
David Morris  

It is presumptuous and premature for the staff to place this item on the agenda, and it is 
presumptuous and premature for the Housing Commission to be discussing this item at this 
time. 

 
It is only on or after January 1, 2029, that the Council (whoever sits on it then) may decide 
whether to shut down the airport or not. 

 
There has been a campaign of disinformation by the City Council and City staff to make the 
public believe that the closure of Santa Monica airport is already certain. 

 
Such disinformation serves the interests of the developers that the current City Council 
members and City staff are beholden to. 

 
In his recent Santa Monica Mirror article, Bob Taylor writes: 

 
"The Myth of 2028 

 
In 2014, Measure LC amended the city charter, via Section 640, giving the City Council the 
authority to regulate SMO as an operating airport, or to close the airport—but only after a council 
vote takes place. That means as few as four of the seven members, i.e., a simple council majority, 
will make that decision. No public vote. No town hall. No public presentations. Just four people 
may decide the future of the land. That’s not a mandate to close, as they can just as easily decide 
to continue airport operations – that’s discretion. And it matters. Because, with two more voting 
cycles, you will have an opportunity to say who will be on the council to support your choice. 

The Fine Print No One Likes to Read 



Following LC, in 2017, the city signed the Consent Decree with the FAA. This was a legally 
binding agreement, not a feel-good resolution. And it said plainly “…after December 31, 2028, 
the Parties agree that the City may, in its sole discretion at any time on or after January 1, 2029, 
cease to operate the Airport as an airport and may close the Airport…”. The City is obligated to 
operate the Airport through December 31, 2028, AFTER WHICH date the City MAY decide to 
close the Airport. Note the word “MAY.” Not “will,” not “shall, and certainly not “must.” 

Following the 2017 Consent Decree, the then city council issued a ‘resolution’ stating it was their 
desire to close SMO. A resolution is not a binding law, but rather a wish list by the then city 
council members, none of whom are still on the council. 

Nonetheless, in January 2025, eight years later, the city attorney’s office issued a ‘memo’ that 
stated the council resolution of 2017, in their interpretation, was the only vote necessary to seal 
the closure date of midnight Dec 31, 2028. 

 
Source: 

 
https://smmirror.com/2025/05/sm-a-r-t-column-smo-so-many-options-part-3-pie-in-the-sky/ 

 
It would be wise of the Housing Commissioners to familiarize themselves with the entire 
article and act accordingly, in the interests of the Santa Monica community rather than the 
corrupt City Council and staff. 

 
Sincerely, 

David Morris 



 
 

RE: June 5, 2025 Housing Commission Meeting - Item 3.a. 

Dear Housing Commissioners - 

In response to the City's call earlier this year for Letters of Interest (LOIs) for SMAC Project amenities, many 
community stakeholders submitted LOIs regarding public recreational amenities in the future Great Park. 

 
A copy of an LOI I prepared for a new skate park is attached. I'm submitting it to you to help underscore how 
many individuals across our City and region seek more open and recreational space and are willing to work as a 
partner with the City to find $$ to build desired facilities and work as a team to create something great that 
stands the test of time. 

 
Skateboarding came to life in Santa Monica and Venice and if you attended the Street League skating event by the 
Pier a few weeks ago you would have seen how VAST, incredibly diverse, inclusive, and creative the skating 
community is, including those with disabilities. 

 
Santa Monica is fortunate to have The Cove Skatepark, which anyone who knows (or parents) a skater is so grateful 
for. But to add a somewhat larger accessible skatepark in the SE corner of the City would be transformational for 
the entire SoCal skate community because skaters travel around the region skating different parks in search of new 
challenges. A new skate park would be a relatively low-cost amenity and would not require amendment of Measure 
LC. 

 
The Santa Monica community understands that our City will continue to densify and add significant housing over the 
decades to come. There are many opportunities to add housing in other locations throughout our City but there is 
only one location EVER to build a 192-acre park to serve the needs of both residents now and for many, many 
generations to come. 

 
Please support an all-public Great Park that can be built over time as funds become available and that will not 
require a ballot measure to amend the LC City Charter Amendment. 

 
Thank you - 

 
Sincerely, 
Ann Bowman 
Resident, 28+ years 
Not a skater, but certainly an aficionado 

EXTERNAL 

https://www.santamonica.gov/media/Housing/GPC%20-%20Skatepark%20LOI%20V2.pdf


Dear Chair Gordon and Esteemed Commissioners - 

 
A few thoughts to keep in mind as you receive the SMAC Project presentation tomorrow night - 

 
THE NEED - 

 
 

 Santa Monica is a dramatically park-poor City at our current population (1.4 acres/1000 
residents) in a park-poor region - Mar Vista only has .5 acres/1000; Venice has .9 
acres/1000. The recommended minimum is 5 acres/1000 residents. 

  Our park acres-to-residents ratio puts us near the very bottom among all California cities. 
 Even compared to peer beach cities with large beaches like ours, our park acreage is 

extremely low. 
  Almost 80% of the residents in our City live in multi-family housing with no on- 

site yards or green space. 
 In its 2022 Park Needs Assessment update, Los Angeles County identified the Southeast 

corner of Santa Monica as an area of priority for a large regional park - see pp. A-187 
and A-188 of https://lacountyparkneeds.org/wp- 
content/uploads/2023/03/AppA_RegionalProfiles_Westside_Dec2022.pdf 

  The Great Park project is a 30X30 project - conserving 30% of the land in each of the 50 
United States by 2030 - President Biden initiated 30X30; Gov. Newsom endorsed it. The 
State of Maryland met its 30x30 goal this year and is now working on 40X40- 
https://www.nytimes.com/2025/04/21/climate/maryland-30x30-conservation- 
land.html?searchResultPosition=1 

 
 
 

THE HOUSING - 
 
 

 Housing generally and affordable housing particularly is and will continue to be added 
throughout our City - see 6th Cycle Housing Element and the LUCE. 

 As our City densifies and adds population, it's critical to commensurately increase open 
and recreation space, which we have largely failed to do, despite adding Virginia Avenue, 
Tongva, and Historic Belmar parks over the last 30 years. 

 There is only one location - ever - where our town can come together to build a 192- 
acre, large public park, which once realized will only up our park acres-to-residents ratio 
(at current population) to about 3.5 acres/1000. That ratio would make Santa Monica 
only a "moderately-parked" City, not even a "well-parked" one by all local, state and 
national measures. 

https://lacountyparkneeds.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/AppA_RegionalProfiles_Westside_Dec2022.pdf
https://lacountyparkneeds.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/AppA_RegionalProfiles_Westside_Dec2022.pdf
https://www.nytimes.com/2025/04/21/climate/maryland-30x30-conservation-land.html?searchResultPosition=1
https://www.nytimes.com/2025/04/21/climate/maryland-30x30-conservation-land.html?searchResultPosition=1


 The park will bring significant new green and open spaces, increase sports & recreational 
opportunities, enhance the existing arts and cultural opportunities, honor the history of 
the site, support sustainability practices including water recapture and recharge, restore 
habitat, and enhance regional biodiversity. 

 The Trust for Public Land recently stated: "Over the past 5 years, the Los Angeles [area 
has fallen]...to the bottom [in a national ranking of park systems in the 100 most 
populous cities]. The precipitous decline can be traced back to a century of 
leadership that failed to prioritize adequate or equitable park investments." 

THE REVENUE - 
 
 

 Parks bring significant economic benefits and "park effect" revenue, including increased 
property tax revenues and park-adjacent new businesses and new housing. 

 The estimated total for the "wealth-increasing" annual effects of San Francisco's parks 
system is $500,000,000 per the Center for City Park Excellence, The Trust for Public 
Land, April 2014 

 The High Line Park "has brought in an additional 900 million dollars in tax revenue for 
the city of New York and generated roughly 2 billion dollars in new economic 
activity throughout the “High Line district” of the city." 
https://rhetorikos.blog.fordham.edu/?p=1313 

 Central Park is estimated to bring in $1 BILLION annually to NYC in economic activity, 
increased market value of nearby properties, and revenue. This includes revenue from 
tourism, real estate, and other tax sources. The "Central Park Effect" likely leads to 
more than 11,000 jobs, including 4,000 from economic activity and 7,200 from real 
estate. https://assets.centralparknyc.org/pdfs/about/The_Central_Park_Effect.pdf 

 
THE REALITY - 

 
 

  Santa Monica (like other CA coastal cities) now finds itself in the same position as New 
York City was 170 years ago when City leaders built Central Park - effectively an island 
(just like Manhattan is) where people clamor to live because of growing unfavorable 
conditions elsewhere in California - higher average temperatures, extreme weather, 
elevated fire risk, and water scarcity. 

 The densification here will continue for generations making it critical to plan NOW for 
sufficient open and park space while we have a once-ever chance to do it. We need 
to build Santa Monica's Great Park and then our city will grow up around it for the next 
100, 200+ years just like Manhattan did around Central Park over many generations. 

 Central Park opened in 1858. Manhattan was low-rise back then just like Santa Monica 

https://rhetorikos.blog.fordham.edu/?p=1313


is now. The Empire State Building did not even open until 1931. Here's a video 
documenting Manhattan's densification from the 1850s until present day. This 
is looking southeast from Central Park - https://www.youtube.com/watch? 
v=NULrNgCVbT8 

 
Let's build this 192-acre Great Park 
Thank you - Ann Bowman 
Recreation and Parks Commissioner 

 

 
We can be this in 100 years (no large park or green space) - 

 

 

 
Or we can be this - 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NULrNgCVbT8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NULrNgCVbT8


 

 



EXTERNAL 

From: Gail Gordon 
To: Rene Ortega 
Subject: Fw: June 5, 2025 Housing Commission Meeting - Item 3.a. 
Date: Thursday, June 5, 2025 9:46:41 AM 

 

Maybe this one too? 
 

Thanks 
Gail 

 

 

From: Cathy Larson <fospairport@rocketmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 5, 2025 9:34:53 AM 
To: Dominic Gomez <Dominic.Gomez@santamonica.gov>; Deborah Lynch 
<Deborah.Lynch@santamonica.gov>; Theresa Marasco <Theresa.Marasco@santamonica.gov>; 
Michelle Gray <Michelle.Gray@santamonica.gov>; peter.borresen@santamonica.go 
<peter.borresen@santamonica.go>; Gail Gordon <Gail.Gordon@santamonica.gov>; Analise Wells 
<Analise.Wells@santamonica.gov>; SmHousing Mailbox <SmHousing.Mailbox@santamonica.gov> 
Subject: June 5, 2025 Housing Commission Meeting - Item 3.a. 

 

 
Commissioners, 

 
Residents in Santa Monica are well aware of the need for affordable housing in our City. 

 
The challenge before us as we face decisions on the future of the Airport property is finding a 
balance between housing needs and park, recreation, and open space needs. 

 
Our City is at the bottom of the barrel in park space per 1000 residents (1.4 acres of parkland per 
1000 residents.) 
https://greatparkcoalition.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/LA-County-Park-Needs- 
StudyArea_182.pdf 

 
As our City densifies, the need for parkland to service the physical and mental well-being of our 
community will only increase. 

 
Although there are many locations in the City that housing can be built, especially along existing 
transit corridors, there is only ONE parcel large enough to create a GREAT PARK with amenities only 
a Great Park can service: playing fields, walking/biking trails, wildlife refuge, etc. 

 
Please support LC compliant uses for our future Great Park and continue to be a strong voice in 
advocating for housing in-fill in transit preferred locations. 

mailto:Gail.Gordon@santamonica.gov
mailto:Rene.Ortega@santamonica.gov
mailto:fospairport@rocketmail.com
mailto:Dominic.Gomez@santamonica.gov
mailto:Deborah.Lynch@santamonica.gov
mailto:Theresa.Marasco@santamonica.gov
mailto:Michelle.Gray@santamonica.gov
mailto:peter.borresen@santamonica.go
mailto:peter.borresen@santamonica.go
mailto:Gail.Gordon@santamonica.gov
mailto:Analise.Wells@santamonica.gov
mailto:SmHousing.Mailbox@santamonica.gov


Cathy Larson 
Airport 2 Park Board 
FOSP Board 
Great Park Coalition Advisory Committee 



EXTERNAL 

From: nancy hall 
To: Housing and Human Services Department 
Subject: Housing Commission item 4A – airport 
Date: Thursday, June 5, 2025 3:01:53 AM 

 

 

 
Housing Commission item 4A – airport 

 
Why is staff placing an item regarding the Airport Conversion Project on the Housing Commission's agenda if the decision whether to shut down the airport or not may not be 
legally made before January 1, 2029, by whoever will be sitting on the Santa Monica City Council then? 

 
Why is the Housing Commission's time wasted on discussing potential outcomes of a matter that has not been decided on yet? 

Below is an excerpt from a recent Santa Monica Mirror op-ed: 

"The Myth of 2028 

 
In 2014, Measure LC amended the city charter, via Section 640, giving the City Council the authority to regulate SMO as an operating airport, or 
to close the airport—but only after a council vote takes place. That means as few as four of the seven members, i.e., a simple council majority, 
will make that decision. No public vote. No town hall. No public presentations. Just four people may decide the future of the land. That’s not a 
mandate to close, as they can just as easily decide to continue airport operations – that’s discretion. And it matters. Because, with two more 
voting cycles, you will have an opportunity to say who will be on the council to support your choice. 

The Fine Print No One Likes to Read 
 

Following LC, in 2017, the city signed the Consent Decree with the FAA. This was a legally binding agreement, not a feel-good resolution. And it 
said plainly “…after December 31, 2028, the Parties agree that the City may, in its sole discretion at any time on or after January 1, 2029, cease to 
operate the Airport as an airport and may close the Airport…”. The City is obligated to operate the Airport through December 31, 2028, AFTER 
WHICH date the City MAY decide to close the Airport. Note the word “MAY.” Not “will,” not “shall, and certainly not “must.” 

Following the 2017 Consent Decree, the then city council issued a ‘resolution’ stating it was their desire to close SMO. A resolution is not a 
binding law, but rather a wish list by the then city council members, none of whom are still on the council. 

Nonetheless, in January 2025, eight years later, the city attorney’s office issued a ‘memo’ that stated the council resolution of 2017, in their 
interpretation, was the only vote necessary to seal the closure date of midnight Dec 31, 2028.  

Full article: https://smmirror.com/2025/05/sm-a-r-t-column-smo-so-many-options-part-3-pie-in-the-sky/? 
fbclid=IwY2xjawKtftlleHRuA2FlbQIxMAABHvEjhg9_GyhHWzY3Jdq5qTcJhhx6pWibxFXmn56nV26lZUiEt4KpwQCWLosJ_aem_NHiidT1QW35-    
hNvo6TlKsg 

mailto:surfinguard-sunset@yahoo.com
mailto:HousingAndHumanServices@santamonica.gov


EXTERNAL 

From: Cris Gutierrez 
To: Gail Gordon; Dominic Gomez; Deborah Lynch; Theresa Marasco; Michelle Gray; Peter Borresen; Analise Wells; Housing and Human Services Department 
Subject: Housing Commission 6/5/25 Meeting: Agenda Item 3-A, SMAC Scenarios Study Session 
Date: Thursday, June 5, 2025 11:08:33 AM 

 

 

 
Dear Chair Gordon and Housing Commissioners: 

 
As a native Santa Monican, who has for decades helped organize the community to understand and support the City of Santa Monica in exercising its sustainability leadership, I serve with Dean Kubani, former Santa Monica Chief Sustainability 
Officer, as the co-chair of the Great Park Coalition’s Regenerative Sustainability Working Group. As Commissioners your advice for the next 150 - 200 years of planning Santa Monica’s housing requires a meaningful balance of land use for 
edifices and ecosystems. 

 
As you listen to the SMAC presentation this evening, you will be considering what will unfold on the last, large natural ecosystem that is our public land in Santa Monica. Any potential public land use impacts us and the Westside of Los 
Angeles and the region. We need to have a positive impact. We have but one chance to have a large, regenerative great park for current and future generations to enjoy ecological restoration, recreation, arts and culture, and vibrant 
relationships with Nature and neighbors. A large, regenerative great park can maximize benefits for habitat and human health and wellbeing, while stimulating the economy. 

 
The truth is that housing, both affordable and general, is inevitably going to be built throughout the city. The great park is as essential to achieving a healthy, livable, inclusive, equitable, desirable city as is building housing itself. Providing 
green, regenerative spaces for all people is critical to environmental justice. Large parks provide equitable access and greater opportunities for recreation and increased social services, education and economic benefits. Our quality of life in 
Santa Monica requires a large, regenerative great park to complement the growing density of housing. 

 
In fact, the potential "park effect” revenue for Santa Monica, based on demonstrable economic growth that large parks offer other cities in the nation, is key and needs to be factored into your examination of the three frameworks offered tonight. 
Elements of each framework are expected to be weighed and selected and reframed in a scenario that genuinely reflects the community input contributed over the last year. Over and over again, the community has preferred a great park over 
housing. 

 
Data from the latest survey indicate a plurality or majority of people stressing, “no housing” at the great park. (See attached slide.) 

 
• Question 32 regarding preference: 47% of respondents ask to “include no housing on site.” 

• Question 33 regarding housing types: 53% of respondents state, “I do not support housing on the site." 
• Question 34 regarding housing products: 53% of respondents say they “do not support housing on the site." 
• Question 35 regarding a Housing Element option: 51% of respondents state, “None of these because I do not support housing on the site in the future." 

 
When it comes to revenue generation, housing or traditional businesses are not the sole means. The open space ecology and amenities of a great park itself can definitely generate revenue. The “park effect” includes increased property tax 
revenues and park-adjacent new businesses and new housing. Nature also saves us money with its innumerable services, including water reclamation and biomimicry features. A few examples of typical “park effect” revenues that bear 
repeating include: 

 
• The estimated total for the "wealth-increasing" annual effects of San Francisco's parks system is $500,000,000 per the Center for City Park Excellence, The Trust for Public Land, April 2014. 
• New York City’s High Line Park "has brought in an additional 900 million dollars in tax revenue for the city of New York and generated roughly 2 billion dollars in new economic activity throughout the “High Line district” of the city." 
https://rhetorikos.blog.fordham.edu/?p=1313 
• Central Park is estimated to bring in $1 BILLION annually to NYC in economic activity, increased market value of nearby properties, and revenue. This includes revenue from tourism, real estate, and other tax sources. The "Central Park 
Effect" likely leads to more than 11,000 jobs, including 4,000 from economic activity and 7,200 from real estate. https://assets.centralparknyc.org/pdfs/about/The_Central_Park_Effect.pdf 

 
Why should Santa Monica anticipate less? We cannot afford to foreclose on our future. 

 
According to the Trust for Public Land’s most recent annual assessment, "Over the past 5 years, the Los Angeles [area has fallen]...to the bottom [in a national ranking of park systems in the 100 most populous cities]. The precipitous decline 
can be traced back to a century of leadership that failed to prioritize adequate or equitable park investments.” Our great park can enrich Santa Monica’s vitality. What is more is that Santa Monica’s great park may add to the open space 
commonwealth promised with California’s 30 x 30 initiative. 

 
Santa Monica has long been recognized for its Rights of Nature/Sustainability Rights Ordinance (SRO). It is a fundamental law and core to our city’s identity and existence, codified in Article 12 of our Municipal Code. Following the SRO and 
guided by the Precautionary Principle, Santa Monica has enacted strong, bold and urgent measures to confront the climate crisis. To progress and reach our Climate Action and Adaptation Plan’s ambitious goals, we need to remain steadily on 
our path. We cannot afford any kind of denial. As climate conditions worsen, people throughout Los Angeles will seek respite in cooler places including Santa Monica, which a large, regenerative great park can enhance. 

 
Our working group understands that "Large, contiguous great parks will offer greater benefits for biodiversity, heat island reduction, ecosystem function, and human well-being. Large Great Parks provide larger, uninterrupted habitats that 
support more species, allow for natural processes like seed dispersal and wildlife movement, and provide ecosystem services, including carbon sequestration and water harvesting/reclamation, as well as cleaning the air and water and mitigating 
and reducing the impact of climate change. (Those services also save money and could be the basis of creative revenue streams in a circular economy.) By contrast, small, fragmented parks can lead to increased edge effects offsetting benefits, 
reducing connectivity, and increasing potential loss of biodiversity." 

 
Now is the time to secure our future. Imagine how together in Santa Monica, with a plethora of local, regional and state partners, we could create a Great Park Land Trust. Here’s a radical thought: Let’s consider a bond for parks and 
affordable housing but not on our public land at the airport site. I want our workers to be close to their jobs in Santa Monica. Housing would privatize our public land all over again. How unjust, ironically, that would be. Let us reclaim our 
public land and bring it alive as a full regenerative great park and provide affordable housing elsewhere throughout the city. 

 
Time is our asset; we can unfold the great park in stages. The first 0 - 5 years, where we are now, involve us in closing the airport and laying the groundwork for planning, for exploring and cultivating potential funding, and for getting ready to 
open a basic, wide-open space and then do so on January 1, 2029 for all to enjoy. 

 
Thank you. 

 
With respect, 
Cris Gutierrez 
Great Park Coalition - Regenerative Sustainability Working Group, Co-Chair 

mailto:crisgutierrez@earthlink.net
mailto:Gail.Gordon@santamonica.gov
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EXTERNAL 

From: Alyssa G 
To: Housing and Human Services Department 
Subject: Housing commission Item 4A - Airport - DO NOT CLOSE 
Date: Thursday, June 5, 2025 11:05:16 AM 

 

 

 
Why is staff placing an item regarding the Airport Conversion Project on the Housing Commission's agenda if the decision whether to shut 
down the airport or not may not be legally made before January 1, 2029, by whoever will be sitting on the Santa Monica City Council then? 

 

 
Why is the Housing Commission's time wasted on discussing potential outcomes of a matter that has not been decided on yet? 

 

 
Below is an excerpt from a recent Santa Monica Mirror op-ed: 

 
 
 
"The Myth of 2028 

 
 
 

 
In 2014, Measure LC amended the city charter, via Section 640, giving the City Council the authority to regulate SMO as an operating airport, or 
to close the airport—but only after a council vote takes place. That means as few as four of the seven members, i.e., a simple council majority, 
will make that decision. No public vote. No town hall. No public presentations. Just four people may decide the future of the land. That’s not a 
mandate to close, as they can just as easily decide to continue airport operations – that’s discretion. And it matters. Because, with two more 
voting cycles, you will have an opportunity to say who will be on the council to support your choice. 

The Fine Print No One Likes to Read 
 

Following LC, in 2017, the city signed the Consent Decree with the FAA. This was a legally binding agreement, not a feel-good resolution. And it 
said plainly “…after December 31, 2028, the Parties agree that the City may, in its sole discretion at any time on or after January 1, 2029, cease to 
operate the Airport as an airport and may close the Airport…”. The City is obligated to operate the Airport through December 31, 2028, AFTER 
WHICH date the City MAY decide to close the Airport. Note the word “MAY.” Not “will,” not “shall, and certainly not “must.” 

Following the 2017 Consent Decree, the then city council issued a ‘resolution’ stating it was their desire to close SMO. A resolution is not a 
binding law, but rather a wish list by the then city council members, none of whom are still on the council. 

Nonetheless, in January 2025, eight years later, the city attorney’s office issued a ‘memo’ that stated the council resolution of 2017, in their 
interpretation, was the only vote necessary to seal the closure date of midnight Dec 31, 2028.  

 

 
Full article: https://smmirror.com/2025/05/sm-a-r-t-column-smo-so-many-options-part-3-pie-in-the-sky/? 
fbclid=IwY2xjawKtftlleHRuA2FlbQIxMAABHvEjhg9_GyhHWzY3Jdq5qTcJhhx6pWibxFXmn56nV26lZUiEt4KpwQCWLosJ_aem_NHiidT1QW35-    
hNvo6TlKsg 

mailto:aganezer@gmail.com
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EXTERNAL 

From: Elaine Golden-Gealer 
To: Housing and Human Services Department 
Cc: Elaine Golden-Gealer 
Subject: Housing Commission item 4A – airport 
Date: Thursday, June 5, 2025 11:20:37 AM 
Importance: High 

 
 

 
Just four people may decide the future of the land. That’s not a mandate to close, as 
they can just as easily decide to continue airport operations – that’s discretion. And it 
matters. Because, with two more voting cycles, you will have an opportunity to say 
who will be on the council to support your choice. 

KEEP THE AIRPORT OPEN 

mailto:elaine@elaine360.com
mailto:HousingAndHumanServices@santamonica.gov
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EXTERNAL 

From: Houman Hemmati 
To: Housing and Human Services Department 
Cc: Elaine Polachek; Lana Negrete; Jesse Zwick; Caroline Torosis 
Subject: Housing Commission Item 4A - Airport 
Date: Thursday, June 5, 2025 12:02:58 PM 

 
 

Santa Monica Housing Commission, 

You’ve got some nerve. Slipping an “Airport Conversion Project” onto your agenda as if the 
fate of Santa Monica Municipal Airport (SMO) is already sealed for 2028? This isn’t just a 
boneheaded mistake—it’s a reckless, potentially illegal power grab that spits in the face of 
every Santa Monican who values our city’s assets and our right to a fair process. You’re not 
fooling anyone, and you’re about to learn just how badly you’ve miscalculated. 

Let’s get the facts straight, because clearly you haven’t. Measure LC, passed in 2014, gives 
the City Council—not you, not staff, not some unelected bureaucrat—the sole authority to 
decide SMO’s future. That decision requires a vote by four council members, and guess what? 
It hasn’t happened. The 2017 Consent Decree with the FAA is crystal clear: the City must 
operate SMO through December 31, 2028, and only after January 1, 2029, may it even 
consider closure. The word is “may,” not “will,” not “must.” So why are you wasting taxpayer 
time and money debating a done deal that doesn’t exist? Are you deliberately trying to 
undermine the law, or are you just that clueless? 

That 2017 council resolution you’re hiding behind? It’s a worthless piece of paper—a wish list 
from a long-gone council with zero binding power. And don’t get me started on the city 
attorney’s 2025 memo claiming that resolution locks in closure. It’s a legal fairy tale, and you 
know it. Or you should. By pushing this agenda item, you’re not just jumping the gun—you’re 
stomping on the democratic process and the will of this community. You’re acting like the 
City Council’s discretion, the law, and two upcoming election cycles don’t matter. That’s not 
just arrogant; it’s dangerous. 

Here’s the deal: SMO isn’t your personal playground. It’s a vital piece of Santa Monica’s 
identity, economy, and safety net, and we’re watching you like hawks. That would include 
newly appointed U.S. Attorney for Southern California, Bill Essayli, who has assembled a 
public corruption task force alongside members of HUD and FBI. I know this for FACT. 

Residents, pilots, business owners, and taxpayers are done with your bureaucratic games. You 
push this illegal charade forward, and you’ll face a firestorm—public outrage, legal challenges 
that will bankrupt the city further and delay any work on the airport for decades, and a 
community that won’t forget your betrayal. You’re not the City Council. You don’t get to 
decide SMO’s fate. So why are you acting like you do? 

Pull this item off your agenda. Now. Respect the law, the process, and the people of Santa 
Monica. Anything less, and you’re begging for a reckoning that’ll hit harder than you can 
imagine. We’re not asking—we’re demanding. And we’re not going away. 

Yours truly, 
Houman David Hemmati, MD, PhD 

mailto:houman@alumni.stanford.edu
mailto:HousingAndHumanServices@santamonica.gov
mailto:Elaine.Polachek@santamonica.gov
mailto:Lana.Negrete@santamonica.gov
mailto:Jesse.Zwick@santamonica.gov
mailto:Caroline.Torosis@santamonica.gov


Santa Monica Resident, Physician, and Advocate 



EXTERNAL 

From: Mathew Millen 
To: Housing and Human Services Department 
Subject: June 5th item 13b. 
Date: Tuesday, June 3, 2025 4:17:04 PM 
Attachments: METRO5.pdf 

3MJune14.pdf 
5G.pdf 

 
 

In 1988 the Santa Monica Unified Schools determined the schools serving the Pico 
Neighborhood were segregated.. The District report states: "Historic housing patterns 
probably preclude any immediate solutions, for desegregating the District." the reference to 
Historic Housing Patterns refers to the fact the lots south of Pico Blvd and North of Santa 
Monica Blvd had "restrictive covenant" Whites only. Because of the restrictive covenants the 
minorities were segregated in the Pico Neighborhood. Once SMRR took control of the City 
their Council members dumped low income housing in the Pico Neighborhood which as the 

State Housing Department found "perpetuated segregation" LA METRO at 17th and Colorado 
and Bergamot are BOTH in the Pico Neighborhood. Building low income housing in the red 
lined historically segregated Pico Neighborhood violates Federal Fair Housing laws. 

 
The schools serving the Pico Neighborhood are still segregated and the 2 Montana Ave 
elementary schools are still predominately white.... 

 
it is time to end SMRR's policy of housing segregation. The Housing Commission should pass a 
resolution condemning these two projects and calling on METRO and the City to cancel them. 
IF said resolution is passed please send a copy to LA METRO 
The City could sell Bergamot and buy the Gelson's property and build low income housing 
there. METRO will hopefully acknowledge building low income housing in an industrial zone 
adjacent to a cement plant is environmental racism and cancel their project. 

 
METRO could sell their lots and let a developer build condos. ... but who would buy a condo in 
an industrial zone and live next to a cement plant? 
PLEASE INCLUDE THE ATTACHMENTS AS PART OF THE RECORD FOR THIS COMMISSION 
HEARING 

 
Mathew Millen, 
Pico Neighborhood Resident 

mailto:matmillen@msn.com
mailto:HousingAndHumanServices@santamonica.gov


12/2/24, 5:14 PM Mail - Mathew Millen - Outlook 
 

 
Public Comment for Item Not on the Agenda, 5 December 2024 

 

STOP ENVIRONMENTAL RACISM 
STOP SEGREGATED HOUSING IN THE 
Red Lined PICO NEIGHBORHOOD 
THIS PHOTOGRAPH WAS TAKEN STANDING IN THE EMPTY LOT 
WHERE METRO WANTS TO BUILD 375 UNITS OF LOW INCOME 
HOUSING AT 17TH AND COLORADO IN SANTA MONICA 
THE PROJECT IS ADJACENT TO THIS CEMENT PLANT 

THIS WILL BE THE VIEW FROM THE TENANTS 
LIVING ROOM 

BUILDING LOW INCOME HOUSING IN THE Red Lined 
HISTORICALLY SEGREGATED PICO NEIGHBORHOOD VIOLATES 
FAIR HOUSING LAWS, & Gov.Code§8899.50 Affirmatively 
Furthering Fair Housing AND IS A SIGNIFICANT HEALTH 
HAZARD TO THE TENANTS 

 
 

 
https://outlook.live.com/mail/0/inbox/id/AQMkADAwA TlwMTAwAC0wMAAxNy0zNjcyLTAwAi0wMAoARgAAA4%288%2B0A1eWRKisXvmf6BuLcHAPH... 1/1 



t GOALO 
A community that provides equitable housing access to all neighborhoods. 

 
 

 
The City of Santa Monica is generally more 
homogenous than the County as a whole. The 
majority of the City's residential population is White, 
followed by Hispanics and Asians, respectively. 
Blacks represent 4% of the population. One of the 
likely barriers to living in the City for non-Whites 
is the high cost of housing. Hispanics and Black 
households have the lowest median income in the 
City and County as a whole, and as a result, are 
often priced out of housing opportunities in the City. 

 
For those households of color that can afford to live 
in Santa Monica, many of them are concentrated 
in neighborhood pockets of the City along the 1-10 
Freeway, and within the Pico, Downtown and Mid 
City neighborhoods. 

 
These patterns of segregation are largely the result 
of decades of structural racism deeply rooted in 
Federal, State, and local housing policies. This 
includes the adoption of exclusionary zoning, 
which was used primarily as a way to economically 
separate the wealthier Whites from Blacks/African 
Americans and other people of color. Since many 
Blacks/African Americans could not afford or 
were unable to receive mortgages to purchase 
homes, they were effectively driven out of single 
family zoned neighborhoods. The federal policy 
of "redlining" that arose during the New Deal era 
(1930s) also have contributed to the patterns of segregated neighborhoods. This discriminatory 
practice of determining who could qualify for home mortgages based on skin color led to widespread 
segregated communities across the country and prevented 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. The pattern of redlined 
areas directly correlate with the areas where the noo-Whjte pop1Alatioo"l�wer income households 
a�d renter households are conceotrgted. 

 
 
 

 

95 City of Santa Monica I 2021 - 2029 Housing Element 

 
Redlining 

 



12/2/24, 4:28 PM Cement Manufacturing Enforcement Initiative I US EPA 
 
 

 

&EPA 
Home <https://epa.gov/>  / Enforcement <https://epa.gov/enforcement> 

 
 
 

Health and Environmental Effects of 
Cement Plant Emissions 
Cement plants are a significant source of sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxide and carbon 
monoxide, which are associated with the following health and environmental impacts: 

 

 
• Nitrogen oxide (NOx) can cause or contribute to a variety of health problems and 

adverse environmental impacts, such as ground-level ozone, acid rain, global 
warming, water quality deterioration, and visual impairment. Affected populations 
include children, people with lung diseases such as asthma, and exposure to these 
conditions can cause damage to lung tissue for people who work or exercise 
outside. 

• Sulfur dioxide (SO2) in high concentrations can affect breathing and may aggravate 
existing respiratory and cardiovascular disease. Sensitive populations include 
asthmatics, individuals with bronchitis or emphysema, children, and the elderly. 
SO2 is also a primary contributor to acid deposition, or acid rain. 

• Carbon monoxide (CO) can cause harmful health effects by reducing oxygen 
delivery to the body's organs and tissues, as well as adverse effects on the 
cardiovascular and central nervous systems. CO also contributes to the formation of 
smog (ground-level ozone), which can cause respiratory problems. 
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Mathew L. Millen 
Attorney at Law 

10880 Wilshire Blvd. Suite 1050 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

(310)470-8071 
 
 

December 2, 2024 
 

5 December Board Meeting 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS FOR ITEM NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 

Sent via email to: BoardClerk@Metro.net 
 

SAY NO TO THE FOLLOWERS OF GEORGE WALLACE: REJECT THE 
STAFF PROPOSAL TO BUILD 375 UNITS OF LOW INCOME HOUSING AT 
17TH AND COLORADO IN SANTA MONICA. 

 
STOP ENVffiONMENTAL RACISM BUILDING HOUSING ADJACENT TO 
A CEMENT PLANT WILL BE UNSAFE FOR THE RESIDENTS 

 
"We know that it's not by coincidence that poor people are relegated to the 
Pico neighborhood" de laTorre said. "We know that it was by design1• 

Segregation is a root cause of the dilemma we face today" [FORMER]School 
Board Member Oscar De La Torre quoted in www.Surfsantamonica.com 
December 2004 

 
DUMPING MORE LOW INCOME HOUSING IN RED LINED PICO 
NEIGHBORHOOD VIOLATES FAIR HOUSING LAWS 

THE CITY OF SANTA MONICA HAS BEEN ENGAGED IN A 
"GEORGE WALLACE" POLICY OF HOUSING 
SEGREGATION 

 
 
 

 
1 The "design" Mr. De La Torre is referring to is the saturation of the Pico Neighborhood with city developed low 
income housing projects after the restrictive covenants were declared unconstitutional by the US Sup. Court 

mailto:BoardClerk@Metro.net
http://www.surfsantamonica.com/
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THE CONTINUED DEVELOPMENT OF MORE LOW INCOME RENTAL 
HOUSING IN THE PICO NEIGHBORHOOD VIOLATES BROWN vs. THE 
BOARD OF EDUCATION OF TOPEKA KANSAS 347 U.S. 483 (1954) 

 
Santa Monica's History of Segregation 

During the 1920's to the late 1940's the house lots North of Santa Monica Blvd 
and South of Pico Blvd had "restrictive covenants" that prohibited Blacks, Latinos 
and Asians from living in those neighborhoods. The minorities were restricted to 
living in what is called The Pico Neighborhood.2 The US Supreme Court declared 
the restrictive covenants unconstitutional.3 However, according to a 1988 
SMMUSD study more than 30 years after Brown v The Bd of Education of Topeka 
Kansas the schools serving the Pico Neighborhood were segregated. The study 
noted "Historic housing patterns4 probably preclude any immediate solutions for 
desegregating the District." Over 50 years after Brown v. The Board of Education 
of Topeka Kansas ruled segregated schools unconstitutional the children residing 
in the Pico Neighborhood still attend segregated elementary and middle schools 
due to City site selection of low income housing projects. 

The City of Santa Monica intentionally segregates the minority residents primarily 
in the historically segregated neighborhood with segregated schools via their site 
selection of low income housing development concentrated in the historically 
segregated Pico Neighborhood (zip code 90404). 

 
THE CITY OF SANTA MONICA ADOPTED A "GEORGE 

WALLACE" POLICY OF HOUSING SEGREGATION THROUGH THE 
SITE SELCTION PROCESS WHEN DEVELOPING LOW INCOME 
HOUSING PROJECTS 

Specifically the City of SM has a history of restricting funding for low 
income housing projects in the minority Pico Neighborhood. This was 
accomplished through development agreements with commercial developers5 that 

 
 

2 East of Lincoln Blvd between Pico on the South and Santa Monica Blvd on the North. 
3 Shelley v. Kraemer, 334 U.S. 1 (1948), is a landmark United States Supreme Court case that struck 
down racially restrictive housing covenants. 
4 The "historic housing patterns" refers to the segregated housing as a consequence of the "restrictive covenants" 
South of Pico Blvd and North of Santa Monica Blvd. that limited residence in those neighborhoods to "whites only", 
the minorities were allowed to reside in the Pico Neighborhood. 
5 The developers of Colorado Place were required to develop low income housing in the Pico Neighborhood. 
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required the development of low income housing m the minority Pico 
Neighborhood, rather than in the white areas of town. 

 
The City also created the Pico Neighborhood Housing Trust Fund. 

[PNHTF]The terms of the fund limited the development of low income housing 
with money from the fund geographically to the Pico Neighborhood. The City 
Council members, none of whom lived in the Pico Neighborhood then through the 
budget process allocated money to the PNHTF. This of course prevented the 
development of low income housing in their white neighborhoods. Trust funds 
were not established to develop low income housing in the white neighborhoods. 

 
The neighborhood with the greatest number of multifamily low income 

units is the historically segregated Pico Neighborhood. 

In Pico Neighborhood Assn. v City of LA, Case no BC 616804 a civil 
rights voting lawsuit by Pico Neighborhood residents, the plaintiffs discovered a 
tape of [former] Councilmember Zane, at a July 1992 City Council hearing where 
he stated that "the Pico Neighborhood has a DISPROPORTIONATE share of 
affordable housing." The council voted against district elections. The City 
continued dumping [the "term" used by the Judge] low income housing in the 
historically segregated Pico Neighborhood to perpetuate the segregation of 
minorities, and deny them an opportunity to live in the North of Wilshire/San 
Vicente neighborhood with the now unenforceable restrictive covenants. 

 
The report from the SMMUSD from July 1988 stated "Historic Housing 

Patterns probably preclude any immediate solutions for desegregating the District." 
More than 36 years later due to Sl\1RR council members dumping a 
disproportionate number of low income housing units in the Pico Neighborhood 
the schools are still segregated.6 

 
The City and METRO must now comply with Supreme Court Cases 
On June 25, 2015, in Texas Dep't of Housing and Community Affairs v. Inclusive 
Communities Project, the U.S. Supreme Court held that a plaintiff may establish a prima 
facie case for discrimination under the Fair Housing Act (FHA) on the basis of statistical 
evidence that a governmental policy causes a disparate impact, without proof that the 
discrimination was intentional. The case, involved the allocation of low-income housing tax 
credits. But Justice Kennedy's opinion for the 5-4 majority (Chief Justice Roberts and Justices 

 
6 Over the past 18 months the City has funded the development of over 250 units of low income housing in the 
historically segregated Pico Neighborhood, in clear violation of State and Federal Fair Housing laws. See citations 
herein. 
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Scalia, Thomas and Alito dissented), made it clear that the Court's analysis extended to any claim 
under FHA, including claims based on local land use regulation. In fact, Justice Kennedy pointed 
directly at "zoning laws and other housing restrictions that function unfairly to exclude 
minorities from certain neighborhoods without any sufficient justification," commenting that 
suits "targeting such practices reside at the heartland of disparate-impact liability." 

The Court's Analysis 

The effect of this is that bringing an FHA claim reverses the usual burden of proof in challenging 
the substance of a land use regulation. The FHA makes it unlawful to "make unavailable or deny, 
a dwelling to any person because of race, color, religion, sex, familial status, or national origin." 
42 U.S.C. § 3604(a). Basically, applying the employment discrimination analogy, if the plaintiff 
adequately pleads statistical evidence that a local government policy has caused a disparity in 
housing patterns along lines protected by the statute, the burden shifts to the defendant to justify 
the regulation. 

In the context of land use regulation, this analysis reverses the burden of proof in challenging the 
substance of a land use regulation. In a traditional substantive due process challenge, there is a 
heavy burden on the plaintiff to overcome the presumption of constitutionality and establish that 
the regulation is irrational. Now, in an FHA case, where the plaintiff can establish that there is 
disparate impact, the local government has to prove that the regulation is rational. 

I HAVE DONE THE RESEARCH  FOR METRO COUNSEL 
 

Of course in Santa Monica limiting the funding for low income housing 
projects ONLY in the Pico Neighborhood establishes the action by the City was an 
intentional violation of Fair Housing laws. Based on Gautreaux v. Chicago 
Housing Authority, 304 F. Supp. 736 (N.D. Ill 1969) enforcing 296 F. Supp. 907 
(N.D. Ill. 1969) and Gautreaux v. Landrileu, 523 F. Sup. 665, 674, (N.D.Ill. 
1981);425 U.S. 284; Otero v. NY Housing Authority, 484 F.2d. 1122 (2nd Cir. 
1973), United States v. Yonkers Board of Education, 624 F.Supp. 1276 
(S.D.N.Y.1985). NAACP v. HUD, 801 F.2d 593(1st Cir. 1986), 817 F.2d 149 (1st 
Cir. 1987), Thompson v. HUD 348 F. Supp. 2d 398 (Md. 2005), Texas Dept. of 
Housing and Community Affairs v. Inclusive Communities Project, 
Inc., 576 U.S. 519 (2015), 42 U.S.C. Section 3608(e)(5) and 24 C.F.R. 
l.4(b)(1)(iii)(&(iv) and of course Brown v The Board of Education of Topeka 
Kansas. The METRO proposal to build low income housing at 1ih and Colorado 
in the historically segregated Pico Neighborhood violates Fair Housing laws. With 
over 1000 units of government deed restricted low income housing in the Pico 
Neighborhood this proposal also violates Government Code §8899.50 AFFH and 
must be rejected. 

 
In the Yonkers court case the Court held, "While placing low cost housing 

in low income neighborhoods might have made perfect sense to an earlier 
generation of public housing officials, [Judge] Sand found it unjustifiable." 



5  

�lu�fffii- 

The initial City of SM Housing Element was rejected because the State 
determined there was a "pattern of segregation" of the Pico Neighborhood and 
dumping more low income housing in the Pico Neighborhood "perpetuated 
segregation". 

The schools in the Pico Neighborhood are segregated due to the historic 
segregated housing patterns. 

To quote Bob Dylan: "Liberty is Equality in School" There will be no 
equality in school if government keeps dumping low income housing in the 
historically segregated Pico Neighborhood 

The staff comment that 45% of the residents within 1 mile of the project are 
"rent burdened" is false. No source of the information was provided. The 
methodology is flawed. There are over 1000 units of deed restricted low income 
housing in the Pico Neighborhood. By definition they only pay 1/3 of their income 
in rent. Assuming arguendo this is correct, will those rent burdened tenants be 
assigned a unit? We know the answer is NO, because no government agency 
knows who these people are. 

fully submitted, 
 
 
 

 
THE PICO NEIGHBORHOOD HAS THE FOLLOWING REGIONAL SOCIAL 
SERVICE PROJECTS 

1. Salvation Army Residential Rehab at 11th and Olympic 
2. CLARE Fde. Residential Rehab on Pico at 9th St. and 11th St. and on 9th St. 
3. Two Ocean Park Community Center 55 bed homeless shelters 
4. 55 unit Permanent Supportive Housing built by Marin County Developers at 

1413 Michigan Ave. 
5. The Manor residential housing for the mentally ill at 19th and Pico 
6. The Manor residential housing for the mentally ill at 21st and Pico 
7. Proposed 7 story low income homeless housing at 1634 20th St. 

Attachments included with this letter 



 

As noted in Findings A5 and A6, the element requires a complete analysis of potential 
governmental and non-governmental constraints. Depending upon the results of that 
analysis, the City may need to revise or add programs and address and remove or 
mitigate any identified constraints. In addition: 

 
• Program 1B (Streamline the Architectural Review): While the program commits 

to adopt new streamlining procedures, it should include specific commitments to 
address identified constraints such as approval findings as noted in Finding A5. 

• Program 1D (Explore Reducing or Eliminating Parking Requirements): In 
addition to exploring changes to parking requirements, the program should 
commit to actual modifications of parking requirements. 

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 Jaw. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. 
(c)(5).) 

 
As noted in Finding A1, the element requires a complete analysis of AFFH. Depending 
upon the results of that analysis, the City may need to revise or add programs to 
affirmatively further fair housing. In addition, Program 4D (Rezoning Selected Portions 
of R1 Zone Neighborhoods) notes historical practices have perpetuated segre ation 
and hinder fair access to housing. As a resu , e program s ou go well beyond 
exploring options and must commit to meaningful and sufficient actions to over.come 

atterns of se re ation and foster inclusive communities. These actions should not be 
limited by the regional housing needs allocation and must include metrics and 
milestones as noted under Finding A1. 

5. The housing program shall preserve for /ow-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 may 
include strategies that involve local regulation and technical assistance. (Gov. Code, § 
65583, subd. (c)(6).) 

 
Program 3C: Facilitate the Conservation of Restricted and Non-Restricted At-Risk 
Housing: This program commits the City to annual monitoring of its affordable housing 
stock at-risk of conversion to market rate. The program should be revised to 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. 
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S�NTA MONICi-MAL!BU UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
• 1651  Sixteenth  Stre·ec .. 

S�nta Monica, California  90404 



 

• 

 
TOI 

FROM1 
 

 
DATE1 

De•egreizatlon and lnteiiratlon Study Committee 

··Jon 0, Campbell 
Supervl■or • -� 
ln•truction&l SMort Sta££ 

........ 
February 1988 

 
Baa�d on the F&ll 1987 raclal•ethntc ■urvey, the followlnR chart depict■ the· 
,tatus of the di■trlct reaardlng searesated. school■, •tn danger" of becoming 
aegregated achoo!•, and racially l■olated ■chool■, 

. . 
-----------------------�---��----------�------�-----�-------�------------- 

BASE? UP�N AN ELEMENTARY.MINORITY ENROLLMENT OF n, 3\ 

Minority S•r· regated• ln Danger RaclRlly 
School Percentage  +20\)  (+15-Z0I).  I11olnte?d 

(·Z0\) 

Webster 15,l IH 
Malibu Park 18,l. IH 

. Arternatlve Z6, 0 • Rl 
· Franklin zs.o 
Roosevelt 33,9 
Grant 47.l 
Muir 63,1 iD 
Rogers ·69, 3 Seg 
McKinley '70.3 Seg 
Edlaon 91.] Seg 

Elementary 
Segregated 1  67,3\ • 100\ minority enrcillincnt 
In Danger, 6Z,ll • 67,3\ �lnority enrollment 
Racially I■oli&ted,  0 - 27. 3\ minority: enrollment 

.  .. 
BASED UPON THE JUNioa HIGH MINORITY ENROLLMENT OF 44.9\ 

�fallbu Park 
-Lincoln  

John Adami 

Ju11ior High 

18, 1 RI 
42,6 
sa.a 

Segre;ated t 
ln· Dan1er1 

II Racially I1olated 1 

64,91 - 100\ minority �nrollment 
59,9\ • &◄•91. minority enrollment 
0 • 24,9\ minority enrollment 

 

 
Olyrnpic 
Samohl 

. . • . . . 

· · 
43,Z 
3_6.3 

■ l'OTAL D1STR1CT MlNORlTY PERCENTAGE 

BOARD OF EDUCATION ACTION 6/23/84 

 

 
43,0 

ANY SCHOOL WHICH HAS A MlN.OlUTY STUDENT POPULATl<.1N Or 7.ll 
PERCF.NTAGE POINTS OR MORE ABOVE TUE DlSTRlCT AVERAUE IN 
I1'S HESPECTJV.F. CATEGORY (ELF.MENTARY, JUNIOR- HIGH SCHOOLS) 
MAY BE CONSIDERED. SEOREOATEO. 

ANY ELEMENTARY OR SECONDARY SCHOOL l'HAT 15 15 - 2U 
PERCENTAGE POINTS ABOVE THE • ELEMENTARY OR SF.CONDAR't' 
MINQRlTY ENRQLLMENT AVERAGE MAY BE DEFINED AS "lN  Dl'INGER" 
OF BECOMlNQ SEOREOATED, 

 

 
JCC1j1n 
,,,i ;.... L"'----····..-- .. -•'\ --------- "' 
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CONCLUSIONS Ali� RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

 

1 .  Aocordinq to 
sc.hoo ls, the 
despite its 

the currant definition of segregated 
District ·has some segregated schools 
voluntary desegregation pl'a.n.. Three 

•lementary 
school is 
elementary 

schools .are segreq�ted; one elementary 
in danger of being segregated; three schools 
schools are racially isolated. 

2. The District'·s performance on CAP is directly related 
to the Social Economic Status (SES) levels and 
ethnici•ty perc:entage:s. Both variables a�pear to a.ffect 
achievement performance.·on the �AP test■. 

3. Stricter enforcement • of District 9uidelines on. 
transfers and out-of-district enrollment offer the 
greatest opportunity for bringing the District into 
greater eompl ia.nca. • Mck·inlay and Rogers could become. 
d-.segrega.t!Bd schools if  voluntary transfe.rs a.re 
ca.rafuly monitored.. Historic housi:ng- pattern• probably 
preclude any immediate so ut1ons, or esegregat1ng the 
District.  The Spanish Immersion Progra.m is an attempt 
by the pistrict, e.,s ia the lowering of class size, to 
�•cti'fy the segregated status of Edison. 

4. The desegregation plan should. be impleme·ntad, 
understood and f ull_y budget·ad. 

5. De-aagrega.tion issues and concerns should be given.a 
high priority in .all.decisions relating to tra.nafer of 
students, educational programs, staffing and ·budgets. 

6. A maj.or desegregation task force shoul.d be formed in 
order to study- in · depth the findings and 
recommendations thi■ committee ha■ reported. 
Sub�o.mmittaa's• should be formed to study the specific 
areas as mentioned in this report and seek solutions. 



 

 
SANTA MONICA-MALIBU UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Human Resources Department 

Racial & Ethnic Distribution 
October, 20 I0 

 

SCHOOL MINORITY WHITE 
not of 
Hispanic 
Origin 

TOTAL 

 
Enrollment 

MINORITY 
 AMERICAN 

INDIAN 
ALASKAN 
NATIVE 

N % 

 
 

 
ASIAN 

N 

 
 
 
 
 

% 

 

 
PACIFIC 
ISLANDER 

N % 

 
 
 
 
FILIPINO 

N % 

 
 
 
 
HISPANIC 

N 

 
 
 
 

 
% 

BLACK 
not of 
Hispanic 
Origin 

N % 

Multiple 
orno 
Response 

 
 
 
 
 
TOTAL 

 
 
 
 
 

% N % TOTAL % 
Cabrillo 0 0.00% 4 1.57% 0 0.00% 3 1.18% 47 18.50% 10 3.94% I 0.39% 189 74.41% 254 64 25.200/o 
Edison I 0.22% 13 2.90% I 0.22% 0 0.00% 279 62.14% 20 4.45% 11 2.45% 124 27.62% 449 314 69.93% 
Franklin 0 0.00% 77 9.97% 4 0.52% 2 0.26% 34 4.40% 11 1.42% 13 1.68% 631 81.74% 772 128 16.58% 
Grant 4 0.63% 40 6.34% 2 0.32% 4 0.63% 172 27.26% 56 8.87% 7 I.II% 346 54.83% 631 278 44.06% 
McKinley 4 0.91% 59 13.41% I 0.23% 6 1.36% 151 34.32% 56  12.73% 7 1.59°/� 156 35.45% 440 277 62.95% 
Muir 3 0.95% 19 6.01% I 0.32% 3 0.95% 109 34.49% 47  14.87% 8 2.53% 126 39.87% 316 182 57.59% 
Pt. Dume 3 1.10% 12 4.40% 2 0.73% 0 0.00% 14 5.13% II 4.03% I 0.37% 230 84.25% 273 42 15.38% 
Rogers I 0.20% 17 3.42% I 0.20"/o 4 0.80% 245 49.30% 74  14.89% 35 7.04% 120 24.14% 497 342 68.81% 
Roosevelt 5 0.64% 84 10.76% 5 0.64% 18 2.30% 94 12.04% 35 4.48% 34 4.35% 506 64.79% 781 241 30.86% 
Webster 0 0.00% 21 5.57% 6 1.59% I 0.27% 31 8.22% 8 2.12% 2 0.53% 308 81.70% 377 67 17.77% 
SMASH K-5 I 0.67% 26 17.45% 0 0.00% 3 2.01% 2 1.34% 9 6.04% 0 0.00% 108 72.48% 149 41 27.52% 
SMASH6-8 0 0.00% 6 8.11% 0 0.00% 3 4.05% 6 8.11% 9  12.16% 0 0.00% 50 67.57% 74 24 32.43% 
Adams I 0.10¾ 39 3.74% 6 0.58% 9 0.86% 525 50.38% 121  11.61% 13 1.25% 328 31.48% 1,042 701 67.27% 
Lincoln 9 0.80¾ 121 10.72% 10 0.89% 12 1.06% 191 16.92% 70 6.20% 7 0.62% 709 62.800/o 1,129 413 36.58% 
Malibu 6-8 I 0.22¾ 17 3.73% 3 0.66% 4 0.88% 47 10.31% 15 3.29% 0 0.000/o 369 80.92% 456 87 19.08% 
Malibu 9-12 I 0.14¾ 13 1.85% 5 0.71% 2 0.28% 63 8.95% 13 1.85% 0 0.00% 607 86.22% 704 97 13.78% 
Olympic 0 0.00% 4 3.57% I 0.89% 0 0.00% 58 51.79% 11 9.82% 0 0.000/o 38 33.93% 112 74 66.07% 
Santa Monica 9 0.29% 212 6.83% 25 0.81% 21 0.68% 1,067 34.39% 335  10.80% 19 0.61% 1,415 45.60% 3,103 1,669 53.79% 

TOTALS: 43 0.37% 784 6.78% 73 0.63% 95 0.82% 3,135 27.12% 911 7.88% 158 1.37% 6,360 55.02% 11,559 s:041 43.61% 
           

Elementary 
Schools 
Grades K-5 

 
22 

 
0.45% 

 
372 

 
7.53% 

 
23 

 
0.47% 

 
44 

 
0.89% 

 
1,178 

 
23.85% 

 
337 6.82% 

 
119 2.41% 

 
2,844 57.58% 

 
4,939 

 
1,976 40.01% 

           

Middle 
Schools 
Grades 6-8 

 
II 

 
0.41% 

 
183 

 
6.78% 

 
19 

 
0.70% 

 
28 

 
1.04% 

 
769 

 
28.47% 

 
215 7.96% 

 
20 0.74% 

 
1,456 53.91% 

 
2,701 

 
1,225 45.35% 

           

Secondary 
Schools 
Grades 9-12 

 
10 

 
0.26% 

 
229 

 
5.84% 

 
31 

 
0.79% 

 
23 

 
0.59% 

 
1,188 

 
30.31% 

 
359 9.16% 

 
19 0.48% 

 
2,060 52.56% 

 
3,919 

 
1,840 

 
46.95% 
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News 

Metro shares vision for 17th/SMC affordable housing site 
.., b� Thomas Leffler 

0 ·lubt:r :.!5, 2024 
 
 
 
 

\ 11 .if Jo rf;ilile hou i11g clt•velopment could be constructed around lhe 17th St/Santa Monic.:i College Expo Line station in 20:n Credit: Courtesy 
,, .1pl1ir 
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Metro Los Angeles laid out its preliminary plans for an income-restricted housing development adjacent to 
the 17th Street/Santa Monica College Expo Line station this week. 

 
 
 

Wednesday evening, Metro officials shared its housing vision via a virtual community meeting, planning to 
take underutilized Metro-owned properties and through collaboration with communities and private 
developers, build "transit-oriented development" aimed at a range of income levels. A Request for Proposals 
(RFP) to developers will be released this coming Winter season, with negotiations between Metro anda 

, elected developer set for early 2025. 

 
Having worked through its Joint Development program to develop a bevy of sites already, the 17th/SMC 
project is part of Metros 10,000 Horne Commitment, a plan to have 10,000 units (5,000 affordable) by 2031. 
So far, 2,362 units have been completed, 930 of those affordable. 

 
"As part of our effort to bring more complete, equitable, transit-oriented communities to Los Angeles, we also 
build housing on our vacant and underutilized Metro property, and we've been doing it for some time, but in 
the last several years, we really have honed our focus on housing, and we've adopted our informal tagline and 
mission to build as much housing as possible, as quickly as possible, for those who need it most," Metro Joint 
Development Deputy Executive Officer Wells Lawson said. 

 
The development, which according to the Metro website is slated for a unit range of 275-380, is planned to be 
built over four parcels of land just south of Colorado Ave. between 16th and 18th Street Metro Joint 
Development Principal Transportation Planner Mica O'Brien presented the outline for development space, 
with no building details to be shared until a developer is chosen. 

 
O'Brien stated that the easternmost parcel on the comer of Colorado and 18th is an underutilized Metro Park 
and Ride lot with 65 parking stalls, which she added was underutilized due to roughly 90% of transit riders 
arriving at the station by means other than a car. 

 
The largest parcel is currently leased to Crossroads Elementa1y School for bus and car parking, as well as 
carpool pickup and drop-off. The remaining parcels between 16th and 17th Street, O'Brien noted, were 
"vacant in terms of transit." 

 
Out of the over 400 responses received by Metro thus far, the potential need to keep parking available for 
local destinations like Crossroads and SMC was one of the top concerns. Wells stated that there is 
consideration to include that any RFP should include "at least 100" of "community spaces" that can 
supplement any parking space loss from development. 
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He added that the plan is to require RFPs to "prepare a plan" that would continue to provide for safe access to 
the schools and other local spots. 

 
"We're going to make sure that the developers come forward with a plan that includes those pickup and drop 
off facilities for the cars and buses, and the walk, bike and roll kind of means to getting to areas ... we will be 
selecting a developer that has the chops to m�nage that," Wells said. 

 
For questions related to the would-be residents of such a development, Wells said he is not sure about the 
percentage of affordable units yet or the background of any future unit occupiers, but that Metro policy 
prioritizes income-restricted housing. Demographic data taken by the organization found that within a mile of 
the 17th/SMC station, 45% of the population is rent-burdened, meaning spending more than 30% of monthly 
income on rent. 

 
The data also showed that 95% of housing in the area is occupied, with O'Brien adding that they know "low 
residential vacanc�: drives up rent," adding to the goal of creating housing "for those who need it most." 

 
"Given the incomes and housing cost burdens in the area, we see this site as having the potential to address 
some of the challenges that area residents are facing," O'Brien said. 

 
After a developer is chosen for the site, the developer-led public engagement period will begin in Spring 
2025, followed by Metro Board considering a recommendation of the project in early 2026. lf all financing for 
the project is secured, constmction would be slated to begin in early 2027. 

 
For those that missed the community meeting, a community input survey is currently available here. 

 
thomas@smdp.com 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:thomas@smdp.com


 

Mathew L. Millen 
Attorney at Law 

10880 Wilshire Blvd. Suite 1050 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

(310)470-8071 
May 7, 2023 

 
Santa Monica City Council 
Comments May 9th meeting 
Item: 5 G 
Sent via email 

 
THE GRANT FUNDS SHOULD BE LIMITED TO DEVELOPING LOW INCOME HOUSING 
IN SUNSET PARK 

 
The State of California determined the City dumping low income housing in the Pico 
Neighborhood "perpetuated segregation" see attached. 

 
We need the 2 new Sunset Park Council members to join together and make a motion to amend 
the application to provide the $5,000,000 will be RESTRICTED TO DEVELOPING LOW 
INCOME HOUSING IN SUNSET PARK.1 

 
So, hopefully Council member C. Torosis will move to restrict the funds to Sunset Park, and 
Council member J.Zwick will second the motion. This will implement the Affirmatively 
Furthering Fair Housing Statute, Government Code§ 8899.50. 

 
It is clear the staff is trying to perpetuate segregation. The property at 1654 19th St.(in the Pico 
Neighborhood) was designated as surplus in April. Now the Staff is recommending the City 
apply for grant money to build another low income housing project in the red lined Pico 
Neighborhood. For the 2 parcels at the Expo line stop, my guess, the Staff will recommend the 
City develop in conjunction with Metro another Regional Social Services homeless shelter on 
those 2 parcels. This will allow the homeless from all over Los Angeles County to ride the last 
train to Santa Monica and sleep at the beach. 

 

40 year resident of the Pico Neighborhood 
 
 
 

 
1 Previously the Pico Neighborhood Housing Trust Fund restricted the development of low income housing to the 
red lined, historically segregated Pico Neighborhood, so the precedent is set 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE· STATE-OF CALIFORN� 
9 

FOR THE COUN'l'Y OF LOS ANGELES 
10 

 

11 

12 PICO NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION, 
et al. 

13 

 
) Case No.: a<:616804 
) 
) 

 
14 

vs. 
15 

Pl.ainti.ffs, )  STATEMENT OF DECISION 
) 
) 
)· 

CITY OF SANTA MONICA, ) 
16 ) 

Defendant. ) 
17 ) 

18 11 > 
19 

 
20 

@ 21 

Pursuant to CCP $632, the Court issues the following 

Statement of Decision in support of its Judgment after court 

trial: 

I�t  22 ld&Qi)()C'RJ:01' 
CO 23 

24 

.25 

 
1. eia�nt�ffs' Pico Ne�ghborhood Association ("PNAl.':'):, Maria 

:- 
Loya (�toya"), filed a First Amended-Complaint allegtng two 

causes of action: l) Violation of the California Voting Rights 
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l Elections (CURE) specifical;y noted the Watsonville case in 

2 urging the Santa Monica City council to place the i�sue of 

3 substituting distr�ct for at-large elections on the ballot, 
4 allowing Santa Monica voters to decide the question. With the 
5 

issue of at-large-elections diluting minority vote �•ceiving 
-6 

increased attention in Santa Monica and throuohout ·c,.iifornia, 
t ••• � 

·i ,;:"' . 
Defendant appointed a 15-member Charter Review CollllD:1��ion to 

8 
study the matter and make ,recommendations to the City.council. 

9 

10 76.. As part of their investigation, the Charter Review
 

11 Commission sought the analysis of Plaintiff's expe�, Or. 

12 Kousser, who had just completed his_ work in Garza rega�ing 

13 discriminatory intent in the way Los Angeles County's 

14 supervisorial districts had been drawn. Dr. Kousse� was asked 

15 whether Santa Mon�ca's at-large election system was adopted or 

16 maintained for a discriminatory purpose, and Dr. Ko���er 
. , . 

concluded that it was, for all of the reasons disc.uss.e. d above. 
18  

Bas�d on their axtensiv• atudy and inveatigaticna, �he near­ 
19 

unanimous Charter Review COJIIIDission recommended that Defendant's 
20 

at-large election system be eliminated. The principal reason 
21 

for that recommendation was that the at-laroe system prevents 
22 

minorities and the minority-concentrated Pico Neighb�rhood from 
23 

24 b.av�ng a seat at the tab1e.
 

25 77. That recommendation went to the City Council i�t!7uly 1992, 
� . � ., 

and was the subject of a public c�ty council. meetin�;-= Excerpts 

7 

17 



 

_,,.. 
-----...--------- 

 
 

 
1 from the video of that hours-long·meeting were played at trial, 

2 and provide direct evidence of the intent of the then-members of 

3 Defendant's City Council. Qne speaker after another - members 
4 

of the Charter Review Commission; the public, an attorney from 
s 

the Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Flmd, and even 
6 

a former councilmember - urged Oefen�ant's City Council to 
7 

change its at-large election system. Many of the speakers 
8 

specifically stressed that the at-large system disc�i;ininated 
9 .· .. 

10 against Latino voters and/or that courts might rule."that they 

11 did in an appropriate case. �hough the City Council �nderstood 
 

12 

13 
 
 
 

15 
 

16 

17 
 

18 

19 

20 
 

21 

22 

23 

24 
 

25. 

well that the at-large system prevented racial minorities from 

achieving representation - that point was made by the Charter 

Review Commission's report and several speakers and was never 

challenged - the members refused by a 4-3 vote to allow the 

voters to change the system that had elected them. 

78. Councilmember Dennis Zane explained his profesaea 
• �!  

reasoning:  in a district system, Sa�ta Moniea wou1d.no ionger 

be able to place a disproportionate share of·affordab�e housing 

into the minority-concentrated Pico Neighborhood, where, 

according to the unrefuted remarks at the Ju1y 1992 counc�i· 

meeting, the majority of the city's affordable housing was 

aiready iocated, because the P�co Ne�ghborhoOd d�at��ct's· 

representative would oppose it. Mr. Zane's oommen�s were e�ndid and 

revealing� He specifically phrased the issue as one of 
·"'1·.·•

: 

-ss- 



 

• I 

 
 

 
 
 

 
l Latino representa�ion versus affordable housing: '� ·.... you gain 

2 the representation but you lose the housing."12 While this 
3 profes8ed rationaie could be c�racterized as not demonstrating 

4 that Mr. Zane or his colleagues uharbored any ethnic or racial 
5 

animus toward the ... Hispanic community," it nonethele•s 

, reflects intentional discrimination-Mr. Zane understood that his 

action would harm Latinos; voting power, and he took that action 
8 

to maintain the power of his political group to continue dumping 
9 

10 
affordable housing in the Latino-concentrated neighb6�hood 

11 despite their opposition. Garza, supra, 918 F.2d a� )78 (J. 

12  Kozinski, concurring}_ (finding that incumbents.preserving their 

13 power by drawing.district lines that avoided a higher proportion 

14 of Latinos in one district .was intentionally discrimina·tory 

15 despite the lack of any racial animus), cert. denied·{1991) 111 

16 s.ct. 681. 
17 79. In addition  to  Mr..  Zane's  contemporaneous  explanation  of 

18 his own decisive vote, the Court also considers the .. 
19 

circumstantial evidence of intent revealed by the 
20 .. 

\ . 
Arlangton 

Heights fact-ors. While those non-exhaustive factors do not each 
21 

22 12 Mr. Zane's insistence-on a tradaoff between Latino representation and 
policy goals that he.believed would be more·likely to be acc�lished by an 

23 at-large council echoed comments of the Santa .Mon.tea Buen.in.tr Out:look. the 
ch�ef aponaor of and spokesman for the charter Cb.ange to an at-1axge c�ty 

24 council. .in 1946. "CG)roups such as organized labor and the colored peopl.e." 
the newspaper announced, should realize that ftThe interest of minorities is 

25 always best protected by a syst- which favoz-s the e.lectJ.on of .l.iberal.-mi.nded 
persons who are not compelled to pl.ay peanut politics. Such liberal-minded 
persons, of high_ caliber, will .run for office and be elected if elections are 
held at large." 
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February 8, 2022 

 
 

David White, City Manager 
City of Santa Monica 
1685 Main Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 

Dear David White: 

RE: City of Santa Monica's 6th Cycle (2021-2029) Adopted Housing Element 

Thank you for submitting the City of Santa Monica's (City) housing element adopted on 
October 12, 2021 and received for review on November 10, 2021. Pursuant to 
Government Code section 65585, subdivision (h), the California Department of Housing 
and Community Development (HCD) is reporting the results of its review. In addition, 
HCD considered comments from Kenneth Kutcher, Abundant Housing LA, Santa 
Monica Housing Council, Jason Mastbaum, Tieira Ryder, YIMBY Law, Matthew Millen 
and the League of Women Voters of Santa Monica, pursuant to Government Code 
section 65585, subdivision (c). 

The adopted element addresses many statutory requirements described in HCD's 
August 30, 2021 review; however, revisions will be necessary to comply with State 
Housing Element Law (Article 10.6 of the Gov. Code). The enclosed Appendix 
describes the revisions needed to comply with State Housing Element Law. 

 
Public participation in the development, adoption and implementation of the housing 
element is essential to effective housing planning. Throughout the housing element 
process, the City should continue to engage the community, including organizations that 
represent lower-income and special needs households and commenters on this review, 
by making information regularly available and considering and incorporating comments 
where appropriate. 

 
As a reminder, the City's 6th cycle housing element was due October 15, 2021. As of 
today, the City has not completed the housing element process for the 6th cycle. The 
City's 5th cycle housing element no longer satisfies statutory requirements. HCD 
encourages the City to revise the element as described above, adopt, and submit to HCD 
to regain housing ,element compliance. 

 
For your information, pursuant to Assembly Bill 1398 (Chapter 358, Statutes of 2021), if a 
local government fails to adopt a compliant housing element within 120 days of the 

  
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
DIVISION OF HOUSING POLICY DEVELOPMENT 
2020 W. El Camino Avenue, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 95833 
(916) 263-2911 / FAX (916) 263-7453 
www.hcd.ca.gov 

  

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/


 

As noted in Findings A3, the element requires a complete analysis of potential 
governmental and nongovernmental constraints. Depending upcm the results of that 
analysis, the City may need to revise or add programs and address and remove or 
mitigate any identified constraints. 

 
In addition, while the element includes Program 2.1 to amend zoning for a variety of 
housing types, the Program should include specific commitment to amend zoning for 
identified constraints related to the definition of households, residential care facilities 
for seven or more persons, parking for emergency shelters, permanent supportive 
housing and employee housing. 

3. 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).) 

 
As noted in Finding A1, the element requires a complete analysis of AFFH. Depending 
upon the results of that analysis, the City may need to revise or add programs to 
affirmatively further fair housing. In addition, HCD's prior review found the City should 
revise Program 4.D (Rezoning R1 Neighborhoods) with meaningful and sufficient actions 
to overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive communities. In response, the 
element now appears to only promote accessory dwelling units; an insufficient action given 
the perpetuated segregation noted in the elemenLPlease see HCD's prior review. 
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4. A , ess to Low Poverty Neighborhoods 
In the City of Santa Monica, access to low poverty neighborhoods is dosely linked to residential_ 
patte ns of racial and ethnic concentration. Map 2-18 shows the low poverty indices for the City. 
The a eas with the lowest Low Poverty Indices and thus the,highest concentrations of poverty are 
in the fico neighborhood and the immediat��icinity�Foowntown Santa Monica. These areas have hi 
he concentrations.of Black and His anic households than the cit as a whole. By contrast, the 
North f Wilshire and North of Montana neighborhoods, with higher White populations, both have 
highe� Low Poverty _Indices and thus lower concentrations of poverty In the City of Santa Monica, 
Black F.nd Hispanic households have lower access to low poverty neighborhoods than do White 
and A ian American or Pacific Islander households. The disparities are significant but not extreme. 

Map 2-18:Low Poverty Index 
 

 
5. Ace I ss toEnvironmentally Healthy Neighborhoods . 
Map _2-19 which shows the Environmental Health Hazard indices across the City and substantiates 
the v,ejth0: the��are significant differences in environmental health between neighborhoods and 

that th disparities are correlated with neighborhood demographics. The eastern area of NOMA 
and Noitheast neighborhood of the City are the most environmentally healthy than other areas in 
the Cit.yJ, and h.ove the h1' 9 hes 1: env•,ronmenta1 h ealth ·1nd·1ces. The Pico neighborhood, current and-• 
former' dustnal areas of the Industrial Conservation zones.and Downtown Santa Monica are more 
heavily  ffected by their proximity to the 1-10 freeway than are more heavily White neighborhoods 

 
 
 
 

 
Chapter2 Assessment ofFal,Housing In the City - 
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ofdevel ping of affo,dable housing In cem,ln a,eas of theCity. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

While here areno R/ECAPs within theCity of Santa Monica (Map 2-6), thelegacy of past racist planning . 
and housing policies have shaped land usepatterns in the Cit that wesee today.There are census 
rac in e 1ty t at ave higher concentrations of non-Whites as well as higher concentrations 
of low income and moderate income population. J.2-general, the patterns of n�n-White and lower 
inco111e households continue to mirror the redline maps with more affluent Wh1t�s on the northern 
and sduthern ends of the City (Map 2-4) and non-Whites and lower income populations concentrated 
in theI antral city near the main transportation corridors (Map 2-7). 

 
Map 2-7:Low toModerate Income Population by Census Tract. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This paL of segreg-n�·also true for ren�rvers�ownerarupOOu�ho/�.� 20� AFHfound�at the 
locqtion of renters and owners in Santa Monice very highly correlates withpatterns of residential racial 
a�d ethnic segregation. The areas with thehighest concentrations of homeownership,such as 
nort1of Montana, Ocean Park, and Sunset Park are also the areas that are predominantly White. Thea  
reps with the highest concentrdtionsof renters,such as the Pico neighborhood and Downtown, are 
areas that contain highconcentrations of minorities c;md/or those withLimited English Proficiency. 

The AF� also found that a major contributor lo continued racial and e�nic segregation is �e. 
econom1ics of high housing and landcosts created by zoning, which particularly l i/m&i t set .h.e- feasibility 
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problems with-Housing Element 

Mathew Millen <matmillen@msn.com> 
Mon 10/4/2021 2:09 PM 
To: sue himmelrich <sue.himmelrich@smgov.net>; oscar.delatorre@smgov.net.<oscar.delatorre@smgov.net>; 
council@smgov.net <council@smgov.net> 
Bee matmillen@msn.com <matmillen@msn.com> 

THIS IS WHAT ABUNDANT HOUSING LA HAS TO SAY ABOUT 
SANTA MONICA'S PROPOSED HOUSING ELEMENT 

Fair Housing Act became the law of the land in 1968. Why 
do patterns of segregation persist to this day? 

The 1960s were an era of great struggles but also remarkable progress 
on civil rights, culminating in the year 1968. On February 29th of t�at 
year, the National Advisory Commission on Civil Diso�ders, a�er studying 
widespread civil unrest found that, all too often, America consisted of two 
separate and unequal societies, one for whites and one for Blacks; and such 
a societal structure was cemented and maintained by where Blacks can and 
cannot live. In the wake of Reverend Dr. • Martin Luther King Jr.'s 
assassination and nationwide protests, Congress passed the Fair Housing 
Act, which outlawed housing discrimination based on race, religion, national 
origin, sex, (and as amended) handicap and family status. 

A brief period of reform followed. The new Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) and its secretary, George Romney, was tasked 
with "affirmatively furthering" fair housing (sound familiar?). The HUD 
sought to integrate well-resourced, whites-only suburbs and demanded 
that these areas allow more affordable housing - an effort known as "Open 
Communities". Unsurprisingly, the Open Communities initiative was met 
with fierce -local• resistance. Romney tried to enforce integration by 
withholding federal funding from non complying municipalities, but Nixon, 
afraid of losing suburban white votes, quickly intervened to halt all such 
efforts. 

Had the federal government actually enforced fair housing laws five 
decades ago, today's America would be very different. Today, Californians 
have the opportunity to decide whether or not to enforce our own fair 
housing law. AB 686 (2018) requires all state and local public agencies to 
"facilitate deliberate action to explicitly address, combat, and relieve 
disparities resulting from past patterns. of segregation to foster more 
inclusive communities". It is up to the Newsom administration and the 
Department of Housing and Community Development to enforce this .law 
and demand cities create fait housing elements that encourage strong 
housing growth at all levels of income. • 

 
Tell HCD: 

enforce housing element laws 
Under California's Regional Housing Needs Assessment, cities must update the 
housing element in a way that encourages historically high housing growth, while 

https://outlook.live.com/mail/0fKI/AQMkADAwATlwMTAwAC0wMAAxNyOzNjcyLTAwAi0wMAoARgAAA4%2B8%2B0A1eWRKisXvmf6BulpHAPHWts7t... 1/2 
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affirmatively furthering fair housing opportunities and undoing patterns of 
discrimination in housing. This offers a once-in-a-generation opportunity to 
address the need for more housing in a way ·that furthers equity, environmental 
sustainability, and economic recovery. • 

Unfortunately, ma.n.v. Southern California cities are submitting ho·using elements 
that don't �eet the state's re_g_u_irem_e_nts, �n_d. _are effe.·c_t.ively treating.·fa.ir·h.·ou_s·i-.ng�- . 
law as optional. For example, Santa Momca has ll!:Qposed a housing element - . • 
that gromotes almost all housing_growth in formerly redlined• areas. South 
Pasadena and Beverly Hills are proposing housing on sites where it's very unlikely 
to be built, such as city halls, vacant parcels of railroad track, and historic ~ 

theaters. These cities are using bad-faith tactics to superficially comply with the 
law, while avoiding rezoning exclusive areas to allow more housing. , 

• 
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Residents in Certain Santa Monica.Neighborhoods Eligible for LA County 
Guaranteed Income Program 
Residents in Downtown and Pico neighborhoods eligible for $1,000 a month program 

By Sam Catanzaro 

Residents of two Santa Monica neighborhoods are eligible to apply for LA County's new $1,000 a month guaranteed income program. 

The program, called "Breathe", launched on March 31 and wlll award 1,000 randomly selected qualifying residents $1,000 a month for three 
years. 

"The course of this pandemic has revealed the large number of County residents who are living on the brink of financial crisis. with 
insufficient savings to weather a job loss, a medical emergency, or a major car repair. This guaranteed income program will help give 
residents the breathing ro?m they need to better weather those crises," said program co-author Supervisor Sheila Kuehl. 

The enrollment period opened on March 31 and the deadline for applications ls April 13. Selection will not depend on the timing of entrles, 
The program is being overseen by the County's Poverty Alleviation Initiative, launched last year to address poverty and income Instability 
among LA County residents. 

Applicants must be at least 18 years old and with a household Income that falls at or below LA County's average median Income (AMI) of 
$56,000 for a single-person household or 120 percent of'AMI at or below $96,000 for a family of four, for example. They must also have 
been negatively impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic. 
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In addition, applicants are required to live within what LA County deems a low-Income community. In Santa Monica, two neighborhoods 
fall under this category: Pico and Downtown, Pica's Boundaries are Lincoln Bolevard to the west, Centlnela Avenue to the east, Olympic 
Boulevard to the north and Pico Boulevard to the south, Downtown contains WIishire Boulevard, Arizona Avenue,-Santa Monica 
Boulevard, Broadway, and Colorado Avenue from Ocean Avenue to Lincoln Boulevard. 

 

 
A total of 1,000 participants \vho apply during the open enrollment period will be randomly selected by a research team from the 
University of Pennsylvania's Center for Guaranteed Income Research, which is partnering with the County to design and Implement the 
program. Direct monthly payments will be distributed vla a debit card to selected residents and wlll come without strings or conditions, 

After participants are selected, another 1,200 applicants will be randomly chosen to participate in the research study only, as part of a 
control group. Control group participants will not receive the monthly payment. They will complete periodic surveys and Interviews 
about their well-being so that information can be compared to the treatment group and help determine whether or not the program was 
effective. 

To learn more about the program, visit breathe.lacounty.gQY 
 

 
By Sam Catarn;am April B, 2022 
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Enl1owing Assaults on Mail carries 
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Residents on the 1300 block of 14th Street without delivery service 
following multlple assaults BySam Catanzaro The United States... 
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Mathew L. Millen 
Attorney at Law 

10880 Wilshire Blvd. Suite 1050 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

(310)470-8071 
June 1,, 2022 

Comments Regarding Updating the Housing Element 
Agendd Item 3M Meeting June 14, 2022 · 
Sent vi� email to: councilmtgitems@santamonica.gov 

The Flbruary 8, 2022 letter from the Dept of Housing and Community 
Development rejected the City Housing Element because the City proposal failed 
to "ov�rcome patterns of segregation1 and foster inclusive communities. In 
respon�e, the element now appears to promote accessory dwelling units; an 
insuffiqient action given the perpetuated segregation noted in the element." 

I 
"We k4ow that it's not by coincidence that poor people are relegated to the 
Pico ne ighborhood" de laTorresaid. "We know that it was by design2• 

Segregq1,tion is a root cause of the dilemma we face today" School Board 
Member Oscar De La Torre quoted in www.Surfsantamonica.com December 
2004 I 
TO IMPLEMENT GOVERNMENT CODE 8899.50 et.seq AFFH THE 
CITY HAS TO IMPOSE A MORATORIUM ON NEW LOW INCOME 
HOUSING PROJECTS IN THE PICO NEIGHBORHOOD INCLUDING 
BERG.MiOT FOR THE NEXT 10 YEARS3 
The gdographic boundaries of the Pico Neighborhood are South: Pico 
Blvd;West Lincoln Blvd; North Santa Monica Blvd to 20th St. then 
South to Colorado then East to Centinela. This includes Bergamot! 

I 
! 
i 

SUGQESTION; TRADE/SWAP THE BERGAMOT SITE FOR 
THE IGELSON'S SITE. THE CITY CAN BUILD THE LOW 
INCOME HOUSING AT THE GELSON'S SITE AND A.F.F.H. 

 
1 This refe ,ence is the Pico Neighborhood. See my prior correspondence. 
2 The "design" Mr. De La Torre is referring to is the saturation of the Pico Neighborhood with city developed low 
income ho�sing projects after the restrictive covenants were declared unconstitutional by the US Sup. Court 
3 I represebt a native of Mexico, who is an honorably discharged, disabled veteran of the United States Army, and a 
naturalize United States Citizen. He wishes to remain anonymous due to fear of harassment by SMRR 

mailto:councilmtgitems@santamonica.gov
http://www.surfsantamonica.com/


2  

JmiL- 

 

 
The d�veloper of the Gilson's site can then build various housing types, 
including ownership opportunities on the larger Bergamot site. 

In adlition, the homeowners on the City Council and Planning 
Com�ission should build Accessory Dwelling Units on their parcels and 
rent them to Section 8 VASH veterans as a show of good faith. 

 
Resperfully submitted, 

 

 
Millen    
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3 FILED 
Superior Court of California 

County of Los Angeles 
4 

FEB 13 2019 
5 I

I Sherri R. Cart�;:z:�cive.Officer/Clerk 

6 i � ':::1\ T .l. !(.U a@  Deputy 
• Ne11M. Raya 

7 
 

8 
SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE· OF CALIFORNIA 

9 
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

10 
 

11 

12 PICO NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION, 
et a;l. 

13 

 
) Case No.: BC616804 
} 
} 

 
14 I 

I  vs. 
15 

PJ.aintiffs, )  STATEMENT OF DECISION 
) 
) 
)· 

CITYI OF SANTA MONICA, ) 
16 I ) 

17  • I  De_f_e_n_d_a_n_t_.
 

18 i 
I 
! 19 I 
I Pursuant  to  CCP §632,  the  Court  issues the following 

20 i 
Stat ement  of  Decision in support of its Judgment after court 

1 

! 
triail: 

I 

 
 
 

D1'lROl>UC�%0N 

1.  , 
24 

 
E'J..aintiffs'  Pico Neighborhood Association  ("PNA'tf,., Maria 

25 Loyali ("Loya"), filed a First .Amended -Complaint alleg;i.ng two 

causrs of action: 
 

1· 

1) Violation of the California Voting Rights 
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1 Elec�ions (CURE} specifically noted the Watsonville case in 

2 urgi!tlg the Santa Monica City Council to place the issue of 

3 subs�ituting distr�ct for at-large elections on. the ballot, 

4 allofing Santa Monica voters to decide the question. With the 
5 

issu� of at-large-elections diluting minority vote ·*eceiving 
.6 I 

incr:eased attention in Santa Monica and throughout C�lifornia, 
7 

Def+dant appointed a 15-member Charter Review Com11JJ�ion to 
8 

study the matter and make ,recommendations to the City.council. 
9 I 

76. [As part of their investigation, the Charter Review 
10 I 

comm:ission sought the analysis of Plaintiff's expert, Dr. 
11 i 

12 Kousiser, who had just completed his work in Garza regarding 

13 disc�iminatory intent in the way Los Angeles County's 
i 

14 supeirvisorial districts had been drawn. Dr. Kousser was asked 
i 

15 whether Santa Monica's at-large election system was adopted or 
i 

16 main�ained for a discriminatory purpose, and Dr. Ko���er 

17 condluded that it was, for all of the reasons disc_us�ed above. 
i 
! 

Base.i� on their extensive study and investigations, the near 

 
.�a.., 
.�..�. 
�p 

I 

19 unan�mous Charter Review Commission recommended that Defendant's 
I 20 ! 

at-large election system be eliminated. The principal reason 
i 

21 i 
for (that recommendation was that the at-large system prevents 

22 I 
minofities and the minority-concentrated Pico Neighb�rhood from 

23 
havi�g a seat at the taoie. 

24 

25 
77.. That recommendation went to the City Council in,July 1992, 

':t •. 

and ·�as the subject of a pubiic city council meetin�.-··: Excerpts 

\- 

18 
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1 from'the video of that hours-long meeting were played at trial, 
; 

 

2 and provide direct evidence of the intent of the then-members of 

3 Defehdant's City Council. Qne speaker after another - members 

4 of the Charter Review Commission, the public, an attorney from 
s the rexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund, and even 
6 

a fopner councilmember - urged Defendant's City Council to 
7 I 

change its at-large election system. Many of the speakers 
8 

speckfically stressed that the at-large system disc�i�inated 
9 

agaiIpst Latino voters and/or that courts might rule.that they 
10 ; 

I 

d•id �i, nan appropriate case. �hough the City Council understood 
I' 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
,2. . .  

12 welll that the at-large system prevented racial minorities from 
13 achi¢ving representation - that point was made by the Charter 

I 

14 Revi�w Commission's report and several speakers and was never 
i 

15 challenged - the members refused by a 4-3 vote to allow the 
I 

i 
16 vote�s to change the system that had elected them. 

I 
! 

17 78. jCouncilmember Dennis Zane explained his professe� 
18 reas?ning: in a district system, Santa Monica would.no longer 
19 ! 

be a�le to place a disproportionate share of affordable housing 
! 

20 
intojthe minority-concentrated Pico Neighborhood, where, 

! 
21 

acco1ding to the unrefuted remarks at the July 1992 council 
� 22 
!� 
"g")" 23 

24 
 

25. 

meeting, the majority of the city's affordable housing was 
i 
I 

aire�dy iocated, oecause the Pico Neighborhood district's· I I . 
representative would oppose it. Mr. Zane's comments were c�ndid 

and 
I�evealing� He specifically phrased the issue as one of 

-� 

11 
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1 Lati,ho representation versus affordable housing: '(Sp you gain 
2 the !representation but you lose the housing."12 While this 

11 

3 professed rationale could be characterized as not demonstrating 
I 

' 
that)Mr. Zane or his colleagues "harbored any ethnic or racial 

5 I 

animµs toward the·... Hispanic community," it nonetheless 
6 I: • 

reflects intentional discrimination-Mr. Zane understood that his 
7 

actipn would harm Latinos' voting power, and he took that action 
8 

to ma'  intain the power of his political group to continue dumping 
9 I 

affqrdable housing in the Latino-concentrated neighb6fhood 
10 

11 de+  ·te their opposition. Garza, supra, 918 F.2d at·�778 (J. 

12 Kozinski, concurring) (finding that incumbents preserving their 

13 power by drawing.district lines that avoided a higher proportion 

14 of +tinos in one district.was intentionally discriminatory 

15 de�ite the lack of any racial animus}, cert. denied·(l991} 111 

16 S.CqI . 681. 
! 

17 79. I In addition to Mr.. Zane's contemporaneous explanation of 

18 his own decisive vote, the Court also considers the 
19 cirqumstantial evidence of intent revealed by the A�lington 
20 I 

Heights factors. While those non-exhaustive factors do not each 
I.�  I  
ft> 
')..._ I I 

!..�.. 22 12 Mri Zane's insistence.on a tradeoff between Latino representation and 
polidy goals that he believed would be more likely to be accomplished by an 

� 23 

24 
 

25 

at-l�rqe council echoed comments of the Santa Monica Evening Outlook, the 
chie:f sponsor of and spokesman :for the charter change to an at-.l.arge city 
coundil. in 1946. "[G)roups such as organized labor and the col.ored peopl.e," 
the tjewspaper announced, should real.ize that "The interest of minorities is 
alwa�s best protected by  a system which favors the el.ection of l.iberal-minded·· 
pers9ns who are not compelled to play peanut politics. Such l.iberal-minded 
persons, of high caliber, will run for office and be elected if elections are 
held at large." 

4 
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10· 
 

11 
 

12' 

revel:l discrimination to the same extent, on balance, they also· 

militate in favor of finding discriminatory intent -*� this case. 
Tile �iscriminatory impact of.the at-large election �;stem was felt' 

immediately after its maintenance in 1992. The first and only; 

Latino elected to the Santa Monica City council lost his 

re-eil.ection bid in 1994 in an election marred by racial appeals 

- a lnotable anomaly in Santa Monica where election records 

esta!blish that incumbents lose very ra�ely. Bolden v. City of 
I 

Mob�le (S.D. Ala. 1982) 542 F.Supp. 1050, 1076 (relying ,on the 

lacJ of success of Black candidates over several decades to show 
I � 

dis�arate impact, even without a showing that Black··\,oters voted 

13 for each of the particular Black candidates going back to 1874.) 
 

14 
 

15 
 

16 
 

17 
 

18 

• 19 
 

20 

.@... 
21 

.t... 
22 

� 23 

24 
 

25 

Mor�over, the impact on the minority-concentrated Pico 
I • 

i 

Neighborhood over the past 72 years, discussed above, also 
I 

dem�nstrates the discriminatory impact of the at-large election 
! 

sys�em in this case, and has continued well past 1992. Gingles, 
I 

sup�a, 478 U.S. at 48, n. 14 (describing how at-large election_ 
! 

syst:ems tend to cam�e elected officials to "ignore (µiinority] 
i 

 

 

inte;rests  without  fear  of  political  consequences.")  ;;:�- 
! •• �: 
' .· -.· 

80. I ·The historical background of the decision in 19:·92 also 

militate in favor of finding a discriminatory intent. At-large 
I 

eiec�ions are weii known to disadvantage minorities, and that 
. I . 

was �ell understood in Santa Monica in 1992._ In 1992, the non 
! 

White population was sufficiently compact (in the Pico 

. : 

i ,c         • 
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The Pico Nelghbomood In Santa Monica. Photo: Sam Catanzaro. 

r - 
Reside�ts in Certain Santa Monica Neighborhoods Eligible for LA County 
Guaranreed Income Program ()( (' j) ).. 
Residents in yowntown anc1Pico neighborhoods eligible for $1,000 a month program . .r.  h \�, ( k\ 
BySam� • ' fJ�  o-J 
Residents of r_·o Santa Monica neighborhoods are eligible to apply for LA County's new $1,000 a month guaranteed income program. • l)}.  .•,.a0.. ) 

• The program, palled uBreathe", launched on March 31and will award1,000 randomly selected qualifying residents $1,000 a month for three � ,J)lf- '1 
1 1 

years. 
:· . 
i 

"The colll'Se of this pandemic has revealad the large number of County residents who BTe llvlng on the brl�offinanclaJ crisis, with 
insufficient aaytflgfl to weather a Job loss, a mecucal emergency, Qr a majOr car repair. ThiS guaranteed tncome program will help give 
resldcmta the bl'ffllthing room they need to better weather those crises; said program co-author Supervisor Sheila KuehL • 

The enro�t period opened on March 31and the deadline fo�applications is April 13. Selection will not depend on the timing of entries. 
The program  being.overseen by the County's Poverty Alleviation Initiative, launched last year to address poverty and income instability 
amongLA Cowity resJdents. • . . 

Applicanta m�Ft be at least18 yean old and with a household income that falls at or below LA County's average median income (AMI) of 
$56,000 for a fingle•person household or 120 percent of AMI at or below $96,000 for a family of four, for example. They must also have 
been negative :y impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic. 

II 1/1  ! El 0, 
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In addition, Jucants are required to live within whatLA County deems a low-income community. In Santa Monica, two neighborhoods• 
fall under this pategory: Pico and Downtown. Pico's Boundaries are Lincoln Bolevard to the west, Centinela Avenue to the east, Olympic 
Boulevard to t�e north and Pico Boulevard to the south, Downtown contains Wilshire Boulevard, Arizona Avenue, Santa Monica 
Boulevard, Brd ��dway,and�lora�Avenue from Ocean Avenue to Lincoln Boulevard. 
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A total 

I 
of1,00() participants who apply d'IU'ing the open enrollment period will be randomly selected bya research team from the 

tJnivel'llity of�ennsylvania'11Center for Guaranteed lncome Research, which is partnering with the County to design and Implement the 
program. Dlrebt monthly payments will be distributed via a debit card to selected residents and wlll come without strings or conditions. 

• I 
 

After pamcip�ntll are selected, another 1,200 applicants will be randomly chosen to participate In the research study only, as part of a 
control gToupJ Conl:f'ol gTOUp participants will not receive the monthly payment. They will complete periodic surveys and interviews 
about their well-being so that information can be compared to the�tment groupand help determine whether or not the program was 
effective. • 

Tolearn more about the program, visitbreathe Jacountf,g'2l£ 
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Residents on the1300 block of 14th Street without delivery service 
following multiple assaults By Sam Catanzaro The United States... 
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DavidI · hite, City Manager • 
City ofl . anta Monica 
1685 ain Street 
Santa onica, CA 90401 

I . . 
Dear �rvid White: • 

RE: city of Santa Monica's 6th Cycle (2021-2029) Adopted Housing Element• 
I, 
1! 

Thanklyou for submitting the City of Santa Monica's (City) housing element adopted on 
Octob�r 12, 2021 and received for review on November 10, 2021. Pursuant to 
Goverriment Code section 65585, subdivision (h), the California Department of Housing 
and C�mmunity Development (HCD) is reporting the results of its review. In addition, 
HCD d�msidered comments from Kenneth Kutcher, Abundant Housing LA, Santa 
Monie� Housing Council, Jason Mastbaum, Tiei�a Ryder, YIMBY Law, Matthew Millen 
and th� League of Women Voters of Santa Monica, pursuant to Government Code 
sectio�I 65585, subdivision (c). • 

Ii 
I.: 

The a�ppted element addresses many statutory requirements described in HCD's 
Augus�)30, 2021 review; however, revisions will be necessary to comply with State 
Housi�� Element Law (Article 10.6 of the Gov. Code). The enclosed Appendix descri�s 
the revisions needed to comply with State Housing Element Law. 

i.! .• . 
Public!�articipation in the development, adoption and implementation of the housing 
elemeij•,t is essential to effective housing planning. Throughout the housing element 
proce�.. , the Cit� should continue_to engage the community, including organiz�tion� that 
repres;. nt lower-income and special needs households and commenters on this review, 
by ma�ng information regularly available and considering and incorporating comments 
whereI'ppropriate. • . 

1.1 

As a r�r,ninder, the City's 6th cycle housing element was due October 15, 2021. As of 
today,[tihe City has notcompleted the housing element process for the 6th cycle. The 
City's $h cycle housing element no longer satisfies statutory requirements. HCD 
encou��ges the City to revise the element as described above, adopt, and submit to HCD 
to reg�ln housing element compliance. 

For y�Jr info'rmation, pursuant to Assembly Bill 1398 (Chapter 358, Statutes of 2021), if a 
local 9.1.'.:.  vernment fails to adopt a compliant housin.g_element within 120 days of the 

• EXHIBIT'' _ : (... 
• ��1�7 

;I 
! 

I 

DEPARTMENi OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

 
(916) 263-2911 / F   (916) 263-7453 

 

DIVISION OF H1 USING POLICY DEVELOPMENT 

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/
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David I hite, City Manager 
Page· 

 

 
deadline (October 15, 2021), then any rezoning to accommodate the regional 

needs allocation, including for lower-income households, shall be completed no 
later tH n one year from the statutory deadline. Otherwise, the local government's 
housid element will no longer comply with State Housing Element Law, and HCD may 
revokJl its finding of substantial compliance pursuant to Government Code section 65585, 
subdiv1 ion (i). 

I 
SeverJ1 federal, state, and regional funding programs consider housing element 
compli1 nee as an eligibility or ranking criteria. For example, the CalTrans Senate Bill 
(SB) 1I ustainat;>le Communities grant; the Strategic Growth Council and HCD's 
Afford• ble Housing and Sustainable Communities programs; and HCD's Permanent 
Local i ousing Allocation consider hoµsing element compliance and/or annual reporting 
require ents pursuant to Government Code section 65400. With a compliant housing 
eleme j t, the City will meet housing element requirements for these and other funding 
sourc�,- 

We ap�reciate your hard work and the diligent effort and cooperation of the entire 
housin� element update team. We are committed to assisting the City in addressing all 
statutd� requirements of State Housing Element Law. If you have any questions or 
need 1rditional technical assistance, please contact me at paul.mcdougall@hcd.ca.gov. 

 

·itt1tX7 • 
Paul ��Dougal  V 
Senior!�rogram Manager 

I' 
,! 
i1 

Enclos�re 
i! 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT.,.� 

mailto:paul.mcdougall@hcd.ca.gov
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APPENDIX 
CITY OF SANTA MONICA 

 
· The following changes are necessary to bring the City's housing element into compliance with 
Article 10.6 o the Government Code. Accompanying each recommended change, we cite the 
supporting sl •tion of the Government Code. 

Housing elertJ nt technical assistance information is available on HCD's website �t 
htt ://www.hc .ca. ov/communit -develo ment/housin -element/housin -element-memos.shtml. 
Among other esources, the housing element section contains HCD's latest technical assistance 
tool, Building locks for Effective Housing Elements (Building Blocks), available at 
htt ://www.h .. ca. ov/communit -develo ment/buildin -blocks/index.shtml and includes the 
Government• ode addressing State Housing Element Law and other resources. i 

 
.eeds Resources and  

 
. 

1. Affirm � ively further[ing] fair housing in accordance with Chapter 15 (commencing with 
Sectio; 8899.50) of Division 1 of Title 2 ...sha/1 include an assessment of fair housing in 
thejur1 diction. (Gov. Code,§ 65583, subd. (c)(10)(A).) 

Sites :I vento : While the element includes some general discussion regarding the 
identifi'. ation of sites and affirmatively furthering fair housing (AFFH). The element should 
still in�ude analysis such as the number of units by income group and location, impact, or 
lack of! on existing patterns and isolation of the regional housing need allocation (RHNA) 
to eval: ate whether fair housing conditions are improved or exacerbated. 

i 
i 

Local I ata and Knowled e and Other Relevant Factors: The element generally was not 
revised to address this requirement. Please see HCD's prior review. 

I . 
i' 

Goals i riorities Metrics and Milestones: The element must be revised to add or modify 
goals � d actions based on the outcomes of a complete analysis. Actions must have 
metrics and milestones to target meaningful outcomes and must address housing mobility 
enhan: ement, new housing choices and affordability in high opportunity areas, place- 
based;' trategies for community revitalization and displacement protection. 

2. An inv: ntory of land suitable and available for residential development, including vacant 
sites a: d sites having realistic and demonstrated potential for redevelopment during the 
plannin period to meet the locality's housing need for a designated income level, and an 
analys) of the relationship of zoning and public facilities and services to these sites. (Gov. 
Code, ' 65583, subd. (a)(3).) 

i 
i 

Realisti  Ca aci  : The element now lists recent developments to support capacity 
assum' tions, however, the analysis of realistic capacity should also account for recent 
develo I ment by affordability as noted in the prior review. This is particularly important 
since s: me development affordable to lower-income households may not be built at higher 
densiti, s assumed in the inventory. In addition, as noted in the prior review, the calculation 
of resi• ntial capacity should account for the likelihood of 100 percent nonresidential uses. 
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The el ment describes some recent trends and concludes residentia.I is very likely, but the 
inform tion also indicates that 100 percent nonresidential uses does occur (p. F-7) and the 
eleme1 t should account for this likelihood in the calculation of capacity. 

Suitabt i of Nonvacant Sites: The element includes some additional discussion of the 
variou I categories of sites, market conditions and lists some recent redevelopment 
activit� However, the element should still.include analysis of the extent existing uses 
imped I additional development. For example, the element describes various factors 
utilizeq to identify high potential sites but does not appear to reflect all of those factors in 
the in� ntory. Further, the element lists recent trends but should also utilize those trends 
to sup: ort the validity of factors used to determine potential. Please see HCD's prior 
review! or additional information. 

I 
In addi ion, for your information, the element relies on nonvacant sites to accommodate 
50 per1  nt or more of the housing needs for lower-income households, which triggers 
requirJ ents to make findings based on substantial evidence that the existing use is not 
an im� diment and will likely discontinue in the.planning period. While the resolution of 
adopti , n includes the appropriate findings, any changes to the analysis should be. 
reflect I d in future re-adoption of the element. 

Ci -0 I ned Sites: The element now lists City-Owned sites and indicates sites can be 
availati e for development in the planning period. However, given the reliance on these 
sites a1 d as noted in the prior review, the element should include some discussion on the 
potent( I schedule of availability for development in the planning period and revise 
progra: s as appropriate to facilitate development on these sites in the planning period. 

! 
Acces ' Dwellin  Units ADU : The element now clarifies recent ADU trends to include 
permi� d units and adjusts the number of ADUs assumed to be permitted in the planning 
period.I However, as noted in the prior review, HCD records indicate far different ADU 
trends• han what is indicated in the element. The City should reconcile these figures and 
adjust I ssumptions as appropriate. Please see HCD's prior review for additional 
inform 1tion. 

I 
Small : ites: Sites smaller than a half-acre in size are deemed inadequate to 
accom: odate housing for lower-income housing unless it is demonstrated that sites of 
equivaI; nt size and affordability were successfully developed during the prior planning 
period ; r unless the housing element describes other evidence these sites are adequate 
to aced modate lower income housing. The element lists some recent trends on small 
sites; h wever, these trends do not appear to align with assumptions in the inventory as 
noted i'!l the prior review. For example, the element identifies many sites that 
accom odate less than 15 units for lower-income households, but trends indicate most 
develo ments that are 100 percent affordable for lower-income householdsare 15 or more 
units_ lease see HCD's prior review for additional information_ 

 
lnfrastr cture: As noted in the prior review, the element must still describe sufficient 
existin and planned total infrastructure sewer capacity to accommodate the RHNA and 
include programs, if necessary. 
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Electr hie Site lnvento : As noted in the prior review, pursuant to Government Code 
sectio: 65583.3, subdivision (b), the City must utilize standards, forms, and definitions 
adoptJ� by HCD when preparing the sites inventory and submit an electronic version of 
the sit 1's inventory. While the City has submitted an electronic version of the sites 
invent! ry, if changes occur, any future re-adopted versions of the element must also 
submitj the electronic version of the sites inventory. 

Zanin for a Varie of Housin  T es: 
 

• 1. mergency Shelters: The element discusses the number of parcels in various 
ones but should still discuss opportunities for opportunities for redevelopment or 
l.euse. In addition, the element indicates park.ing requirements are inconsistent with 
�! B 139 (Chapter 335, Statutes of 2019) and Program should specifically commit to 
:tvise parking requirements. 

• • !   errnanent Supportive Housing: The element describes permanent supportive 
:. ousing uses are permitted uses but should clarify the uses are permitted without 
�iscretionary action. If necessary, programs should specifically commit to amend 
•toning to permit these uses without discretionary action. 

• I mployee Housing: The element states the City does not regulate housing for 
1  ix or fewer persons and therefore complies with the Employee Housing Act. 
l-fowever, zoning should explicitly comply with the provisions of the Employee 
Housing Act and programs should be revised to specifically amend zoning and 
procedures. Please see HCD's prior review. 
1:j, 

 

3. An �nalysis of potential and actual governmental constraints upon the maintenance, 
improvement, or development of housing for all income levels, including the types of 
ho�ing identified in paragraph (1) of subdivision (c), and for persons with disabilities 
as f,;Jentified in the analysis pursuant to paragraph (7), including land use controls, 
bui/�ing codes and their enforcement, site improvements, fees and other exactions 
req'w_ired of developers, and local processing and permit procedures ... (Gov. Code,§ 
655'{33, subd. (a)(5).) 

,!,, 
II 

Lan� Use Controls: The element generally describes programs that were added to 
adqress constraints. However, those programs do not include specific commitment to 
-rertjpve or modify standards and generally commit to only review and change land use 
con�rols if necessary. Instead, the element update should review or analyze those land 
us�lcontrols and programs should specifically commit to address constraints. Please 
seeliHCD's prior review for additional information. 

ir 
It 

Fee� and Exaction: The element generally describes that typical development on 
ide�tified sites will not require a conditional use permit and therefore no analysis of 
pla�ning fees as potential constraints is necessary. However, the element should 
eva,luate fees as constraints regardless of the RHNA or identified sites. Please see 
HCID's prior review. 

 
Locll Processin and Permit Procedures: While the element now includes Program 
1.B �o streamline architectural review, it must still evaluate approval findings for 

I 
Review of the !City of Santa Monica's 6th Cycle Adopted Housing Element Page3 
February 8, 2 21 EXHIBIT --- 



 

imlcts on housing and add or modify programs as appropriate. Please see HCD's 
pri 1rreview. • . 

B. Housin rams 

1. ldenti�.actions that will be taken to make sites available during the planning period with 
approP(iate zoning and development standards and with services and facilities to 
accomr;nodate that portion of the city's or county's share of the regional housing need for 
eachi�come level that could not be accommodated on sites identified in the inventory 
comp/ :ted pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (a) without rezoning, and to comply 
with th•  requirements of Government Code section 65584.09. Sites shall be identified as 
neede• to facilitate and encourage the development of a variety of types of housing for all 
incom •levels, including multifamily rental housing, factory-built housing, mobilehomes, 
housin:   for agricultural employees, supportive housing, single-room occupancy units, 
emergfncy shelters, and transitional housing. (Gov. Code,§ 65583, subd. (c)(1).) 

 
As not d in Finding A2, the element does not include a complete site analysis; therefore, 
the ad quacy of sites and zoning were not established. Based on the results of a complete 
sites in entory and analysis, the City may need to add or revise programs to address a 
shortfa I of sites or zoning available to encourage a variety of housing types. In addition, 
the ele ent should be revised as follows: 

 
Shortfall of Sites: Program 1.A (By-right Approvals) mentions various zoning 
amendment, however, as noted in the prior review, the Program must 
specifically commit to acreage, allowable densities, anticipated units and meet 
all requirements pursuant to Government Code section 65583.2, subdivisions 
(h) and (i). i 

Program 1A (Streamlined Approvals for Housing Projects): As noted in the prior 
review, this program should clarify the allowance of by-right developments for 
sites identified in previous cycles if the project includes at least 20 percent 
affordable housing pursuant to Government Code Section 65583.2. 
City-Owned Sites: Program 2E (Affordable Housing on City-owned/Publicly 
owned Land) was revised to issue at least one request for proposal in the 
planning period. But, given the reliance on City-Owned sites, the Program 
should have far greater commitment to facilitate development on City-owned 
sites and in stride with assumption for the planning period. Please see HCD's 
prior review for additional information, including rezoning pursuant to 
Government Code section 65583.2, subdivisions (h) and (i). 

2. Addres. and, where appropriate and legally possible, remove governmental and 
nongo'4rrnmental constraints to the maintenance, improvement, and development of 
housinqr including housing for all income levels and housing for persons vvith disabilities. 
The prqf]ram shall remove constraints to, and provide reasonable accommodations for 
housin� designed for, intended for occupancy by, or with supportive services for, persons 
with di,rbilities. (Gov. Code,§ 65583, subd. (c)(3).) 

 
rl - 
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As!: oted in FindingsA3,.the element requires a complete analysis of potential 
go�1:ernmental and nongovernmental constraints. Depending upon the results of that 
an ; lysis, the City may need to revise or add programs and address and remove or 
mit gate any identified constraints. 

I 
!r 

In �.:d.?ition, while the element. includ_es Program �.I to am�nd zoning for a vari�ty of 
ho�smg types, the Program should include specific commitment to amend zoning for 
ide�tified constraints related to the definition of households, residential care facilities 
for r.�ven or more persons, �arking for emergency shelters, permanent supportive 
hoqsmg and employee housing. 

3. Prom�te and affirmatively further fair housing opportunities and promote housing 
througpout the community or communities for all persons regardless of race, religion, sex, 
marita(fstatus, ancestry, national origin, color, familial status, or disability, and other 
chara9rerislics protected by the California Fair Employment and Housing Act (Part 2.8 
(comrripncing with Section 12900) of Division 3 of Title 2), Section 65008, and any other 
state ,rd federal fair housing and planning law. (Gov. Code, § 65583, subd. (c)(5).) 

As nottd in Finding A1, the element requires a complete analysis of AFFH. Depending 
upon tI e results of that analysis, the City may need to revise or add programs to 
affirm9 ively further fair housing. In addition, HCD's prior review found the City should 
revise rogram 4.0 (Rezoning R1 Neighborhoods) with meaningful and sufficient actions 
to ove e attems of se re ation and foster inclusive communities. In response, the 
eleme t now appears to only promote accessory dwelling units; �n insufficient action given 
the pe petuated segregation noted.in the element. Please see HCD's prior review. 

 
 
 
 
 

 

I 
t, 
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problems with Housing Element 

Mathew M llen <matmillen@msn.com> 
Mon 10/4/2021 2:09 PM 
To: sue himmelrich <sue.himmelrich@smgov.net>; oscar.delatorre@smgov.net <oscar.delatorre@smgov.net>; 

n 
cou cil@s;tt,;:�:;o;;�NDANT HOUSING LA HAS TO SAY ABOUT 

SANTA MONICA'S PROPOSED HOUSING ELEMENT 
 
Fair Housing Act became the law of the land in 1968. Why 

do patterns of segregation persist to this day? 
The l 960s were an era of great struggles but also remarkable progress 
onl civil rights, culminating in the year 1968. On February 29th of that 
ye<;1r, the National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders, after studying 
widlespread civil unrest found that, all too often, America consisted of two 
sebarate and unequal societies, one for whites and one for Blacks; and such 
a �ocietal structure was cemented and maintained by where Blacks can and 
ca�not live. In the wake of Reverend Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.'s 
assassination and nationwide protests, Congress passed the Fair Housing 
Act, which outlawed housing discrimination based on race, religion, national 
ori�in, sex, (and as amended) handicap and family status. 

 
A brief period of reform followed. The new Department of Housing and 
Ur�an Development (HUD) and its secretary, George Romney, was tasked 
wit ,h "affirmatively furthering" fair housing (sound familiar?). The HUD 
so�ght to integrate well-resourced, whites-only suburbs and demanded 
thJt these areas allow,more affordable housing - an effort known as "Open 
Cohimunities". Unsurprisingly, the Open Communities initiative was met 
wit� fierce local resistance. Romney tried to enforce integration by • 
withholding federal funding from non complying municipalities, but Nixon, 
afr�id of losing suburban white votes, quickly intervened to halt all such 
efforts. 

! 

Ha� the federal government actually enforced fair housing laws five 
detjades ago, today's America would be very different. Today, Californians 
ha�e the opportunity to decide whether or not to enforce our own fair 
hoy sing, law. AB 686 (2018) requires all state and local public agencies to 
"fadilitate deliberate action to explicitly address, combat, and relieve 
dis�arities resulting from past patterns of segregation to foster more 
incl'.usive communities". It is up to the Newsom administration and the 
De�artment of  Housing and Community Development to  enforce this law 
andj demand cities create fair housing elements that encourage strong 
housing growth at all levels of income. 

Tell HCD: 
enforce housing element laws 

Under California's Regional Housing Needs Assessment, cities must update the 
housin1g element in a way that encourages historically high housing growth, while 
affirm�I tively furthering fair housing opportunities and u.ndoing patterns of 

I 
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disc�irliination in housing. This offers a once-in-a-generation opportunity to 
addreJs the need for more housing in a way that furthers equity, environmental 
sustatability, and economic recovery.   _  . 

 
Unfor�unately, manv. Southern California cities are submitting housing elements 
that don't meet the state's reguirements, and are effectively treating fair housing 
law a� optional. For example, Santa Monica has 12ro12osed a housing element 
that Rromotes almost all housing_growth in formerlv. redlined areas. South 
Pasad�na and Beverly Hills are proposing housing on sites where it's very unlikely 
to be/ built, such as city halls, vacant parcels of railroad track, and historic 
theaters. These cities are using bad-faith tactics to superficially comply with the 
law, Jhile avoiding rezoning exclusive areas to allow more housing. 
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