource areas and increase impacts to other resource areas as compared to
the proposed project, while another alternative may reduce different environmental
impacts. Although CEQA does not provide specific guidance in this matter, where an
alternative is anticipated to result in reduced impacts for a majority of resource areas
and/or substantially reduced impacts in especially critical resource areas, this can support
a finding that the alternative is environmentally superior.
In evaluating alternatives under CEQA, different weights may be assigned to the relative
importance of specific environmental impacts. In comparing the alternatives to the
proposed Housing Element Update, “more weight” was given to air quality, cultural
resources, noise, public services, utilities and transportation effects than to other resource
area impacts, primarily considering the importance of these issue areas to have the most
significant and irreversible impacts. However, in addition to these resource areas,
additional importance was placed on how and to what extent each of the alternatives
accomplish the goals and objectives of the proposed Housing Element Update. The
project objective to “meet the State-mandated 6th Cycle RHNA for the City,” was given
particular importance because not doing so could have potentially serious consequences
for the City, including limited access to State funding as well as potential for lawsuits.
When a jurisdiction’s Housing Element is found to be out of compliance, its general plan
is at risk of being deemed inadequate, and therefore invalid. If a jurisdiction is sued over
an inadequate general plan, the court may impose requirements for land use decisions
until the jurisdiction brings its general plan – including its Housing Element – into
compliance with State Housing Law.
In strictly comparing reductions in the severity of physical environmental impacts it has
been determined that the implementation of Alternative 2, the Quantified Objective
Alternative, would be the environmentally superior alternative. With respect to meeting
the basic project objectives, the Quantified Objective Alternative would generally establish
and implement similar policies, development standards, and programs as the Housing
Element Update. Additionally, implementation of the Quantified Objective Alternative
would meet many of the principles and goals of the Housing Element Update; however,
the number of dwelling units planned for through the 2030 planning horizon would not
meet the City’s 6th Cycle RHNA. As previously described, if HCD determines that the
City’s reduced numerical housing target fails to substantially comply with the State
Housing Law, there are potentially serious consequences including limited access to
State Funding as well as potential for lawsuits.
Next Steps
Staff will be bringing forward the Final EIR for certification and the 6th Cycle (2021-2029)
Housing Element, as revised, to the City Council for review and adoption prior to October
15, 2021. Following adoption, Staff will incorporate revisions as necessary and submit the
final revised Housing Element to HCD for review and certification. Work efforts to
implement the first phase of programs in the 6th Cycle Housing Element will resume after
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submittal of the Housing Element to HCD. At the September 8, 2021 meeting, the
Planning Commission directed staff to not move forward with any redline amendments to
the Zoning Ordinance, LUCE, BAP, or DCP at that time, and directed staff to instead
focus on finalizing the Housing Element. The Commission provided further direction to
conduct additional outreach with the Rent Control Board, Housing Commission, and the
two technical working groups (production and stability) that were previously assembled
as part of the draft Housing Element process as part of program implementation. With
that direction, Staff will re-engage outreach efforts with anticipated completion of the first
phase of program implementation by March 31, 2022.
Attachments
1. Addenda to Revised July 1 Housing Element
2. Revised Appendix F, Suitable Sites Inventory Report (revisions highlighted in gray)
3. Revised Appendix E, Constraints on Housing (revisions highlighted in gray)
4. Final EIR for the 6th Cycle Housing Element
5. Resolution of Recommendation
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Appendix A - Outreach Summary

GG.

City of Santa Monica Housing Element 2021 - 2029

October 12 , 2021 – City Council Adoption Hearing

TBD

Attachments: Staff Presentation, Staff Report
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