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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This section summarizes the characteristics of the proposed project and the significant
environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and residual impacts associated with the
proposed project.

PROJECT SYNOPSIS
Project Applicants
Roxbury Managers, LTD, a California limited partnership
(9900 Santa Monica Boulevard property: “Parcel 1”)
Mr. Maynard Brittan, President
9949 Santa Monica Blvd
Beverly Hills, CA 90212
(310) 553-0105
Wilco LLC (9848 Wilshire Boulevard property: “Parcel 2”)
Mr. Jeffrey Wilson
2811 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 700
Santa Monica, California 90403
(310) 829-7654
M2B2, LLC, a California limited liability company
(9817 Wilshire Boulevard property: “Parcel 3”)
150 South Doheny Drive
Beverly Hills, California 90211
(310) 278-1021
Project Description
The proposed project involves three independently-owned properties, and as such, is being
processed by the City as three distinct applications. The applications for parcels 1 and 3
properties each request a rezone from T-1 to C-3 and a General Plan Amendment from Railroad
to Commercial – Low Density General. No specific development proposal has been submitted
for either of these two properties at this time. To provide a reasonably conservative estimate of
potential development that would be allowed under the requested C-3 zoning on parcels 1 and
3, the City has developed models representing the maximum building size, allowed uses, site
access, parking requirements and other basic elements of conceptual buildout under the C-3
Zone. These models are the basis for this EIR’s analysis of the buildout of these properties
under the proposed new zoning, and, added to the proposed project on Parcel 2, are
summarized in Table 2-3 in Section 2.0, Project Description. If the requested General Plan
amendment and rezone addressed in this EIR are approved, the owners of parcels 1 and 3
would have the opportunity to submit entitlement applications for specific development
proposals for those properties consistent with the C-3 zone. At the time the City reviewed any
requested entitlements, the City would conduct any necessary additional environmental review
as required by CEQA.
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The application for the Parcel 2 property includes 1) a development plan request that involves
all four of the Parcel 2 assessor’s parcels, and 2) a request for a rezone from T-1 to C-3 and a
General Plan Amendment from Railroad to Commercial – Low Density General for the larger
assessor’s parcel (the three smaller assessor’s parcels are already zoned C-3).
The overall (combined) project that is examined in this EIR and summarized in Table 2-3
consists of development of all three sites with office and retail uses. (Where appropriate,
impacts and mitigation measures specific to the Parcel 2 project are identified separately in the
environmental analysis.)
Parcel 1. The Parcel 1 component of the project includes a General Plan amendment and
rezoning of the site from Railroad/T-1 to Commercial – Low Density General/C-3. The
conceptual maximum buildout and uses as modeled by the City consists of a three-story
building with retail and parking on the ground floor and offices on the second and third floors.
Potential buildout of the Parcel 1 could accommodate approximately 7,100 square feet of
groundfloor retail space and 112,346 square feet of office space in a 45 foot tall building with up
to 341 parking spaces provided in two- to three subterranean levels. Ground floor retail space
would front on South Santa Monica Boulevard, connecting to the T-1 zoned parcel via the
adjacent existing C-3 zoned parcels. Four-hundred square feet of office space would be located
on the first floor as well, with the remainder on the second and third floors. Approximately
50,000 to 75,000 cubic yards of material would be excavated and exported from the site.
Construction is projected to last approximately 20 months.
Parcel 2. The project proposal includes demolition of three existing structures totaling
approximately 9,633 square feet, and a request for a General Plan amendment and rezoning of
the largest assessor’s parcel from T-1 to C-3 to match the remaining assessor’s parcels already
zoned C-3. The proposal calls for an approximately 90,000 square-foot office building with four
levels of subterranean parking to be constructed on the project site. Table 2-5 in Section 2.0,
Project Description, shows the basic project characteristics. The proposed 95,347 square foot
building would be approximately 42 feet in height and provide 274 parking spaces, including
242 standard spaces, nine ADA accesable spaces, and three loading spaces. The majority of the
building’s exterior would be surfaced with a light-colored limestone and reflective glass. The
proposed new office building would observe a six-foot north side setback, 18-foot rear setback,
and zero front (east) and south side setbacks. The new structure would be separated by
approximately five feet from the existing adjacent commercial buildings south of the site and
fronting on South Santa Monica Boulevard. Three planters approximately 80 feet long and two
feet deep are proposed along North Santa Monica Boulevard. The existing ficus street trees
along South Santa Monica Boulevard would remain. Two vehicular 24-foot wide ramps to the
proposed parking garage would be provided, accessed from South Santa Monica Boulevard via
Charleville Boulevard and from South Santa Monica Boulevard, respectively. (Charleville
Boulevard ends at the southern Parcel 2 boundary just past its intersection with South Santa
Monica Boulevard.) Primary pedestrian access would be taken directly from the north side of
South Santa Monica Boulevard. Approximately 62,000 cubic yards of material would be
excavated to prepare the site for construction of the commercial building and subterranean
parking garage. Assuming a 30% expansion ratio of the soils, total export from the site would
be approximately 80,600 cubic yards of material. Maximum depth of excavation would be
approximately 50 feet. Construction is projected to last approximately 20 months.
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Parcel 3. The Parcel 3 component of the project includes a General Plan amendment and
rezoning of the site from Railroad/T-1 to Commercial – Low Density General/C-3. The City’s
conceptual model of the maximum buildout and uses consists of a three-story building with
retail on the ground floor and offices on the second floor. Table 2-4 in Section 2.0, Project
Description, provides the basic project statistics. Potential buildout of Parcel 3 could
accommodate 31,307 square feet of ground floor retail space and 41,920 square feet of office
space in a building with a maximum height of 45 feet providing 209 parking spaces in three
below grade parking levels. Ground floor retail space would front on South Santa Monica
Boulevard, connecting to the T-1 zoned parcel via the adjacent existing C-3 zoned parcels. All
office space would be located on the upper floors. Vehicular access to the parking garage
would be taken from South Santa Monica Boulevard just west of its intersection with North
Linden Drive. In order to develop the site to the extent assumed in this analysis, the adjacent
three parcels would need to be incorporated into the conceptual model project, and the three
existing one-story commercial structures located on South Santa Monica Boulevard would be
demolished. These parcels would be necessary to give the project sufficient subterranean space
to develop a viable parking garage, and to provide vehicular and pedestrian access
opportunities from South Santa Monica Boulevard (vehicular and pedestrian access from North
Santa Monica Boulevard is not practical or desirable from a safety, circulation or urban design
perspective). Approximately 45,000 cubic yards of material would be excavated and exported
from the site. Construction is projected to last approximately 20 months.

ALTERNATIVES
Four alternatives to the proposed project were selected for consideration as follows:
Alternative 1: No Project (no change to existing land uses)
Alternative 2: Reduced project
Alternative 3: Mixed-Use Project
Alternative 4: General Plan and Zoning Ordinance-Consistent Project (surface
parking with kiosk)
The no project alternative would involve no change to the environment and is therefore
considered environmentally superior overall. However, this alternative would not preclude
future development of the site with another project. Additionally, this alternative fails to
achieve any of the stated project objectives.
Of the development options, the Reduced Project Alternative is considered environmentally
superior overall, as it would reduce impacts in most issue areas and would eliminate the
unavoidably significant traffic and air quality impacts of the proposed project. This alternative
would generally meet the project objectives, although less commercial space would be
constructed.

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Table ES-1 includes a brief description of the environmental issues relative to the proposed
project, the identified significant environmental impacts, proposed mitigation measures, and
residual impacts. Impacts are categorized by classes. Class I impacts are defined as significant,
ES-3
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unavoidable adverse impacts which require a statement of overriding considerations to be
issued pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines §15093 if the project is approved. Class II impacts
are significant adverse impacts that can be feasibly mitigated to less than significant levels and
which require findings to be made under Section 15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Class III
impacts are considered less than significant impacts, and Class IV impacts are beneficial
impacts. Potential impacts that were analyzed in the Initial Study and found to be less than
significant are not included in this table. The table presents the Class I impacts first, followed
by the Class II impacts and lastly the Class III impacts.
Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts
Class I (Significant and Unavoidable) Impacts
Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

AIR QUALITY
Impact AQ-1 Temporary air
pollutant emissions generated by
construction activities associated
with concurrent buildout of parcels 1,
2 and 3 would exceed SCAQMD
thresholds for NOx, PM10 and
PM2.5 . While the incorporation of
mitigation measures would reduce
PM10 and PM2.5 emissions below
thresholds, NOx emissions would
continue to exceed thresholds.
Therefore, temporary impacts
associated with concurrent buildout
of all three parcels would be Class I,
significant and unavoidable.

AQ-1(a) Ozone Precursor Control. The
following shall be implemented during
construction to minimize emissions from
construction equipment:

Significant and
unavoidable.

Equipment engines shall be maintained in
good condition and in proper tune as per
manufacturer’s specifications.
Use new technologies as they become
available to control ozone precursor
emissions.
Diesel oxidation catalysts and particulate
filters shall be installed on all on and off
road construction vehicles.
AQ-1(b) Fugitive Dust Control. The following
shall be implemented during construction to
minimize fugitive dust emissions:
Water trucks shall be used during
construction to keep all areas of vehicle
movements damp enough to prevent dust
from leaving the site. At a minimum, this
will require three daily applications (once in
morning, once at midday and once at the
end of the workday). Increased watering is
required whenever wind speed exceeds 15
mph. Grading shall be suspended if wind
gusts exceed 25 mph.
Soil with 5% or greater silt content that is
stockpiled for more than two days shall be
covered, kept moist, or treated with soil
binders to prevent dust generation. Trucks
transporting material shall be tarped from
the point of origin or shall maintain at least
two feet of freeboard.
All material excavated or graded shall be
treated with soil binders or shall be
sufficiently watered at least twice daily with
complete coverage, preferably in the late
morning and after work is done for the day.
All clearing, grading, earth moving, or
excavation activities shall cease during
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Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts
Class I (Significant and Unavoidable) Impacts
Impact

Because construction of the
proposed project, if all three subject
parcels are built out at the same
time, would generate emissions that
exceed the SCAQMD’s thresholds
for construction emissions, the
project would make a cumulatively
considerable contribution with
regard to criteria pollutants.
Therefore, the project’s contribution
to temporary cumulative regional air
quality impacts would be
cumulatively considerable.

Mitigation Measures
periods of high winds (i.e., greater than 20
mph averaged over one hour) so as to
prevent excessive amounts of dust.
All material transported off-site shall be
securely covered to prevent excessive
amounts of dust.
Face masks shall be used by all
employees involved in grading or
excavation operations during dry periods to
reduce inhalation of dust which may
contain the fungus which causes San
Joaquin Valley Fever.
All residential units located within 500 feet
of the construction site shall be sent a
notice regarding the construction schedule
of the proposed project. A sign, legible at
a distance of 50 feet shall also be posted
in a prominent and visible location at the
construction site, and shall be maintained
throughout the construction process. All
notices and the signs shall indicate the
dates and duration of construction
activities, as well as provide a telephone
number where residents can inquire about
the construction process and register
complaints.
Visible dust beyond the property line
emanating from the project shall be
prevented to the maximum extent feasible.
These control techniques shall be
indicated in project specifications.
Compliance with the measure shall be
subject to periodic site inspections by the
City.
See Mitigation Measures AQ-1 a and b
above.

Residual Impact

The project’s
contribution to the
cumulatively
significant impact
would be cumulatively
considerable.

NOISE
In the event that the 9900 Wilshire
and Beverly Hilton Revitalization
Plan projects also undertake
construction activity at the same
time as the proposed project, the
cumulative temporary construction
noise impact from multiple
construction sites adjacent to one

Mitigation Measure T-4 in Section 4.8,
Transportation and Circulation, would help
reduce potentially significant cumulative
temporary construction noise impacts.

ES-5
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Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts
Class I (Significant and Unavoidable) Impacts
Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

another would result in a
cumulatively significant impact.
TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
Impact T-1 Traffic generated from
development of Parcels 1, 2 and 3,
when added to to existing traffic
conditions, would result in significant
impacts at two of the 11 study area
intersections based on the City of
Beverly Hills significance criteria.
Mitigation is available to reduce
impacts at one of these intersections
to less than significant levels;
however, mitigation is not feasible at
one intersection (South Santa
Monica Boulevard/Wilshire
Boulevard). Therefore, the impact at
that location would be Class I,
significant and
unavoidable..Development of
Parcels 1, 2 and 3, in combination
with cumulative traffic growth, would
result in significant impacts at 3 of
the 10 study area intersections
based on the City of Beverly Hills
significance criteria. Mitigation is
available to reduce impacts at two of
these intersections to less than
significant levels; however,
mitigation is not feasible at one
intersection (South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard).
Therefore, the impact at that location
would be Class I, significant and
unavoidable.

Impact T-2 Development of Parcels
1, 2 and 3, in combination with
cumulative traffic growth, would
result in significant impacts at three
of the 11 study area intersections
based on the City of Beverly Hills
significance criteria. Mitigation is
available to reduce impacts at two of
these intersections to less than
significant levels; however,
mitigation is not feasible at one
intersection (South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard).
Therefore, the impact at that location
would be Class I, significant and
unavoidable.

T-1(a) South Moreno Drive/South Santa
Monica Boulevard. A right-turn lane on the
eastbound approach shall be added to the
project which would segregate the right-turning
vehicles from the vehicles traveling through the
intersection eastbound. To make room for this
addition, landscaping near the adjacent
property would need to be reduced to provide
needed right-of-way. Approval would require
the concurrence of the Los Angeles
Department of Transportation (LADOT). The
project will be responsible for a fair-share
contribution towards this improvement through
payment to the City of Beverly Hills. This
measure applies to buildout of all three subject
parcels (“combined project”).
T-1(b) Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard.
Spalding Drive shall be re-striped to provide a
southbound right-turn lane and northbound
right-turn lane combined with through/left-turn
lanes. In addition, the traffic signal shall be
modified to include a right turn arrow facing
southbound to work during east and west leftturn phases. This would mitigate the large right
turn demand. Re-striping may require the
removal of a limited amount of on-street
parking. Currently, only a small portion of the
curb has red striping, which limits parking and
shall be extended at least 50 feet from the
intersection (allowing two vehicles to queue in
the turn lanes) during peak traffic hours. As
this impact occurs under the Existing Plus
Project Scenario, the project would be
responsible for implementing this mitigation
measure.
For the Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard
intersection, Impact T-1 described above would
mitigate any cumulative impacts at this
intersection to a less than significant level. In
addition, the mitigation measure listed below
would mitigate the impacts at the South Moreno
Drive/South Santa Monica Boulevard
intersection to a less than significant level.

Significant and
unavoidable at South
Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire
Boulevard.

Significant and
unavoidable at South
Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire
Boulevard

T-2 South Moreno Drive/South Santa
Monica Boulevard. The driveway that would
serve Parcel 1 shall be reconfigured by
converting the existing inbound lane to an
outbound lane in order to provide two outbound
lanes. This would be within the existing rightof-way and is within the jurisdiction of the City
of Beverly Hills. The project will be responsible
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for this improvement. This measure applies to
buildout of all three subject parcels (“combined
project”).
GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE
The project’s contribution to a
cumulative impact associated with
greenhouse gas emissions would be
considerable.

The project’s
contribution to the
cumulatively
significant impact
would be cumulatively
considerable.

GHG-1 Green Building Ordinance.
Proposed development on each of the three
subject parcels shall comply with the City of
Beverly Hills Green Building Ordinance 08-02555, which requires that new commercial
development projects demonstrate compliance
with the Beverly Hills Green Building Project
Checklist. Measures to fulfill the City’s Green
Building Ordinace may include, but are not
limited to, landscaping to decrease water and
energy consumption; use of energy efficient
fixtures, including the use of energy efficient
light bulbs; and education of the building
occupants and owners regarding on-going
energy and resource saving techniques.
Concurrent with the application for a planning
approval or building permit approval, the
applicant shall submit documentation indicating
the measures used to achieve compliance with
the Green Building Project Checklist. This prepermitting documentation shall include:
1.
2.
3.

The applicable Green Building Project
Checklist;
The applicable green building worksheet
with an analysis of each credit claimed;
and
Any other documentation that may be
necessary to show compliance with this
Article or as requested by the Green
Building Compliance Official.

GHG-2 Water Conservation. The proposed
development on the three parcels shall comply
with the City’s Water Conservation Program,
Water Conservation Ordinance and Efficient
Landscaping Ordinance. A water conservation
plan shall be submitted to the Community
Development Department for approval prior to
issuance of building permits.

Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts
Class II (Significant but Mitigable) Impacts
Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

AESTHETICS
Impact AES-2 Both the Parcel 2

AES-2 Pedestrian Facility Design Review.
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Impact
project alone and full buildout of the
entire Gateway project site under the
requested rezone would
substantially alter the visual
character of the project site.
However, because the project(s)
would require review and approval
by the City’s Architectural
Commission, and because the scale
of proposed and potential
development would be compatible
with surrounding development,
impacts would be Class III, less than
significant. At the same time, the
aesthetics and functionality of the
pedestrian zones for parcels 1 and 2
may not aesthetically or functionally
comport with areas further east. To
address this potential, mitigation is
indicated. In this area, impacts
would be Class II, significant but
mitigable.
Impact AES-3 The proposed
project would result in new sources
of light and glare on and around the
project site, due to the increased
height and scale of development as
well as the larger proportion of
glazing and potentially reflective
materials, in contrast with the
existing development on the site.
This is considered a Class II,
significant but mitigable, impact for
both Parcel 2 development alone
and buildout of all three properties.

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

Prior to the issuance of any building permits
for parcels 1 and 2, the Architectural
Commission shall review and confirm that the
pedestrian facilities, including but not limited to
public sidewalks, crosswalk landings, building
entry courts and plazas, are substantially
consistent with such facilities as they exist
along nearby commercial corridors.

AES-3 Building Material Specifications.
Prior to the issuance of any building permits,
the applicant shall submit plans and
specifications for all building materials to the
Planning Division for review and approval by
the Architectural Commission. All structures
facing any public street or neighboring
property shall use minimally reflective glass
and all other materials used on the exterior of
buildings and structures shall be selected with
attention to minimizing reflective glare. The
use of glass with over 25% reflectivity, as
determined by the Division of Building &
Safety, shall be prohibited in the exterior of all
buildings on the project site.

Less than significant.

CR-1(a) The property located at 9949 Santa
Monica Boulevard shall be photographed by a
qualified archival photographer according to
accepted archival methods, and a written
historic report prepared by a qualified historic
preservation professional. This
documentation shall be donated to a suitable
repository, such as the City of Beverly Hills
Public Library, prior to issuance of a
demolition permit for the structure.

Less than significant.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Impact CR-1 Both the proposed
Parcel 2 project and potential future
development on parcels 1 and 3 that
would be facilitated by the requested
rezone would involve the demolition of
existing onsite structures. Only one of
these structures, a structure that would
be demolished as part of the
conceptual Parcel 1 development
analyzed in this EIR, is considered a
historic resource under CEQA. This
impact associated with the combined
project (buildout of all three parcels)
would be Class II, potentially significant
but mitigable.

CR-1(b) The remaining properties within the
potential multiple-resource (noncontiguous)
CRHR-eligible Art Deco/Moderne historic
district shall be fully documented and
recorded on DPR 523 forms by a qualified
historic preservation professional. These
forms shall include historical and architectural
ES-8
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Mitigation Measures

context supporting the eligibility of the district
and property-specific research on the
contributing properties. This documentation
shall be submitted to the California Office of
Historic Preservation as a nomination to the
CRHR prior to issuance of a demolition permit
for the structure.
CR-3 The surface of the project site
CR-3 (a) Archeological Monitoring. In the
has been previously disturbed and
event a previously unknown artifact or fossil is
developed and no archeological or
uncovered during project construction, all work
paleontological resources are known to shall cease until a certified archaeologist
have been discovered. However,
and/or paleontologist can investigate the finds
excavation required for building
and make appropriate recommendations. Any
foundations and the subterranean
artifacts uncovered shall be recorded and
parking structure has the potential to
removed for storage at a location to be
disturb previously unknown
determined by the monitor.
archaeological or paleontological
resources and/or human remains. This CR-3 (b) Coroner Notification. If human
represents a potentially significant
remains are unearthed, State Health and
impact unless mitigated. (from the
Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that no
Initial Study (Appendix A to the EIR)
further disturbance shall occur until the County
Coroner has made the necessary findings as
to origin and disposition pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 5097.98. If the
remains are determined to be of Native
American descent, the coroner has 24 hours
to notify the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC). The NAHC will then
identify the person(s) thought to be the Most
Likely Descendent (MLD) of the deceased
Native American, who will then help determine
what course of action should be taken in
dealing with the remains.

Residual Impact

Less than significant.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Impact HAZ-1 Based on the age of
the buildings on the three parcels, it
is possible that asbestos is present
in the structures. Development on
any of the three parcels may require
the demolition of buildings and
structures that could contain
asbestos. Therefore, there is
potential for a significant hazard to
the public or the environment
through the release of hazardous
materials. However, compliance
with state regulations regarding the
handling and disposal of these
asbestos would reduce impacts to a
Class II, significant but mitigable,
level.

HAZ-1 Asbestos. Prior to issuance of a
demolition permit for any structure, an
asbestos survey shall be performed by a
qualified and appropriately licensed
professional. All testing procedures shall
follow recognized local standards as well as
established California and Federal
assessment protocols and SCAQMD Rule
1403. The asbestos survey report shall
quantify the areas of asbestos containing
materials.
Prior to any demolition or renovation, onsite
structures that contain asbestos must have
the asbestos containing material removed
according to proper abatement procedures
recommended by the asbestos consultant and
as required by the SCAQMD. All abatement
activities shall be in compliance with California
and Federal OSHA, and with the SCAQMD
requirements including SCAQMD Rule 1403.
Following completion of the asbestos
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Impact HAZ-2 Based on the age of
the buildings on the three parcels, it
is possible that lead-based paint is
present in the structures.
Development on any of the three
parcels may require the demolition
of buildings and structures that could
contain lead based paints.
Therefore, there is potential for a
significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the release of
hazardous materials. However,
compliance with state regulations
regarding the handling and disposal
of this material would reduce
impacts to a Class II, significant but
mitigable, level.

Impact HAZ 3 Contaminated soil is
present on all three subject parcels
as a result of historic activities and
hazardous materials storage or use
on site and/or on adjacent
properties. Groundwater
underneath all three project site
parcels also has the potential to be
contaminated as a result of historic
activity on adjacent properties.
Impacts relating to soil and potential
groundwater contamination would be
Class II, significant but mitigable.

Mitigation Measures
abatement, the asbestos consultant shall
provide a report to the Community
Development Department documenting the
abatement procedures used, the volume of
asbestos-containing materials removed,
where the material was moved to, and include
transportation and disposal manifests or dump
tickets.
HAZ-2(a) Lead Based Paint. Prior to the
issuance of a permit for the renovation or
demolition of any structure on any of the site
parcels, the developer shall contract with a
licensed lead-based paint consultant to
evaluate the structure for lead-based paint. If
lead-based paint is discovered, it shall be
removed according to proper abatement
procedures recommended by the consultant.
All abatement activities shall be in compliance
with California and Federal OSHA
requirements. Only lead-based paint trained
and certified abatement personnel shall be
allowed to perform abatement activities. All
lead-based paint removed from these
structures shall be hauled and disposed of by
a transportation company licensed to transport
this type of material. In addition, the material
shall be taken to a landfill or receiving facility
licensed to accept the waste. Following
completion of the lead based paint abatement,
the lead based paint consultant shall provide a
report to the Community Development
Department documenting the abatement
procedures used, the volume of lead based
paint materials removed, where the material
was moved to, and include transportation and
disposal manifests or dump tickets.
HAZ-3(a) Excavation and Demolition
Contingency Plans. The developer shall
prepare a contingency plan for all excavation
and demolition projects conducted within the
combined project area to be implemented in
the event that contaminants or structural
features not previously known of are
suspected or discovered. The contingency
plan shall identify appropriate measures to
be followed if contaminants are found or
suspected. The appropriate measures shall
identify personnel to be notified, emergency
contacts, and a sampling protocol. The
excavation and demolition contractors shall
be made aware of the possibility of
encountering unknown hazardous materials,
and shall be provided with appropriate
contact and notification information. The
contingency plan shall include a provision
stating at what point it is safe to continue
with the excavation or demolition, and
ES-10
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Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

identify the person authorized to make that
determination.
HAZ-3(b) Soil Sampling and Remediation
for above grade Construction. If grading
or construction above grade is proposed on
any of the three project parcels, or the soil is
otherwise to be disturbed, the elevated
arsenic and lead concentrations shall be
further evaluated through additional soil
sampling and analysis. Elevated arsenic
concentrations are known to be present in
each parcel, while lead was detected in
parcels 1 and 3. The developer shall forward
results of the soil sampling to the local
regulatory agency (County of Los Angeles
Fire Department CUPA, Los Angeles
Regional Water Quality Control Board, or the
State of California Environmental Protection
Agency Department of Toxic Substances
Control). The agency will review the data
and either sign off on the property or
determine if any additional investigation or
remedial activities are deemed necessary.
The developer shall submit all
correspondence to the Community
Development Department prior to issuance
of grading or building permits. Any
remediation activities recommended by
either agency shall be implemented in full.
HAZ-3(c) Soil Sampling and Remediation
for Subterranean Construction. Soil
materials on all three subject parcels shall be
evaluated, profiled and remediated either
prior to construction of structures or
concurrent with excavation. The
contaminated materials shall be profiled for
disposal and remedial excavation shall
proceed under the supervision of an
environmental consultant licensed to
oversee such remediation. The remediation
program shall also be approved by a
regulatory oversight agency, such as the
(County of Los Angeles Fire Department
CUPA), Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board, or the State of California
Environmental Protection Agency
Department of Toxic Substances Control).
The developer shall submit all
correspondence to the Beverly Hills
Department of Community Development
prior to issuance of grading or building
permits. All proper waste handling and
disposal procedures shall be followed. Upon
completion of the remediation, a qualified
environmental consultant shall prepare a
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report summarizing the project, the
remediation approach implemented, and the
analytical results after completion of the
remediation, including all waste disposal or
treatment manifests.
HAZ-3(d) Groundwater Sampling and
Remediation. If, during the soil sampling on
any of the three subject parcels, groundwater
contamination is suspected, or if soil
contamination is detected at depths at or
greater than 30 feet below grade, then the
developer shall perform a groundwater
sampling assessment. If contaminants are
detected in groundwater at levels that
exceed maximum contaminant levels for
those constituents in drinking water, then the
results of the groundwater sampling shall be
forwarded to the appropriate regulatory
agency (County of Los Angeles Fire
Department CUPA), Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board, or the State of
California Environmental Protection Agency
Department of Toxic Substances Control).
The agency shall review the data and sign
off on the property or determine if any
additional investigation or remedial activities
are deemed necessary. The developer shall
submit all correspondence to the Beverly
Hills Department of Community Development
prior to issuance of grading or building
permits.
LAND USE AND PLANNING
Impact LU-3 The proposed Parcel
2 project or the buildout of all three
subject parcels under the requested
General Plan Amendment and
Rezone would be generally
compatible with existing adjacent
commercial land uses and public
facilities, and with residential uses in
the project vicinity, with
incorporation of mitigation measures
included in the transportation, air
quality, and noise sections of this
EIR. This is considered a Class II,
significant but mitigable, impact.

The mitigation measures recommended in
Sections 4.2, 4.6 and 4.8 would reduce
impacts that could lead to land use conflicts
to levels that would avoid significant land use
compatibility impacts.

Less than significant.

N-1(a) Heavy Truck Restrictions.
Contractor shall prohibit off-site heavy truck
activities in local residential areas.

Less than significant.

NOISE
Impact N-1 Project construction, for
the Parcel 2 project only or for
buildout of all three parcels
(“combined project”), would
intermittently generate high noise
levels and groundborne vibrations
on and adjacent to the site.

N-1(b) Staging Area. Contractor shall
provide staging areas on site to minimize offsite transportation of heavy construction
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Construction noise and vibrations
would could exceed compatibility
thresholds for sensitive receptors
near the project site. Therefore
construction noise impacts would be
Class II, significant but mitigable,
impact.

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

equipment. These areas shall be located to
maximize the distance between activity and
sensitive receptors. This would reduce noise
levels associated with most types of idling
construction equipment.
N 1(c) Diesel Equipment Mufflers. All
diesel equipment shall be operated with
closed engine doors and shall be equipped
with factory recommended mufflers.
N 1(d) Electrically-Powered Tools and
Facilities. Electrical power shall be used to
run air compressors and similar power tools
and to power any temporary structures, such
as construction trailers or caretaker facilities.
N 1(e) Additional Noise Attenuation
Techniques. For all noise generating
construction activity on the project site,
additional noise attenuation techniques shall
be employed to reduce noise levels. Such
techniques shall include, but are not limited
to, the use of sound blankets on noise
generating equipment and the construction
of temporary sound barriers between
construction sites and nearby sensitive
receptors in order to ensure noise levels at
nearby hotels do not exceed 65 dBA to the
maximum extent feasible. The contractor
shall perform at least one noise
measurement at each of the nearest
sensitive uses, The Peninsula Hotel and the
Beverly Hilton Hotel, during excavation and
foundation/conditioning work to confirm that
the noise attenuation techniques are
reducing the noise levels sufficiently. If
sufficient attenuation is not being achieved,
the contractor shall cease work and consult
the City on additional noise attenuation
techniques such as reducing the number of
machines operating at one time, larger
temporary barriers, or thicker sound
blankets.
N-1(f) Alternative Pile Types. If pile driving
activities are required for construction,
alternative pile types that are quieter to
install, such as pin piles/micro piles/mini
piles, Tubex Grout Injection Piles, or GeoJet
foundation units, shall be utilized where
feasible in place of traditional driven piles to
reduce noise and vibration generation. The
City of Beverly Hills Deputy City Engineer
and City Building Official shall determine the
feasibility of these alternatives pile types for
the required applications.
ES-13

City of Beverly Hills

Beverly Hills Gateway Project EIR
Executive Summary

Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts
Class II (Significant but Mitigable) Impacts
Impact

Impact N-3 Operation of either the
Parcel 2 only project or the
combined project (buildout of all
three parcels) would generate noise
levels that may periodically be
audible to existing uses near the
project site. Such noise sources
include stationary equipment such
as rooftop ventilation and heating
systems, trash hauling, and parking
garage operation, and general
commercial and retail activities.
This would be a Class II, significant
but mitigable, impact.

Mitigation Measures
N-1(g) Additional Pile Driving Measures.
If pile driving activities are required for
construction, a field test program shall be
conducted on the site prior to approval of
building plans. The test shall include driving
piles at several locations on the project site
in the general locations where piles would be
required for project construction. The test
shall also include testing of various noise
control measures including, but not limited
to, sound blanket enclosures around pile
hammers. Quantitative noise and vibration
measurements, together with a subjective
assessment of the resulting conditions, shall
be recorded. The results of the test program
shall be presented to the City of Beverly Hills
Community Development Director. Based
on the results of the tests, the Director shall
have the right to require additional noise
control measures at the site during pile
driving, such as temporary sound berms and
dampening enclosures..
N-3(a) Rooftop Ventilation. Parapets shall
be installed around all rooftop ventilation
systems.

Residual Impact

Less than significant.

N-3(b) Truck Deliveries and Trash PickUp. All commercial truck deliveries and
trash pickups shall be restricted to daytime
operating hours (7:00AM to 10:00 PM
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to
10:00 PM on weekends).

PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES
Impact PSU-1 The proposed
project would incrementally increase
demands on the Beverly Hills Fire
Department. This increase would
not require the construction of new
fire protection facilities. However,
existing infrastructure may not be

PSU-1 Fire Flow Upgrade. If the City
Engineer determines that upgrades to the
existing fire flow infrastructure are required to
serve the proposed project(s), the applicant
shall pay its “fair share” for the cost of the
upgrade as determined by the City.
Payment for this upgrade shall be made prior
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Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

sufficient to meet the required fire
flows for the proposed project. This
impact would be Class II, significant
but mitigable.

to the issuance of a building permit.

Impact PSU-4 The proposed
project would generate an estimated
net wastewater increase of 13,529
gallons per day (gpd) for Parcel 2
and 38,581 gpd for the combined
projects, which would flow to the
Hyperion Plant. The treatment plant
has sufficient capacity to
accommodate this increase in
wastewater generation. However,
the local sewer conveyance
infrastructure may not be adequate
to serve the project’s contribution to
wastewater generation. Therefore,
this impact is considered Class II,
significant but mitigable.
Impact PSU-5
The proposed
development on Parcel 2 and
potential future development under
the requested C-3 zoning on Parcel
3 would increase pervious surfaces
on those two parcels. This would
increase the quantity of stormwater
runoff, which could exceed the
capacity of existing stormwater
infrastructure. Therefore, this
impact is considered Class II,
significant but mitigable.

PSU-4 The project developers shall provide
a fair-share contribution of funds,
proportional to each project’s contribution of
wastewater to the affected infrastructure
elements, towards necessary upgrades to
sewer conveyance infrastructure to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer. Funds
shall be paid prior to issuance of building
permits for each parcel.

Less than significant.

PSU-5 The project developers for parcels 1
and 2 shall provide a fair-share contribution
of funds, proportional to each project’s
contribution of increased stormwater runoff
to the affected infrastructure elements,
towards necessary upgrades to stormwater
infrastructure to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer. Funds shall be paid prior to
issuance of building permits for each parcel.

Less than significant.

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
Impact T-3 5 Traffic associated
with construction activities for either
the Parcel 2 only project or
development of all three parcels
(“combined project”) would result in
temporary, but potentially significant,
traffic impacts. Impacts would occur
as a result of frequent haul truck
traffic, construction-worker parking,
and cumulative construction traffic.
However, mitigation is available for
all three sources of traffic and would

T-35(a) Construction Traffic
Management Plan. A Construction Traffic
Management Plan shall be submitted to the
City for review and approval by all applicants
proposing development pursuant to the
requested General Plan Amendment and
Rezone prior to issuance of demolition,
grading or building permits. Each plan shall
address the following items at a minimum:

Less than significant.

Maintain existing access for land uses in
proximity to the project site during
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reduce impacts to less than
significant levels. Impacts would be
Class II, significant but mitigable.

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

project construction.
Schedule deliveries and pick-ups of
construction materials to non-peak
travel periods, to the maximum extent
feasible.
Coordinate deliveries and pick-ups to
reduce the potential of trucks waiting to
load or unload for protracted periods of
time.
Minimize obstruction of through-traffic
lanes on Santa Monica Boulevard.
Construction equipment traffic from the
contractors shall be controlled by
flagman and traffic control devices.
Identify designated transport routes for
heavy trucks (in addition to haul trucks)
to be used over the duration of the
proposed project.
Schedule vehicle movements to ensure
that there are no vehicles waiting off-site
and impeding public traffic flow on the
surrounding streets.
Establish requirements for
loading/unloading and storage of
materials on the project site, where
parking spaces would be encumbered,
length of time traffic travel lanes can be
encumbered, sidewalk closings or
pedestrian diversions to ensure the
safety of the pedestrian and access to
local businesses.
Coordinate with adjacent businesses
and emergency service providers to
ensure adequate access exists to the
project site and neighboring businesses.
T-35(b) Worker Parking Management
Plan. A Worker Parking Management Plan
shall be submitted to the City for review and
approval by all applicants proposing
development pursuant to the requested
General Plan Amendment and Rezone prior
to the issuance of demolition, grading or
building permits. To the maximum extent
feasible, all working parking shall be
accommodated on the project site. During
any demolition and construction activities
when construction worker parking cannot be
accommodated on the project site, the Plan
shall identify alternate parking locations for
construction workers and method of
transportation to and from the project site for
approval by the City 30 days prior to
commencement of construction. The
Construction Workers Parking Plan must
include appropriate measures to ensure that
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Residual Impact

the parking location requirements for
construction workers will be strictly enforced.
These include but are not limited to the
following measures:
Provide all construction contractors with
written information on where their
workers and their subcontractors are
permitted to park and provide clear
consequences to violators for failure to
follow these regulations. This
information will clearly state that no
parking is permitted on any residential
street or in public parking structures.
Prohibit construction worker parking
within 500 feet of the nearest point of
the project site except within designated
areas. The contractor shall be
responsible for informing subcontractors
and construction workers of this
requirement, and if necessary, for hiring
a security guard to enforce these
parking provisions. Contractor shall be
responsible for all costs associated with
enforcement of this mitigation measure.
Identify sites where construction workers
could park off-site, if necessary.
In lieu of the above, the project
developer/construction contractor has the
option of phasing demolition and
construction activities such that all
construction worker parking can be
accommodated on the project site
throughout the entire duration of demolition
and construction activities.

Cumulative temporary construction
traffic impacts could occur if
construction of all three parcels
occurs simultaneously and/or if
individual parcels are built out at the
same time as other projects
including the Beverly Hilton and

T-5(c) Construction Management
Coordination. Prior to submittal to the City
of Beverly Hills, the applicants shall provide
their Construction Traffic Management Plan
and Construction Working Parking
Management Plan to the Beverly Hills
Unified School District and the Los Angeles
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
for their review and comment. The applicants
shall notify the City of Beverly Hills of all
comments received from these agencies
related to the Construction Traffic
Management Plan.
T-4 Construction Coordination. The
applicant for any parcel proposing to develop
pursuant to the requested General Plan
Amendment and Rezone shall coordinate
with any nearby development that is also
proposing to begin construction or is
currently undergoing construction regarding
ES-17
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Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts
Class II (Significant but Mitigable) Impacts
Impact

Mitigation Measures

9900 Wilshire Projects. The
project’s contribution to cumulative
construction impacts is potentially
significant but mitigable.

Residual Impact

the following:
All temporary roadway closures shall be
coordinated to limit overlap of roadway
closures.
All major deliveries for the projects shall
be coordinated to limit the occurrence of
simultaneous deliveries. The project
applicants shall ensure that deliveries of
items such as concrete and other highvolume items shall not be done
simultaneously.
The applicants shall coordinate
regarding the loading and unloading of
delivery vehicles. Any off-site staging
areas for delivery vehicles shall be
consolidated and shared.
Applicants or their representatives shall
meet on a regular basis during
construction to address any outstanding
issues related to construction traffic,
deliveries, and worker parking.
All construction hauling and delivery
shall be scheduled in coordination with
adjacent major constructions projects
(9900, Hilton, Sun-Cal, other projects)
as applicable.

Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts
Class III (Less than Significant) Impacts
Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

AESTHETICS
Impact AES-1 Both the Parcel 2
project alone and full buildout of the
entire Gateway project site under the
requested rezone would introduce
structural development on parcels
that are currently partially or
completely vacant. This development
would eliminate some views that are
currently available through all or
portions of the parcels, including
views from Santa Monica Boulevard,
a City-designated scenic highway.
However, the existing views that
would be obstructed are not
considered scenic views. Therefore,
impacts to views are considered
Class III, less than significant, for both
the proposed Parcel 2 project and full
buildout of all three project parcels.
Impact AES-4 The proposed Parcel

None required.

Less than significant.

None required.

Less than significant.
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Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts
Class III (Less than Significant) Impacts
Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

2 structure and the potential
structures that would be allowed on
parcels 1 and 3 under the requested
rezone would cast shadows onto
adjacent properties, particularly in the
wintertime when shadows are most
extreme. However, as no shadowsensitive land uses would be shaded
for extended periods, shadow
impacts would be Class III, less than
significant.
AIR QUALITY
Impact AQ-2 Operation of the
proposed project would generate air
pollutant emissions, but emissions
would not exceed SCAQMD
operational significance thresholds.
Therefore, the project’s operational
impact to regional air quality would be
Class III, less than significant.
Impact AQ-3 Project-generated
traffic, together with other
cumulative traffic in the area, would
incrementally increase carbon
monoxide levels in the site vicinity.
However, because concentrations
would remain below state and
federal standards, this impact would
be Class III, less than significant.

None required.

Less than significant.

None required

Less than significant.

None required.

Less than significant.

None required.

Less than significant.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Impact CR-2 The proposed project
may result in a loss of setting integrity
for six potentially eligible properties.
However, due to the highly urban and
architecturally diverse setting, this
impact would be Class III, less than
significant, for either the Parcel 2
project alone or the combined project
involving development of all three
parcels.
LAND USE AND PLANNING
Impact LU-1 The commercial/office
building proposed for Parcel 2 and
future development of commercial
projects on parcels 1 and 3 would be
inconsistent with the existing
Railroad land use designation and
Transportation zoning designation
that applies to most of the project
site. A General Plan Amendment
and zone change is requested by
the project applicants as part of the
project application, which would
render the proposed project
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Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts
Class III (Less than Significant) Impacts
Impact
consistent with the General Plan and
Zoning Ordinance. Therefore,
impacts would be would be Class III,
less than significant.
Impact LU-2 The proposed Parcel
2 project and the potential buildout
analyzed in this EIR for parcels 1
and 3 would be consistent with the
adopted Beverly Hills General Plan’s
objectives and recommendations.
This is considered a Class III, less
than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

None required.

Less than significant.

Impact N-2 Project-generated traffic None required.
would incrementally increase noise
levels on area roadways. However,
the change in noise from traffic
generated by the proposed
development of Parcel 2 or the
potential development of all three
parcels (“combined project”) would be
1 dBA or less. Therefore, the effect of
increased traffic noise on existing
uses would be Class III, less than
significant.

Less than significant

NOISE

PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES
Impact PSU-2 The proposed project None required.
would incrementally increase
demands on the Beverly Hills Police
Department. However, police needs
would be minimal due to the nature of
the project and current police
protection levels. Therefore, this is a
Class III, less than significant, impact.

Less than significant

Impact PSU-3 Development of
Parcels 1, 2 and 3 would
incrementally increase the water
demand of the existing project uses.
The proposed project would generate
a net demand of 48 acre-feet per
year. Water supplies are adequate to
serve the net increase. Therefore,
impacts are Class III, less than
significant.

None required.

Less than significant

Impact PSU-6 The proposed project
would incrementally increase the
long-term generation of solid waste.
However, the facilities that handle the
solid waste have adequate capacity to
handle the increase. Therefore,
impacts to the City’s solid waste
collection and disposal system would

Despite impacts being less than significant
for solid waste generation, mitigation is
proposed to further reduce solid waste
generation impacts.

Less than significant

PSU-6(a) Construction Recycling.
Demolition and/or excess construction
materials shall be separated onsite for
reuse/recycling or proper disposal. During
ES-20
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Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts
Class III (Less than Significant) Impacts
Impact
be Class III, less than significant.

Impact PSU-7 The proposed project
would incrementally increase the
energy needs of the project site. The
CEC ensures adequate energy
supplies for the State of California
throughout its planning horizon.
Development of Parcel 2 or Parcels 13 would require additional
connections. However, these
adjustments would not result in
impacts that would affect SCE’s ability
to provide service to the project.
Therefore, impacts are Class III, less
than significant.
Impact PSU-8 The proposed
project would incrementally increase
the demand for natural gas above
existing conditions. However,
infrastructure and supply is available
to handle the increase. Therefore,
impacts are Class III, less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

grading and construction, separate bins for
recycling of construction materials and brush
shall be provided onsite. This requirement
shall be printed on the grading and
construction plan. The applicant shall
provide the Department of Community
Development with receipts for recycled
materials.
PSU-6(b) Recycling Collection. The
proposed project shall include equal
recycling collection space in comparison to
rubbish collection facilities. The recycling
bins shall be clearly marked with a
description of what types of materials can be
recycled. The applicant shall establish
recycling service with the City’s waste
hauler. Documentation of service shall be
submitted to the Department of Community
Development.None required.
None required.

Less than significant

None required.

Less than significant

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
None required.

Less than significant

Impact T-3 Development of Parcel 2 None required
only, compared to existing conditions,
would incrementally increase traffic in
the area. However, this increase is

Less than significant

Impact T-2 Development of Parcel 2
only would incrementally increase
traffic in the area. However, this
increase is below City of Beverly Hills
significance thresholds and the
impact would be Class III, less than
significant.
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Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts
Class III (Less than Significant) Impacts
Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

below City of Beverly Hills
significance thresholds and the
impact would be Class III, less than
significant.
Impact T-4 Development of Parcel 2
only, in combination with cumulative
traffic growth, would incrementally
increase traffic in the area. However,
this increase is below City of Beverly
Hills significance thresholds and the
impact would be Class III, less than
significant.

None required

Less than significant

Impact T-4 6 The additional traffic
associated with project development
has the potential to result in traffic
hazards with respect to accessibility,
design, and spacing. However, site
review indicates that impacts would
be Class III, less than significant for
both the Parcel 2 only project and
development of all three parcels
(“combined project”).

None required.

Less than significant

Impact T-5 7 The proposed Parcel 2 None required.
project would provide 274 parking
spaces onsite in a multi-story
underground parking garage. This
would fulfill the City of Beverly Hills
parking code requirement of 257
spaces for the proposed commercial
use of the property. In addition, the
conceptual buildout of parcels 1 and 3
under the requested rezone assume
that parking would be provided to
meet the parking code as well. This
would be a Class III, less than
significant, impact for both the Parcel
2 only project and the combined
project.

Less than significant

None required.
Impact T-6 8 Either the proposed
Parcel 2 project or the development of
all three parcels pursuant to the
requested General Plan Amendment
and Rezone would increase traffic on
several nearby residential streets.
However, the estimated increases
would be below the City of Beverly
Hills Threshold of 12.5% for
residential streets, and 6.25% for
Whittier Drive. Impacts would be
Class III, less than significant, for
either the Parcel 2 project or the
combined projects.

Less than significant

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE
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Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts
Class III (Less than Significant) Impacts
Impact
The project’s contribution to a
cumulative impact associated with
greenhouse gas emissions would be
less than significant.

Mitigation Measures
None required

ES-23

Residual Impact
Less than significant

City of Beverly Hills

Beverly Hills Gateway Project EIR
Executive Summary

This page intentionally left blank.

ES-24

City of Beverly Hills

Beverly Hills Gateway Project EIR
Section 1.0 Introduction

1.0 INTRODUCTION
This document is a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Beverly Hills
Gateway Project. The project site is located in the southern portion of Los Angeles County, in
the City of Beverly Hills. The site is located in the westernmost area of Beverly Hills, and
occupies a former railroad right-of-way between North Santa Monica Boulevard and South
(“little”) Santa Monica Boulevard, bordered by Linden Avenue to the east and the City limits to
the west. The site is bisected by Wilshire Boulevard. The proposed project involves three
distinct applications for a rezone and General Plan designation amendment for three
independently-owned properties. For one of the three properties, the proposed project includes
the construction of approximately 90,000 square feet of commercial office space,
accommodating 274 parking spaces in a four-level subterranean garage. This section discusses:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

1.1

the environmental impact report background;
the legal basis for preparing an EIR;
the scope and content of the EIR;
lead, responsible, and trustee agencies; and
the environmental review process required under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The project is described in greater detail
in Section 2.0, Project Description.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT BACKGROUND

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an environmental impact report was prepared for the
proposed project and distributed for agency and public review for a 30-day review period that
began on January 18, 2008. The NOP and responses are presented in Appendix A, along with
the Initial Study that was prepared for the project. A public scoping meeting was also held on
January 30, 2008 at Beverly Hills City Hall. The intent of the scoping meeting was to provide
interested individuals, groups, public agencies and others a forum to provide verbal input to
the Lead Agency in an effort to assist in further refining the intended scope and focus of the
EIR. Table 1-1 summarizes the issues relevant to the EIR that were brought up in the NOP
comments received and the EIR sections where the issues are addressed.
Table 1-1 NOP Comment Issues
Issue

EIR Section

Identify any changes to aesthetics/visual resources

Aesthetics

Identify potential shadow impacts

Aesthetics

Identify air quality impacts, including those to nearby properties from
construction and those that may affect students at nearby schools

Air Quality

Investigate the potential for cultural resources on the site and include
mitigation for potential disturbance to cultural resources

Cultural Resources

Potential soil/groundwater contamination

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

How will rezoning affect neighboring properties?

Land Use and Planning

Identify noise impacts, including those that may affect students at
nearby schools

1-1
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Table 1-1 NOP Comment Issues
Identify impacts to City services

Public Services and Utilities

Soild waste generation

Public Services and Utilities

Consideration of underground utilities

Public Services and Utilities

Identify impacts to vehicular and pedestrian traffic flows/safety, including
those that may affect students at nearby schools

Transportation and
Circulation

Traffic analysis should include Congestion Management Program
analysis and impacts to transit

Transportation and
Circulation

Identify impacts to parking

Transportation and
Circulation

Identify construction traffic impacts

Transportation and
Circulation

Consider cumulative impacts, including 9900 Wilshire and Beverly
Hilton projects
Identify alternative uses for the site, including transportation/parkingrelated uses, mixed-use, etc.

1.2

Cumulative Impacts
subsection of each section
Alternatives

PURPOSE AND LEGAL AUTHORITY

The proposed project requires the discretionary approval of the City of Beverly Hills Planning
Commission and City Council. Therefore, it is subject to the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In accordance with Section 15121 of the State of California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the purpose of this EIR is to serve as an
informational document that:
...will inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the significant
environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant
effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.
This EIR has been prepared as a Project EIR pursuant to Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines.
A Project EIR is appropriate for a specific development project. As stated in the CEQA
Guidelines:
This type of EIR should focus primarily on the changes in the environment that would
result from the development project. The EIR shall examine all phases of the project,
including planning, construction, and operation.
This EIR is to serve as an informational document for the public and City of Beverly Hills
decision-makers. The process will culminate with Planning Commission and City Council
hearings to consider certification of a Final EIR and approval of the project.

1.3

SCOPE AND CONTENT

This EIR addresses the issues determined to be potentially significant by the City of Beverly
Hills. The issues addressed in this EIR include:
•

•

Aesthetics
1-2
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•
•

Air Quality
Cultural Resources

•

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

•
•
•

Noise
Public Services and Utilities
Transportation and
Circulation

This EIR addresses the issue areas referenced above and identifies the potentially significant
environmental impacts, including site-specific and cumulative effects of the project. In
addition, the EIR recommends feasible mitigation measures, where possible, that would
eliminate or reduce adverse environmental effects.
The EIR references pertinent City policies and guidelines, certified EIRs and adopted CEQA
documents, and background documents prepared by the City in preparing this CEQA analysis.
A full reference list is contained in Section 7.0, References and Report Preparers.
The Alternatives section of the EIR (Section 6.0) was prepared in accordance with Section
15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines. The alternatives discussion evaluates the CEQA-required “no
project” alternative and three alternative development scenarios for the site. It also identifies
the environmentally superior alternative among the alternatives assessed.
The level of detail contained throughout this EIR is consistent with the requirements of CEQA
and applicable court decisions. The CEQA Guidelines provide the standard of adequacy on
which this document is based. The Guidelines state:
An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers
with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account
of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of the
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in
light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR
inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the
experts. The courts have looked not for perfection, but for adequacy, completeness, and a
good faith effort at full disclosure. (Section 15151)

1.4

LEAD, RESPONSIBLE, AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES

The CEQA Guidelines define lead, responsible, and trustee agencies. The City of Beverly Hills is
the lead agency for the project because it holds principal responsibility for approving the
project.
A responsible agency refers to a public agency other than the lead agency that has discretionary
approval over the project, and a trustee agency refers to a state agency having jurisdiction by
law over natural resources affected by a project. There are no responsible or trustee agencies for
this project.
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1.5

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

The major steps in the environmental review process, as required under CEQA, are outlined
below and illustrated on Figure 1-1. The steps are presented in sequential order.
1. Notice of Preparation (NOP). After deciding that an EIR is required, the lead agency must
send an NOP soliciting input on the EIR scope to the State Clearinghouse, other concerned
agencies, and parties previously requesting notice in writing (CEQA Guidelines Section
15082; Public Resources Code Section 21092.2). The NOP must be posted in the County
Clerk’s office for 30 days. The NOP may be accompanied by an Initial Study that identifies
the issue areas for which the proposed project could create significant environmental
impacts.
2. Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The DEIR must contain:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

table of contents or index;
summary;
project description;
environmental setting;
discussion of significant impacts (direct, indirect, cumulative, growth-inducing and
unavoidable impacts);
f) a discussion of alternatives;
g) mitigation measures; and
h) discussion of irreversible changes.

3. Notice of Completion/Notice of Availability of Draft EIR. A lead agency must file a
Notice of Completion with the State Clearinghouse when it completes a Draft EIR and
prepare a Public Notice of Availability of Draft EIR. The lead agency must place the Notice
in the County Clerk’s office for 30 days (Public Resources Code Section 21092) and send a
copy of the Notice to anyone requesting it (CEQA Guidelines Section 15087). Additionally,
public notice of DEIR availability must be given through at least one of the following
procedures: a) publication in a newspaper of general circulation; b) posting on and off the
project site; and c) direct mailing to owners and occupants of contiguous properties. The
lead agency must solicit input from other agencies and the public, and respond in writing to
all comments received (Public Resources Code Sections 21104 and 21253). The minimum
public review period for a DEIR is 30 days. When a Draft EIR is sent to the State
Clearinghouse for review, the public review period must be 45 days unless the
Clearinghouse (Public Resources Code 21091) approves a shorter period.
4. Final EIR. A Final EIR must include: a) the Draft EIR; b) copies of comments received
during public review; c) list of persons and entities commenting; and d) responses to
comments.
5. Certification of FEIR. Prior to making a decision on a proposed project, the lead agency
must certify that: a) the FEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; b) the Final
EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency; and c) the
decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final ElR prior to
approving a project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15090).
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Lead Agency (City of Beverly Hills)
prepares Initial Study

City sends Notice of Preparation
(NOP) to responsible agencies
City solicits input from Agencies & Public
on the content of the Draft EIR
City prepares Draft EIR

City files Notice of Completion and gives
public notice of availability of Draft EIR

Public Review Period
(30 day minimum)

City solicits comment from Agencies &
Public on the adequacy of the Draft EIR

City prepares Final EIR, including
responses to comments on the Draft EIR
Responsible Agency decision-making bodies
consider the Final EIR
City prepares findings on the feasibility of
reducing significant environmental effects

City makes a decision
on the project

City files Notice of Determination
with County Clerk

Environmental Review Process

Figure 1-1
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6. Lead Agency Project Decision. A lead agency may: a) disapprove a project because of its
significant environmental effects; b) require changes to a project to reduce or avoid
significant environmental effects; or c) approve a project despite its significant
environmental effects, if the proper findings and statement of overriding considerations are
adopted (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15042 and 15043).
7. Findings/Statement of Overriding Considerations. For each significant impact of the
project identified in the EIR, the lead or responsible agency must find, based on substantial
evidence, that either: a) the project has been changed to avoid or substantially reduce the
magnitude of the impact; b) changes to the project are within another agency's jurisdiction
and such changes have or should be adopted; or c) specific economic, social, or other
considerations make the mitigation measures or project alternatives infeasible (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15091). If an agency approves a project with unavoidable significant
environmental effects, it must prepare a written Statement of Overriding Considerations
that sets forth the specific social, economic, or other reasons supporting the agency's
decision.
8. Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program. When an agency makes findings on significant
effects identified in the EIR, it must adopt a reporting or monitoring program for mitigation
measures that were adopted or made conditions of project approval to mitigate significant
effects.
9. Notice of Determination. An agency must file a Notice of Determination after deciding to
approve a project for which an EIR is prepared (CEQA Guidelines Section 15094). A local
agency must file the Notice with the County Clerk. The Notice must be posted for 30 days
and sent to anyone previously requesting notice. Posting of the Notice starts a 30-day
statute of limitations on CEQA legal challenges (Public Resources Code Section 21167[c]).
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed project involves the rezoning of three parcels totaling approximately 3.0 acres from
T-1 (Transportation Zone) to C-3 (Commercial Zone), a General Plan Amendment to designate all
three properties as Commercial - Low Density General, and development of an approximately
90,000-square foot office building on one of the three parcels. This section describes the project
location, characteristics of the site and the proposed development, project objectives, and the
approvals needed to implement the project.

2.1

PROJECT APPLICANTS
Roxbury Managers, LTD, a California limited partnership
(9900 Santa Monica Boulevard property: “Parcel 1”)
Mr. Maynard Brittan, President
9949 Santa Monica Blvd
Beverly Hills, CA 90212
(310) 553-0105
Wilco LLC (9848 Wilshire Boulevard property: “Parcel 2”)
Mr. Jeffrey Wilson
2811 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 700
Santa Monica, California 90403
(310) 829-7654
M2B2, LLC, a California limited liability company
(9817 Wilshire Boulevard property: “Parcel 3”)
150 South Doheny Drive
Beverly Hills, California 90211
(310) 278-1021

2.2

PROJECT LOCATION

The project site is located in the southern portion of Los Angeles County, in the City of Beverly
Hills. The site is located in the westernmost area of Beverly Hills, and occupies a former
railroad right-of-way between North Santa Monica Boulevard and South (“little”) Santa Monica
Boulevard, bordered by Linden Drive to the east and the City limits to the west. The site is
bisected by Wilshire Boulevard. As shown on Figure 2-1 (Regional Vicinity), the project site
area is accessible from Interstate 405 (the San Diego Freeway) and Interstate 10 (the Santa
Monica Freeway), as well as Santa Monica Boulevard (State Route 2) and Wilshire Boulevard.
Figure 2-2 illustrates the project’s location, ownership boundaries and site and surrounding
zoning designations. Figure 2-3 presents an aerial view of the project site and surrounding
areas; Figure 2-4 provides street-level photographs of the site.
The site includes the addresses and assessor’s parcels listed in Table 2-1.
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Parcel 3

Parcel 2

Parcel 1

Project Location

Project Context and Approximate Site Boundaries
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Photo 1 - View of Parcel 1 looking south across North Santa Monica Boulevard.
Property is between North Santa Monica Boulevard (right side of frame) and the one- to threestory commercial building.

Photo 2 - View of Parcel 1 looking northeast from the western property boundary. Adjacent
three-story commercial building is visible to the right.

Site Photographs

Figure 2-4a
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Photo 3 - View of portions of Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 properties looking east across North Santa
Monica Boulevard. Project site is between North Santa Monica Boulevard (in foreground) and
row of one- to two-story commercial buildings.

Photo 4 - View of the project site looking southwest from near the center of Parcel 2.

Site Photographs

Figure 2-4b
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Photo 5 - View west across the Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard intersection at
existing development on Parcel 2.

Photo 6 - View of Parcel 3 looking northeast from the corner of Santa Monica Boulevard
and Wilshire Boulevard. The two-level City parking structure on contiguous T-1-zoned land to the
northeast is visible at the end of Parcel 3. Beverly Gardens park is visible in the left of the
frame, across Santa Monica Boulevard.

Site Photographs
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Table 2-1: Site Parcels
Address

Parcel
Number(s)

Approximate Area

9900 Santa Monica Blvd
(“Parcel 1”)

4328-001-023

55,757 sf* (1.28 acres)

9844 Wilshire Blvd
(“Parcel 2”)

4328-001-001
4328-001-002
4328-001-003
4328-001-024

49,903 sf (1.15 acres)
combined

9817 Wilshire Blvd
(“Parcel 3”)

4343-027-006

27,000 sf (0.62 aces)

* sf = Square Feet
Sources: City of Beverly Hills, January 2008; L.A. County Assessor; M&M& Co.
2007

2.3

CURRENT LAND USE AND REGULATORY SETTING

2.3.1

Current Land Use

The approximately three-acre flat, long and narrow (varying from approximately 60 to 100 feet
in width) site consists of six assessor’s parcels as listed in Table 2-1. Table 2-2 summarizes the
existing characteristics and land use classifications of the project site. Specific characteristics of
the site are described below.
Table 2-2
Existing Site Characteristics
Combined Site Size

Approximately 3.0 acres / 130,290 square feet

Regional Access (all properties)

Interstate 405 (San Diego Freeway);
Interstate 10 (Santa Monica Freeway)

Local Access (all properties)

Wilshire Boulevard, Santa Monica Boulevard
(State Route 2), Linden Drive

Public Services (all properties)

Water:
Sewer:
Fire:
Police:

Beverly Hills Public Works Dept
Beverly Hills Public Works Dept
Beverly Hills Fire Department
Beverly Hills Police Department

Parcel 1
Site Size
General Plan Land Use
Designations
Zoning Designations
Current Use and Development

Approximately 55,757 sf (1.28 acres)
Railroad
T-1 (Transportation Zone)
Vacant/Undeveloped
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Table 2-2
Existing Site Characteristics
North:
Surrounding Land Use/Zoning
Designations

South:
East:
West:

9900 Wilshire specific plan, Hilton
Specific Plan and C-3.
C-3 (Commercial Zone)
T-1 (Transportation Zone)
PF (City of Los Angeles - Public
Facilities Zone)

Parcel 2
Site Size
General Plan Land Use
Designations
Zoning Designations
Current Use and Development

Surrounding Land Use/Zoning
Designations

Approximately 49,903 sf (1.1 acres)
Railroad, Commercial – Low Density General
T-1 (Transportation Zone)
C-3 (Commercial Zone)
9,633 sf of one-story retail development (three
structures) and associated surface parking
North:
South:
East:
West:

C-3 (Commercial Zone)
C-3 (Commercial Zone)
T-1 (Transportation Zone)
T-1 (Transportation Zone) and C-3
(Commercial Zone)

Parcel 3
Site Size
General Plan Land Use
Designation
Zoning Designations

Approximately 27,000 sf (0.62 aces)
Railroad
T-1 (Transportation Zone)

Current Use and Development

Surface parking / rental car storage associated
with adjacent rental car operation

Surrounding Land Use/Zoning
Designations

North:
South:
East:
West:

R-1 (One-Family Residential Zone)
C-3 (Commercial Zone)
C-3 (Commercial Zone)
T-1 (Transportation Zone)

Parcel 1. The 1.28-acre Parcel 1 property is the westernmost of the three properties; its
western edge is adjacent to the boundary between the cities of Beverly Hills and Los Angeles.
The parcel is partially paved and is otherwise vacant and unused. The parcel has
approximately 920 feet of frontage on Santa Monica Boulevard.
Parcel 2. The 1.15-acre Parcel 2 property comprises four assessor’s parcels and is located
just south of Wilshire Boulevard, between the two other properties that make up the project site.
The largest of the parcels, which is aligned in a linear fashion with the other two properties, is
zoned T-1, and the smaller parcels, which front on South Santa Monica Boulevard as well as
Wilshire Boulevard, are zoned C-3. The T-1 area is vacant and undeveloped, although the
northeastern portion is currently used for surface parking. The C-3 area is developed with three
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one-story commercial buildings totaling approximately 9,633 square feet. Primary access to the
existing commercial uses is currently taken from South Santa Monica Boulevard. The property
has approximately 590 feet of frontage on Santa Monica Boulevard, 95 feet of frontage on
Wilshire Boulevard and roughly 283 feet of frontage on South Santa Monica Boulevard.
Parcel 3. The 0.62-acre Parcel 3 property is entirely paved and is currently used for
surface parking and rental car storage associated with the adjacent car rental operation. The
parcel is the easternmost of the three properties, and has approximately 487 feet of frontage on
Santa Monica Boulevard, 94 feet of frontage on Wilshire Boulevard and 50 feet of frontage on
Linden Drive.

2.3.2 Surrounding Land Uses
The project site as a whole is bordered to the south and east by areas designated and used for
commercial development. Directly adjacent to the south between the project site and South
Santa Monica Boulevard are one- to three-story commercial structures with interspersed surface
parking areas. The Peninsula Hotel and several office buildings lie to the south of the site
across South Santa Monica Boulevard.
Areas to the north of Parcels 1 and 2 are also designated and used for commercial development,
including restaurant and hotel (the Beverly Hilton) uses. To the north of Parcel 3 lies the linear
Beverly Gardens Park; beyond the park are areas designated and used for single-family
residences.
Directly east of the project site is a City parking structure on land also zoned T-1. The project
site is bordered on the west by the boundary line between the cities of Beverly Hills and Los
Angeles, and vacant land between north and south Santa Monica Boulevard beyond. Current
conditions on the site and surrounding areas are illustrated in figures 2-3 and 2-4 above.

2.3.3 Land Use Regulatory Overview
The site carries Land Use designations of Railroad and Commercial – Low Density General,
with corresponding Zoning Ordinance designations of T-1 (Transportation) and C-3
(Commercial), respectively. Applicable policies of the General Plan would also apply to the
proposed project; these are discussed in Section 4.6, Land Use, and other sections relevant to
their respective issue areas.
Pursuant to Section 10-3-2302 of the Beverly Hills Municipal Code (BMMC), the T-1 District
allows:
•

Railway transportation, stations, depots, or other structures necessary or convenient for
railway passengers, freight, or other strictly railroad or railway business in conjunction
with railroad service conducted in such zones; and

•

Surface parking, on those properties within the Transportation Overlay (T-O).
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The T-1 zoned areas of all three properties are located within the Transportation Overlay (T-O),
which allows surface parking and associated accessory structures (kiosks) to support the nearby
commercial businesses in the area.
Pursuant to BHMC Section 10-3-1601, the C-3 District allows a wide range of commercial uses
which are listed in the code, and include the following, among others: café, cinema or theater,
exercise club, library, lunchroom, office, parking garage, shop for the conducting of wholesale
or retail business, store, studio, tailor, upholsterer or any similar use to the uses listed.
Structures may be a maximum of 45 in height and 2:1 floor-to-area ratio (FAR).

2.4

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The proposed project involves three independently-owned properties, and as such is being
processed by the City as three distinct applications. The applications for parcels 1 and 3
properties each request a rezone from T-1 to C-3 and a General Plan Amendment from Railroad
to Commercial – Low Density General. No specific development proposal has been submitted
for either of these two properties at this time. To provide a reasonably conservative estimate of
potential development that would be allowed under the requested C-3 zoning on parcels 1 and
3, the City has developed models representing the maximum building size, allowed uses, site
access, parking requirements and other basic elements of conceptual buildout under the C-3
Zone. These models are the basis for this EIR’s analysis of the buildout of these properties
under the proposed new zoning, and, added to the proposed project on Parcel 2, are
summarized in Table 2-3 below.
Table 2-3
Combined Project Statistics
Uses/Square Feet
Retail: 38,407 square feet
Office: 244,266 square feet

Maximum
Building
Height

Parking
Spaces

Quantity of
Excavation

45 feet

796

~157,000
cubic yards

If the requested General Plan amendment and rezone addressed in this EIR are approved, the
owners of parcels 1 and 3 would have the opportunity to submit entitlement applications for
specific development proposals for those properties consistent with the C-3 zone. At the time
the City reviewed any requested entitlements, the City would conduct any necessary additional
environmental review as required by CEQA.
The application for the Parcel 2 property includes a development plan request that involves all
of the Parcel 2 assessor’s parcels in addition to a request for a rezone from T-1 to C-3 and a
General Plan Amendment from Railroad to Commercial – Low Density General for the larger
assessor’s parcel (the smaller assessor’s parcels are already zoned C-3).
The overall (combined) project that is examined in this EIR and summarized in Table 2-3
consists of development of all three sites with office and retail uses. (Where appropriate,
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impacts and mitigation measures specific to the Parcel 2 project are identified separately in the
environmental analysis.)

2.4.1 Parcel 1
General Plan Amendment and Rezone. The Parcel 1 component of the project includes a
General Plan amendment and rezoning of the site from Railroad/T-1 to Commercial – Low
Density General/C-3. As discussed above, to provide a reasonably conservative estimate of
potential development that would be allowed under the requested rezone of Parcel 1, the City
has developed a model reflecting the maximum building size, allowed uses and essential
requirements such as parking spaces under the requested C-3 zone.
Conceptual Maximum Buildout and Uses. Development would consist of a three-story
building with retail and parking on the ground floor and offices on the second and third floors.
Table 2-6 provides the basic project statistics. Figures 2-5 and 2-6 show the conceptual site plan
and massing model developed to approximate full buildout of Parcel 1, including the adjacent
parcels.
Table 2-4
Parcel 1 Conceptual Project Characteristics
Size and Use
7,100 sf of
ground floor
retail space
112,346 sf of
office space

Maximum
Building
Height

Parking
Spaces

Up to 341
45 feet

(above and
below grade)

(~2:1 FAR*)

Depth/
Quantity of
Excavation

~30 feet/
50,000 –
75,000
cubic yards

Vehicular Access

Ingress: Charleville
Boulevard
Egress: Moreno
Drive (left turn
only)

* As noted below and throughout this EIR, adjacent parcels that front on South Santa Monica
Boulevard are incorporated into the conceptual model project to provide a realistic potential
future buildout. The assumed 2:1 FAR square footage of Parcel 1 development is based on a
conceptual project area of approximately 61,000 sf, which includes these adjacent parcels.

Ground floor retail space would front on South Santa Monica Boulevard, connecting to the T-1
zoned parcel via the adjacent existing C-3 zoned parcels. Four-hundred square feet of office
space would be located on the first floor as well, with the remainder on the second and third
floors.
Access and Parking. Parking would be provided at ground level as well as in two or
three subterranean levels. Vehicles would enter the parking areas from Charlevillle Boulevard
where it ends at the northern end on Parcel 1, and would exit at the other end of the parcel onto
Moreno Drive. The building’s loading area would be located adjacent to the ground floor retail
space and would be accessed from South Santa Monica Boulevard.
The square footage associated with this buildout model technically requires 341 parking spaces
per City Code. The actual number of parking spaces is assumed to be up to 341, depending on
the actual precise square footage associated with potential future development proposals.
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Site Preparation and Construction. To prepare the site for project construction, an existing
one-story commercial building located on South Santa Monica Boulevard would be demolished
and the site would be excavated to a depth sufficient to accommodate two to three levels of
underground parking. Approximately 50,000 to 75,000 cubic yards of material would be
excavated and exported from the site. Construction is projected to last approximately 20 months.
Incorporation of Adjacent Parcels. In order to develop the site to the extent assumed in
this analysis, two adjacent parcels that front on South Santa Monica Boulevard would need to
be incorporated into the conceptual model project. These parcels would be necessary to give
the project sufficient subterranean space to develop a viable parking garage, and to provide
pedestrian access opportunities from South Santa Monica Boulevard (pedestrian access from
North Santa Monica Boulevard is not practical or desirable from a safety, circulation or urban
design perspective).

2.4.2 Parcel 2 Property
General Plan Amendment and Rezone. The project proposal includes a request for a
rezoning of the largest assessor’s parcel from T-1 to C-3 to match the remaining assessor’s
parcels already zoned C-3.
Proposed New Office Building. The proposal calls for an approximately 90,000 squarefoot office building with four levels of subterranean parking to be constructed on the project
site. Table 2-5 shows the basic project characteristics.
Table 2-5
Parcel 2 Project Characteristics
Size and
Use
Office:
95,347 sf
(~90,000 sf
of floor
area)

Maximum
Building
Height

42 Feet

Parking
Spaces

274

Quantity of
Excavation

Site Access

62,000 cubic yards
of cut; due to 30%
expansion, export
would be 80,600
cubic yards

Charleville
Boulevard and
South Santa
Monica
Boulevard

Source: Jeffrey M. Kalban and Associates, 2002

The majority of the building’s exterior would be surfaced with a light-colored limestone and
reflective glass. The proposed design is contemporary, with curving elements and varying
heights and depths. The proposed new office building would observe a six-foot north side
setback, 18-foot rear setback, and zero front (east) and south side setbacks. The new structure
would be separated by approximately five feet from the existing adjacent commercial buildings
south of the site and fronting on South Santa Monica Boulevard. Three planters approximately
80 feet long and two feet deep are proposed along North Santa Monica Boulevard. The existing
ficus street trees along South Santa Monica Boulevard would remain.
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Access and Parking. Two vehicular 24-foot wide ramps to the proposed parking garage
would be provided, accessed from South Santa Monica Boulevard via Charleville Boulevard
and from South Santa Monica Boulevard, respectively. (Charleville Boulevard ends at the
southern site boundary just past its intersection with South Santa Monica Boulevard.) Four
levels of underground parking are proposed, accommodating 274 parking spaces including
nine accessible spaces and three loading spaces. Primary pedestrian access would be taken
directly from the north side of South Santa Monica Boulevard.
Site Preparation and Construction. To prepare the site, three existing structures totaling
approximately 9,633 square feet would be demolished. Approximately 62,000 cubic yards of
material would be excavated to prepare the site for construction of the commercial building and
subterranean parking garage. Assuming a 30% expansion ratio of the soils, total export from
the site would be approximately 80,600 cubic yards of material. Maximum depth of excavation
would be approximately 50 feet. Construction is projected to last approximately 20 months.
Site plans, floor plans, elevations and sections for the proposed Parcel 2 project may be found in
figures 2-9 through 2-15.

2.4.3 Parcel 3
General Plan Amendment and Rezone. The Parcel 3 component of the project includes a
General Plan amendment and rezoning of the site from Railroad/T-1 to Commercial – Low
Density General/C-3. As discussed above, to provide a reasonably conservative estimate of
potential development that would be allowed under the requested rezone of Parcel 3, the City
has developed a model reflecting the maximum building size, allowed uses and essential
requirements such as parking spaces under the requested C-3 zone.
Conceptual Maximum Buildout and Uses. Development would consist of a three-story
building with retail on the ground floor and offices on the second and third floors. Table 2-4
provides the basic project statistics. Figures 2-7 and 2-8 show the conceptual site plan and
massing model developed to approximate full buildout of the Parcel 3 property, including the
adjacent parcels.
Table 2-6
Parcel 3 Conceptual Project Characteristics
Size and Use
31,307 sf of
ground floor
retail space
41,920 sf of
office space

Maximum
Building
Height

45 feet

Parking
Spaces

Quantity of
Excavation

Vehicular
Access

209

~40 feet/
45,000 cubic
yards

South
Santa
Monica
Blvd

(3 levels
below grade)

(2:1 FAR*)
* As noted below and throughout this EIR, adjacent parcels that front on South Santa
Monica Boulevard are incorporated into the conceptual model project to provide a
realistic potential future buildout. The assumed 2:1 FAR square footage of Parcel 3
development is based on a conceptual project area of up to approximately 39,000 sf,
which includes these adjacent parcels.
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Ground floor retail space would front on South Santa Monica Boulevard, connecting to the T-1
zoned parcel via the adjacent existing C-3 zoned parcels. All office space would be on the
upper floors.
Access and Parking. Vehicular access to the parking garage would be taken from South
Santa Monica Boulevard just west of its intersection with North Linden Drive. The parking
garage ingress and egress would be restricted to right-turn in and right-turn out only. Parking
would be provided on three subterranean levels accommodating 209 or more parking spaces.
Site Preparation and Construction. To prepare the site for project construction, three
existing one-story commercial structures located on South Santa Monica Boulevard would be
demolished and the site would be excavated to a depth of approximately 35 feet.
Approximately 45,000 cubic yards of material would be excavated and exported from the site.
Construction would last approximately 20 months.
Incorporation of Adjacent Parcels. In order to develop the site to the extent assumed in
this analysis, the adjacent three parcels would need to be incorporated into the conceptual model
project. These parcels would be necessary to give the project sufficient subterranean space to
develop a viable parking garage, and to provide vehicular and pedestrian access opportunities
from South Santa Monica Boulevard (vehicular and pedestrian access from North Santa Monica
Boulevard is not practical or desirable from a safety, circulation or urban design perspective).

2.5

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The basic objectives of the proposed General Plan Amendment and Rezone and the proposed
development on Parcel 2 may be summarized as follows:

2.6

•

Rezone the properties to be consistent with the surrounding and adjacent properties, to
allow for the development of land uses that are compatible and consistent with
neighboring uses;

•

Create viable, useful and revenue-generating development on largely vacant or
underutilized properties; and

•

Contribute to the revitalization of the Little Santa Monica Boulevard corridor.

REQUIRED APPROVALS

At this time, all that is requested for Parcel 1 and Parcel 3 is City Council approval of a General
Plan Amendment and Rezone for each. Future build-out of these sites would be subject to the
City’s applicable entitlement process and, if applicable, further CEQA review.
In addition to City Council approval of a General Plan Amendment and Rezone, the proposed
Parcel 2 project requires Planning Commission approval of a Development Plan Review Permit
and approval by the City’s Architectural Commission.
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Base Drawing Source: Gensler, May 2008.
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Base Drawing Source: Jeffrey M. Kalban & Assoc Architects, Inc. April 2008.
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
This section provides a general overview of the environmental setting for the proposed project.
More detailed descriptions of the environmental setting germane to each environmental issue
area can be found in Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis.

3.1

REGIONAL SETTING

The project site is located in the City of Beverly Hills, in the western portion of Los Angeles County,
within the greater Los Angeles metropolitan area (refer to Figure 2-1, Regional Location, and Figure
2-2, Project Vicinity, in Section 2.0, Project Description). Beverly Hills is located approximately seven
miles west of downtown Los Angeles. The City is bounded to the north, south, east and west by
urban districts within the City of Los Angeles, with its northeast corner bordering the City of West
Hollywood. The Mediterranean climate of the region and the coastal influence produce moderate
temperatures year round, with rainfall concentrated in the winter months. The average rainfall is
15 inches a year. The southern California region is subject to various natural hazards, including
earthquakes, landslides, and wildfires.

3.2

PROJECT SITE SETTING

The project site consists of three properties occupying a former railroad right-of-way on a long,
narrow strip of land between Santa Monica Boulevard and South “Little” Santa Monica
Boulevard, varying from approximately 60 to 100 feet in width. The combined area of the three
parcels is approximately 130,290 square feet (sf), or about 3.0 acres. The project site is part of a
highly urbanized area devoid of native vegetation, watercourses or significant tree canopy.
Parcel 1. Parcel 1 is a vacant and unused property with no structures. The groundcover
consists mostly of gravel with sparse weedy vegetation. A chain-link fence divides the site in
two lengthwise. The site is adjacent to the backs of one- and two-story commercial buildings
facing South Santa Monica Boulevard.
Parcel 2. Parcel 2 consists of both vacant and developed lots on a linear property located
adjacent to (northeast of) of Parcel 1. The portion of the site located adjacent to Santa Monica
Boulevard is vacant; the groundcover consists mostly of gravel and sparse weedy vegetation,
with a surface parking lot at the northeast end. Similar to Parcel 1, a chain link fence extends
lengthwise through the vacant portion of the property. Parcel 2 comes to a point at the
northeastern-most boundary and occupies the corner of Santa Monica Boulevard and Wilshire
Boulevard. The parcel contains three one-story commercial buildings totaling approximately
9,633 square feet.
Parcel 3. Parcel 3 consists of three commercial buildings and an associated surface
parking lot. The site is completely covered with buildings and pavement, with minimal
landscaping. A car rental facility is located on the corner of Wilshire Boulevard and South
Santa Monica Boulevard. The other two buildings are along South Santa Monica Boulevard.
The project site as a whole is bordered to the south and east by areas designated and used for
commercial development. The Peninsula Hotel and several office buildings lie to the south of
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parcels 1 and 2. Areas to the north of parcels 1 and 2 are also designated and used for
commercial development, including restaurant and hotel (the Beverly Hilton) uses and parking
facilities, while areas to the north of Parcel 3 are designated and used for single-family
residences. Directly east of Parcel 3 is a City parking structure on land also zoned T-1. The
project site is bordered on the west by the boundary line between the cities of Beverly Hills and
Los Angeles, and vacant land between north and south Santa Monica Boulevard beyond.
Figure 2-2 in Section 2.0, Project Description, shows the location of the project site within the City
of Beverly Hills. Figures 2-3 and 2-4 in Section 2.0, Project Description, show the existing
conditions on and surrounding the project site.

3.3

CUMULATIVE PROJECTS SETTING

CEQA defines cumulative impacts as two or more individual actions that, when considered
together, are considerable or will compound other environmental impacts. Cumulative impacts
are the changes in the environment that result from the incremental impact of development of
the proposed project and other nearby projects. For example, the traffic impacts of two nearby
projects may be insignificant when analyzed separately, but could have a significant impact
when analyzed together. Cumulative impact analysis allows the EIR to provide a reasonable
forecast of future environmental conditions and can more accurately gauge the effects of a
series of projects.
CEQA states that a discussion of cumulative impacts should include either: 1) a list of past,
present and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if
necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency; or 2) a summary of projections
contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document which described or
evaluated regional or area wide conditions contributing the other cumulative impact.
The City of Beverly Hills is currently in the process of updating its adopted General Plan. To
date, this update process has been ongoing for over six years. Although a Draft Environmental
Impact Report has been released for an updated General Plan and has been considered in
preparing this document, the final planning document is speculative at this point in time and
does not contain an individual project level analysis of impacts, as no development projects are
proposed in conjunction with its preparation. Similarly, a revised planning document for the
City’s former Industrial Area is currently underway. At the time of this printing, any updated
planning document for that area will be incorporated into the City’s updated General Plan.
Therefore, for the purposes of this document, an analysis of cumulative impacts is based a list of
planned and pending projects in the City of Beverly Hills and nearby adjacent jurisdictions.
Table 3-1 lists current planned and pending projects in Beverly Hills, West Hollywood, and
nearby portions of the City of Los Angeles. These projects are considered in the cumulative
analyses in Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis.
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Table 3-1
Cumulative Projects in Beverly Hills and Surrounding Area
Location

Non-Residential
Square Footage

Dwelling Units

Description

City of Beverly Hills
9261 Alden Dr.

14,811

14,811 sf Synagogue

231 N. Beverly Dr.

208,100

177,225 office, 22,875 retail and
8000 sf of restaurant. Replaces
existing 45,500 sf Retail.

8800 Burton Way

14,570

14,570 sf of Retail/Office.

257 N. Canon Dr.

60,000

Construction of 40,000 sf of
Office, 15,000 sf of Retail, and
5,000 sf of restaurant.

338 N. Canon Dr.

11,900

11,900 sf of Retail. Replaces
2,125 sf of liquor store.

n/a

Beverly Hills Cultural Center.

469 N. Crescent Dr.
400 Foothill Road

53,000

53,000 sf Mercedes Benz Service
Facility. Replaces two buildings of
17,000 sf.

50 N. La Cienega Blvd.

14,000

14,000 sf of Medical Office

9001 Olympic Blvd.

39,700

39,700 sf BMW Dealership

8536 Wilshire Blvd.

24,890

24,890 sf of medical office/retail
uses.

8600 Wilshire Blvd.

4,800

8601 Wilshire Blvd.

21

21 Dwelling Units and 4,800 sf of
Retail. Replaces 2,500 sf of retail.

37

37 dwelling units
Mixed Use of 60,856 sf of Office,
11,260 sf of Retail, and 3,000 sf of
Restaurant.

8767 Wilshire Blvd.

75,116

9200 Wilshire Blvd.

14,000

53

53 DU, 8,400 sf of Retail, and
5,600 sf of Restaurant.

9590 Wilshire Blvd.

12,000

60

60 DU, 12,000 sf of Commercial

9754 Wilshire Blvd.

32,543

9900 Wilshire Blvd.

20,456

24,566 sf of General Office, and
7,977 sf of Medical Office
252

252 DU, 15,656 sf of Retail, 4,800
sf of Restaurant

309-325 S. Elm Dr.

30

Net = 7 DU (30 DU replaces 23
DU)

225 S. Hamilton Dr.

27

Net DU = 13 DU. (27 DU
Replaces 14 DU)

156-168 N. La Peer Dr.

16

Net assumed to be 10 DU.(16 DU
replaces 6 DU)

129 S. Linden Dr.

76

76 DU senior congregate facility

140-144 S. Oakhurst Dr.

11

11 DU Condos

9876 Wilshire Blvd.

11,500; 170-room
hotela

120

170 Room Hotel, 120 DU of
Condos, and 11,500 sf of Quality
Restaurant.

202-240 N. Beverly Dr.

27,000; 214-room
hotela

25

214 hotel rooms, 25 condo units,
27,000 sf of retail
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Table 3-1
Cumulative Projects in Beverly Hills and Surrounding Area
Location
9378 Wilshire Blvd.

Non-Residential
Square Footage

Dwelling Units

29,992

29,992 sf of Office/Retail.

155-157 N. Hamilton Dr.
Approximate Beverly
b
Hills Subtotal

Description

13
668,378

13 DU replaces 3 existing DU.
NET = 10 DU.

741

City of West Hollywood
10 condominium units (demo 2
units)

1010 Curson

10

1010 Edinburgh

10

10 condo units (2 demo).

1013 Spaulding

5

5 condo units (demo 1 unit)

1019 San Vicente

5

5 condo units (demo 4 units)

1020 San Vicente

Addition of 23 rooms to an existing
hotel.

23-hotel roomsa
8

Mixed Use with 9,276 sf of retail
and 8 apartment units.

1021 Ogden

5

5 condo units (demo 1 unit)

1029 Vista

5

5 condo units (demo 2 units)

1037-1051 Laurel

20

20 condo units

4

4 condo units (demo = 1 unit)

1021 La Brea

9,276

1040 Curson
1041 Formosa

748 stall parking
a
structure

748 stall parking structure.

1042-1050 Edinburgh

18

18 condo units (demo 8 units)

1047 Crescent Heights

4

4 apartment units

1048 Curson

5

5 condo units (Demo 1 unit)

1048 Gardner

4

4 apartments.

10

10 condo units (demo 1 SFR and
4 apartments).

1048 Gardner
1136 La Cienega

14

14 condo units (demo 2 units).

1137 Hacienda

10

10 condo units (demo 2 units).

1140 Formosa

11

11 condo units (demo = 1 unit).

1146 Hacienda

10

10 condo units (demo 1 unit).

1150 Clark

5

5 Condo Units.

8

8 condo units (demo 1 unit).

1152 La Cienega
1200 Alta Loma

a

40-hotel rooms

40 room addition to existing hotel

1200 Sweetzer

10

10 condo units (demo 3 units).

1202 Detroit

5

5 Condo units (demo 2 units).

1220 Orange Grove

12

12 condo units (demo 1 SFR).

1223 Larrabee

8

8 condo units (demo 1 unit).

1234 Hayworth

53

53 apartment units (demo 48
units).

1236-1252 Harper

40

40 condo units (demo 4 units,
rehab 8 units, construct 28 units)
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Table 3-1
Cumulative Projects in Beverly Hills and Surrounding Area
Location

Non-Residential
Square Footage

Dwelling Units

Description

1238 Larrabee

15

15 condo units (demo 13 units).

1240 Fairfax

20

20 condo units (demo 14).

1248 Laurel

16

16 apartment units. (demo 10)

1264 Harper

16

16 Condo Units. (demo 10 units)

1280 Sweetzer

6

6 condo units (demo 2 units).

1283 Havenhurst

8

8 Condo units (demo 2 units).

1342 Hayworth

16

16 units apartments (demo 6
units)

1343 Laurel

35

35 affordable senior housing units.

1350 Hayworth

17

17 condo units (demo 16 units).

1351 Havenhurst

12

12 condo units.

1433 Havenhurst

24

24 Apartment units (demo 3 units)

6

500 sf of commercial and 6 units
(demo1 unit).

146 Clark
312 Robertson

500

8,865 sf wholesale design
showroom.

8,865

365 San Vicente

177

Mixed use project with 135 condo
units and 42 affordable senior
housing units

611 Orlando

5

5 condo units (demo 1 unit)

612-616 Croft

11

11 condo units (2 units demo).

632-636 Kings

6

6 condo units (demo 2 units).

7917 Willoughby

8

8 condo units.

8008 Norton

8

8 Condo units

8017 Norton

16

16 condo units (demo 13 units).

28

Mixed Use 13,830 sf of Retail and
28 condo units

8121 Norton

16

16 condo units (demo 3).

8210 Fountain

9

9 unit condo.

825 Kings

18

18 condo units (demo 1 SFR).

8265 Fountain

7

7 condo units (demo 3 units).

8120 Santa Monica

8305 Sunset

13,830

2,972 sf retail, 10,300 sf
restaurant

13,272

8328 Willoughby

17

17 condo units (demo 1 unit).

841-851 Westmount

16

16 condo units.

8428 Fountain

7

8448 Melrose

3,400

8465 Holloway

47,433; 20-hotel
roomsa

8525 Melrose

9,206

7 condo unit (demo = 1 unit).
3,400 sf of commercial (demo 540
sf).

16

Mixed use including 42,814 sf of
retail, 16 Condo DU, 20 Hotel
rooms, 4,619 sf restaurant and
bar.
9,206 sf of Commercial (demo 2
single family residential).
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Cumulative Projects in Beverly Hills and Surrounding Area
Location
8550 Santa Monica

Non-Residential
Square Footage

Dwelling Units

8,700

20

Mixed use with 8,700 sf of retail
and 20 condo units

6

6 condo units.

8565 West Knoll

Description

8580 Melrose

9,995

9,995 sf of wholesale show design
showroom (demo 6,475 sf)

8590 Melrose

6,905

6,905 sf wholesale design show
room (demo 3,523 sf)

8600 Sunset

16,785

16,785 sf of Retail

8631 Santa Monica

4,200

4,200 sf of Commercial

8687 Melrose

400,000

400,000 sf of office

8703 West Knoll
8711 Melrose

7
13,000

13,000 sf commercial

8760 Shoreham
8788 Shoreham
8873 Sunset

9,995

8900 Beverly

51,416

8950 Sunset

196-hotel roomsa

12

12 condo units (demo 1 SFR)

15

15 condo units
9,995 sf of retail

901 Hancock

12,500

9016 Sunset

107,855

9040, 9060, 9080, and
9098 Santa Monica

7 condo units

6

Mixed Use with 51,416 sf of
Commercial Space and 6 dwelling
units
196 room hotel

40

Mixed use with 9,300 sf of Retail,
3,200 sf of High Turn over
Restaurant and 40 Condominium
units
107,855 sf of Retail

a

71,000

191

Mixed Use with 71,000 sf
commercial, 327,000 sf selfstoragea, and 191 condo units
(demo 90,000 sf of commercial)

912-914 San Vicente

5

5 condo units (demo 5 units).

914 Wetherly

2

2 condo units, 26 senior affordable
units (demo bungalow units)

917 Sierra Bonita

5

5 condo units (demo 1 unit)

9200-9220 Sunset

Mixed Use. 13,632 sf office, 250
seat restaurant

13,632; 250-seat
a
restaurant

925 Genessee

4

4 Apartment Units (demo 1 unit).

935 San Vicente

6

6 condo units (demo 1 unit).

944 Stanley

5

5 condo units (demo 1 unit)

950 Orange Grove

5

5 condo units (demo 1 unit)

Approximate West
b
Hollywood Subtotal

831,765

1,184

355,018

239

City of Los Angeles
100 N la Cienega
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Table 3-1
Cumulative Projects in Beverly Hills and Surrounding Area
Location

Non-Residential
Square Footage

Dwelling Units

Description
retail

1000 Glendon

n/a

1001 Tiverton

115,000

n/a

115,000 sf Retail. And 413,490 sf
of apartmentsa

10131 Constellation Blvd
1016 S La Cienega

1020 Glendon Avenue

350

350 units of Condominiums.
Assuming use to be a Shopping
Center. Will include mini-shopping
center, auto body shop, and
multiple restaurant/retail shops.

n/a

115,000

10250 Wilshire Blvd
10350 Santa Monica Blvd

size unknown

465,134

350

350 Condominium Units and
115,000 sf of retail

35

35 unit condominium building.

262

Removal of 360,964 sf of Office.
Addition of 262 condominium
units. 358,881 sf of Shopping
Center. 106,253 sf of Office

10700 Wilshire Blvd.

64

64 units of condominiums.

10776 Wilshire Blvd

119

119 DU of condominiums.

10777 Wilshire Blvd

56

56 units of condominiums

10804 Wilshire

n/a

Tentative Tract No. 52344

10850 Pico Blvd

10900 Wilshire Blvd

723,466; 2,340-seat
theatrea

Mixed use project: 723,466 sf of
Retail and 2,340 seats in a
Theater

3,652

3,652 sf of Walk in Bank. List
from the City assumes a walk in
bank.

11021 W Pico

n/a

Burger King Restaurant

11110 W Pico

74,653

74,653 sf Office Building

145 S Robertson
1465 Westwood Blvd

n/a

n/a

3,750

2000 Avenue of the Stars

825,812

2055 Avenue of the Stars

50,000

2142 Pontius Ave

17,619

size unknown
3,750 sf of Convenience Store.
Mid-rise office building with
763,900 sf of office plus 61,912 sf
of commercial uses

147

147 DU of condominiums. 7,000
sf of restaurant. 43,000 sf of
private club
17,619 sf of Office

300 S Wetherly

140

Construction of 140 condos

310 Huntley

170-student schoola

170 student private school

329 La Cienega

140-student schoola

140 student private school

5900 Wilshire

26,113

Mixed use with 7,000 sf of office,
3,500 sf of high turnover
restaurant, and 15,613 sf of high
turnover restaurant

6120 W Pico

7,929

7,929 sf mini mall

6298 3rd St

300
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Table 3-1
Cumulative Projects in Beverly Hills and Surrounding Area
Location

Non-Residential
Square Footage

Dwelling Units

6300 W 3rd
6411 Wilshire
652 Ogden

Description

300

Construction of 300 apartments

31,560

130

Mixed use with 29,060 sf of retail,
2,500 sf of fast food, and 130
apartments

n/a

n/a

Unknown

725 S Curson

29,600

Mixed use consisting of 28,800 sf
of Office, and 800 sf of high turn
over restaurant

7600 W Beverly

8,400

8,400 sf of museum

7950 W Sunset

12,891

183

Mixed use with 183 residential
units and 12,891 sf of retail

801 N Fairfax

15,862

93

Mixed use with 93 apartments and
15,862 sf of retail

8525 W Pico

11,327

39

Mixed Use with 39 apartments and
11,327 sf of retail

900 Gayley Ave

2,750

2,750 sf of Convenience Store

9051 W Pico

42,000

Private School, (42,000 sf pre-K to
5th Grade)

9760 W Pico

n/a

Sunset Millennium Project

n/a

Young Dr North &
Westwood Pz

High School addition (size
unknown)
n/a

2,200-space parking
structurea

500,000 sf development
UCLA Intramural Field Parking
Structure (2,200 spaces)

Approximate Los
b
Angeles Subtotal

2,937,536

2,807

Approximate Cumulative
b
Total

4,437,679

4,732

Source: City of Beverly Hills, March 31, 2008
Sf = square feet; du = dwelling unit
a

These project specifics do not fit into the format used to measure physical development, and thus are not included in the
subtotals or cumulative total. However, they are considered in the cumulative traffic generation analysis. Additionally, the
500,000 sf development of unknown use or the 327,000 sf parking structure was not included in the totals.
b

All totals are approximate based on standard uncertainties related to specific project information.

Table 3-2 further breaks down the cumulative development by category. It should be noted that
some projects are not included in the figures because of missing information or incompatible
units.
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Table 3-2
Approximate Cumulative Development
by Land Use
Total Cumulative
Development

Land Use Type

2,413,934

Commercial/Retail

sf

Office

1,791,363 sf

Residential

4,732 du

Restaurant

167,171 sf

Hotel

663 rooms

Institutional

65,211 sf

Source: City of Beverly Hills, March 31, 2008
Sf = square feet; du = dwelling unit
All footnotes from Table 3-1 apply to this table.
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
This section discusses the possible environmental effects of the proposed project for the specific
issue areas that were identified through the Initial Study and NOP process as having the
potential to experience significant impacts. “Significant effect” is defined by the State CEQA
Guidelines §15382 as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the
physical conditions within the area affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals,
flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or
social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment, but may
be considered in determining whether the physical change is significant.”
The assessment of each issue area begins with a discussion of the setting relevant to that issue
area. Following the setting is a discussion of the project’s impacts relative to the issue area.
Within the impact analysis, the first subsection identifies the methodologies used and the
“significance thresholds,” which are those criteria adopted by the City, other agencies, universally
recognized, or developed specifically for this analysis to determine whether potential impacts are
significant. The next subsection describes each impact of the proposed project, mitigation
measures for significant impacts, and the level of significance after mitigation. Each impact under
consideration for an issue area is separately listed in bold text, with the discussion of the impact
and its significance following. Each bolded impact listing also contains a statement of the
significance determination for the environmental impact as follows:
Class I, Significant and Unavoidable: An impact that cannot be reduced to below the
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact
requires a Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is approved.
Class II, Significant but Mitigable: An impact that can be reduced to below the
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an
impact requires findings to be made.
Class III, Not Significant: An impact that may be adverse, but does not exceed the
threshold levels and does not require mitigation measures. However, mitigation measures
that could further lessen the environmental effect may be suggested if readily available and
easily achievable.
Class IV, Beneficial: An impact that would reduce existing environmental problems or
hazards.
Following each environmental impact discussion is a listing of recommended mitigation
measures (if required) and the residual effects or level of significance remaining after the
implementation of the measures. In those cases where the mitigation measure for an impact
could have a significant environmental impact in another issue area, this impact is discussed as
a residual effect.
The impact analysis concludes with a discussion of cumulative effects, which evaluates the
impacts associated with the proposed project in conjunction with other future development in
the area.
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4.1 AESTHETICS
4.1.1

Setting

a. Visual Character of the Beverly Hills Gateway Area. The location referred to in this
EIR as the Beverly Hills Gateway generally comprises the area within a block or two of the
intersection of Santa Monica Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard, particularly as seen by
travelers on Santa Monica Boulevard entering the City from the southwest and proceeding
eastward to and through the Wilshire Boulevard intersection. Santa Monica Boulevard and
Wilshire Boulevard act as “gateways” to the City of Beverly Hills in this context. The subject
properties include substantial frontage on Santa Monica Boulevard on either side of Wilshire
Boulevard, and thus the project as a whole has been called the Beverly Hills Gateway project.
The area south of the project site between Moreno Drive and Lasky Drive is primarily
developed with low-density general commercial land uses housed in low- and mid-rise
buildings. The area south of the project site east of Lasky Drive is developed with high-density
single- and multi-family residential housing, with the low- and mid-rise buildings of the
Business Triangle farther to the east. The Business Triangle is the major commercial section of
Beverly Hills and contains the Rodeo Drive shopping area. West of Moreno Drive and south of
Santa Monica Boulevard is the Los Angeles community of Century City, a major business center
characterized by high-rise office and residential condominium buildings 300 feet or more in
height. Located north of the project site on the west side of Wilshire Boulevard are the large
surface lot of the Robinsons-May property, and the Beverly Hilton Hotel. North of the project
site on the east side of Wilshire Boulevard is a single-family residential neighborhood. At the
west end of the site is the Beverly Hills/Los Angeles City boundary; a low-rise parking
structure is directly east of the site. Figure 2-3 in Section 2.0 Project Description shows an aerial
view of adjacent land uses.
Approved Changes to the Built Environment. Two pending projects are proposed
directly north of the project site, on the north side of Santa Monica Boulevard. The Beverly
Hilton revitalization project would nearly double the size of the existing hotel with new and
renovated facilities in buildings up to 200 feet in height. The 9900 Wilshire Boulevard project
would include replacing existing site uses, including the surface parking lots across from the
Gateway project site, with a variety of new structures and uses including buildings of up to 185
feet in height.
Gateway Area Visual Character. The entire Gateway area is relatively flat, and views
consist primarily of local commercial development and hotels, as well as high-rise buildings to
the south and west. Urban settings dominate the surrounding views and busy streets course
through the project vicinity. The trees, landscaping, hardscape and fountains of Beverly
Gardens Park, a public linear park along the north side of Santa Monica and Wilshire
Boulevards, are visible from the project site and surrounding properties.
Figures 2-3 and 2-4 in Section 2.0 Project Description, as well as the “before” versions of the
massing model photosimulations in figures 4.1-3 through 4.1-9 below, present aerial and street
level views of the project site and surrounding areas.
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b. Visual Character of the Project Site. The proposed project includes the development
of three adjacent properties formerly used as railroad right-of-way. The visual character of each
is described below. (As discussed in Section 2.0 Project Description, in order to develop the site
to the extent assumed in this analysis, certain adjacent parcels that front on South Santa Monica
Boulevard would need to be incorporated into the conceptual model projects for parcels 1 and
3; the descriptions below include the adjacent parcels.) Figure 2-4 (a through c) in Section 2.0
Project Description shows existing site conditions.
Parcel 1. Parcel 1 is a vacant and unused property with no structures. The groundcover
consists mostly of gravel with sparse weedy vegetation. A chain-link fence divides the site in
two lengthwise. The site is adjacent to the backs of one- to three-story commercial buildings
facing South Santa Monica Boulevard. One one-story commercial building is within the
footprint of the potential Parcel 1 development analyzed in this EIR. The site does not possess
high aesthetic value and is devoid of noteworthy visual resources.
Parcel 2. Parcel 2 consists of both vacant and developed lots on a linear property located
adjacent to (northeast of) of Parcel 1. There are no structures on the long linear portion of the
site located adjacent to Santa Monica Boulevard; the groundcover consists mostly of gravel and
sparse weedy vegetation, with a surface parking lot at the northeast end. Similar to Parcel 1, a
chain link fence extends lengthwise through this portion of the property. Parcel 2 comes to a
point at the northeastern-most boundary and occupies the corner of Santa Monica Boulevard
and Wilshire Boulevard. The Parcel also contains three one-story commercial buildings along
South Santa Monica Boulevard, totaling approximately 9,633 square feet.
Parcel 3. Within the footprint of the potential Parcel 3 development analyzed in this
EIR, development consists of three commercial buildings and an associated surface parking lot.
The site is completely paved or built up, with minimal landscaping. A car rental facility is
located on the corner of Wilshire Boulevard and South Santa Monica Boulevard. The other two
buildings are along South Santa Monica Boulevard.
c. Light and Glare. The two primary sources of night lighting on the site are building
interiors emanating light through windows and lighting from exterior sources (i.e., street
lighting, building illumination, security lighting, and vehicular lighting). Low to moderate
levels of glare are produced by light-colored building exteriors and parked cars.
Land uses in the vicinity that would be most sensitive to night lighting are the residences
located on Durant Drive backing to commercial uses along South Santa Monica Boulevard;
residences adjacent to Beverly Gardens Park across Santa Monica Blvd; and guests of the
Beverly Hilton and Beverly Hills Peninsula Hotel. Figure 2-3 in Section 2.0 Project Description
shows an aerial view of adjacent land uses.
Glare sources in the vicinity include glazing of building exteriors and motor vehicle surfaces.
The glare condition is typical of urban southern California locations, and there is no
extraordinary glare source present.
d. Existing Shadow Conditions. The existing development on the subject properties
does not shadow surrounding sensitive land uses due to the modest size and height of the
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structures. The primary sources of shade in the vicinity are the larger multi-storied commercial
and hotel structures to the south of the site and to the north of Parcel 2.
e. Regulatory Setting. The City of Beverly Hills General Plan and Zoning Code include
a number of goals and policies intended to protect and enhance the aesthetic resources and
visual character of the City. Selected policies that are applicable to the project’s potential visual
and aesthetic impacts are discussed below.
Land Use Element. The City of Beverly Hills Land Use Element (1977) touches on the
aesthetic character of the City with descriptions of existing and potential conditions and broad
objectives, in addition to designating the locations of allowed land use types and intensities.
The following excerpts from the Land Use Element relating to aesthetics and visual resources
may be considered applicable to the project site and the proposed project:
1.1.

Long-term Stability.

…The characteristics which contribute to the special opportunities available in Beverly Hills
include:

1.3.

•

…The quality of the physical environment, such as its extensive network of trees
and landscaping, relatively unmarred by overhead utilities…

•

…The scale of the community, which fosters a sense of place and identity rather
than a sense of anonymity...

Area of Transitional Conflict.

These are areas of abrupt change in land use or intensity, physical or environmental
characteristics, which might precipitate an erosion of quality along this interface because of
conflicting characteristics.
Such areas of conflict are characterized by traffic and parking problems (such as commercial
parking or traffic within single family neighborhoods), competing space demands, (such as
the pressures for development and the conflicts with adjacent uses), visual impacts (such as
high-rise office buildings adjoining low density, single-family residential uses).
1.4.

The Scale of the City.

Although implicit in any discussion of the future of the City, the importance of scale must be
underscored. As long as the City is able to regenerate itself within the general framework of
the existing scale, it will offer an environment which is becoming increasingly unique in the
Westside.
With few exceptions, the City is characterized by residential and commercial buildings
which do not overpower or dominate the visitor or the resident. By virtue of the individuality
which such smaller scale permits, the Business Triangle has continued to draw and hold the
interest of the casual pedestrian, as well as the shopper, while the residential area has the
character and charm which results from variety and diversity.
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The sense of place which is enhanced by the scale of the City (and which depends on a variety
of other features, such as the architecture, landscaping, traffic and streetscape in general) is
an endangered resource in urban America, as it must constantly strive to avoid lapsing into
stagnation on one hand, or yielding to the pressures for intensified development on the other.
2.2.

Commercial Areas.

It is proposed that the basic commercial zones throughout the City be permitted to develop
within the existing framework of permitted intensity.
This would effectively avoid many of the problems of conflict which have occurred along zone
boundaries, as described in the identification of land use issues under the topic of "areas of
transitional conflict…”
Scenic Highways Element. The City’s Scenic Highway Element (1976) and Land Use
Plan Map (Land Use Element, Page 5) designate Santa Monica Boulevard east of Wilshire
Boulevard as a Scenic Highway. Parcel 3 has frontage on and is visible from this portion of
Santa Monica Boulevard, and parcels 1 and 2 are visible to westbound traffic on this portion of
Santa Monica Boulevard.
City of Beverly Hills Municipal Code. The Beverly Hills Municipal Code addresses
visual effects in sections that include standards for building construction, height, setback,
landscaping, lighting, and signage. These sections regulate overall dimensions, massing, and
scale of development and lighting in the City.
As discussed in Section 2.0 Project Description, in order to develop the site to the extent assumed
in this analysis, adjacent parcels that front on South Santa Monica Boulevard would need to be
incorporated into the conceptual model project for Parcels 1 and 3. These parcels would be
necessary to give the project sufficient subterranean space to develop a viable parking garage,
and to provide pedestrian access opportunities from South Santa Monica Boulevard (pedestrian
access from North Santa Monica Boulevard is not practical or desirable from a safety, circulation
or urban design perspective). The area that would be developed to achieve the projects
analyzed in this EIR (i.e. the parcels to be rezoned as well as adjacent parcels that would need to
be incorporated for viable projects) are zoned T-1 and C-3. The project would include a zone
change for all portions to be C-3. Uses permitted under the C-3 designation include a wide
range of low- to high-intensity commercial uses, such as restaurants, offices, and retail shops
(Beverly Hills Municipal Code, Sect. 10-3.1601).
Height limitations and restrictions are outlined in the City of Beverly Hills Municipal Code and
are determined based upon zoning and land use designations. The maximum height allowed
within the C-3 zone is 45 feet or three stories, whichever is lower. Massing is regulated by a
maximum floor-to-area ratio (FAR), which is 2.0 in the C-3 zone. This means that floor area is
limited to twice the square footage of the site.
The City has adopted regulations to control the potentially adverse impacts of night lighting.
City Code Section 10-4-314, Lighting of Premises, includes the following standards:
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A. Any perimeter or flood lighting or other external lighting, whether used for illumination or
advertisement, which illuminates private land, buildings, signs, or structures, whether built
upon or not, shall be permitted only when such lighting is installed on private property and
hooded or shielded so that no direct beams therefrom fall upon public streets, alleys,
highways, or other private property. Such lighting shall be subject to architectural review
pursuant to chapter 3, article 30 of this title. The reviewing authority shall consider the color,
design, and placement of the lighting fixtures and the color, design and intensity of the
lighting.
B. Except as provided in subsection C of this section, any projected light display or exposed tube
lighting element, such as neon, on the exterior of any building or structure that is not subject
to regulation as a sign under article 6 of this chapter shall be subject to architectural review
pursuant to the criteria set forth in section 10-3-3010 of this title, the architectural
commission shall be the reviewing authority for purposes of such review.
In addition, Section 5-6-1101, Excessive Lighting Prohibited, states that “[i]t shall be unlawful
for any person, except governmental agencies, to install, use, or maintain any lighting which
creates an intensity of light on residential property which is greater than one foot-candle above
ambient light level; and provided further, all permissive lighting shall be arranged to focus on
the property from which it originates, and shall not directly reflect upon any adjacent
residential property.”
The City has adopted regulations to control the potentially adverse visual impacts of building
signs. City Code Section 10-4-315, Intensity of Lighting, includes the following standards:
A. No sign shall be permitted which, by virtue of the intensity, direction, or color of its lighting
or illumination, shall interfere with the proper operation of, or cause confusion to the operator
of, a motor vehicle on the public streets.
B. No sign which is lighted or illuminated to an intensity in excess of that of a public street light
shall be constructed or maintained within two hundred feet (200') of and facing property in a
residential zone.
Architectural Commission. Pursuant to Section 10-3-3007 of the Beverly Hills City Code,
all development within the City outside of single-family zone districts is subject to review by
the Architectural Commission. Pursuant to Section 10-3-3010, the Commission may approve,
approve with conditions, or disapprove the issuance of a building permit after consideration of
a number of criteria. Those especially relevant to aesthetics and visual resources of commercial
development include:
A. The plan for the proposed building or structure is in conformity with good taste and
good design and, in general, contributes to the image of Beverly Hills as a place of
beauty, spaciousness, balance, taste, fitness, broad vistas, and high quality; …
C. The proposed building or structure is not, in its exterior design and appearance, of
inferior quality such as to cause the nature of the local environment to materially
depreciate in appearance and value;
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D. The proposed building or structure is in harmony with the proposed developments on
land in the general area, with the general plan for Beverly Hills, and with any precise
plans adopted pursuant to the general plan; and
E. The proposed development is in conformity with the standards of this code and other
applicable laws insofar as the location and appearance of the buildings and structures are
involved…

4.1.2

Impact Analysis

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. Different viewers react to views and
aesthetic conditions differently. Consequently, the assessment of aesthetic impacts is inherently
subjective in nature. This evaluation measures the existing visual resource against the proposed
actions, analyzing the nature of the anticipated change.
An aesthetic impact is considered significant if the project would:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;
Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway;
Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site or its
surroundings;
Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area;
Create a new source of shade or shadow which would adversely affect existing
structures or uses in the area; or
Be inconsistent with an adopted City policy related to aesthetics.

An Initial Study was prepared for the proposed project (Appendix A to this EIR). The Initial
Study analyzed potentially significant impact that might occur from implementation of the
proposed project. It found that impacts to scenic resources (including, but not limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway) would be less than
significant; therefore this topic is not analyzed in this section of the EIR.
In determining shadow effects, several factors are considered:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Affected land use (i.e., is it a light-sensitive use whereby sunlight is essential to its use);
Duration (i.e., how many hours per day might a use be shadowed);
Time of day (i.e., is in shadow at a time of day when sunlight is most important);
Season (i.e., what time of year might a particular use be in shadow);
Extent (i.e., what percentage of a particular use may be in shadow);
Nature of the shadows (i.e., is the shadow more solid or more dappled in nature);
Pre-existing conditions (i.e., are there existing buildings, landscaping or other features that
currently shadow the use)

In order for a project to generate a significant shadow impact, it must increase shadows cast
upon shadow-sensitive uses. Shadow impacts are considered significant if shadow-sensitive
uses would be shaded by project related structures for more than three hours between late
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October and early April (including Winter Solstice), or for more than four hours between early
April and late October (including Summer Solstice). Facilities and operations sensitive to the
effects of shading include: solar collectors; nurseries; primarily outdoor-oriented retail uses
(e.g., certain restaurants); or, routinely useable outdoor spaces associated with recreational,
institutional (e.g., schools), or residential land uses. These uses are considered sensitive because
sunlight is important to their function, physical comfort, and/or commerce.
b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact AES-1

Both the Parcel 2 project alone and full buildout of the entire
Gateway project site under the requested rezone would
introduce structural development on parcels that are currently
partially or completely vacant. This development would
eliminate some views that are currently available through all
or portions of the parcels, including views from Santa Monica
Boulevard, a City-designated scenic highway. However, the
existing views that would be obstructed are not considered
scenic views. Therefore, impacts to views are considered Class
III, less than significant, for both the proposed Parcel 2 project
and full buildout of all three project parcels.

Virtually all views through the project site are of structural development, including commercial,
residential and hotel buildings of varying heights. Of particular visual prominence are the
high-rise towers forming the Century City skyline to the southwest of the project site. Partial
views of Beverly Gardens Park from South Santa Monica Boulevard may also be available
between existing buildings on and adjacent to the project site. Although the City has
designated Santa Monica Boulevard a scenic highway, the City has not adopted policies related
to development along or views from the Santa Monica Boulevard corridor.
Figure 4.1-1 shows the potential building mass that could be developed under the requested
zone change to C-3 for parcels 1 and 3, and the proposed building mass for Parcel 21. Figure
4.1-2 provides a key to the conceptual massing photosimulations shown in figures 4.1-3 through
4.1-9.
Parcel 2 Development Impacts. Parcel 2 is vacant except for one-story commercial
buildings on the corner of Wilshire and Santa Monica Boulevards. From South Santa Monica
Boulevard looking north through the site, portions of the Beverly Hilton Hotel and glimpses of
Beverly Gardens Park are visible between the existing commercial buildings both on and
adjacent to the property along South Santa Monica Boulevard. Portions of the park and
fountain are also visible from some rooms in the Peninsula Hotel. From Santa Monica
Boulevard looking south, commercial development of varying heights, the towers of Century

1

The models for parcels 1 and 3 used in the simulations show only the conceptual reasonable maximum building
masses that would be allowed under the requested C-3 zoning, specifically a floor-to-area ratio of 2.0 and a maximum
height of 45 feet. Materials, colors or architectural features are not shown, as the models are not intended to
speculate on the design of any potential development that may be proposed in the future if the rezone is approved.
(Please see Section 2.0 Project Description for an explanation of how and why these models were developed for this
EIR.) The model for Parcel 2 development is based on the application for a development project submitted with the
owner of that parcel’s rezone application.
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Key to viewpoints for the photosimulations shown in figures 4.1-2 through 4.1-8

Image Source: Gensler, May 2008.

Photosimulation Key

Figure 4.1-2
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Image Source: Gensler, May 2008.

Photo A - View of project site looking east from the Santa Monica Boulevard/Moreno Drive intersection
(Viewpoint 4).

Photo B - Same view with potential building mass for Parcel 1 shown on the right.

Massing Model Photosimulation

Figure 4.1-3
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Photo A - View of project site looking east on Wilshire Boulevard approaching Santa Monica Boulevard/
Wilshire Boulevard intersection (Viewpoint 2). A portion of Parcel 3 is visible in the left side of the frame, and
a portion of Parcel 2 in the right side of the frame.

Photo B - Same view with potential building mass for Parcel 3 shown on the left and proposed building
mass for Parcel 2 on the right.

Image Source: Gensler, May 2008 and
Jeffrey M. Kalban & Associates, 2008.

Massing Model Photosimulation

Figure 4.1-4
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Image Source: Gensler, May 2008 and
Jeffrey M. Kalban & Associates, 2008.
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Image Source: Gensler, March 2008

Photo A - View looking east at Parcel 3 from the fountain at the northern corner of the Wilshire
Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard intersection (Viewpoint 1).

Photo B - Same view with potential building mass for Parcel 3 shown.

Massing Model Photosimulation

Figure 4.1-6
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Image Source: Gensler, May 2008 and
Jeffrey M. Kalban & Associates, 2008.
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Jeffrey M. Kalban & Associates, 2008.
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City and a small portion of the Peninsula Hotel may be visible through Parcel 2 and the
intervening one- and two-story commercial structures on South Santa Monica Boulevard. As
illustrated in the massing model photosimulations, these views would be blocked by the
proposed new commercial building, as any gaps between existing buildings on the site would
be eliminated and because the new building would be up to two stories higher than existing site
development. The upper floors of towers forming the Century City skyline would still be
visible. However, although this change may be considered adverse by some viewers, it is
considered less than significant because most of the views that would be obstructed are not of
scenic vistas or of visual resources that the City has identified as worthy of preservation. Views
of the park that may be obscured are only fleeting glimpses between existing buildings. Finally,
the project would not block valued views from adjacent hotels as most guest rooms that have
high-quality existing views, particularly those in the upper floors of the Beverly Hilton, are
higher than the proposed and potential structures on Parcel 2. Views of the park, including the
fountain which is identified as a “landmark” on the City’s Structures and Biotic Places of
Significance list, from some rooms in the Peninsula Hotel through the project site and across
Santa Monica Boulevard may be blocked, but impacts would not be considered significant as
only a portion of the hotel’s rooms have this view and the view is not panoramic, sweeping or
of outstanding quality.
Buildout of All Three Parcels. Parcel 1 is currently vacant. Views are therefore available
through the entire site. From South Santa Monica Boulevard looking north through the site,
portions of the parking facilities for the Robinsons-May property and the Beverly Hilton Hotel
are visible between existing one- to four-story structures directly adjacent to Parcel 1 along
South Santa Monica Boulevard. From Santa Monica Boulevard looking south, low-rise
commercial development and the towers of Century City are visible through and over the site.
Because structural development is relatively sparse on Parcel 3 both along Santa Monica
Boulevard and South Santa Monica Boulevard, more views are available through it to
commercial development on the south and Beverly Gardens Park to the north. As illustrated in
the massing model photosimulations, most of these views would be blocked by potential
commercial development that would be allowed on parcels 1 and 3 under the requested rezone.
The upper floors of towers forming the Century City skyline would still be visible over the
development on Parcel 1. However, although this change may be considered adverse by some
viewers it would be considered less than significant because the views that would be obstructed
are not of scenic vistas or of visual resources that the City has identified as worthy of
preservation. Views of Beverly Gardens Park would not be obstructed from Santa Monica
Boulevard, the City’s lone scenic highway. Finally, the project would not block valued views
from adjacent hotels as most guest rooms that have high-quality existing views, particularly
those in the Beverly Hilton, are higher than the proposed and potential structures on the project
site.
Mitigation Measures. Neither buildout of Parcel 2 alone nor of all three sites under the
requested rezone would result in a substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas from important
view corridors, or significantly reduce views of important visual resources. Therefore,
mitigation is not required.
Significance After Mitigation. Impacts to views would be less than significant for both
the proposed Parcel 2 project and for full buildout of the site under the requested rezone.
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Impact AES-2

Both the Parcel 2 project alone and full buildout of the entire
Gateway project site under the requested rezone would
substantially alter the visual character of the project site.
However, because the project(s) would require review and
approval by the City’s Architectural Commission, and because
the scale of proposed and potential development would be
compatible with surrounding development, impacts would be
Class III, less than significant. At the same time, the aesthetics
and functionality of the pedestrian zones for parcels 1 and 2
may not aesthetically or functionally comport with areas further
east. To address this potential, mitigation is indicated. In this
area, impacts would be Class II, significant but mitigable.

The visual character of the project site is currently of low- to moderate quality. Parcel 1 is
entirely vacant with sparse, weedy vegetation. The area to be developed under the conceptual
potential development scenario for Parcel 1 (as described in Subsection 2.4.1 of Section 2.0
Project Description) also includes two one-story commercial buildings. The western portion of
Parcel 2 is vacant with sparse, weedy vegetation; the remaining area is developed with surface
parking and three one-story commercial buildings. Parcel 3 consists of surface parking lots; the
area to be developed under the conceptual potential development scenario for Parcel 3 also
includes three one-story commercial buildings. None of the buildings that would be
demolished for development of any of the subject properties exhibits particularly outstanding
architectural or aesthetic value (the historical merit of the structures that would be demolished
is discussed in Section 4.4 Historic Resources).
Development on the three subject properties that would be allowed under the requested C-3
zoning would be limited to 45 feet in height and maximum floor-to-area ratios (FARs) of 2.0. At
this time only the Parcel 2 applicant has submitted application materials and a proposed design
for actual development. The Parcel 2 proposed project consists of a 90,000 square-foot office
building with four levels of subterranean parking. The majority of the building’s exterior
would be surfaced with a light-colored limestone and reflective glass, with white metal accents.
The proposed design is contemporary, with curving elements and varying heights and depths.
The proposed new office building would observe a six-foot north side setback, 18-foot rear
setback, and zero front (east) and south side setbacks. The new structure would be separated
by approximately five feet from the existing adjacent commercial buildings south of the site and
fronting on South Santa Monica Boulevard. A narrow planter would run the length of the
building’s Santa Monica Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard frontages. The existing ficus street
trees along South Santa Monica Boulevard would remain. Potential development on parcels 1
and 3 under C-3 zoning could include commercial structures up to 120,000 and 74,000 square
feet, respectively. Figure 4.1-1 above shows the potential building mass that could be
developed under the requested zone change to C-3 for parcels 1 and 3, and the proposed
building mass for Parcel 2. Figure 4.1-2 provides a key to the conceptual massing
photosimulations shown in figures 4.1-3 through 4.1-9 above.
Either the Parcel 2 project alone or full buildout of the entire Gateway project site under the
requested rezone would result in a substantial change in the aesthetic character of the subject
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property or properties by replacing either vacant land or land partially developed with onestory structures and surface parking lots with 45-foot tall, 2.0 floor-to-areas ratio (FAR)
commercial buildings.
Because of the low- to moderate aesthetic value of the site in its current state, the change from
the existing conditions to the proposed and potential site development would not necessarily be
considered significantly adverse, depending on the precise design and materials of the new
construction. As discussed above under Regulatory Setting, any development on the subject
parcels requires review and approval by the City’s Architectural Commission. The
Commission’s purview includes the design, materials and colors of new development. The
architectural review process would therefore ensure that any approved project would not
degrade the visual character of the site.
Regarding the scale of potential and proposed development, the Land Use Element of the City’s
General Plan provides guidance under the discussions of Long-term Stability (Section 1.1), Area
of Transitional Conflict (Section 1.3) and The Scale of the City (Section 1.4), as noted above
under Regulatory Setting. The scale that would be allowed under the requested C-3 zoning –
maximum 2.0 FAR and 45 feet in height – would not be incompatible with the surrounding
commercial and hotel development. The Beverly Hilton Hotel to the north of parcels 1 and 2
across Santa Monica Boulevard includes a parking structure over 45 in height as well as the
hotel itself, which is several stories above 45 feet in height. Across South Santa Monica from
parcels 1 and 2, the Peninsula Hotel and assorted commercial buildings are a comparable height
to what could be allowed under the proposed rezone of the subject property. Directly across
South Santa Monica Boulevard from Parcel 3 is an approximately 12-story commercial building.
Across Santa Monica Boulevard north of Parcel 3 is a single-family residential neighborhood
with one- to two-story houses; however, this smaller scale of use is buffered from the project
site by Beverly Gardens Park as well as the busy four-lane roadway. Thus development of the
site under C-3 zoning would not create a visual “transitional conflict” or an abrupt change of
scale compared to surrounding development.
Finally, it should be noted again that the subject parcels include substantial frontage on Santa
Monica Boulevard on either side of Wilshire Boulevard. With required review and approval by
the City’s Architectural Commission it is possible that approved project(s) on the site under the
requested rezone could improve the site’s visual character and result in the opportunity for a
unique “signature” entry into the City, potentially including such features as an architectural
framing of the gateway intersection.
The pedestrian amenities and space that serve parcels 1 and 2 should be a design feature of
special focus during Architecture Commission review. Although this currently vacant area is
not a pedestrian activity zone, the extension of urban development along the Santa Monica
Boulevard frontage would introduce considerable pedestrian use to these parcels. A review of
the current massing models indicates that, depending on final design, the public and semipublic pedestrian areas such as sidewalks and entry courts may not be consistent in terms of
public right-of-way geometrics and ratios to areas further east. This would represent an urban
design and aesthetic concern, as a less generous pedestrian strip typically accommodates less
landscaping and visually pinches down the public airspace in the right of way. Consequently,
the aesthetic condition and the pedestrian functionality of this area of proposed development
may be compromised – particularly for pedestrians themselves. This circumstance suggests
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that special attention be given during decisionmaker policy review for consistency with Land
Use Element policies 1.3 and 1.4, Areas of Transitional Conflict and Scale of the City, respectively.
Because detailed articulation of such features is not available for this analysis, programmatic
mitigation is indicated to address this issue.
Mitigation Measure. Neither buildout of Parcel 2 alone nor of all three sites under the
requested rezone would degrade the aesthetic quality of the subject properties or result in
incompatible development. However, the following mitigation measure is recommended to
ensure that the pedestrian zone for parcels 1 and 2 and project frontage are ample enough to be
visually and functionally compatible with commercial zones immediately east and north across
Wilshire Boulevard.
AES-2

Pedestrian Facility Design Review. Prior to the issuance of any
building permits for parcels 1 and 2, the Architectural Commission
shall review and confirm that the pedestrian facilities, including but
not limited to public sidewalks, crosswalk landings, building entry
courts and plazas, are substantially consistent with such facilities as
they exist along nearby commercial corridors.

Significance After Mitigation. With implementation of focused design review and, if
indicated, implementation of special design recommendations relative to the functionality of
pedestrian facilities for parcels 1 and 2, impacts to the aesthetic quality of the site and
surrounding area would be less than significant for both the proposed Parcel 2 project and for
full buildout of the site under the requested rezone.
Impact AES-3

The proposed project would result in new sources of light and
glare on and around the project site, due to the increased height
and scale of development as well as the larger proportion of
glazing and potentially reflective materials, in contrast with the
existing development on the site. This is considered a Class II,
significant but mitigable, impact for both Parcel 2 development
alone and buildout of all three properties.

Lighting. Night lighting may adversely affect light-sensitive receptors such as
residences, some recreational uses, and hotels or institutional uses such as hospitals.
Depending on design and specifications, night lighting can also cause an adverse visual impact.
Implementation of the proposed project would eliminate some existing light and glare sources
and introduce new ones. Potential new sources of lighting include the windows of the
proposed and potential commercial and retail space and spillover of light onto the street and
towards neighboring land uses from the illumination of exterior building areas. Parking garage
ingress and egress points would also be lighted, and headlights of vehicles entering and exiting
the structure at night would cast light onto roadways and surrounding properties. In addition,
building signs including those used to identify the ground floor uses could result in light and
glare impacts.
The project site vicinity is urban in character, with high levels of existing lighting. The nearest
sensitive receptors are the Peninsula Hotel to the south of Parcel 2, the Beverly Hilton Hotel to
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the north of Parcel 2, and Beverly Gardens Park and the residential neighborhood beyond to the
north of Parcel 3. Because of the existing relatively high ambient lighting levels, neither Parcel 2
development alone nor buildout of all three parcels under the requested C-3 zoning would be
expected to substantially alter this condition, especially as they would be required to comply
with adopted City regulations that limit the design, intensity and impacts of night lighting.
These regulations are quoted above under Regulatory Setting. Finally, pursuant to Section 10-33012.G of the City Code, the Architectural Commission will have review and approval of
authority over lighting plans for proposed or potential future development; this section of the
code prescribes the contents of required plans and directs that they include “[a]n indication of
the exterior lighting standards and devices adequate to review the possible hazards and
disturbances to the public and adjacent properties.”
Glare. Glare associated with development is usually caused by the reflection of sunlight
off of reflective surfaces. Glare can cause visual annoyance and adverse visual impacts.
Potential sources of glare from the proposed 90,000 square-foot building on Parcel 2 and
potential commercial development on parcels 1 and 3 would consist of glazing (windows) and
other reflective materials used in the façade of the proposed structures. Glare sources also
include the sun’s reflection from metallic or glass surfaces on vehicles parked in surface parking
lots and along the roadways. These sources of glare could diminish as a result of the project,
which would replace existing surface parking lots on portions of the subject properties,
particularly at the Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard intersection, with structures
above subterranean parking structures.
As noted above, the project site is in an urban environment with numerous existing sources of
glare. The proposed project would not substantially alter this condition. Nevertheless,
mitigation measures are required to minimize the glare effects of the proposed and potential
commercial buildings.
Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures would reduce potential
lighting and glare impacts associated with the proposed project. It would apply to
development on any and all of the three subject properties.
AES-3

Building Material Specifications. Prior to the issuance of any
building permits, the applicant shall submit plans and specifications
for all building materials to the Planning Division for review and
approval by the Architectural Commission. All structures facing
any public street or neighboring property shall use minimally
reflective glass and all other materials used on the exterior of
buildings and structures shall be selected with attention to
minimizing reflective glare. The use of glass with over 25%
reflectivity, as determined by the Division of Building & Safety,
shall be prohibited in the exterior of all buildings on the project site.

Significance After Mitigation. With incorporation of recommended mitigation
measures, glare impacts of the proposed Parcel 2 project or buildout of all three subject
properties would be reduced to a less than significant level.
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Impact AES-4

The proposed Parcel 2 structure and the potential structures
that would be allowed on parcels 1 and 3 under the requested
rezone would cast shadows onto adjacent properties,
particularly in the wintertime when shadows are most
extreme. However, as no shadow-sensitive land uses would
be shaded for extended periods, shadow impacts would be
Class III, less than significant.

Shadow-sensitive uses near the project site and within shadow range of the proposed project
include the Beverly Hilton Hotel, the Peninsula Hotel and Beverly Gardens Park. Buildout on
any of the subject properties under the requested C-3 zoning would allow structures up to 45
feet in height. Much of the site is currently vacant, casting no shadows at all. Proposed and
potential structures would be larger and taller than existing buildings on the site, and as such
would cast substantially longer and broader shadows than do the existing buildings. In
general, shadows cast by buildings are longest at the winter solstice and shorten through the
equinox seasons until their shortest length during the summer.
The projected summer solstice (June 21) shadows for potential and proposed development of
the entire Gateway site are illustrated on Figure 4.1-10. The projected summer solstice shadows
for proposed development on Parcel 2 are illustrated on Figure 4.1-12. During the summer
months, shadows would fall primarily on the site and surrounding streets and sidewalks. In
the late afternoon, after 5:00 p.m., a small portion of the eastern wing of the Peninsula Hotel
would be shaded by the proposed Parcel 2 development. However, the duration of shading
would be well under four hours, would be at the very end of the day, and would shade only a
portion of one wing of the hotel. Therefore, impacts would not be significant during the
summer months.
The estimated winter solstice (December 21) shadows for potential and proposed development of
the entire Gateway site are illustrated on Figure 4.1-11. The projected winter solstice shadows for
proposed development on Parcel 2 are illustrated on Figure 4.1-13. During winter mornings two
shadow-sensitive uses, the Beverly Hilton Hotel and Beverly Gardens Park, would be partially
shaded by proposed and potential development on parcels 2 and 3 respectively. Shadowsensitive portions of the hotel and park would be free of shadows from the project by shortly after
10:00 a.m., or for a duration of approximately three hours. However, the new structures would
shade only a portion of one wing of the hotel and only one relatively small area of Beverly
Gardens Park. Therefore, impacts would not be significant during the winter months.
Mitigation Measures. No mitigation is required, as neither the proposed Parcel 2
development nor potential development on parcels 1 and 3 under the requested rezone would
result in significant shadow impacts.
Significance After Mitigation. Shadow impacts would be less than significant from
either the proposed Parcel 2 development or potential development on parcels 1 and 3 under
the requested rezone.
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c. Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative development in west Beverly Hills and the
surrounding area will continue to alter the aesthetic character of the City, as development
intensity and density increases and larger structures are introduced. As shown in Table 3-1 in
Section 3.0, Environmental Setting, area-wide buildout includes major structural development in
millions of square feet of commercial projects and thousands of residential units. Most relevant
to the immediate cumulative setting are the pending Beverly Hilton and 9900 Wilshire projects.
The Beverly Hilton revitalization project would nearly double the size of the existing hotel with
new and renovated facilities in buildings up to 200 feet in height. The 9900 Wilshire Boulevard
project would include replacing existing site uses, including the surface parking lots across from
the Gateway project site, with a variety of new structures and uses including buildings of up to
185 feet in height. This would take place directly adjacent to the project site, creating a
substantial aesthetic change in the Santa Monica and Wilshire Boulevard corridors in the site
vicinity. The aesthetic impacts of individual development projects can often be mitigated
through careful site design, avoidance of significant visual features, and appropriate building
and landscape standards. Nevertheless, these cumulative developments would result in a
substantial overall change in the visual character of the project vicinity. The change in aesthetic
character associated with cumulative buildout is considered a significant cumulative impact.
The potential buildout of the project site would add up to 283,000 additional square feet of
commercial development on the three-acre project site. A massing model and photosimulations
of cumulative development in the immediate site vicinity, including the Beverly Hilton and
9900 Wilshire projects, are shown in figures 4.1-14 through 4.1-17. The Gateway project itself
contributes to the substantial cumulative change in massing and visual impacts in the site
vicinity, but due to the limited height and extent of the proposed and potential development on
the three subject parcels the new development’s contribution would not be significant. In
addition, neither development of Parcel 2 as proposed nor the potential buildout of the entire
site under the requested C-3 zoning would degrade the visual character of the site, block views,
or introduce structures that differ substantially in scale or design from surrounding
development.
The level of cumulative development in the Gateway area of Beverly Hills suggests the
introduction of substantial numbers of additional pedestrians to the district. Because the design
of pedestrian facilities and features for parcels 1 and 2 may not be consistent aesthetically nor
sufficient functionally, the cumulative impacts to aesthetics and functionality of pedestrian
facilities may be significant. The implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-2 would be
expected to address this potential cumulative impact.
Finally, all of the project’s other visual impacts such as those resulting from new sources of light
and glare on the site are less than significant or can be mitigated to less than significant levels.
Therefore, the project’s contributions to cumulative impacts are not regarded as cumulatively
considerable.
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Beverly Hilton Hotel
with proposed expansion

9900 Wilshire Boulevard with
proposed expansion

Massing context for potential cumulative buildout. Potential building massing for parcels 1 and 3 under the requested zone change and proposed
massing for Parcel 2 are shown in white. Approximate massing for the proposed Beverly Hilton and 9900 Wilshire projects is also shown.

Source: Gensler, May 2008 and Jeffrey M. Kalban & Associates, 2008.

Cumulative Massing Model for
Buildout of All Three Parcels

Figure 4.1-14
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Photo A - View of project site looking east from the Santa Monica Boulevard/Moreno Drive intersection
(Viewpoint 4).

Photo B - Same view with project + cumulative development. General massing of proposed Beverly Hilton
and 9900 Wilshire projects are shown at left.

Image Source: Gensler, May 2008

Cumulative Massing Model
Photosimulation

Figure 4.1-15
City of Beverly Hills

Image Source: Gensler, May 2008 and
Jeffrey M. Kalban & Associates, 2008.

Cumulative Massing Model
Photosimulation
City of Beverly Hills

Image Source: Gensler, May 2008 and
Jeffrey M. Kalban & Associates, 2008.

Cumulative Massing Model
Photosimulation
City of Beverly Hills

Beverly Hills Gateway Project EIR
Section 4.1 Aesthetics

This page intentionally left blank.

4.1-36

City of Beverly Hills

Beverly Hills Gateway Project EIR
Section 4.2 Air Quality

4.2 AIR QUALITY
This section analyzes the proposed project’s temporary and long-term impacts to local and
regional air quality.

4.2.1

Setting

a. Climate and Meteorology. Beverly Hills is located in the western portion of Los
Angeles County. Average daytime temperatures range from highs of 84 degrees Fahrenheit in
July, August, and September to 68 degrees in January and February. Overnight low
temperatures vary from an average of 48 degrees in January and February to 70 degrees in
August. High temperatures occur when Santa Ana wind conditions create an offshore flow.
Santa Ana winds are strong northerly or northeasterly winds that originate from the desert of
the Great Basin and predominantly occur from September through March. Usually warm, dry,
and full of dust, these winds are particularly strong in passes and at the mouths of canyons.
Sustained winds of 60 miles per hour, with higher gusts, are fairly common for these conditions.
On average, Santa Ana wind conditions occur five to ten times a year, with each event lasting
up to a few days.
Annual precipitation in Beverly Hills averages around 15 inches. Rainfall occurs almost
exclusively from late October to early April.
b. Air Pollution Regulation. Federal and state standards have been established for six
criteria pollutants, including ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur
dioxide (SO2), particulates less than 10 and 2.5 microns in diameter (PM10 and PM2.5), and lead
(Pb). California has also set standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and
visibility-reducing particles. Table 4.2-1 lists the current federal and state standards for criteria
pollutants.
The local air quality management agency, the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD), is required to monitor air pollutant levels to assure that the air quality standards
are met and, in the event they are not, to develop strategies to meet these standards. Depending
on whether the standards are met or exceeded, the local air basin is classified as being in
“attainment” or “non-attainment.” The South Coast Air Basin (Basin), in which the project site
is located, is a non-attainment area for both the federal and state standards for ozone and
particulate matter. The basin is also classified as a non-attainment area for the federal standard
of carbon monoxide. The basin is in attainment of the state and federal standards for nitrogen
dioxide, and the state standards of carbon monoxide. The Basin exceeded the federal CO
standard once in 2002. Added to a perfect record in 2001 (no exceedances), this fulfills the
compliance requirement of no more than one day exceeding the standard in two consecutive
years. Characteristics of ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, and suspended particulates
are described below.
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Table 4.2-1
Current Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards
Pollutant

Federal Standard

California Standard

Ozone

0.075 ppm (8-hr avg)

0.09 ppm (1-hr avg)
0.07 ppm (8-hr avg)

Carbon Monoxide

9.0 ppm (8-hr avg)
35.0 ppm (1-hr avg)

9.0 ppm (8-hr avg)
20.0 ppm (1-hr avg)

Nitrogen Dioxide

0.053 ppm (annual avg)

0.18 ppm (1-hr avg)

Sulfur Dioxide

0.03 ppm (annual avg)
0.14 ppm (24-hr avg)
0.5 ppm (3-hr avg)

0.04 ppm (24-hr avg)
0.25 ppm (1-hr avg)

Lead

1.5 g/m (annual avg)

Particulate Matter (PM10)

150 g/m (24-hr avg)

Particulate Matter (PM2.5)

15 g/m (annual avg)
3
35 g/m (24-hr avg)

3

3

3

3

1.5 g/m (30-day avg)
3

20 g/m (annual avg)
3
50 g/m (24-hr avg)
3

12 g/m (annual avg)

ppm= parts per million
g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
Source: California Air Resources Board, http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf,
April 1, 2008.

Ozone. Ozone is produced by a photochemical reaction (triggered by sunlight) between
nitrogen oxides (NOx) and reactive organic gases (ROG). Nitrogen oxides are formed during
the combustion of fuels, while reactive organic gases are formed during combustion and
evaporation of organic solvents. Because ozone requires sunlight to form, it mostly occurs in
concentrations considered serious between the months of April and October. Ozone is a
pungent, colorless, toxic gas with direct health effects on humans including respiratory and eye
irritation and possible changes in lung functions. Groups most sensitive to ozone include
children, the elderly, persons with respiratory disorders, and people who exercise strenuously
outdoors.
Carbon Monoxide. Carbon monoxide is a local pollutant that is found in high
concentrations only near the source. The major source of carbon monoxide, a colorless,
odorless, poisonous gas, is automobile traffic. Elevated concentrations, therefore, are usually
only found near areas of high traffic volumes. Carbon monoxide’s health effects are related to
its affinity for hemoglobin in the blood. At high concentrations, carbon monoxide reduces the
amount of oxygen in the blood, causing heart difficulties in people with chronic diseases,
reduced lung capacity and impaired mental abilities.
Nitrogen Dioxide. Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) is a by-product of fuel combustion, with the
primary source being motor vehicles and industrial boilers and furnaces. The principal form of
nitrogen oxide produced by combustion is nitric oxide (NO), but NO reacts rapidly to form
NO2, creating the mixture of NO and NO2 commonly called NOx. Nitrogen dioxide is an acute
irritant. A relationship between NO2 and chronic pulmonary fibrosis may exist, and an increase
in bronchitis in young children at concentrations below 0.3 parts per million (ppm) may occur.
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Nitrogen dioxide absorbs blue light and causes a reddish brown cast to the atmosphere and
reduced visibility. It can also contribute to the formation of PM10 and acid rain.
Suspended Particulates. PM10 is particulate matter measuring no more than 10 microns
in diameter, while PM2.5 is fine particulate matter measuring no more than 2.5 microns in
diameter. Suspended particulates are mostly dust particles, nitrates and sulfates. Both PM10
and PM2.5 are by-products of fuel combustion and wind erosion of soil and unpaved roads, and
are directly emitted into the atmosphere through these processes. Suspended particulates are
also created in the atmosphere through chemical reactions. The characteristics, sources, and
potential health effects associated with the small particulates (those between 2.5 and 10 microns
in diameter) and fine particulates (PM2.5) can be very different. The small particulates generally
come from windblown dust and dust kicked up from mobile sources. The fine particulates are
generally associated with combustion processes as well as being formed in the atmosphere as a
secondary pollutant through chemical reactions. Fine particulate matter is more likely to
penetrate deeply into the lungs and poses a serious health threat to all groups, but particularly
to the elderly, children, and those with respiratory problems. More than half of the small and
fine particulate matter that is inhaled into the lungs remains there. These materials can damage
health by interfering with the body’s mechanisms for clearing the respiratory tract or by acting
as carriers of an absorbed toxic substance.
The California Air Resources Board (CARB) currently recommends that local agencies avoid
siting new sensitive land uses, including residences, within 500 feet of a freeway (CARB, Air
Quality and Land Use Handbook, April 2005). The recommendation is based on research showing
that concentrations of traffic related pollutants decline with distance from major roads,
primarily in the first 300 - 500 feet. These recommendations are strictly advisory, and local
agencies are expected to balance them with other considerations, which presumably include the
land use context and local land use priorities, including housing needs. The handbook also
notes that the relative exposure and health risk drops substantially within the first 300 feet, and
that the impact of traffic emissions is on a gradient that at some point becomes
indistinguishable from the regional air pollution problem.
c. Current Air Quality. The South Coast Air Basin monitoring station located nearest to
the project site is the Veteran’s Administration Hospital in West Los Angeles, approximately 5
miles west of the site. However, particulate matter data is not available from the West Los
Angeles monitoring station; therefore, data for this pollutant has been taken from the Los
Angeles-North Main Street station, located in downtown Los Angeles. Table 4.2-2 provides the
number of days each of the standards has been exceeded at these stations. As shown, the ozone
concentration exceeded state standard seven times in 2005, three times in 2006, and twice in
2007. The number of days that the PM10 concentration exceeded state standards dropped from
three in 2006 to one in 2007. The number of days that the PM2.5 concentration exceeded federal
standards was 2 for 2005 and the federal standards were not exceeded in 2006 or 2007. No
exceedances of either the state or federal standards for NO2 or CO have occurred at the West
Los Angeles Station since 1996.
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Table 4.2-2
Ambient Air Quality Data
Pollutant
a

a

2005

2006

2007

0.114

0.099

0.117

Number of days of State exceedances (>0.09 ppm)

7

3

2

Number of days of Federal exceedances (>0.12 ppm)

0

0

0

2.11

1.93

1.63

0

0

0

0.071

0.082

0

0

0

70.0

59.0

78

3

3

1

0

0

0

73.7

56.2

51.2

2

0

0

Ozone, ppm - Worst Hour

Carbon Monoxide, ppm - Worst 8 Hours
Number of days of State/Federal exceedances (>9.0 ppm)

a

Nitrogen Dioxide, ppm - Worst Hour

0.075

Number of days of State exceedances (>0.25 ppm)
b

3

Particulate Matter <10 microns, g/m Worst 24 Hours
3

Number of samples of State exceedances (>50 g/m )
3

Number of samples of Federal exceedances (>150 g/m )
b

3

Particulate Matter <2.5 microns, g/m Worst 24 Hours
3

Number of samples of Federal exceedances (>35 g/m )
a
b

West Los Angeles-VA Hospital Monitoring Station
Los Angeles-North Main Street Monitoring Station
Source: CARB, 2005, 2006, & 2007 Annual Air Quality Data Summaries available at http://www.arb.ca.gov

d. Air Quality Management. Under state law, the SCAQMD is required to prepare an
overall plan for air quality improvement for pollutants for which the District is in noncompliance.
Every three years, AQMD prepares an overall plan for the air quality improvement. Each
iteration of the plan is an update of the previous plan and has a 20-year horizon. It should be
noted that the SCAQMD has prepared several comprehensive updates to the Plan. The Plan
was updated in 2007. The 2007 AQMP incorporates new scientific data and notable regulatory
actions that have occurred since adoption of the 1997 AQMP. The 2007 AQMP was adopted by
the SCAQMD on June 1, 2007. The AQMP is incorporated by reference and available to
download at http://www.aqmd.gov/aqmp/07aqmp/index.html.
e. Sensitive Receptors in the Project Area. Certain population groups are more
sensitive to air pollution than others. Sensitive receptors include children, the elderly, and
acutely ill and chronically ill persons, especially those with cardio-respiratory diseases.
Sensitive land uses would include those locations where such individuals are concentrated,
such as hospitals, schools, residences, and parks with active recreational uses. The nearest
sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project site include students and staff at Beverly Hills
High School, located approximately 400 feet south of the project site; guests at the Hilton Hotel
located approximately 120 feet north of the project site on the north side of Santa Monica
Boulevard; guests at the Peninsula Hotel, located approximately 150 feet south of the project
site on the south side of “little” Santa Monica Boulevard; residents along the north side of North
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Santa Monica Boulevard, located approximately 175 feet north of the project site; and residents
along Durant Drive and Lasky Drive, approximately 250 feet south of the project site. Note that
the Moreno Continuation School is located on the Beverly Hills High School campus. El Rodeo
School is located at 605 Whittier Drive, approximately 900 feet northwest of the project site.

4.2.2

Impact Analysis

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. This air quality analysis conforms to the
methodologies recommended in the South Coast Air Quality Management District CEQA Air
Quality Handbook (1993). Pollutant emissions were quantified using the California Air Resources
Board’s URBEMIS 2007 (version 9.2.4) computer model and trip generation rates from the EIR
traffic study (see Section 4.8, Transportation/Traffic). The estimate of operational emissions
includes both emissions from vehicle trips and from electricity and natural gas consumption.
Potential carbon monoxide impacts were estimated using the CALINE4 modeling program in
accordance with Caltrans’ Transportation Project CO Protocol Manual (revised 1997). A
significant adverse air quality impact may occur when a project individually or cumulatively
interferes with progress toward the attainment of the ozone standard by releasing emissions
that equal or exceed the established quantitative thresholds for pollutants or cause an
exceedance of a state or federal ambient air quality standard for any criteria pollutant.
Table 4.2-3 lists the significance thresholds recommended by the SCAQMD for emissions
generated by the operation of projects within the SCAB.
In addition to the regional air quality thresholds shown in Table 4.2-3, SCAQMD has also
developed Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs) in response to the Governing Board’s
Environmental Justice Enhancement Initiative (1-4), which was prepared to update the
SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook. LSTs were devised in response to concern regarding
exposure of individuals to criteria pollutants in local communities. LSTs represent the
maximum emissions from a project that will not cause or contribute to an air quality exceedance
of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard at the nearest
sensitive receptor, taking into consideration ambient concentrations in each source receptor area
(SRA), project size, distance to the sensitive receptor, etc. However, LSTs only apply to
emissions within a fixed stationary location, including idling emissions during both project
construction and operation. LSTs have been developed for NOx, CO, PM10 and PM2.5. LSTs are
not applicable to mobile sources such as cars on a roadway (Final Localized Significance
Threshold Methodology, SCAQMD, June 2003). As such, LSTs for operational emissions would
not apply to the proposed project as the majority of emissions would be generated by cars on
the roadways.
LSTs have been developed for emissions within areas up to 5 acres in size, with air pollutant
modeling recommended for activity within larger areas. The SCAQMD provides lookup tables
for project sites that measure 1, 2 or 5 acres. The project site (Parcels 1, 2 and 3 combined)
measures approximately 3 acres and is located in Source Receptor Area 2 (SRA-2) which is
designated by the SCAQMD as Northwest Coastal Los Angeles and includes the City of Beverly
Hills. For the purposes of this EIR, it is assumed that construction activity project site would
generally occur within a 5-acre area at any one time. The LST construction emission thresholds
shown in Tables 4.2-4 and 4.2-5 are from the LST lookup tables for 1-acre and 2-acre project
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Table 4.2-3
SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds
Mass Daily Thresholds
Pollutant

Operation Thresholds

NOx

55 lbs/day

ROC

55 lbs/day

PM10

150 lbs/day

PM2.5

55 lbs/day

SOx

150 lbs/day

CO

550 lbs/day

Lead

3 lbs/day
Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) and Odor Thresholds

TACs
(including carcinogens
and non-carcinogens)

Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk ≥ 10 in 1 million
Hazard Index ≥ 1.0 (project increment)
Hazard Index ≥ 3.0 (facility-wide)

Odor

Project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402
Ambient Air Quality for Criteria Pollutants

NO2

SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or contributes to an
exceedance of the following attainment standards:
0.25 ppm (state)
0.053 ppm (federal)

1-hour average
annual average
PM10
24-hour average
annual geometric average
annual arithmetic mean
PM2.5
24-hour average

3

b

3

10.4 g/m (recommended for construction)

1 ug/m

24-hour average

1-hour average
8-hour average

3

10.4 g/m (recommended for construction) & 2.5 g/m (operation)
3
1.0 g/m
3
20 g/m

Sulfate

CO

a

b

3

& 2.5 g/m (operation)

3

SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or contributes to an
exceedance of the following attainment standards:
20 ppm (state)
9.0 ppm (state/federal)

Source: SCAQMD, CEQA Handbook (SCAQMD, 1993), http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/hdbk.html accessed March 12, 2007
a
Ambient air quality thresholds for criteria pollutants based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, unless otherwise stated.
b
Ambient air quality threshold based on SCAQMD Rule 403.
KEY:

Lbs/day = pounds
per day

ppm = parts per
million

ug/m3 = microgram
per cubic meter

≥ greater than or equal to
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Table 4.2-4
SCAQMD LSTs for Construction
Pollutant

Allowable emissions as a function of receptor distance in feet
from a one acre site (lbs/day)
82

164

328

656

1,640

Gradual conversion of
NOx to NO2

149

151

175

226

355

CO

506

735

1,088

2,089

6,815

PM10

4

12

27

57

146

PM2.5

3

4

8

18

77

Source: http://www.aqmd.gov/CEQA/handbook/LST/appC.pdf, accessed online July 2008.

Table 4.2-5
SCAQMD LSTs for Construction
Pollutant

Allowable emissions as a function of receptor distance in feet
from a two acre site (lbs/day)
82

164

328

656

1,640

Gradual conversion of
NOx to NO2

213

207

225

268

379

CO

744

1,082

1,496

2,613

7,453

PM10

6

19

34

64

154

PM2.5

4

5

10

21

82

Source: http://www.aqmd.gov/CEQA/handbook/LST/appC.pdf, accessed online July 2008.

sites, respectively. According to the SCAQMD’s publication, Final Localized Significant (LST)
Thresholds Methodology, the use of LSTs is voluntary, to be implemented at the discretion of local
agencies.
Potential carbon monoxide impacts at roadway intersections were estimated using the
CALINE4 modeling program in accordance with Caltrans’ Transportation Project CO Protocol
Manual (revised 1997). Intersections were analyzed using CALINE4 if the proposed project
would have a significant impact at a signalized intersection, causing the level of service (LOS) to
change to E or F. For example, if an intersection would operate at LOS D without the project
and the addition of project traffic would cause the intersection’s LOS to change to E, that
intersection would be analyzed using the CALINE4 model. Impacts relating to CO
concentrations are considered significant if the additional CO from a project creates a “hot spot”
where either the California one-hour standard of 20 parts per million (ppm) carbon monoxide
or the federal and state eight-hour standard of 9.0 (ppm) is exceeded.
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b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.
Impact AQ-1

Temporary air pollutant emissions generated by construction
activities associated with concurrent buildout of parcels 1, 2
and 3 would exceed SCAQMD thresholds for NOx, PM10 and
PM2.5 . While the incorporation of mitigation measures would
reduce PM10 and PM2.5 emissions below thresholds, NOx
emissions would continue to exceed thresholds. Therefore,
temporary impacts associated with concurrent buildout of all
three parcels would be Class I, significant and unavoidable.

The majority of construction-related emissions result from grading and building, due to the use
of heavy equipment and architectural coatings, respectively. The ozone precursor NOx is
primarily a byproduct of diesel combustion. ROG is released primarily during the finishing
phase of construction upon application of paints and varnishes. The URBEMIS computer
model calculates construction emissions for the various phases of construction: demolition
(Phase I), grading (Phase II), building construction (Phase III) and architectural coating (Phase
IV).
As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, Parcel 2 is the only parcel for which specific
development plans have been submitted and a development project proposed. No specific
development proposal has been submitted for parcels 1 or 3 at this time. To provide a
reasonably conservative estimate of potential development that would be allowed under the
requested C-3 zoning on parcels 1 and 3, the City has developed models representing the
maximum building size, allowed uses, site access, parking requirements and other basic
elements of conceptual buildout under the C-3 Zone. Since the precise construction schedule
has not yet been defined, a maximum emission scenario for development of Parcel 2 only and a
maximum emission scenario for development of parcels 1, 2 and 3 were used in order to
analyze the construction impacts. Each construction scenario is further broken down into the
phases described above. The simultaneous development of parcels 1, 2 and 3 is considered
unlikely; nevertheless, this scenario was analyzed to present the maximum potential air quality
emissions during construction.
Development of Parcel 2 Only. This scenario assumes that 115,596 cubic feet of structure
would be demolished with a daily maximum amount of 10,000 cubic feet. Approximately
62,000 cubic yards of material would be excavated to prepare the site for construction of the
commercial building and subterranean parking garage. Assuming a 30% expansion ratio of the
soils, total export from the site would be approximately 80,600 cubic yards of material.
Maximum depth of excavation would be up to 50 feet. Construction would last approximately
20 months. Each truck hauling soil and debris from the site is assumed to have a capacity of 20
cubic yards. There would be a total of approximately 36 roundtrip truck trips per day. It is
assumed that the soil and debris would be hauled offsite to a construction site, landfill or
recycling facility that is located within a 15-mile radius of the project site.
The URBEMIS 2007 (version 9.2.4) model was used to calculate emissions associated with the
construction of the proposed project on Parcel 2 based on the proposed land use, length of
construction, operation of construction equipment and other activities associated with the
construction phase of the proposed commercial building. Estimates of construction-related
City of Beverly Hills
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project emissions are shown in Table 4.2-6. As indicated, emissions would not exceed
SCAQMD thresholds for ROG, NOx, CO, SO2, PM10 or PM2.5. Therefore, temporary impacts
associated with construction-generated emissions for Parcel 2 only would be less than
significant.
Table 4.2-6
Estimated Maximum Daily Air Pollutant Emissions
During Construction Under the Parcel 2 Only Scenario
Unmitigated Emissions (lbs/day)
b

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Total PM10

Total PM2.5

Phase I Demolition

1.65

13.05

7.90

0.01

5.08

1.67

Phase II Mass Grading

8.33

51.56

24.24

0.03

107.93

24.28

Phase III Building

4.21

18.92

19.53

0.01

1.39

1.25

Phase IV Architectural
Coating and Paving

43.04

36.25

31.27

0.03

2.88

2.62

43.04

51.56

31.27

0.03

107.93

24.28

SCAQMD Thresholds

75

100

550

150

150

55

Threshold Exceeded?

No

No

No

No

No

No

a

Maximum lbs/day

Notes:
a
Construction phases do not occur concurrently. Maximum lbs/day is based on highest emissions in
either construction year 1 or 2.
b
ROG (VOC) emissions presented as URBEMIS 2007 v.9.2.4 mitigated value to account for
manufacturing implemented VOC reduction of 62% per SCAQMD Rule 1113 (average of 100g VOC/liter
of coating).
Source: URBEMIS 2007, Version 9.2.4, see Appendix B for calculations.

Table 4.2-7 compares estimated construction emissions for Parcel 2 only to applicable LSTs. As
indicated, the estimated daily construction emissions of criteria pollutants are below the LSTs.
Therefore, impacts from construction generated emissions relative to LSTs would be less than
significant for Parcel 2 only.
Simultaneous Development of Parcels 1, 2 and 3. The scenario assumes that 188,424
cubic feet of structures would be demolished, with a daily maximum amount of 10,000 cubic
feet. Approximately 157,000 cubic yards of material would be excavated to prepare the site for
construction of the commercial buildings and subterranean parking garage. Assuming a 30%
expansion ratio of the soils, total export from the site would be approximately 204,100 cubic
yards of material. The maximum depth of excavation would be approximately 50 feet.
Construction would last approximately 20 months. Each truck hauling soil and debris from the
site is assumed to have a capacity of 20 cubic yards. There would be a total of approximately 91
roundtrip truck trips per day. It is assumed that the soil and debris would be hauled offsite to a
construction site, landfill or recycling facility that is located within a 15-mile radius of the
project site.
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Table 4.2-7
Parcel 2 Only
Onsite Construction Criteria Pollutant
Emissions for Localized Significance Thresholds
CO

NOx

PM10

PM2.5

Demolition

11.9

22.8

1.8

1.6

Site Preparation

9.0

20.8

1.6

1.2

Grading

17.4

37.0

2.2

1.8

Building

12.4

28.1

1.7

1.6

Arch Coating and
Paving

18.2

36.3

2.6

2.4

Localized
Significance
Threshold*

149.0

506.0

4.0

3

No

No

No

No

Threshold Exceeded?

Source: SCAQMD’s Sample Construction Scenarios spreadsheet for LST analysis.
See Appendix B for calculations.
*LSTs are for a one-acre project site in SRA-2 at a distance of 82 feet from the site
boundary.
Please consult http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/LST/LST.html for the
Methodology Paper for applicable LSTs.

For the combined project simultaneous buildout scenario, the URBEMIS 2007 (version 9.2.4)
model was again used to calculate emissions associated with the construction of the proposed
project on Parcels 1, 2 and 3 based on the proposed land use, length of construction, operation
of construction equipment and other activities associated with the construction phase of the
proposed commercial building. Estimates of construction related project emissions are shown
below in Table 4.2-8. As indicated, emissions would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for ROG,
CO or SO2,; however, temporary NOx, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions generated during the grading
phase of construction would exceed the SCAQMD thresholds. Therefore, temporary impacts
associated with construction-generated emissions would be potentially significant under the
combined parcels 1, 2 and 3 scenario.
A comparison of estimated construction emissions using the SCAQMD’s spreadsheet for LST’s
is shown in Table 4.2-9. As indicated, the estimated daily construction emissions of criteria
pollutants are below the LSTs for this location. Therefore, impacts from construction generated
emissions relative to LSTs would be less than significant for the combined parcels 1, 2 and 3
scenario.
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Table 4.2-8
Parcels 1, 2 and 3
Estimated Maximum Daily Air Pollutant Emissions During Construction
Unmitigated Emissions (lbs/day)
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Total
PM10

Total
PM2.5

Phase I Demolition

1.65

13.05

7.90

0.01

5.08

1.67

Phase II Mass Grading

10.73

121.61

52.52

0.11

274.26

61.21

Phase III Building

4.86

22.01

35.29

0.03

1.61

1.41

Phase IV Architectural
Coating and Paving

67.34

20.82

33.46

0.03

1.73

1.58

67.34

121.61

52.52

0.11

274.26

61.21

SCAQMD Thresholds

75

100

550

150

150

55

Threshold Exceeded?

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

b

a

Maximum lbs/day

Notes:
a
Construction phases do not occur concurrently. Maximum lbs/day is based on highest emissions in either
construction year 1 or 2.
b
ROG (VOC) emissions presented as URBEMIS 2007 v.9.2.4 mitigated value to account for manufacturing
implemented VOC reduction of 62% per SCAQMD Rule 1113 (average of 100g VOC/liter of coating).Source:
URBEMIS 2007, Version 9.2.4, see Appendix B for calculations.

Table 4.2-9
Parcels 1, 2 and 3
Onsite Construction Criteria Pollutant
Emissions for Localized Significance Thresholds
CO

NOx

PM10

PM2.5

lbs/day
Demolition

27.1

53.4

3.3

3.0

Site Preparation

20.9

45.6

4.8

2.7

Grading

25.1

53.9

3.7

2.8

Building

11.0

26.0

1.5

1.3

Arch Coating and Paving

17.6

36.0

2.6

2.4

27.1

53.9

4.8

3.0

Localized Significance Thresholds

213

744

6

4

Threshold Exceeded?

No

No

No

No

a

Maximum lbs/day

b

a

Construction phases do not occur concurrently.
LSTs are for a two acre project site in SRA-2 at a distance of 82 feet from the site boundary.
Please consult http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/LST/LST.html for the Methodology Paper for
applicable LSTs.
Source: SCAQMD’s Sample Construction Scenarios spreadsheet for LST analysis. See Appendix B for
calculations.
b
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Mitigation Measures. Air emissions associated with the development of Parcel 2 only
would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds or Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs). However,
if the development of Parcels 1, 2 and 3 were to occur simultaneously, emissions would exceed
SCAQMD thresholds for NOx, PM10 and PM2.5, but would not exceed LSTs. Therefore, impacts
would be potentially significant and mitigation is required to reduce impacts.
AQ-1(a)

Ozone Precursor Control. The following shall be implemented
during construction to minimize emissions from construction
equipment:
Equipment engines shall be maintained in good condition and in proper
tune as per manufacturer’s specifications.
Use new technologies as they become available to control ozone precursor
emissions.
Diesel oxidation catalysts and particulate filters shall be installed on all
on and off road construction vehicles.

AQ-1(b)

Fugitive Dust Control. The following shall be implemented during
construction to minimize fugitive dust emissions:
Water trucks shall be used during construction to keep all areas of
vehicle movements damp enough to prevent dust from leaving the site.
At a minimum, this will require three daily applications (once in
morning, once at midday and once at the end of the workday). Increased
watering is required whenever wind speed exceeds 15 mph. Grading
shall be suspended if wind gusts exceed 25 mph.
Soil with 5% or greater silt content that is stockpiled for more than two
days shall be covered, kept moist, or treated with soil binders to prevent
dust generation. Trucks transporting material shall be tarped from the
point of origin or shall maintain at least two feet of freeboard.
All material excavated or graded shall be treated with soil binders or
shall be sufficiently watered at least twice daily with complete coverage,
preferably in the late morning and after work is done for the day.
All clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation activities shall cease
during periods of high winds (i.e., greater than 20 mph averaged over
one hour) so as to prevent excessive amounts of dust.
All material transported off-site shall be securely covered to prevent
excessive amounts of dust.
Face masks shall be used by all employees involved in grading or
excavation operations during dry periods to reduce inhalation of dust
which may contain the fungus which causes San Joaquin Valley Fever.
All residential units located within 500 feet of the construction site shall
be sent a notice regarding the construction schedule of the proposed
project. A sign, legible at a distance of 50 feet shall also be posted in a
prominent and visible location at the construction site, and shall be
maintained throughout the construction process. All notices and the
signs shall indicate the dates and duration of construction activities, as
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well as provide a telephone number where residents can inquire about the
construction process and register complaints.
Visible dust beyond the property line emanating from the project shall be
prevented to the maximum extent feasible.
These control techniques shall be indicated in project specifications.
Compliance with the measure shall be subject to periodic site inspections
by the City.
Significance After Mitigation. Table 4.2-10 shows construction emissions for
concurrent development of parcels 1, 2 and 3 with Mitigation Measures AQ-1(a) and AQ-1(b).
As shown in Table 4.2-10, Mitigation Measures AQ-1(a) and AQ(b) would reduce construction
related PM10 and PM2.5 emissions below SCAQMD thresholds. However, NOx emissions
associated with the hauling of excess cut material during the mass grading phase of
construction would continue to exceed the SCAQMD threshold. To avoid this exceedance, the
number of daily truck trips during the mass grading phase would need to be reduced. A
reduction in daily truck trips would lengthen the overall construction schedule, which in turn,
would prolong temporary traffic, noise and air quality impacts. For this reason, limiting daily
truck trips is considered undesirable and infeasible mitigation. Therefore, in the event that
parcels 1, 2 and 3 are developed simultaneously, temporary construction-related air quality
impacts would be unavoidably significant due to the exceedance of the SCAQMD threshold for
NOx emissions.
Table 4.2-10
Parcels 1, 2 and 3 – Estimated Mitigated Maximum Daily
Air Pollutant Emissions During Construction
Unmitigated Emissions (lbs/day)
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Total
PM10

Total
PM2.5

Phase I Demolition

1.65

13.05

7.90

0.01

5.08

1.67

Phase II Mass Grading

10.73

117.65

52.52

0.11

128.29

29.92

Phase III Building

4.86

22.01

35.29

0.03

1.54

1.36

Phase IV Architectural
Coating and Paving

52.87

18.15

12.16

0.00

0.35

0.31

67.34

117.65

52.52

0.11

128.29

29.92

SCAQMD Thresholds

75

100

550

150

150

55

Threshold Exceeded?

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

b

a

Maximum lbs/day

Notes:
a
Construction phases do not occur concurrently. Maximum lbs/day is based on highest emissions in either
construction year 1 or 2.
b
ROG (VOC) emissions presented as URBEMIS 2007 v.9.2.4 mitigated value to account for manufacturing
implemented VOC reduction of 62% per SCAQMD Rule 1113 (average of 100g VOC/liter of coating).
Source: URBEMIS 2007, Version 9.2.4, see Appendix B for calculations.

It should be noted that with the incorporation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1(a), the temporary
emissions generated by the simultaneous development of any two of the three parcels would
not exceed any of the identified significance thresholds. The City could thus consider
conditioning the project to allow the grading/excavation phase of construction to occur on a
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maximum of two parcels at one time. The analysis below shows that the simultaneous grading
and excavation of parcels 1 and 2, the combination that would generate the highest emissions,
would not exceed construction emissions thresholds.
This scenario assumes that 139,464 cubic feet of structure would be demolished with a daily
maximum amount of 10,000 cubic feet. Approximately 178,100 cubic yards of material would
be excavated to prepare the site for construction of the commercial buildings and subterranean
parking garage (accounts for a 30% expansion ratio of the soils). Maximum depth of excavation
would be approximately 50 feet. Construction would last approximately 20 months. Each truck
hauling soil and debris from the site is assumed to have a capacity of 20 cubic yards. There
would be a total of approximately 62 roundtrip truck trips per day. It is assumed that the soil
and debris would be hauled offsite to a construction site, landfill or recycling facility that is
located within a 15 miles radius of the project site.
As with the other construction scenarios, the URBEMIS 2007 (version 9.2.4) model was used to
calculate emissions associated with the construction of the proposed project on parcels 1 and 2
based on the proposed land use, length of construction, operation of construction equipment
and other activities associated with the construction phase of the proposed commercial
building. Estimates of construction related project emissions are shown in Table 4.2-11. As
indicated, mitigated1 emissions would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for ROG, NOx, CO, SO2,
PM10 or PM2.5. Therefore, air quality emissions generated by the concurrent construction of
parcels 1 and 2 would be less than significant.
Table 4.2-11
Parcels 1 and 2 – Estimated Mitigated Maximum Daily
Air Pollutant Emissions During Construction
Unmitigated Emissions (lbs/day)
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Total
PM10

Total
PM2.5

Phase I Demolition

1.65

13.05

7.90

0.01

5.08

1.67

Phase II Mass Grading

6.64

69.84

31.62

0.05

81.96

19.43

Phase III Building

4.65

19.90

30.18

0.02

1.01

0.85

Phase IV Architectural
Coating and Paving

67.34

15.96

12.07

0.00

1.53

1.4

67.34

69.84

52.52

0.11

128.29

29.92

SCAQMD Thresholds

75

100

550

150

150

55

Threshold Exceeded?

No

No

No

No

No

No

b

a

Maximum lbs/day

Notes:
a
Construction phases do not occur concurrently. Maximum lbs/day is based on highest emissions in either
construction year 1 or 2.
b
ROG (VOC) emissions presented as URBEMIS 2007 v.9.2.4 mitigated value to account for manufacturing
implemented VOC reduction of 62% per SCAQMD Rule 1113 (average of 100g VOC/liter of coating).
Source: URBEMIS 2007, Version 9.2.4, see Appendix B for calculations.

1 Includes Mitigation Measure AQ-1(a) to reduce fugitive dust during construction. Unmitigated emissions would not exceed
SCAQMD thresholds for ROG, NOx, CO, SO2, or PM2.5; however, the PM10 threshold would be exceeded. See Appendix B for
unmitigated emissions under this scenario. Mitigation Measure AQ-1(b) was not applied to this scenario as unmitigated NOx
emissions do not exceed thresholds.

City of Beverly Hills
4.2-14

Beverly Hills Gateway Project EIR
Section 4.2 Air Quality

Impact AQ-2

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

The net increase in long-term emissions associated with the proposed project, as presented in
Table 4.2-12, includes those emissions associated with vehicle trips (mobile emissions) and the
use of natural gas and landscaping maintenance equipment (area emissions) upon buildout of
Parcels 1, 2 and 3. The URBEMIS 2007 (version 9.2.2) model was used to calculate emissions
associated with the proposed project based on the proposed land use and the number of trips
generated by the new development. The number of trips generated represents a net increase
(proposed land use - existing land use), as discussed in Section 4.8, Transportation and Circulation.
As indicated in Table 4.2-12, the net increase in daily ROG emissions is estimated at 36.16
pounds, the increase in daily NOX emissions is estimated at 50.61 pounds, the increase in CO is
estimated at 434.29 pounds, the increase in PM10 emissions is estimated at 72.87 pounds, and the
increase in PM2.5 emissions is estimated at 14.20 pounds. The incremental increases in ROC,
NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions associated with the proposed project do not exceed
SCAQMD thresholds. Comparison of project emissions to LSTs was deemed unnecessary as the
majority of operational air pollutants from the proposed project would be generated from
vehicles that travel to and from the site. Vehicle trips contribute 94% of ROG emissions, 96% of
NOx emissions, 99% of CO emissions, 99% of PM10 emissions, and 99% of PM2.5 emissions. The
LSTs are not applicable to these mobile sources (SCAQMD, Final LST Methodology, 2003). As
long-term impacts do not exceed SCAQMD thresholds, impacts would be less than significant.
Table 4.2-12
Operational Emissions Associated with the Proposed Project (lbs/day)
Emission Source

ROG

NOx

CO

PM10

PM2.5

Vehicle

34.11

48.57

429.52

72.86

14.19

Area

2.05

2.04

4.77

0.01

0.01

Total Emissions

36.16

50.61

434.29

72.87

14.20

SCAQMD Thresholds

55

55

550

150

55

Threshold Exceeded?

No

No

No

No

No

Source: URBEMIS 2007 calculations. See Appendix B for calculations.
* Indicates an exceedance of SCAQMD significance threshold

Mitigation Measures. Operational emissions associated with the proposed
project would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds. No mitigation measures are necessary.
Significance after Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without
mitigation.
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Impact AQ-3

Project-generated traffic, together with other cumulative
traffic in the area, would incrementally increase carbon
monoxide levels in the site vicinity. However, because
concentrations would remain below state and federal
standards, this impact would be Class III, less than significant.

Areas with high vehicle density, such as congested intersections and parking garages, have the
potential to create high concentrations of CO, known as CO hot spots. A project’s localized air
quality impact is considered significant if CO emissions create a hot spot where either the
California one-hour standard of 20 ppm or the federal and state eight-hour standard of 9.0 ppm
is exceeded. This typically occurs at severely congested intersections (LOS E or worse).
For the purposes of this analysis, the cumulative traffic + project traffic was used to screen for
potential CO impacts. This scenario was chosen because it represents the future condition
when full buildout of parcels 1, 2 and 3 is achieved. Of the 10 intersections that were analyzed,
the project would have a significant and unavoidable traffic impact at the following study area
intersection:
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard (a.m., mid-day and p.m. peak
hours)
The intersection of South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard is forecast to operate at
LOS F during the weekday a.m, mid-day and p.m. peak hours under cumulative + project
conditions.
The CALINE 4 model was used to estimate the potential CO impacts at the above intersection.
To be conservative, the receptor location was set 10 feet from the roadway centerline at the
intersection, although the actual distance to receptor locations is generally approximately 200
feet away. This distance was chosen for an initial screen run.
The results of the model for the intersection are shown in Table 4.2-13 (more detailed results can
be found in Appendix B). The concentrations listed are the highest calculated CO
concentrations at the receptor located 10 feet from the intersection.
Table 4.2-13
Estimated Carbon Monoxide Concentrations

Intersection

Cumulative + Project
CO Concentration
(ppm)

Federal Standard
(ppm)

1-hour

8-hour

1-hour

8-hour

1-hour

8-hour

2.8

2.2

20

9.0

35

9.0

South Santa Monica
Boulevard & Wilshire
Boulevard
a

a

California
Standard
(ppm)

Significant
Impact?

No

8 -hour CO concentration is based on an urban persistence factor of 0.8 for a congested/stagnant urban area

All concentrations in parts per million (ppm)
See Appendix B for calculations.
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The highest estimated one-hour CO concentration (2.8 ppm) would occur at the intersection of
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard during the p.m. peak traffic hour. This
would not exceed the California one-hour standard of 20 ppm or the federal one-hour standard
of 35 ppm (see Table 4.2-1 for current federal and state ambient air quality standards). Based on
an urban persistence factor2 of 0.8 (for a congested/stagnant urban area), the maximum
cumulative eight-hour CO concentration at these intersections would be 2.2 ppm, which is
below the 9.0 ppm California and federal 8-hour standard. Therefore, cumulative + project
traffic would not cause an exceedance of either the state or federal CO standards and projectrelated CO impacts would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures. As impacts would be less than significant, no mitigation
measures would be required.
Significance after Mitigation. Carbon monoxide concentrations would not exceed state
and federal thresholds and are therefore less than significant without mitigation.
c. Health Effects. The following discussion addresses potential health effects of the
temporary NOx emissions during construction which were determined to exceed the
established threshold, and for which an unavoidably significant impact was found.
As identified under Impact AQ-1, the proposed project is anticipated to exceed the SCAQMD
regional significance threshold during construction with respect to the daily emissions of NOX.
In general, the health effects of NOX include those associated with NO2 and ozone. The Basin is
currently designated as attainment for the state and federal NO2 standards and as
nonattainment for the state and federal ozone standards. During construction, combustion
exhaust emissions of NOX primarily occur as nitric oxide (NO). NO is converted to NO2 via
chemical reactions in the atmosphere. The SCAQMD has published a NO2 to NOX conversion
ratio as a function of downwind distance. This ratio predicts that slightly less than half of all
emitted NOX, primarily in the form of NO, is converted to NO2 at 1,000 meters (0.62 miles) from
the emission source. At 5,000 meters (3.11 miles), all emitted NOX is assumed to be converted to
NO2. Ambient levels of NO2 are currently below the state and federal standards and not all of
the emitted NOX will have converted to NO2 in the atmosphere when the emissions from the
construction site reach the sensitive receptors. Moreover, the localized significance thresholds
(LST) analysis did not predict that the state standard for NOx would be exceeded at any time
during construction in the vicinity of the project site. Thus, measurable health impacts due to
NO2 emissions from the project are not expected. Ozone is a secondary pollutant that forms in
the lower atmosphere via photochemical reactions with precursor pollutants, such as NOX and
VOC. As indicated above, the project would result in daily construction emissions of NOX
above the SCAQMD significance threshold. In the Basin, mobile sources account for most of the
NOX and VOC emissions. The formation of ozone requires sunlight and takes place over time
and distance. Due to the geographic and meteorological conditions present in the Basin, NOX
and VOC emissions are usually driven inland by an onshore wind during the morning and
early afternoon hours. This typically results in higher ozone concentrations in regions east of
downtown Los Angeles. Thus, ozone formation due to precursor emissions is usually of
2

The urban persistence factor is the ratio between the 8-hour and 1-hour concentration. The urban persistence factor of 0.8 is a
general persistence factor for urban site with a recognized tendency for persistent stagnant metrological conditions and/or persistent
traffic congestion.
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regional, rather than local, concern. However, determining any regional health impact from
ozone formation due to the development of a single project would be speculative due to the lack
of methods to assess such an impact on a regional level. Furthermore, since the ambient ozone
concentrations in the vicinity of the project, as well as throughout the Basin, already exceed the
state and federal ozone standards, health impacts in the vicinity of the project are attributable to
the existing background concentrations regardless of project implementation. Therefore, any
potential increases in health impacts are anticipated to be minor and temporary.
Project implementation would incorporate required Mitigation Measures AQ-1 (a-b) and
comply with other required City of Beverly Hills regulations that would reduce construction
emissions. The intent of these mitigation measures on potential health impacts is to reduce the
incremental health impacts from project construction. Furthermore, CARB recently adopted an
In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Control Measure that is aimed at reducing PM10, PM2.5 and
NOX emissions from construction equipment and other diesel-fueled off-road vehicles. Certain
vehicles would have to comply with the new regulation as early as 2010. This could also lead to
further emissions reductions, thereby reducing incremental health impacts.
d. Cumulative Impacts. The South Coast Air Basin is a non-attainment area for federal
and state standards for ozone and PM10, and a non-attainment area for federal standards for
CO. Any growth within the Los Angeles metropolitan area contributes to existing exceedances
of ambient air quality standards when taken as a whole with existing development.
Cumulative impacts to air quality are evaluated under two sets of thresholds for CEQA and
SCAQMD. For a discussion of impacts related to greenhouse gases and climate change please
refer to Section 5.0, Long Term Impacts.
For the purpose of the cumulative air quality analysis with respect to CEQA, the project’s
incremental contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is determined based on compliance
with the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s adopted 2007 Air Quality Management
Plan (AQMP). A project is deemed inconsistent with the air quality plans if it results in
population and/or employment growth that exceeds growth estimates in the applicable air
quality plan. In turn, the AQMP relies upon growth projections adopted by the Southern
California Association of Governments, which in turn, relies upon cities’ adopted general plan
growth projections. Consequently, compliance with the City’s General Plan typically results in
compliance with the AQMP.
The proposed project would generate temporary employment opportunities during
construction and long-term employment during operation of the retail and office components of
the proposed project. While the proposed commercial and retail uses would increase
employment opportunities in the City, future employees would be expected to come from the
existing population in the region and no substantial increase in population would occur. As a
result, the proposed project would not likely generate population in excess of AQMP.
SCAQMD no longer recommends relying solely upon consistency with the AQMP as an
appropriate methodology for assessing cumulative air quality impacts. Instead, SCAQMD’s
approach to determining cumulative air quality impacts for criteria air pollutants is to first
determine whether or not the proposed project would result in a significant project-level impact
to regional air quality based on SCAQMD significance thresholds. If the project exceeds
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SCAQMD thresholds, then the lead agency needs to consider the additive effects of related
projects only if the proposed project is part of an ongoing regulatory program or is
contemplated in a Program EIR, and the related projects are located within an approximately
one mile of the proposed project site. If there are related projects within the vicinity (one-mile
radius) of the proposed project site that are part of an ongoing regulatory program or are
contemplated in a Program EIR, then additive effects of the related projects should be
considered.
As the proposed project is not part of an ongoing regulatory program, the SCAQMD
recommends that project specific air quality impacts be used to determine the potential
cumulative impacts to regional air quality. As discussed under Impact AQ-1, if parcels 1, 2 and
3 were simultaneously graded/excavated, NOx emissions would exceed SCAQMD significance
thresholds for construction emissions and impacts would be unavoidably significant. As
discussed in Impact AQ-2, the proposed project would result in an increase in daily operational
emissions; however, this increase would not exceed the SCAQMD thresholds. As discussed
under AQ-3, traffic generated by the proposed project would not create a CO “hotspot” at
nearby intersections and impacts would be less than significant.
By applying SCAQMD cumulative air quality impact methodology, implementation of the
proposed project would result in the addition of criteria pollutants during construction such
that temporary cumulative impacts, in conjunction with related projects in the region, would
occur. If all three subject parcels are built out at the same time, temporary NOx emissions
would exceed the SCAQMD’s thresholds for construction emissions. While implementation of
Mitigation Measures AQ-1(a-b) would incrementally reduce temporary NOx emissions during
construction, NOx emissions associated with the hauling of excess cut material during the mass
grading phase of construction would continue to exceed the SCAQMD threshold. To avoid this
exceedance, the number of daily truck trips during the mass grading phase would need to be
reduced. A reduction in daily truck trips would lengthen the overall construction schedule,
which in turn, would prolong temporary traffic, noise and air quality impacts. For this reason,
limiting daily truck trips is considered undesirable and infeasible mitigation. Because the
SCAQMD threshold for construction generated NOx emissions would continue to be exceeded
the project would make a cumulatively considerable contribution with regard to criteria
pollutants. Therefore, the project’s contribution to temporary cumulative regional air quality
impacts would be cumulatively considerable.
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4.3 LAND USE and PLANNING
4.1.1

Setting

a. Citywide Land Use. The City of Beverly Hills comprises a highly urbanized area of
about 5.7 square miles (approximately 3,648 acres) and includes a variety of land uses. The
predominant land use in the City is residential, which comprises approximately 3,283 acres, or
90 percent, of the City’s total land area (37 percent single family and 62 percent multi-family).
Other uses, including commercial, industrial, recreational, professional/institutional and
vacant land occupy approximately 365 acres, or 10 percent of total land area.
b. Project Site Vicinity. The project site consists of three properties, referred to in this
EIR as parcels 1, 2 and 3 (Figure 2-2 in Section 2.0 Project Description delineates the three
properties). The combined area of the three parcels is approximately 130,290 square feet (sf) or
about 3.0 acres. The properties occupy a former railroad right-of-way between North Santa
Monica Boulevard and South (“little”) Santa Monica Boulevard, bordered by Linden Avenue to
the east and the City limits to the west. The site is bisected by Wilshire Boulevard. The
property has frontage on Santa Monica Boulevard, South Santa Monica Boulevard and Wilshire
Boulevard. Current vehicular access to the three parcels is via driveways on South Santa
Monica Boulevard. Site topography is generally flat, and the property is long and narrow,
varying in width from approximately 60 to 100 feet. Parcel 1 is vacant land. Parcel 2 consists of
9,633 square feet of one-story retail development (three structures) and associated surface
parking. Parcel 3 consists of surface parking and car storage for the adjacent rental car
operation. Existing onsite conditions are shown in figures 2-3 and 2-4 in Section 2.0 Project
Description.
The project site as a whole is bordered to the south and east by areas designated and used for
commercial development. The Peninsula Hotel and several office buildings lie to the south of
parcels 1 and 2. Areas to the north of parcels 1 and 2 are also designated and used for
commercial development, including restaurant and hotel (the Beverly Hilton) uses. The linear
Beverly Gardens Park lies to the north of Parcel 3 across Santa Monica Boulevard; beyond the
park is a neighborhood designated and used for single-family residences. Directly east of
Parcel 3 is a low-rise City parking structure. The project site is bordered on the west by the
boundary line between the cities of Beverly Hills and Los Angeles, and vacant land between
north and south Santa Monica Boulevard beyond. Structural development in the site vicinity
includes a mix of architectural styles and building forms, and ranges from one to 10 or more
stories in height.
c. Regulatory Setting. Development in the City is subject to the policies and
development guidelines contained within several adopted planning policy documents. The
project is also subject to the City’s zoning regulations and various Municipal Code
requirements.
General Plan. The General Plan is the fundamental planning policy document of the
City, providing a “blueprint” for the identification of the location of land uses, the basic design
and function of circulation, open space, and infrastructure policies, and public service needs.
The elements of the General Plan and their adoption dates are presented in table 4.3-1.
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Table 4.3-1
City of Beverly Hills
General Plan Elements
Year of
Adoption

Element
Land Use

1977*

Circulation

1977

Housing

1997

Open Space

1977

Seismic Safety

1975

Safety

1976

Noise

1975

Scenic Highways

1976

Conservation

1979

* The General Plan Land Use Plan
map was last updated in 2007.

The City of Beverly Hills updated its General Plan in 2010, adopting amendments to all of the
elements listed above except for the Housing and Scenic Highways elements. The City also
merged the Safety and Seismic Safety elements and brought the formerly free-standing Bicycle
Master Plan into the General Plan. In addition, the following new elements were adopted in
2010:
Historic Preservation
Public Services
Economic Sustainability
It should be noted that no changes to the Land Use Map, building density limitations, or
building height limitations were included in the 2010 Land Use Element update.
is currently updating its General Plan, including the Land Use Element, but the new General
Plan and Land Use Element have not been completed nor adopted. The existing adopted
General Plan is therefore used for the policy consistency analyses in this EIR.
The Land Use Element designates land within the City from among five broad categories of
land uses: Single-Family Residential, Multiple-Family Residential, Commercial, Transitional,
and Public and Quasi-Public Uses. Approximately 20 subcategories further refine the
designations. According to the General Plan Land Use Element Map, all of Parcels 1 and 3, and
a portion of Parcel 2 have a General Plan Land Use designation of Railroad with a
corresponding Zoning Ordinance designation of T-1 (Transportation). The Railroad
designation falls under the larger category of Public and Quasi-Public Uses, although the
subject property is now privately owned. A portion of Parcel 2 has a General Plan Land Use
designation of Commercial – Low Density General with the corresponding Zoning ordinance
designation of C-3 (Commercial).
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As noted throughout this EIR, in order to develop the site to the extent assumed in this
analysis, adjacent parcels that front on South Santa Monica Boulevard would need to be
incorporated into the conceptual model project for parcels 1 and 3. These parcels would be
necessary to give the project sufficient subterranean space to develop a viable parking garage,
and to provide pedestrian access opportunities from South Santa Monica Boulevard (pedestrian
access from North Santa Monica Boulevard is not practical or desirable from a safety,
circulation or urban design perspective). These adjacent parcels all have General Plan Land
Use designations of Commercial – Low Density General with the corresponding Zoning
ordinance designations of C-3.
Zoning Ordinance. Pursuant to Section 10-3-2302 of the City Code, the T-1 District
allows:
Railway transportation, stations, depots, or other structures necessary or convenient for railway
passengers, freight, or other strictly railroad or railway business in conjunction with railroad
service conducted in such zones; and
Surface parking, on those properties within the Transportation Overlay (T-O).
The T-1 zoned areas of all three properties are located within the Transportation Overlay (T-O),
which allows surface parking and associated accessory structures (kiosks) to support the
nearby commercial businesses in the area.
Pursuant to Section 10-3-1601 of the City Code, the C-3 District allows a wide range of
commercial uses which are listed in the code, and include the following, among others: café,
cinema or theater, exercise club, library, lunchroom, office, parking garage, shop for the
conducting of wholesale or retail business, store, studio, tailor, upholsterer or any similar use to
the uses listed.
The Zoning Ordinance includes a variety of provisions that limit land uses as well as structural
development, including building height, size and setbacks; lighting and signage; and other
aspects of site design. The maximum building height allowed within the C-3 zone is 45 feet or
three stories, whichever is lower. Massing is regulated by a maximum floor-to-area ratio (FAR),
which is 2.0 in the C-3 zone; this means that floor area is limited to twice the square footage of
the site.

4.1.2 Impact Analysis
a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. Land use impacts are considered
potentially significant if either of the following conditions would occur:
The project is markedly incompatible in scale or use characteristics with any
adjacent (existing or planned) land uses; or
The project would physically divide an established community; or
The proposed project would conflict with an adopted land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect
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The first of these, potentially incompatibility with surrounding development or land uses, was
not discussed in the Initial Study for the project (Appendix A) as a potential impact. However,
it is commonly used as an additional threshold in EIRs to determine whether projects will have
significant Land Use impacts. The second, potential to divide an established community, was
addressed and dismissed in the Initial Study.
b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. EIR sections relating to aesthetics, air
quality, noise, population and housing, shadows, hazards and traffic include issue-specific
impacts and mitigation measures relative to land use. Land use impacts related to land use
compatibility and any conflicts with the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance are discussed
below.
Impact LU-1 The commercial/office building proposed for Parcel 2 and
future development of commercial projects on parcels 1 and 3
would be inconsistent with the existing Railroad land use
designation and Transportation zoning designation that applies
to most of the project site. A General Plan Amendment and
zone change is requested by the project applicants as part of the
project application, which would render the proposed project
consistent with the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.
Therefore, impacts would be would be Class III, less than
significant.
The site carries Land Use designations of Railroad and Commercial – Low Density General,
with corresponding Zoning Ordinance designations of T-1 (Transportation) and C-3
(Commercial), respectively. Pursuant to Section 10-3-2302 of the City Code, the T-1 District
allows railway transportation, stations, depots and related uses. The T-1 zoned areas of all
three properties are located within the Transportation Overlay (T-O), which allows surface
parking and associated accessory structures (kiosks) to support the nearby commercial
businesses in the area.
Pursuant to Section 10-3-1601, the C-3 District allows a wide range of commercial uses which
are listed in the code, and include the following, among others: café, cinema or theater, exercise
club, library, lunchroom, office, parking garage, shop for the conducting of wholesale or retail
business, store, studio, tailor, upholsterer or any similar use to the uses listed. Structures may
be a maximum of 45 in height and 2:1 floor-to-area ratio (FAR).
The proposed office and retail uses on Parcel 2 are consistent with the allowed uses in the C-3
zone district, which covers portions of Parcel 2. The proposed 45-foot maximum height and 2:1
maximum FAR are consistent with the height and FAR limitations in the C-3 zone district.
Neither the proposed use nor structure size and height are consistent with the T-1 district that
covers the remainder of Parcel 2. However, a rezone to C-3 is requested for the T-1 zoned
areas. With approval of the requested rezone, the entire Parcel 2 project would be consistent
with the amended zoning designation. In this respect the project, if the rezone is approved,
addresses consistency with the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. It should also be noted
that the current General Plan designation – Railroad – could be considered obsolete, as use as
such would be complicated by existing development east and west of the site on the old rail
corridor.
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For parcels 1 and 3, which are entirely zoned T-1 and designated Railroad, only a General Plan
Amendment to change the land use designation to Commercial - Low Density General and a
rezone to change the zoning designation to C-3 are requested. The potential future buildout of
these properties that is analyzed in this EIR is within the height, FAR and use limitations of the
C-3 zone district.
(It should be noted that, consistent with the scope and purpose of an EIR, this analysis focuses
on those General Plan and Zoning Ordinance requirements that relate to avoiding or mitigating
environmental impacts, and an assessment of whether any inconsistency with these standards
creates a significant physical impact on the environment.)
Mitigation Measures. None required.
Significance After Mitigation. If the requested General Plan and Zoning Ordinance
Amendments are approved, both the proposed Parcel 2 project and the potential buildout
analyzed in this EIR for parcels 1 and 3 would be consistent with the land use and zoning
designations of the subject properties. Impacts would be less than significant without
mitigation.
Impact LU-2

The proposed Parcel 2 project and the potential buildout
analyzed in this EIR for parcels 1 and 3 would be consistent
with the adopted Beverly Hills General Plan’s objectives and
recommendations. This is considered a Class III, less than
significant impact.

The City of Beverly Hills General Plan relies heavily on narrative discussions of the City’s land
use, environmental, and public services assets, opportunities, challenges and goals, rather than
setting forth numerous specific policies to direct how projects are designed and sited. Table
4.3-2 contains a discussion of the proposed project’s consistency with those objectives and
recommendations of the Beverly Hills General Plan that are most applicable to the proposed
project. The consistency discussions are structured to match the General Plan’s broad-spectrum
approach.
Consistent with the scope and purpose of this EIR, the discussion primarily focuses on those
General Plan objectives and recommendations that relate to avoiding or mitigating
environmental impacts, and an assessment of whether any inconsistency with these standards
creates a significant physical impact on the environment. The ultimate determination of
whether the proposed project is consistent with the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance lies
with the decision-making bodies (Planning Commission and City Council).
Table 4.3-2
General Plan Policy Consistency
General Plan Goal, Objective or Policy

Consistency Discussion

Land Use Element
Objective 1, Long-Term Stability “The
general land use pattern of Beverly Hills

Potentially Consistent. The proposed commercial project,
consisting of office and retail uses, would be generally
consistent with the existing land use pattern in the vicinity of
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Table 4.3-2
General Plan Policy Consistency
General Plan Goal, Objective or Policy
should remain as it now is.”
The Land Use Element sets forth a variety
of concepts towards this end, including:
Enhancement and maintenance of the
long-term durability and stability of the
community by recognizing and enhancing
Beverly Hills’ unique qualities and
identifying the factors that jeopardize
them.
Continue to serve a variety of residential
and commercial demands in the manner
and combination unique to Beverly Hills.
Characteristics that contribute to special
opportunities in Beverly Hills include the
City’s location; wide range of high quality
public services; physical environment
including landscaping and trees; scale of
the community fostering a sense of place;
pride in the City’s architecture and
landscaping; high level of civic
involvement; character, quality and
diversity of the business community
including stores, hotels, restaurants and
offices; and exceptional quality and
variety of housing stock and residential
neighborhoods.
Maintain Beverly Hills’ quality of life,
including through programs that recognize
and respond to such issues as
deterioration of older housing stock,
obsolescence of commercial areas,
overburdened services and facilities and
parking/accessibility problems.
Encourage private investment in the
regeneration and redevelopment process,
using such devices as the in-lieu parking
program; directly provide centralized
parking for commercial areas as
warranted.
Objective 2, Areas to be Considered for
Changes in Use and/or Intensity. “The
goal is to ensure that if change occurs, it
will be in a manner consistent with the
quality and objectives of the community.”
The Element identifies areas suitable for
increased residential density and
encourages development standards that
provide for density while ensuring open
space, privacy, design and other goals are
met. Areas of potential commercial
enhancement are identified, specifically
existing strip commercial areas east of the
Business Triangle. Finally, the potential for
redesignating industrial areas for other uses

Consistency Discussion
the site. Each of the project properties is bordered on all
sides by existing commercial uses, vacant land or major
transportation corridors. The properties are either vacant or
developed with existing commercial uses that would be
replaced with updated commercial uses. The proposed new
uses are not consistent with the current land use and
zoning designations, however the application is
accompanied by General Plan and Zoning Ordinance
amendments that, if approved by the City Council, address
this regulatory issue.

Potentially Consistent. The proposed project would
introduce a new use to the site, whether from vacant land
(Parcel 1) or lower-intensity commercial use to a higher
intensity commercial use. The objective does not preclude
changes in use outside of the areas identified in the text, as
long as the project is consistent with the “quality and
objectives” of Beverly Hills. The proposed commercial and
retail uses would not be contrary to City development goals.
As discussed in Section 4.1 Aesthetics, quality of
development would be ensured by the City’s development
review and architectural review processes as well as
existing City regulations governing structural development
and land uses.
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Table 4.3-2
General Plan Policy Consistency
General Plan Goal, Objective or Policy

Consistency Discussion

is discussed.

Objective 3, Areas of Transitional
Conflict. “Resolve transitional conflicts
which occur between abrupt changes in
land use or intensity of use within
Beverly Hills or between Beverly Hills and
neighboring jurisdictions.”
The Element identifies the problems that
arise from abrupt changes in land use or
intensity, including parking problems, use
conflicts and visual impacts.

Objective 4, Scale of the City. “Maintain
and enhance those qualities which
contribute to the long-term stability and
desirability of residential and
nonresidential areas of Beverly Hills.”
The Element discusses the sense of place,
individuality and charm provided by the
City’s existing scale, which does not
overpower or dominate the visitor or
resident. It states that the City must strive to
avoid “lapsing into stagnation” or “yielding to
the pressures for intensified development.”

Potentially Consistent. Because the project site is currently
vacant, the proposed 3-story building on Parcel 2 and the
anticipated 3-story buildings on Parcels 1 and 3 would
represent a change in land use and intensity of the project
site. However, the project would not be considered an
“abrupt change” in intensity, as it is surrounded by both
lower intensity commercial development (e.g. along South
Santa Monica Boulevard adjacent to the site) and higher
intensity commercial development (e.g. across both South
and North Santa Monica Boulevards). As the site is
surrounded by commercial development, and parking would
meet code requirements, parking problems would not be
exacerbated. Finally, the project would be subject to the
City’s discretionary review process including review of
development plans to ensure a quality physical environment
and compatible architectural styles.

Potentially Consistent. The proposed and potential future
three-story commercial/office buildings on the project site
would be similar in scale to the surrounding development,
which includes both taller/larger scale buildings and smaller
buildings. The overall proposed and potential scale of
development would not be considered “overwhelming” in
the existing context. The project would be subject to the
City’s architectural review process to ensure a quality
design and compatible architectural styles.

Commercial Areas Recommendations.
Permit basic commercial zones to
develop within existing permitted
densities to avoid conflict at zone
boundaries.
Permit higher density development at
certain anchor locations accessible to
major shopping areas and major
streets, particularly Wilshire Boulevard;
enhance pedestrian circulation in these
locations.
Preserve character of pedestrianoriented retail shopping areas.
Encourage neighborhood-serving retail
in appropriate locations.

Potentially Consistent. The proposed Parcel 2 project
would be consistent with the requested rezone to C-3.
Future potential development on parcels 1 and 3 pursuant
to the rezone, if approved, would have to be consistent with
the zone district or would require a discretionary approval or
legislative act. The existing pedestrian-oriented nature of
the South Santa Monica Boulevard frontage of the project
would not be adversely affected by the project, and in fact
could be enhanced through the development of pedestriansensitive development. Mixed-use development is not
proposed as part of the project analyzed in the EIR, but is
analyzed as a project alternative (see Section 6.0
Alternatives).

Analyze feasibility of mixed-use
development in certain areas to improve
commercial/residential transitions.
Circulation Element
…[V]ehicles should move into, out of or
through Beverly Hills as expeditiously as
possible.

Potentially Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.8,
Transportation and Circulation, traffic impacts associated
with buildout of all three parcels would be less than
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Table 4.3-2
General Plan Policy Consistency
General Plan Goal, Objective or Policy

Consistency Discussion
significant with incorporation of recommended mitigation
measures, with the exception of an impact to one
intersection where proposed mitigation is currently
infeasible. Traffic system impacts would therefore be
mitigated to maintain traffic flow to the maximum extent
possible. The project would not change circulation patterns
or affect traffic to the degree that overall circulation is
impeded.

Scenic Highways Element
Santa Monica Boulevard east of Wilshire
Boulevard is designated as a Scenic
Highway.
The General Plan does not include specific
standards or policies pertaining to scenic
highways. According to the State enabling
legislation, the objective of the Scenic
Highway Element is to preserve and enhance
aesthetic resources within scenic corridors so
that travelers, both on foot or in vehicles,
passing through these areas are afforded a
pleasurable experience and are assured that
the resource is protected for the future.

Potentially Consistent. Santa Monica Boulevard, between
its intersection with Wilshire Boulevard to the west and
Doheny Drive to the east, is designated as a scenic
highway on the City’s Land Use Plan Map. The project site
is located adjacent to a portion of this scenic highway.
However, as discussed in Section 4.1 Aesthetics, buildout
of either Parcel 2 as proposed alone or of all three parcels
pursuant to the requested rezone would not block views of
aesthetic resources such as Beverly Gardens Park nor
degrade the visual character of the site as seen from Santa
Monica Boulevard. As such, implementation of the
proposed project would not conflict with the Scenic
Highways Element of the General Plan.

Conservation Element
Water Conservation. The goals for water
conservation include the following:
To provide an adequate supply of high
quality potable water to meet existing
and future needs.
To provide water at the lowest cost.
To preserve the City’s rights to extract
groundwater and to assure that such
resources will be available if needed.
To assure the availability of properly
located well sites.

Potentially Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.7, Public
Services and Utilities, adequate water supply is available to
serve potential site development under the requested
commercial zoning. Mitigation measure GHG-2 requires
compliance with the City’s water conservation program,
Water Conservation Ordinance and Efficient Landscaping
Ordinance.

To assure the availability of a properly
located site for a water treatment
facility.
Landmark Preservation. The City
considers sites of architectural importance,
historic importance, biotic importance,
landmark importance, and cultural
importance in the Element. The goals for
landmark preservation include:
To encourage and facilitate the
preservation of structures and biotic
specimens of significance to the
community.

Potentially Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.4 Cultural
Resources, one structure of historic/architectural
significance would be demolished to accommodate the
conceptual buildout of Parcel 3 studied in the EIR that could
be facilitated by the approval of the requested rezone.
However, this impact is considered mitigable to a less than
significant level with the proposed mitigation. Neither the
context nor the historic significance of Beverly Gardens Park
would be adversely affected by the project.

To preserve the heritage and maintain
historical continuity for buildings which
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Table 4.3-2
General Plan Policy Consistency
General Plan Goal, Objective or Policy

Consistency Discussion

are to be demolished.
The Beverly Gardens Park Fountain is
included as a “landmark” on the Element’s
list of places of potential significance.

Solar Energy. The goals for solar energy
include:
Help conserve existing energy supplies.
If possible, encourage the development
and use of new energy sources that
have unlimited resources, such as solar
energy.

Potentially Consistent. Buildout of the site under the
requested C-3 zoning would not conflict with potential use of
the site, e.g. the rooftops or facades of proposed or
potential buildings, for solar energy collection. As the
objective does not expressly require solar facilities, the
project does not conflict with the General Plan’s solar
energy goals. In addition, compliance with the City’s Green
Building Ordinance, as discussed in Section 5.2.5 Climate
Change Impact Analysis, would encourage the use of solar
energy for the proposed projects.

Noise Element
2.2.1 General. Prohibit unnecessary,
excessive and annoying noise levels from all
sources; curtail noise levels that are
detrimental to the health and welfare of the
citizenry…
2.5.1 Continue efforts to discourage through
traffic on residential streets.

Potentially Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.6, Noise,
the project would not exceed City noise standards or
thresholds and is expected to comply with the Noise
Ordinance. Impacts related to construction noise and
operational noise would be less than significant with the
proposed mitigation.

2.5.4 Enforcement of noise ordinances.
Safety Element

To provide the optimum level of fire
protection for the City of Beverly Hills.

Potentially Consistent. As indicated in Section 4.7, Public
Services and Utilities, the payment of mandatory
development fees would offset the project’s incremental
increase in the demand for fire protection services. Project
implementation would not reduce the level of fire protection
services in Beverly Hills.

Seismic Safety Element
…[C]onsider as an optimum condition for
new construction that no structures be
allowed on the Fault, and structures within
one-eighth mile of it should not be regularly
occupied by people unless of a certain
aseismic construction level…

Potentially Consistent. As discussed in the Initial Study
(Appendix A to the EIR), the project site is not located in an
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone as mapped by the
state. The Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault is the nearest
potentially active fault, located about one mile north of the
project site. The Newport- Inglewood Zone of Deformation
fault is located approximately 2.5 miles south of the site.

Table 4.3-2
General Plan Policy Consistency
General Plan Policy

Consistency Discussion

Land Use Element
LU 1.1 The Scale of the City. Although
implicit in any discussion of the future of the
City, the importance of scale must be
underscored. As long as the City is able to

Potentially Consistent. The proposed commercial project,
consisting of office and retail uses, would be generally
consistent with the existing land use pattern in the vicinity of
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General Plan Policy Consistency
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regenerate itself within the general framework
of the existing scale, it will offer an
environment which is becoming increasingly
unique in the Westside.

the site. Each of the project properties is bordered on all
sides by existing commercial uses, vacant land or major
transportation corridors, and each . The properties are
currently either vacant or developed with existing lowerintensity commercial uses, which the proposed project
would change to higher intensity commercial uses. As
discussed in Section 4.1 Aesthetics, quality of development
would be ensured by the City’s development review and
architectural review processes as well as existing City
regulations governing structural development and land
uses. Also, the form, scale, and aesthetic qualities of the
new office building proposed by the project for Parcel 2 is,
as discussed in Section 4.1 Aesthetics, generally
compatible with those of its surroundings.

LU 2.1 City Places: Neighborhoods, Districts,
and Corridors. Maintain and enhance the
character, distribution, built form, scale, and
aesthetic qualities of the City's distinctive
residential neighborhoods, business districts,
corridors, and open spaces.

LU 2.2 Public Streetscapes and
Landscape. Maintain and enhance the
quality and health of the “green
infrastructure” that contributes to the City's
identity and quality of life, including its street
trees, landscaped medians and parkways,
parks, and open spaces, while seeking to
conserve water resources.

Potentially Consistent. The new office building proposed by
the project for Parcel 2 would include three planters,
approximately 80 feet long and two feet deep, along the
project site’s boundary with North Santa Monica Boulevard.
The existing ficus street trees along South Santa Monica
Boulevard would remain. The potential development
scenarios analyzed in this EIR for Parcels 1 and 3 do not
include information on “green infrastructure” to be included
with development of those parcels. However, as discussed
in Section 4.1 Aesthetics, quality of development would be
ensured by the City’s development review and architectural
review processes, as well as existing City regulations
governing structural development and land uses.
Additionally, Mitigation Measure GHG-2 requires
compliance with the City’s Water Conservation Program,
Water Conservation Ordinance, and Efficient Landscaping
Ordinance, which would help to conserve water resources.

LU 2.5. Design Review. Consider design
review for new construction and renovation
projects that focuses on achieving
appropriate form, function and use of
materials to promote creativity, innovation,
and design quality.

Potentially Consistent. The proposed and potential future
three-story commercial/office buildings on the project site
would be similar in scale to the surrounding development,
which includes both taller/larger scale buildings and smaller
buildings. The overall proposed and potential scale of
development would not be considered “overwhelming” in
the existing context. The project would be subject to the
City’s architectural review process to ensure a quality
design and compatible architectural styles.As discussed
under Impact AES-2 in Section 4.1 Aesthetics, the visual
character of the project site is currently of low- to moderate
quality, and the change from existing conditions to the
proposed and potential site development would not
necessarily be considered significantly adverse, depending
on the precise design and materials of the new
construction. Quality of development would be ensured by
the City’s development review and architectural review
processes, as well as existing City regulations governing
structural development and land uses.

LU 2.6 City History. Acknowledge the City’s
history of places and buildings, preserving
historic sites, buildings, and districts that
contribute to the City's identity while
accommodating renovations of existing

Potentially Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.4 Cultural
Resources the only property within the proposed project
area considered an historic resource for the purposes of
CEQA is the property at 9949 Santa Monica Boulevard
because it is a potential contributor to a multiple-resource

LU 2.4 Architectural and Site Design.
Require that new construction and
renovation of existing buildings and
properties exhibit a high level of excellence
in site planning, architectural design,
building materials, use of sustainable design
and construction practices, landscaping, and
amenities that contribute to the City’s
distinctive image and complement existing
development.
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General Plan Policy Consistency
General Plan Policy
buildings to maintain their economic viability,
provided the new construction contextually
“fits” and complements the site or building.

Consistency Discussion
(noncontiguous) CRHR-eligible historic district. As part of
the conceptual Parcel 1 project analyzed in this EIR, this
building would be demolished. Mitigation Measure CR-1(a)
requires that this property be photographed by a qualified
archival photographer according to accepted archival
methods, and a written historic report prepared by a
qualified historic preservation professional. It also states
that this documentation shall be donated to a suitable
repository, such as the City of Beverly Hills Public Library,
prior to issuance of a demolition permit for the structure.
Mitigation measure CR-1(b) requires that the remaining
properties within the district shall be fully documented and
recorded on DPR 523 forms by a qualified historic
preservation professional, and this documentation shall be
submitted to the California Office of Historic Preservation as
a nomination to the CRHR prior to issuance of a demolition
permit for the structure. These measures would ensure
project consistency with Policy LU 2.6.

LU 2.7 City Gateways. Explore
opportunities for public improvements and
private development to work together to
enhance the sense and quality of entry at
key gateways into the City.

Potentially Consistent. As discussed under Impact AES-2
in Section 4.1 Aesthetics, the visual character of the project
site is currently of low- to moderate quality, and the change
from existing conditions to the proposed and potential site
development would not necessarily be considered
significantly adverse, depending on the precise design and
materials of the new construction. Quality of development
would be ensured by the City’s development review and
architectural review processes, as well as existing City
regulations governing structural development and land
uses.

LU 2.8 Pedestrian-Active Streets. Require
that buildings in business districts be
oriented to, and actively engage the street
through design features such as build-to
lines, articulated and modulated façades,
ground floor transparency such as large
windows, and the limitation of parking
entries directly on the street. Parking
ingress and egress should be accessed from
alleys where feasible.

Potentially Consistent. The buildings proposed for Parcel 2,
and conceptually proposed for Parcels 1 and 3, are all
street-fronting. The façade of the building proposed for
Parcel 2 would engage the street through use of extensive
fenestration, curving elements and varying heights and
depths. All parking would be subterranean rather than onstreet (no alleys are available in this location for alleyaccess parking). Additionally, Mitigation Measure AES-2
requires pedestrian facility design review by the
Architectural Commission prior to issuance of any building
permits to confirm that the pedestrian facilities, including but
not limited to public sidewalks, crosswalk landings, building
entry courts and plazas, are substantially consistent with
such facilities as they exist along nearby commercial
corridors.

LU 2.9 Public Safety. Require that
development be located and designed to
promote public safety by providing streetfronting uses, lighting, sightlines, and
features that enhance community safety.

Potentially Consistent. The proposed project is, and would
continue to be if it were developed, in a highly urbanized,
highly travelled, highly visible, and well-lit environment. The
buildings proposed for Parcel 2, and conceptually proposed
for Parcels 1 and 3, are all street-fronting. The overall
safety of building and site design would be ensured through
the City’s development review and architectural review
processes, as well as existing City regulations governing
structural development and land uses.

LU 2.10 Development Transitions and
Compatibility. Require that sites and
buildings be planned, located, and designed

Potentially Consistent. The project site is located between
North and South Santa Monica Boulevards, in an area of
surrounding commercial office and retail uses consistent
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to assure functional and visual transitions
between areas of differing uses and
densities by addressing property and height
setbacks, window and entry placement,
lighting, landscape buffers, and service
access.

with the proposed project. Because of its consistency with
immediately surrounding uses and its distance from nearby
differing land uses, Section 4.1 Aesthetics determined that
development of the site under C-3 zoning would not create
a visual “transitional conflict” or an abrupt change of scale
compared to surrounding development.

LU 3.1 Conservation. Conserve existing
residential neighborhoods, and nonresidential areas where new development
builds on and enhances the viability of
existing business sectors that are the City's
strengths, promotes transit accessibility, is
phased to coincide with infrastructure
funding and construction, and designed to
assure transitions and compatibility with
adjoining residential neighborhoods.

Potentially Consistent. The project site is located along
Santa Monica Boulevard and bisects Wilshire Boulevard,
both of which are major commercial corridors within the City
of Beverly Hills and the region. The project site currently
contains low-density commercial uses and vacant land.
The proposed project would intensify commercial uses on
these properties, which would build on an existing business
sector within the City. The project site is in close proximity
to bus transit lines along Santa Monica and Wilshire
Boulevards, including the Metro Rapid express bus line
along Wilshire Boulevard. Section 4.7 Public Services and
Utilities determined that all impacts to public services and
utilities from the proposed project would be less than
significant with incorporated mitigation. Transitions and
compatibility with nearby residential neighborhoods are
discussed under Policy LU 2.10 above.

LU 11.1 Preservation of PedestrianOriented Retail Shopping Areas. Preserve,
protect and enhance the character of the
pedestrian-oriented retail shopping areas,
which are typified by a variety of retail
shops with displays to attract and hold the
interest of pedestrian shoppers, to ensure
the continuity of the pedestrian experience.

Potentially Consistent. The proposed project would, in
general, maintain and extend the current arrangement of
commercial uses in the strip of land between North and
South Santa Monica Boulevards, which consists of
commercial properties with pedestrian access from South
Santa Monica Boulevard, but without pedestrian access
from North Santa Monica Boulevard. The commercial office
building proposed for Parcel 2 would introduce a new office
use to the site. It would eliminate three existing office and
retail commercial structures totaling approximately 9,633
square feet facing South Santa Monica Boulevard
immediately south of Wilshire Boulevard, but the retail
commercial uses south of this area along South Santa
Monica Boulevard would remain. The conceptual proposals
for Parcel 1 and 3 would replace some existing retail and
office commercial uses, but would replace them with a
greater amount of office and retail commercial uses.

LU 11.2 Site Planning and Architectural
Design. Require that commercial and office
properties and buildings are planned and
designed to exhibit a high level of site and
architectural design quality and excellence.

Potentially Consistent. As discussed under Impact AES-2
in Section 4.1 Aesthetics, the visual character of the project
site is currently of low- to moderate quality, and the change
from existing conditions to the proposed and potential site
development would not necessarily be considered
significantly adverse, depending on the precise design and
materials of the new construction. Quality of development
would be ensured by the City’s development review and
architectural review processes, as well as existing City
regulations governing structural development and land
uses.

LU 11.3 Retail Street Frontages. Require
that development and street frontages in
districts containing retail uses be designed
and developed to promote pedestrian
activity including: (a) location and orientation
of the building to the sidewalk; (b)

Potentially consistent. The building proposed under the
project for Parcel 2 would be an office rather than retail
development, but would be located immediately adjacent to
and behind the strip of small retail establishments along the
north side of South Santa Monica Boulevard between
Charleville and Wilshire Boulevards. This proposed
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transparency of and direct access to the
ground floor elevation from the sidewalk; (c)
articulation of street-facing elevations to
promote interest and sense of quality; (d)
inclusion of uses and public spaces that
extend interior functions to the sidewalk
such as cafes and plazas; and (e) use of
pedestrian-oriented signage and lighting.

building would not be accessible from North Santa Monica
Boulevard (which does not currently include pedestrian or
vehicular access to the properties), but would include about
280 feet of frontage along South Santa Monica Boulevard,
with a pedestrian entrance to the building located about 55
feet from the nearest retail commercial establishment to the
south and about 225 feet from the intersection with Wilshire
Boulevard. The building would be flush with the sidewalk
along most of this length along South Santa Monica
Boulevard, with indentations for the entryway and two
planters. The ground floor entryway would be highly visible
from the sidewalk. The elevation facing South Santa
Monica Boulevard would, as shown in Figure 2-14 and 4.1-4
through 4.1-9 of the EIR, be articulated with glass windows
and limestone panels. The conceptual building proposals
for Parcels 1 and 3 do not include enough information to
judge compliance with Policy LU 11.3, but all development
proposals within the proposed project would be reviewed for
compliance with this policy through the City’s development
review and architectural review processes.

LU 11.4 Parking in Pedestrian-Oriented
Districts. Require that driveways be
minimized in pedestrian-oriented commercial
districts to avoid interruptions in the
continuity of the pedestrian shopping
experience, prioritizing driveway locations to
side streets and alleys wherever feasible.

Potentially Consistent. The new development proposed by
the project would include underground parking with single
access points in order to minimize interruptions in the
continuity of the sidewalk. The location of the project site
between North and South Santa Monica Boulevards does
not allow for driveway access from side streets or alleys.

LU 11.5 Retail Streetscapes. Maintain and,
where deficient, improve street trees,
plantings, furniture, signage, public art, and
other amenities that promote pedestrian
activity.

Potentially Consistent. The new office building proposed by
the project for Parcel 2 would include three planters,
approximately 80 feet long and two feet deep, along the
project site’s boundary with North Santa Monica Boulevard.
The existing ficus street trees along South Santa Monica
Boulevard would remain. The potential development
scenarios analyzed in this EIR for Parcels 1 and 3 do not
include information on streetscape amenities to be included
with development of those parcels. However, as discussed
in Section 4.1 Aesthetics, quality of development, including
landscaping and other streetscape amenities, would be
ensured by the City’s development review and architectural
review processes, as well as existing City regulations
governing structural development and land uses.

LU 14.1 City Form. Accommodate a
balanced mix of land uses and encourage
development to be located and designed to
enable residents access by walking,
bicycling, or taking public transit to jobs,
shopping, entertainment, services, and
recreation, thereby reducing automobile use,
energy consumption, air pollution, and
greenhouse gases.

Potentially Consistent. The proposed project includes a mix
of retail and office commercial uses. The project site is
within walking and bicycling distance of residential
development southeast of Santa Monica Boulevard west of
Lasky Drive, as well as residential development northwest
of the intersection of Santa Monica and Wilshire
Boulevards. The project site is served by public bus lines
along Wilshire and Santa Monica Boulevards. Services in
the immediate project vicinity or accessible by walking,
bicycling, or public transit are available within Beverly Hills
and surrounding areas such as Century City, West Los
Angeles, and West Hollywood.

LU 14.2 Site Development. Require that
sites and buildings be planned and designed
to meet applicable environmental

Potentially Consistent. As mentioned above, the proposed
project site would have access to bus transit stops on
Wilshire Boulevard and Santa Monica Boulevard. Both the
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sustainability objectives by: (a) facilitating
pedestrian access between properties and
access to public transit; (b) providing solar
access; (c) assuring natural ventilation; (d)
enabling capture and re-use of stormwater
and graywater on-site while reducing
discharge into the stormwater system; and
(e) using techniques consistent with the
City's sustainability programs such as the
City's Green Building Ordinance.

Consistency Discussion
proposed building on Parcel 2 and the conceptually
proposed buildings on Parcels 1 and 3 would have ample
solar access due to their design and location in between
North and South Santa Monica Boulevards, which provide a
buffer between the site and nearby buildings. As discussed
under Impact AES-4 in Section 4.1 Aesthetics, impacts of
the proposed project related to shadows have been
determined to be less than significant. Additionally,
Mitigation Measure GHG-1 requires compliance with the
City of Beverly Hills Green Building Ordinance, which
includes measures relating to consumption of resources
such as water. The proposed project’s compliance with
these standards would be determined and enforced through
the City’s development review and architectural review
processes, as well as existing City regulations governing
structural development and land uses.

LU 14.4 New Construction of Private
Buildings. Require that new and
substantially renovated buildings be
designed and constructed in accordance
with the City's sustainability programs such
as the City's Green Building Ordinance or
comparable criteria to reduce energy, water,
and natural resource consumption, minimize
construction wastes, use recycled materials,
and avoid the use of toxics and hazardous
materials.

Potentially Consistent. The proposed project would be
required to comply with the California Solid Waste Reuse
and Recycling Access Act of 1991 (SB 1405), Section 9-3-1
of the Beverly Hills Municipal Code (Solid waste storage
and collection facilities for commercial uses) and City of
Beverly Hills Ordinance 08-255 (Green Building Ordinance).
Mitigation Measure GHG-1 specifically requires compliance
with the City’s Green Building Ordinance, and Mitigation
Measures PSU-6(a) and PSU-6(b) mandate recycling of
construction materials and adequate facilities for recycling
collection after the project is operational. The proposed
project’s compliance with the City’s sustainability objectives
would be determined and enforced through the City’s
development review and architectural review processes, as
well as existing City regulations governing structural
development and land uses.

LU 14.5 Heat Island Effect. Reduce "urban
heat island" effect by requiring that new
construction and substantial renovation of
buildings use techniques to reduce the
amount of heat that buildings, outdoor
spaces, and parking lots absorb from
sunlight.

Potentially Consistent. The office building proposed for
Parcel 2 would be surfaced in light-colored limestone and
reflective glass, which would both tend to reflect light and
heat that the building would otherwise absorb from sunlight.
The building would have subterranean parking.
Consistency with Policy LU 14.5 for this building, and the
developments conceptually proposed for Parcels 1 and 3,
would be determined and enforced through the City’s
development review and architectural review processes, as
well as existing City regulations governing structural
development and land uses such as the City’s Green
Building Ordinance.

LU 14.7 Public Streetscapes. Design and
improve public streetscapes to enhance their
attractiveness for walking as an alternative
to automobile use and as a demonstration of
the City's commitment to environmental
sustainability by using techniques such as:
(a) maintaining and enhancing the City's
street trees and installing light-colored
hardscapes to reduce heat; (b) selecting tree
and plant species and irrigation systems that
minimize water consumption; (c) exploring
the use of recycled water for irrigation;(d)

Potentially Consistent. The new office building proposed by
the project for Parcel 2 would include landscaping in three
planters, approximately 80 feet long and two feet deep,
along the project site’s boundary with North Santa Monica
Boulevard. The existing ficus street trees along South
Santa Monica Boulevard would remain. The hypothetical
development scenarios analyzed in this EIR for Parcels 1
and 3 do not include information on streetscape amenities
to be included with development of those parcels.
However, as discussed in Section 4.1 Aesthetics, quality of
development, including the sustainability of landscaping and
other streetscape amenities, would be ensured by the City’s
development review and architectural review processes, as
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phasing in pedestrian-oriented energyefficient lighting that does not result in
excessive glare; (e) strategically locating
benches and other street furniture that is
constructed of recycled materials to provide
resting spots and to demonstrate the use of
alternative building materials; and (f) other
comparable environmentally friendly
streetscape improvements.

Consistency Discussion
well as existing City regulations governing structural
development and land uses. Additionally, Mitigation
Measure GHG-1 requires compliance with the City of
Beverly Hills Green Building Ordinance, and Mitigation
Measure GHG-2 requires compliance with the City’s water
conservation program, Water Conservation Ordinance, and
Efficient Landscaping Ordinance.

OS 6.3 Landscaping. Require that new
development be located and designed to
visually complement the urban setting by
providing accessible, landscaped entries,
courtyards, and plazas.
OS 6.5 Standards for New Development.
Seek to ensure that new development does
not adversely impact the City's unique urban
landscape.
LU 14.8 Private Development
Landscaping Material and Irrigation.
Require the use of landscaping materials
and irrigation systems that minimize water
use and runoff onto public streets and
drainage systems.

Potentially Consistent. The relatively small amount of
landscaping that would be installed due to the unique
narrow site configuration would be minimally irrigated, and
substantial runoff would not be anticipated.

LU 16.9 Healthy Buildings. Require that
private and public buildings be designed to
promote public health by prohibiting the use
of toxic building materials and high-VOC
paints, providing adequate ventilation and
access to natural lighting, and using “green
building” techniques as required by the
City's sustainability programs such as the
Green Building Ordinance.

Potentially Consistent. Mitigation Measure GHG-1 requires
compliance with the City of Beverly Hills Green Building
Ordinance.

Circulation Element
CIR 1.1 Roadway Improvements. Study and
implement opportunities for improving traffic
flow on City roadways during Peak hours.
Work collaboratively with regional agencies
and adjacent jurisdictions to coordinate
interface of adjacent roadways. (Imp. 3.7)
CIR 1.2 Intersection Improvements. Study
and implement opportunities for capacity
improvements at City intersections, such as
the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and
North Santa Monica Boulevard, to improve
traffic flows along major roadways. Work
collaboratively with regional agencies and
adjacent jurisdictions to help improve the
capacity at these intersections. (Imp. 3.7)
CIR 4.1 Parking Provisions. Ensure that
adequate parking is provided for existing and
future uses while considering shared parking
opportunities, Travel Demand Management

Potentially Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.8,
Transportation and Circulation, traffic impacts associated
with buildout of all three parcels would be less than
significant with incorporation of recommended mitigation
measures, with the exception of an impact to one
intersection where proposed mitigation is currently
infeasible. Traffic system impacts would therefore be
mitigated to maintain traffic flow to the maximum extent
possible. The project would not change circulation patterns
or affect traffic to the degree that overall circulation is
impeded.

Potentially Consistent. As discussed under Impact T-57 in
Section 4.8 Transportation and Circulation, the proposed
Parcel 2 project would provide 274 parking spaces onsite in
a multi-story underground parking garage. This would fulfill
4.3-15

City of Beverly Hills

Beverly Hills Gateway Project EIR
Section 4.3 Land Use and Planning

Table 4.3-2
General Plan Policy Consistency
General Plan Policy
(TDM) plans, and availability of alternate
modes of travel, based on the site’s proximity
to transit.

Consistency Discussion
the City’s parking code requirement of 257 spaces for the
proposed commercial use of this property. In addition, the
conceptual buildout of Parcels 1 and 3 under the requested
rezone assume that parking would be provided to meet the
parking code as well.

CIR 6.2 Transportation Demand Measures.
Utilize Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) measures to encourage and create
incentives for the use of alternate travel
modes.
CIR 6.3 Transportation Demand
Strategies. Identify trip reduction credits and
consider reduced transportation impact fees
for demonstrated commitment to
Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
strategies.
CIR 6.4 Transportation Demand
Amenities. Encourage employers to provide
transit subsidies, bicycle facilities (including
changing/shower facilities), alternative work
schedules, ridesharing, telecommuting, workat-home programs, employee education, and
preferential parking for carpools/vanpools.
CIR 6.7 Multi-Modal Design. Require
proposed development projects to implement
site designs and on-site amenities that support
alternative modes of transportation, and
consider TDM programs with achievable trip
reduction goals as partial mitigation for project
traffic impacts.

Potentially Consistent. The proposed project would be
subject to the requirements of Section 10-7-301:
Transportation Demand And Trip Reduction Measures of
the Beverly Hills Municipal Code, which contains
transportation demand measures to encourage and create
incentives for the use of alternate travel modes. The
project’s location along two major public tranit corridors
would further facilitate use of alternative transportation for
future site tenants/employees.

CIR 6.8 Transportation Management
Associations. Encourage commercial, retail,
and residential developments to participate in
or create Transportation Management
Associations.
CIR 7.1 Pedestrian Safety. Design and
maintain sidewalks, streets, and intersections
to emphasize pedestrian safety and comfort
through a variety of street design and traffic
management solutions.

Potentially Consistent. The project does not propose any
changes to sidewalks, streets, or intersections that would
negatively affect pedestrian safety and comfort. The new
development proposed by the project would include
underground parking with single access points onto South
Santa Monica Boulevard in order to minimize interruptions in
the continuity of the sidewalk.

Scenic Highways Element
Santa Monica Boulevard east of Wilshire
Boulevard is designated as a Scenic
Highway.
The General Plan does not include specific
standards or policies pertaining to scenic
highways. According to the State enabling
legislation, the objective of the Scenic
Highway Element is to preserve and enhance
aesthetic resources within scenic corridors so

Potentially Consistent. Santa Monica Boulevard, between
its intersection with Wilshire Boulevard to the west and
Doheny Drive to the east, is designated as a scenic
highway on the City’s Land Use Plan Map. The project site
is located adjacent to a portion of this scenic highway.
However, as discussed in Section 4.1 Aesthetics, buildout
of either Parcel 2 as proposed alone or of all three parcels
pursuant to the requested rezone would not block views of
aesthetic resources such as Beverly Gardens Park nor
degrade the visual character of the site as seen from Santa
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that travelers, both on foot or in vehicles,
passing through these areas are afforded a
pleasurable experience and are assured that
the resource is protected for the future.

Consistency Discussion
Monica Boulevard. As such, implementation of the
proposed project would not conflict with the Scenic
Highways Element of the General Plan.

Conservation Element
CON 1.6 Development Requirements—
Water Service. Require new development to
be served from an approved domestic water
supply.
CON 1.7 Development Requirements—
Groundwater. Require engineering design
and construction practices to ensure that
existing and new development does not
degrade the City’s groundwater supplies.
CON 2.4 Water Conservation Measures
for Private Projects. Continue providing
incentives, and where practical, require the
installation of water conserving measures,
devices and practices for new private
construction projects and major alterations
to existing private buildings, including
requirements for using reclaimed water for
construction watering and for pumping
subterranean water back into the ground
rather than into the storm drain system.
CON 2.5 Water Efficient Landscaping.
Where feasible, encourage installation of
drought tolerant landscaping or waterefficient irrigation systems for all private and
city landscaping and parkways. Identify and
implement minimum design and installation
efficiency criteria for landscape irrigation
systems.

Potentially Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.7, Public
Services and Utilities, adequate water supply is available to
serve potential site development under the requested
commercial zoning. Mitigation measure GHG-2 requires
compliance with the City’s water conservation program,
Water Conservation Ordinance and Efficient Landscaping
Ordinance.

CON 3.8 Water Conservation Measures
for Private Projects. Require the
installation of water conserving measures,
devices and practices that meet “green
building” standards for new private
construction projects and major alterations
to existing private buildings.
CON 3.9 Water-Efficient Landscaping.
Encourage and promote drought-tolerant
landscaping or water-efficient irrigation
systems for all private and city landscaping
and parkways.
CON 3.10 Optimum Timing for Water
Irrigation. Require that all public and
private irrigation systems irrigate at optimum
times of the day, such as early mornings, or
late afternoon and use weather sensors to
facilitate optimum irrigation. Develop an
enforcement mechanism and regulations to
prohibit wasteful irrigation and water use
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practices, such as watering for street
cleaning, and utilize technology to permit
monitoring and control.
CON 3.11 New Conservation Technology.
Ensure all new private and City facility
projects utilize conservation technologies.

CON 11.3 National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit.
Require developers to obtain and comply
with a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit from the
State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB).

Potentially Consistent. The City of Beverly Hills Urban
Runoff Mitigation Ordinance (Municipal Code Section 9-4506) requires implementation of Best Management
Practices (BMPs), including, but not limited to, use of plastic
coverings on unprotected areas to eliminate erosion;
removal of any sediments tracked offsite by construction
vehicles; and use of temporary sediment barriers where
necessary. Because it would disturb more than one acre of
land, the proposed project would also be required to obtain
coverage under the NPDES Permit, and thus would be
required to submit a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) in association with the general permit.

CON 16.2 Recycling Areas. Require
designated areas for the collection and
loading of recyclables in new and
substantially renovated buildings and sites.
The receptacles that collect recyclable
materials shall be covered and kept in a
concrete paved area that is completely
screened from public view.

Potentially Consistent. Mitigation Measure PSU-6(b)
mandates adequate facilities for recycling collection after
the project is operational. The proposed project’s
compliance with this mitigation measure would be
determined and enforced through the City’s development
review, architectural review, and building inspection
processes.

CON 17.1 New Development
Requirements. Require that new
development is approved contingent upon its
ability to be served with adequate natural
gas facilities and infrastructure.
CON 18.1 New Development
Requirements. Require that new
development is approved contingent upon
the ability to be served with adequate
electrical facilities and service.

Potentially Consistent. Section 4.7 Public Services and
Utilities determined that all impacts to public services and
utilities from the proposed project would be less than
significant with incorporated mitigation.

CON 19.3 Reduced Energy Consumption
for Public and Private Facilities. Install
energy efficient appliances and alternative
energy infrastructure such as solar energy
panels (photovoltaic panels) on all City
facilities. Encourage installation of solar
energy panels on private development.
Develop partnerships with residents to
encourage use of solar energy panels and
other solar energy technologies.

Potentially Consistent. Mitigation Measure GHG-1 requires
compliance with the City of Beverly Hills Green Building
Ordinance, which includes measures designed to
encourage reduced energy consumption.

CON 24.1 Require all of the
recommendations of geologists to be
incorporated into the construction plans prior
to issuance of a building permit.

Potentially Consistent. This requirement is typically
incorporated at building plan review stage of the
development review and entitlement process.

CON 11.1 Development Mitigation.
Require that new development does not
degrade surface waters or the groundwater
system.

Noise Element
N 1.5 Noise Mitigation Measures. Require
noise mitigation measures for noise-

Potentially Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.6, Noise,
the project would not exceed City noise standards or

4.3-18

City of Beverly Hills

Beverly Hills Gateway Project EIR
Section 4.3 Land Use and Planning

Table 4.3-2
General Plan Policy Consistency
General Plan Policy

Consistency Discussion

sensitive receptors when a significant noise
impact is identified. A significant noise
impact occurs when there is an increase in
CNEL, as shown in the table below.

thresholds and is expected to comply with the Noise
Ordinance. Impacts related to construction noise and
operational noise would be less than significant with the
proposed mitigation.

N 3.1 Protection from Stationary Noise
Sources. Continue to enforce interior and
exterior noise standards to ensure that
sensitive noise receptors are not exposed to
excessive noise levels from stationary noise
sources such as machinery, equipment,
fans, and air conditioning equipment.

Potentially Consistent. The interior and exterior noise
standards of the City of Beverly Hills are contained in
Chapter 1 (Noise Regulations) of Title 5 (Public Health,
Welfare, and Sanitation) of the City of Beverly Hills
Municipal Code. These requirements will be enforced
through the City’s development review and building
inspection processes.

N 2.3 Limit Cut-Through Traffic. Continue
Efforts to Discourage Traffic on Residential
Streets.

Potentially Consistent. Cut-through traffic and parking in
residential neighborhoods during project construction will be
discouraged through enforcement of Mitigation Measures T3(a) and T-3(b). As discussed under Impact T-6 in Section
4.8 Transportation and Circulation, the proposed project’s
contribution to traffic on nearby residential streets has been
determined to be less than significant according to the
City’s significance thresholds.

Safety Element
S 3.3 Fire Protection Services. Require that
new development and re-development of
structures provide adequate fire safety
features and responder access so as not to
cause a reduction of fire protection services
below acceptable, safe levels.
S 3.4 Fire Department Access. Design
private and public access drives and roadways
to preserve and maintain Fire Department
access to properties.
S 4.1 Flood Mitigation Design. Require that
new development incorporate sufficient
measures to mitigate flood hazards, including
the design of onsite drainage systems linking
with citywide storm drainage, gradation of the
site so that runoff does not impact adjacent
properties or structures on the site, and
elevation of the structures above any flooding
elevation.
S 4.2 Permeable Surface Area. Require the
use of permeable surfaces for new
development and redevelopment, including
alleys and driveways for residential,

Potentially Consistent. As indicated in Section 4.7, Public
Services and Utilities, the payment of mandatory
development fees would offset the project’s incremental
increase in the demand for fire protection services. Project
implementation would not reduce the level of fire protection
services in Beverly Hills. Mitigation Measure PSU-5, which
requires project developers for parcels 1 and 2 to provide a
fair-share contribution of funds, proportional to each
project’s contribution of increased stormwater runoff to the
affected infrastructure elements, towards necessary
upgrades to stormwater infrastructure to the satisfaction of
the City Engineer, would mitigate impacts related to
Stormwater flooding to a less than significant level. Other
potential flooding hazards were determined to be less than
significant in the Initial Study.

Potentially Consistent. This requirement would typically be
incorporated at building plan review stage of the
development review and entitlement process, if the site and
project design and proposed uses allow.
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commercial, and City properties.

S 5.1 Safety Standards. Require new
development and redevelopment to be in
compliance with seismic and geologic hazard
safety standards, including design and
construction standards that regulate land use
in areas known to have or to potentially have,
significant seismic and/or other geologic
hazards.

Potentially Consistent. The Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault,
located about one mile north of the project site, is the
nearest potentially active fault to the project site. The
Newport- Inglewood Zone of Deformation fault is located
approximately 2.5 miles south of the site. As discussed in
the Geology and Soils section of the Initial Study (Appendix
A to the EIR), the project site is not located in an AlquistPriolo Earthquake Fault Zone as mapped by the state, and
the potential for surface rupture is less than significant.
Risks from seismic shaking and other seismic hazards were
determined to be less than significant in the Initial Study
with enforcement of all applicable building codes and
accepted engineering practices through the City’s
development review and building inspection processes.

Open Space

OS 6.6 Lighting. Minimize obtrusive light by
limiting outdoor lighting that is misdirected,
excessive, or unnecessary.

Potentially Consistent. As discussed under Impact AES-3 in
Section 4.1 Aesthetics, the proposed project would result in
new sources of light on and around the project site but,
because of the highly urbanized and therefore highly lit
nature of the area, the project would not be expected to
substantially alter light levels in its vicinity. Also, the project
would be required to comply with City regulations limiting
the design, intensity, and impacts of night lighting. Finally,
the Architectural Commission will have review and approval
authority over lighting plans for this and any future
development on the project site.

OS 6.7 Glare. Require that new
development avoid the creation of
incompatible glare through use of
appropriate materials and design features.

Potentially Consistent. Due to the increased height and
scale of development, as well as the larger proportion of
glazing and potentially reflective materials, the proposed
project could create new sources of glare on the site, but
may also eliminate some sources of glare such as glare
from cars parked in surface parking lots. Mitigation
Measure AES-3 requires that, prior to issuance of any
building permits, the applicant shall submit plans and
specifications for all building materials to the Planning
Division for review and approval by the Architectural
Commission, and that all structures facing any public street
or neighboring property shall use minimally reflective glass
and all other materials used on the exterior of buildings and
structures shall be selected with attention to minimizing
reflective glare. The use of glass with over 25% reflectivity,
as determined by the Division of Building and Safety, shall
be prohibited in the exterior of all buildings on the project
site.

OS 7.12 New Development. Review
proposed development projects to ensure
projects incorporate feasible measures that
reduce construction and operations
emissions for Reactive Organic Gases
(ROG), Nitrogen Oxides (NOX), and
Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5).

Potentially Consistent. Mitigation Measures AQ-1(a), Ozone
Precursor Control, and AQ-1(b), Fugitive Dust Control,
would reduce both construction and operations emissions
for Reactive Organic Gases (ROG), Nitrogen Oxides (NOX),
and Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5).

Historic Preservation
HP 1.8 Prehistoric or Historic Subsurface

Potentially Consistent. Mitigation Measures CR-1,
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Archeological Features. Temporarily
suspend all earth disturbing activity within
100-feet of a potential resource, if any such
resources are discovered during
construction-related earth-moving activities,
to assess the significance of the find, and
require appropriate mitigation before work
resumes. (Imp. 2.2)

Consistency Discussion
Archaeological Monitoring, and CR-2, Coroner Notification,
contained within the Initial Study for this project, comply with
these policies.

HP 1.9 Paleontological Resources
Unearthed During Construction
Activities. In the event that excavation
reveals any paleontological resources,
suspend earth disturbing work until the
resource is evaluated. Allow work to resume
only after the find has been appropriately
mitigated. (Imp. 2.2)

Conclusion. The project appears to be consistent with the goals, policies and objectives
of the General Plan. The requested rezone and General Plan amendment, if approved, would
bring the proposed Parcel 2 project and the conceptual projects analyzed in this EIR for parcels
1 and 3 into consistency with the amended zoning and land use designations.
Mitigation Measures. Several of the consistency discussions assume implementation of
the mitigation measures included in the EIR. These measures are considered part of the project
and their implementation is assumed for the purposes of the determination of potential
consistency with adopted City policies.
Significance After Mitigation. With the inclusion of the mitigation measures identified
throughout the EIR, the project is potentially consistent with the General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance and impacts would be less than significant.
Impact LU-3

The proposed Parcel 2 project or the buildout of all three subject
parcels under the requested General Plan Amendment and
Rezone would be generally compatible with existing adjacent
commercial land uses and public facilities, and with residential
uses in the project vicinity, with incorporation of mitigation
measures included in the transportation, air quality, and noise
sections of this EIR. This is considered a Class II, significant but
mitigable, impact.

The subject of land use compatibility from an environmental impact standpoint encompasses a
range of issue areas. Project features and impacts that can create incompatibilities include longterm effects such as operational traffic, noise, and air quality impacts as well as aesthetic
incompatibility resulting from major differences in scale between the project and surrounding
uses or introduction of new sources of light and glare.
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As discussed in Section 4.8, Transportation and Circulation, traffic impacts would be less than
significant except for at one intersection, South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard.
Although traffic would increase around the project area and contribute to the congestion at this
intersection, neither traffic patterns or access would change and the increase would not reach
levels where the proposed land use could be considered to be in conflict with surrounding uses.
As discussed in Section 4.6, Noise, the increase in ambient noise due to project operation,
including increased traffic levels, would be less than significant and within what may be
expected within an urban area. Increased noise levels would not be in conflict with
surrounding uses. Impacts from construction noise on surrounding sensitive receptors would
also be less than significant; in addition, these temporary impacts are not associated with the
use of the property after construction and are therefore not a land use compatibility issue.
As discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, operation of the proposed project would not generate
air pollutant emissions exceeding SCAQMD operational significance thresholds. Although
local air quality may be degraded by the introduction of the new, more intense use, the change
would not reach levels where the proposed land use could be considered to be in conflict with
surrounding uses. Construction impacts may be significant if all three parcels are built out
simultaneously, but this temporary impact is not considered a land use compatibility issue.
Finally, as discussed in Section 4.1 Aesthetics, the project would not substantially obstruct views
through the site and the scale of proposed and potential development would be compatible
with surrounding development. Although most of the directly adjacent structures are similar
to or smaller in scale than the proposed and potential development, most of the surrounding
structures on the opposite sides of North and South Santa Monica and Wilshire Boulevards are
substantially larger. In the overall mix of development in the vicinity, project structures would
be moderate in scale and height. As further noted in Section 4.1, any development on the
subject parcels requires review and approval by the City’s Architectural Commission. The
Commission’s purview includes the design, materials and colors of new development. The
architectural review process would therefore ensure that any approved project would not be
substantially aesthetically incompatible with surrounding development.
The proposed project would not be expected to result in significant constraints on any potential
future additions, renovations or redevelopment on existing neighboring properties. Those
properties that have been included in the analysis of potential buildout of parcels 1 and 3 under
the requested rezone would not be affected by the project unless the owners willingly agree to
participate in such buildout. These properties are already zoned C-3 and thus are not included
in the rezone request.
Mitigation Measures. The mitigation measures recommended in Sections 4.2, 4.6 and
4.8 would reduce impacts that could lead to land use conflicts to levels that would avoid
significant land use compatibility impacts.
Significance After Mitigation. With implementation of recommended mitigation
measures, compatibility conflicts relating to aesthetics, traffic, air quality, and noise would be
reduced to below a level of significance.
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c. Cumulative Impacts. The proposed project, combined with other planned and
pending projects in and near the project vicinity, would contribute toward creating a more
tightly defined urban environment in the City. Given the City’s current policies on the scale
and design of new projects, the cumulative impact of the proposed project and other projects in
the surrounding area is expected to further the City’s goal of a viable urban environment with a
scale that does not overpower or dominate the visitor or resident.
Although cumulative development in the project area would be expected to create a somewhat
denser urban environment, some may view the intensification of development on, and within
the vicinity of, the project site as adverse. Moreover, increased development densities from
cumulative projects could generate secondary cumulative impacts with respect to air quality,
noise, traffic, and public services. However, in the context of the thresholds of significance for
land use impacts, the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would not be considerable.
As discussed above, the project is not incompatible in scale or characteristics with existing or
planned adjacent land uses and, with approval of the requested Zoning Ordinance and General
Plan amendments, would not conflict with an adopted land use plan, policy or regulation. As
discussed in the Initial Study (see Attachment A to this EIR), the project would not physically
divide an established community. Therefore, the proposed project would not result or
contribute considerably to significant cumulative land use impacts. For cumulative impacts
that result primarily from development outside of the City’s jurisdiction (i.e. in the cities of Los
Angeles or West Hollywood), it should be noted that the City of Beverly Hills cannot control
land use policies or decisions outside of its boundaries.
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4.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES
This section contains information summarized from a historic resources report prepared for the
proposed project by San Buenaventura Research Associates (SBRA) in July of 2008. This report
is provided in its entirety in Appendix C.

4.4.1 Setting
a. City of Beverly Hills. The present-day city of Beverly Hills is located on a portion of
the 4,500-acre land grant Rancho Rodeo de las Aguas (sometimes known as San Antonio),
awarded around 1820 to Vincente Valdez, a retired sergeant in the Spanish army, and his wife
Maria Rita Valdez. After his death in 1828, the land became closely associated with Maria
Valdez, who is often regarded as the area’s first settler, although she maintained homes both on
the rancho and in Los Angeles. Long-running disputes over the title to the ranch lands
ultimately led to its sale in 1854 to American developers Benjamin Davis “Don Benito” Wilson,
and Henry Hancock, who later sold his interests in the rancho to William Workman. The plans
of the new owners to exploit the land for agriculture were thwarted by the prolonged regional
droughts of the 1860s and 1870s. Subsequent efforts to develop the rancho with the townsites of
Santa Maria and Morocco also came to little. (Cowan, 1956: 68-69; Robinson, 1939: 156-64)
The modern community known as Beverly Hills had its beginning in 1906, when a group of oil
investors formed the Rodeo Land and Water Company and hired noted land planner Wilbur F.
Cook Jr. to design the community plan. The design, which represented one of the earliest
planned communities in the region, anticipated an enclave of homes for the wealthy on the
hillsides and more modest homes on the flat lands. The area reserved for the affluent was
originally called Beverly Hills, while the less upscale portion of the community was known
simply as Beverly. Initially, sales were slow, but the opening of the Beverly Hills Hotel by the
Rodeo Land and Water Company in 1912 began to attract more visitors and buyers. The city,
still little more than a tiny settlement, was incorporated in 1914.
The first major period of growth in Beverly Hills was concurrent with the regional land boom of
the 1920s. The city began the decade as a community in its formative stages, mixing rural,
urban and miscellaneous land uses, including the Los Angeles Speedway, which dominated the
quadrant of the city south of Wilshire Boulevard and west of Beverly Drive. The settling of the
city by entertainment industry personalities began in earnest in 1920, with the construction of
Pickfair, the lavish estate of Douglas Fairbanks and Mary Pickford. Other industry notables
followed their lead, to the extent that by the end of the 1920s, Beverly Hills had firmly
established its reputation as an enclave of movie stars.
As the wealth of the entertainment industry was attracted to Beverly Hills during the 1920s and
1930s, so were architects of note. A competitive environment between entertainment industry
leaders led to the construction of progressively more opulent homes in the period revival styles
popular during these decades, often reflecting both the unprecedented affluence, and the
theatrical character, of the movie industry. By the 1930s and 1940s Beverly Hills featured a posh
retail district which competed with the Miracle Mile, Hollywood, and Westwood Village for
fashionability. During the postwar era, the city became steadily more prominent as one of the
Southern California region’s major urban centers, as the office and retail district grew upwards
and outwards, and pushed further west.
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b. Site History and Context. The project site is located within a portion of Beverly Hills
situated south of Santa Monica Boulevard and west of Wilshire Boulevard. Annexed to the city
in 1915, the area remained relatively remote and undeveloped until the mid-1920s. The Santa
Monica (via Sawtelle) line of the Pacific Electric Railroad Line ran down a right-of-way along
the south side Santa Monica Boulevard, providing ready access to support later growth. This
line was established in 1897 and provided passenger service between Los Angeles and Santa
Monica until 1940. (For citations, please see the full historic resources report in Appendix C.)
This section of Beverly Hills remained largely unaffected by the first major wave of growth of
the city during the early 1920s. For this entire period, it was dominated by the Los Angeles
Speedway, which occupied a 200-acre site bounded by Wilshire and Santa Monica boulevards
and Beverly Drive. The automobile race track was opened in 1920, with the backing of
prominent Los Angeles businessmen, including several entertainment industry notables. For a
brief period, it was a very popular regional racing venue and the site of numerous recordsetting events. A new racetrack which opened in Culver City in 1924 quickly eclipsed the Los
Angeles Speedway, which ran its last race that year.
The speedway property was sold to developer Walter McCarty in 1924 for ten times its original
purchase price only a few years earlier, and the land subdivided for residential development.
Many of the streets in the subdivision were named to commemorate the officers and directors of
the speedway. An extension of Burton Way from the east formed South Santa Monica
Boulevard, paralleling Santa Monica Boulevard, which jointly bracketed the Pacific Electric
right-of-way on the north and south. South Santa Monica Boulevard developed into the low-rise
commercial district of this Beverly Hills neighborhood, mainly after 1945. The Beverly Hills
High School campus was established at the southwestern corner of the speedway site in 1927.
c. Relevant City Historic Preservation Efforts/Designations. In 1985-86, the City
conducted an historic resources survey in conjunction with the California Office of Historic
Preservation. The project site is located within Survey Area 5, which includes the commercial
districts sometimes known as “the triangle,” bounded by Wilshire and Santa Monica
boulevards and Crescent Drive. This survey area contains many of the city’s most
architecturally and historically important commercial properties constructed from the 1920s
through the 1940s. The portion of Survey Area 5 within which the project site is located extends
westwards along Santa Monica Boulevard from “the triangle,” but no historically or
architecturally significant properties in this area were identified by the survey. The survey also
identified a portion of the residential area to the south of the project site, developed primarily
during the period 1928-30, and bounded by Linden and El Camino drives, and Charleville and
Olympic boulevards as “the most intact neighborhoods of single family homes in the city.” This
neighborhood is included in Survey Area 4. Because this survey was completed more than
twenty years ago, little effort was made to identify and evaluate properties constructed during
the 1940s and later (Johnson Huemann Research Associates, 1986: 63-83).
In 2006 the city commissioned an update of the 1985-86 Area 5 survey. The focus of this survey
was properties constructed between 1941 and 1965. Although this survey is currently regarded
by the city as incomplete, and the findings have not been formally adopted, a preliminary
survey report completed in 2007 was made available for review. The methodology for this
survey was a reconnaissance-level survey of all commercial properties located within Area 5 of
the city constructed prior to 1965.
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This survey identified two historic contexts of potential value for evaluating the properties
located within the project area. The “Art Deco Moderne Buildings” context is described by the
consultants as buildings which are “mostly low-rise and … demonstrated a progressive interest
in modern styles, particularly Art Deco and Streamline Moderne [which] were highly suitable
for the cultivated image of the city.” The “Post World War II Commercial Buildings” context is
described as including buildings “predominantly architect designed by practitioners offering a
wide range of modernistic interpretations. Buildings include modest examples, mostly 4 to 5
stories in height, constructed after World War II.”
The 2006 survey identified one property within the project area (9949 Santa Monica Boulevard)
as a potential contributor to a multiple-resource (noncontiguous) CRHR-eligible historic district
composed of six Art Deco/Moderne buildings. No other properties within the project area
were identified in the survey update as potentially eligible for any designation.
d. Property Descriptions. This section describes each of the structures that would be
demolished by implementation of the Parcel 2 project or the Parcel 2 project combined with
potential future development on parcels 1 and 3 (“combined project”). As discussed in Section
2.0 Project Description, the conceptual buildout of the combined project includes parcels both on
the project sites and adjacent to parcels 1 and 3 along South Santa Monica Boulevard. Other
nearby properties of note are also discussed.
9775 Santa Monica Boulevard. This one story commercial building is characterized by
two entries heavily expressed with stone or concrete surrounds. The same or similar materials
are used to express massive pilasters at the left and right sides of the street elevation,
supporting a lintel. The upper facade is clad with four bands of square, colored glass panels
affixed with bolts at each corner. According to building permits, this building was constructed
in 1960-61, although its current appearance may date from a later alteration. (For photographs
of the structures discussed in this section, please see the full historic resources report in
Appendix C.)
9785 Santa Monica Boulevard. This one story brick commercial building is characterized
by a windowless street elevation clad in rough stucco. A single, centered entry is defined by a
single course of tile. This building was originally constructed in 1926 and designed by the
prolific Beverly Hills architect W. Asa Hudson. No trace of the original design remains,
however, as this building’s primary elevation was evidently completely altered to its current
appearance in 1966.
9815 Wilshire Boulevard. This rectangular plan one story commercial building features
a band of floor-to-ceiling tinted glass windows set in anodized aluminum frames facing the
corner of Wilshire and Santa Monica boulevards. The mass of the stuccoed parapet cantilevers
over the eastern elevation to form a porte cochere. According to building permits, this building
was constructed in 1967 as a car rental agency office. No architect was listed. It is stylistically
indistinct and appears to be unaltered.
9844 Wilshire Boulevard/9811 Santa Monica Boulevard. This one and two story
commercial building features an essentially rectangular plan organized around an octagonal
tower topped with a very steep pyramidal roof oriented towards the street intersection. The
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remaining roof is flat and located behind a featureless parapet. A three-sided bay projects
towards the southwestern corner of Wilshire and Santa Monica boulevards. The building is
constructed of brick clad in stucco. The storefronts consist of tall inset plate glass windows.
Square fixed windows are located above the storefronts in the tower. This building was
constructed in 1931 as a restaurant, a use it retained throughout the 1930s. No architect is listed
on the building permit. This building’s state of integrity is difficult to fully assess, but the
window and storefront treatments do not appear to be consistent with typical 1930s
construction methods. The architectural style is indistinct, probably as a result of alterations.
9843-45-49 Santa Monica Boulevard. This one story brick commercial building features a
flat roof behind a parapet. The building was constructed in 1946-47 and subsequently divided
into three distinct storefronts of different designs. The storefront at 9843 Santa Monica
Boulevard appears to be the least altered of the three, featuring a low bulkhead clad with
marble panels and storefront display windows with chromed steel window stops. A double
horizontal string course is located above the storefront. The plastered upper facade terminates
in a thin cornice line at the top of the parapet, which continues across the other two storefronts.
The cornice appears to be the only original design feature unifying the three storefronts. The
extensively altered storefront at 9845 Santa Monica Boulevard features three pairs of folding
French doors inset above low bulkheads and enclosed with decorative wrought iron railings. A
single string course is located above the storefront area and below the plastered upper facade.
The storefront at 9849 Santa Monica Boulevard features wood-framed display windows above
high bulkheads and a rough stucco finish over the original plaster. The architect for the 1946
construction was the firm of Joseph, Fletcher and Joseph. Very little information was located on
this architectural firm, which was also known as Joseph and Joseph. The architectural style is
indistinct, probably as a result of alterations.
9855-57 Santa Monica Boulevard. This one story double-storefront building features a
flat roof behind a parapet terminated with a very thin cornice above an upper facade composed
of scored vertical stuccoed panels. Anodized aluminum windows are located above a stuccoclad bulkhead. This building was constructed in 1977 and appears to be unaltered. The
architectural style is indistinct.
9859-61-65-67 Santa Monica Boulevard. This one story brick commercial building
consists of four storefronts. The display windows are wood frame over very low bulkheads.
Two of the display windows are unusually tall and encased in picture-frame moldings. The
featureless upper facade is terminated in a cornice composed of a single course of brick set back
from the main elevation. This building was constructed in 1947, designed by architects W. Asa
Hudson and Gene Brockow of Beverly Hills. Hudson designed numerous commercial and
residential buildings in Beverly Hills and elsewhere during the 1920s and 1930s, including the
first City Hall in 1924. The partnership with Brockow apparently began around 1940 and lasted
less than ten years. The building appears to be unaltered. The architectural style is essentially
Modern, with some Minimal Traditional references.
9949 Santa Monica Boulevard. This one story brick commercial office building’s
asymmetrical street elevation consists of two bays defined by a deeply inset entrance set atop a
shallow flight of brick stairs. The main body of the building is composed of tan brick into
which is set common red brick forming a horizontal band wrapping the full street elevation,
into which the windows are set. Some of the windows are sash units; the window openings
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flanking the entry are filled with glass bricks. The band is further defined by a string-course
one brick in width at the top and bottom. The brick upper facade and parapet is characterized
by a cornice composed of a single and double brick string-course. A panel above the entry is set
with red brick in a herringbone pattern. This building was begun in late 1941 as a medical
office for Dr. William Peschelt, a dentist. It apparently remained uncompleted until 1945,
probably due to wartime materials shortages. The designer is identified on the building permit
as engineer R.G. Martin, about whom no information was located. This building is a very good
example of the Streamline Moderne architectural style, and appears to be unaltered. This
building was identified in the 2006 survey update as a potential contributor to a multipleresource (noncontiguous) CRHR-eligible historic district composed of six Art Deco/Moderne
buildings. The building is shown in Figure 4.4-1.
Remainder of Project Site. The remainder of the project site consists of vacant land,
paved parking lots, and the former right-of-way of the Pacific Electric Railroad line. No above
ground historic features were identified in the field survey, either on the right-of-way or the
vacant parcels.
Nearby Properties. The 2006 survey update identified four potentially eligible
properties within the immediate vicinity of the proposed project:
•
•
•
•

9924 Santa Monica Boulevard (Beverly Hills YMCA, 1950)
9884 Santa Monica Boulevard (Darrow Office Building, 1945)
9900 Santa Monica Boulevard (Friar’s Club, 1963)
9990 Santa Monica Boulevard (Hilton Office Building, 1953)

In addition to these four, the Robinson-May Building (1951), located at 9900 Wilshire Boulevard,
was found to be eligible for listing on the CRHR under criteria 1 and 3 in connection with an
EIR prepared in 2007. The Beverly Hilton (1953-55), located at 9876 Wilshire Boulevard, was
found to be eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C in connection with an EIR prepared in 2007
(Impact Sciences, 2007). All six of these nearby properties are separated from the project site by
either North or South Santa Monica Boulevard.
No other properties in the immediate vicinity are currently designated, listed, determined to be
eligible, or appear to be eligible for listing.
e. Regulatory Setting. A property may be designated as historic by National, State, or
local authorities. In order for a building to qualify for listing in the National Register of Historic
Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, or as a locally significant property in the
City of Beverly Hills, it must meet one or more identified criteria of significance. The property
must also retain sufficient architectural integrity to continue to evoke the sense of place and
time with which it is historically associated. An explanation of these designations follows.
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Image Source: San Buenaventura Research Association, July 2008

9949 Santa Monica Boulevard, Southern Elevation

Figure 4.4-1
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National Register of Historic Places. The National Register of Historic Places (NRHP),
which is administered by the National Park Service, is the Nation's official list of cultural
resources worthy of preservation. Authorized under the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966, the National Register is part of a national program to coordinate and support public and
private efforts to identify, evaluate, and protect historic and archeological resources (National
Park Service Official Website, 2008). Listing in the National Register assists in the preservation
of historic properties through the following actions: recognition that a property is of
significance to the nation, the state, or the community; consideration in planning for Federal or
federally assisted projects; eligibility for Federal tax benefits; consideration in the decision to
issue a federal permit; and, qualification for Federal assistance for historic preservation grants,
when funds are available.
Properties may qualify for NRHP listing if they:
A. Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history;
B. Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;
C. Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or
that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that
represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack
individual distinction; or
D. Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history. (National Park Service, 2002)
According to the NRHP guidelines, the essential physical features of a property must be present
for it to convey its significance. Further, in order to qualify for the NRHP, a resource must
retain its integrity, or the “ability to convey its significance.” The seven aspects of integrity are:
1. Location (the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where
the historic event occurred);
2. Design (the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and
style of a property);
3. Setting (the physical environment of a historic property);
4. Materials (the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a
particular period of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a
historic property);
5. Workmanship (the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people
during any given period of history or prehistory);
6. Feeling (a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular
period of time); and,
7. Association (the direct link between an important historic event or person and a
historic property). (National Park Service, 2002)
The relevant aspects of integrity depend upon the NRHP criteria applied to the property. For
example, a property nominated under Criterion A (events) would be likely to convey its
significance primarily through integrity of location, setting, and association. A property
nominated solely under Criterion C (design) would usually rely primarily on integrity of
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design, materials, and workmanship. The California Register procedures include similar
language with regard to integrity.
California Register of Historic Resources. The California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) requires evaluation of project impacts on historic resources, including properties “listed
in, or determined eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historic Resources [or]
included in a local register of historical resources” [CEQA Guidelines, §15064.5(a)(1)]. The
California Register is an authoritative guide in California used by State and local agencies,
private groups, and citizens to identify the State’s historical resources and to indicate what
properties are to be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse
change. A resource is eligible for listing on the California Register if it meets any of the
following criteria for listing:
1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage;
2. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;
3. Embodies the distinctive work of an important creative individual, or possesses high
artistic values; or
4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
[Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5024.1(c) et seq.]
The California Register may also include properties listed in “local registers” of historic
properties. A “local register of historic resources” is broadly defined in Section 5020.1(k) as “a
list of properties officially designated or recognized as historically significant by a local
government pursuant to a local ordinance or resolution.” Local registers of historic properties
come in two forms: (1) surveys of historic resources conducted by a local agency in accordance
with Office of Historic Preservation procedures and standards, adopted by the local agency and
maintained as current; and, (2) landmarks designated under local ordinances or resolutions
(PRC Sections 5024.1, 21804.1, 15064.5).
By definition, the California Register of Historic Resources also includes all “properties formally
determined eligible for, or listed in, the National Register of Historic Places,” and certain
specified State Historical Landmarks. The majority of formal determinations of NRHP
eligibility occur when properties are evaluated by the State Office of Historic Preservation in
connection with federal environmental review procedures (Historic Preservation Act of 1966,
Section 106). Formal determinations of eligibility also occur when properties are nominated to
the NRHP, but are not listed due to owner objection.
The minimum age criterion for the NRHP and the California Register is 50 years. Properties
less than 50 years old may be eligible for listing on the NRHP if they can be regarded as
“exceptional,” as defined by the NRHP procedures, or in terms of the California Register, if “it
can be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to understand its historical importance”
[Chapter 11, Title 14, §4842(d)(2)].
City of Beverly Hills Landmarks and Historic Districts. Historic resources as defined by
CEQA also include properties listed in “local registers” of historic properties. A “local register
of historic resources” is broadly defined in §5020.1 (k) of the Public Resources Code, as “a list of
properties officially designated or recognized as historically significant by a local government
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pursuant to a local ordinance or resolution.” Local registers of historic properties come
essentially in two forms: (1) surveys of historic resources conducted by a local agency in
accordance with Office of Historic Preservation procedures and standards, adopted by the local
agency and maintained as current, and (2) landmarks designated under local ordinances or
resolutions. These properties are “presumed to be historically or culturally significant... unless
the preponderance of the evidence demonstrates that the resource is not historically or
culturally significant.” (PRC §§ 5024.1, 21804.1, 15064.5)
The Beverly Hills Municipal Code defines an “historical or cultural landmark” as “any site
(including significant trees or other plant life located thereon), building, or structure of
particular historic or cultural significance to the city, such as historic structures or sites in which
the broad cultural, political, economic, or social history of the nation, state, or community is
reflected or exemplified, or which are identified with historic personages or with important
events in the main currents of national, state, or local history, or which embody the
distinguishing characteristics of an architectural type specimen, inherently valuable for a study
of a period style or method of construction, or a notable work of a master builder, designer, or
architect whose individual genius influences his age” (Beverly Hills Municipal Code Section 103-3202).
f. Eligibility of Historic Resources. The property at 9949 Santa Monica Boulevard
appears to be eligible for the NRHP and CRHR under Criterion C/3 as a potential contributor to
a multiple-resource (noncontiguous) CRHR-eligible historic district composed of six Art
Deco/Moderne buildings.
None of the other properties in the study area which are fifty years of age or older appear to be
eligible for the NRHP or CRHR under A/1 (historic events). While they are associated with the
historical theme of postwar commercial development in Beverly Hills, they appear to be only
generally associated with this theme and represent no known, notable contribution towards this
theme. These properties do not appear to be eligible for listing under Criterion B/2 (historically
significant individuals). None of the known owners of the property appear to have made a
significant contribution towards the historical development of the community. With the
exception of 9949 Santa Monica Boulevard, none of these properties appear to be eligible for
listing under Criterion C/3 (design). They are typical, and in some cases substantially altered,
examples of common architectural styles, of which numerous and more fully-realized examples
can be found in Beverly Hills.
Properties Less Than 50 Years of Age. Properties less than 50 years of age may be
eligible if they can be found to be “exceptional.” While no hard and fast definition for
“exceptional” is provided in the NRHP literature, the special language developed to support
nominating these properties was clearly intended to accommodate properties which
demonstrate a level of importance such that their historical significance can be understood
without the passage of time. In general, according to NRHP literature, eligible “exceptional”
properties may include, “resources so fragile that survivors of any age are unusual.
[Exceptionalness] may be a function of the relative age of a community and its perceptions of
old and new. It may be represented by a building or structure whose developmental or design
value is quickly recognized as historically significant by the architectural or engineering
profession [or] it may be reflected in a range of resources for which the community has an
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unusually strong associative attachment.” None of the subject properties in the study area
appear to rise to the exceptional level.
Local Significance and Eligibility. The Beverly Hills Municipal Code (Section 10-3-3202)
defining historic landmarks, discussed above under Regulatory Setting, has not resulted in the
designation of any historical landmarks within the city or the establishment of a “local register”
of historic resources, as defined by CEQA. However, the city listing criteria appear to be
functionally similar to the NRHP and CRHR criteria for eligibility. Consequently, it appears
that no properties which are not otherwise potentially eligible for the NRHP or CRHR listing
should be regarded as eligible for designation as City of Beverly Hills Landmarks.
Based on the discussion above, the property at 9949 Santa Monica Boulevard should be
regarded as an historic resource for the purposes of CEQA. No other properties within the
project area should be regarded as historic resources.

4.4.2

Impact Analysis

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. According to Public Resource Code
§21084.1, “a project that may cause a substantial change in the significance of an historical
resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.” The Public
Resource Code broadly defines a threshold for determining if the impacts of a project on an
historic property will be significant and adverse. By definition, a substantial adverse change
means, “demolition, destruction, relocation, or alterations,” such that the significance of an
historical resource would be impaired [PRC §5020.1(6)]. For purposes of NRHP eligibility,
reductions in a resource’s integrity (the ability of the property to convey its significance) should
be regarded as potentially adverse impacts.
Further, according to the CEQA Guidelines:
[A]n historical resource is materially impaired when a project...[d]emolishes or materially
alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical resource that
convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for,
inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources [or] that account for its
inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the
Public Resources Code or its identification in an historical resources survey meeting the
requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, unless the public agency
reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a preponderance of evidence that the
resource is not historically or culturally significant.” [§15064.5(b)(2) et seq.]
The City of Beverly Hills, as the lead agency, is responsible for the identification of “potentially
feasible measures to mitigate significant adverse changes in the significance of an historical
resource.” The specified methodology for determining if impacts are mitigated to less than
significant levels are the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings and
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic
Buildings (1995), publications of the National Park Service [PRC §15064.5(b)(3-4)].

4.4-10

City of Beverly Hills

Beverley Hills Gateway Project EIR
Section 4.4 Cultural Resources

Potential impacts to archaeological resources are discussed in the Initial Study prepared for the
proposed project (please see Appendix A to this EIR). As discussed in the Initial Study, the
surface of the project site has been previously disturbed and partially developed, and no
archeological or paleontological resources are known to have been discovered. However,
excavation required for building foundations and the subterranean parking structure has the
potential to disturb previously unknown archaeological or paleontological resources and/or
human remains. The Initial Study includes mitigation measures that would reduce the
potential impacts to a less than significant level. These measures are included in the Executive
Summary as measures C-3 a and b.
b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.
Impact CR-1 Both the proposed Parcel 2 project and potential future
development on parcels 1 and 3 that would be facilitated by the
requested rezone would involve the demolition of existing
onsite structures. Only one of these structures, a structure that
would be demolished as part of the conceptual Parcel 1
development analyzed in this EIR, is considered a historic
resource under CEQA. This impact associated with the
combined project (buildout of all three parcels) would be Class
II, potentially significant but mitigable.
As discussed above, the property at 9949 Santa Monica Boulevard is considered an historic
resource for the purposes of CEQA. No other properties within the project area should be
regarded as historic resources. The structure at 9949 Santa Monica Boulevard is a potential
contributor to a multiple-resource (noncontiguous) CRHR-eligible historic district composed of
six Art Deco/Moderne buildings. As part of the conceptual Parcel 1 project analyzed in this
EIR, this structure would be demolished to accommodate potential future commercial
development on the site that would be allowed under the requested rezone to the C-3
(Commercial) zone district.
The impact of demolition of the 9949 Santa Monica Boulevard structure would be a loss of
design integrity for the potential district. However, given that the potential district is
noncontiguous, and its contributors are scattered, demolition of this structure would not have a
significant adverse impact on the integrity of setting of other contributors to this district.
Further, the district would likely remain eligible even with the loss of this individual building.
The impact is considered potentially significant and adverse, but mitigable to a less than
significant level. This impact would be associated with the combined project and/or any future
development on Parcel 1 that includes demolition of the 9949 Santa Monica Boulevard
structure, and would not be associated with the proposed Parcel 2 development-only scenario.
Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures would apply to the combined
project and/or any future development on Parcel 1 that includes demolition of the 9949 Santa
Monica Boulevard structure. These measures would not apply to the Parcel 2 developmentonly scenario.
CR-1(a)

The property located at 9949 Santa Monica Boulevard shall be
photographed by a qualified archival photographer according to
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accepted archival methods, and a written historic report prepared
by a qualified historic preservation professional. This
documentation shall be donated to a suitable repository, such as
the City of Beverly Hills Public Library, prior to issuance of a
demolition permit for the structure.
CR-1(b)

The remaining properties within the potential multiple-resource
(noncontiguous) CRHR-eligible Art Deco/Moderne historic
district shall be fully documented and recorded on DPR 523 forms
by a qualified historic preservation professional. These forms
shall include historical and architectural context supporting the
eligibility of the district and property-specific research on the
contributing properties. This documentation shall be submitted to
the California Office of Historic Preservation as a nomination to
the CRHR prior to issuance of a demolition permit for the
structure.

Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant with
implementation of these mitigation measures.
Impact CR-2 The proposed project may result in a loss of setting integrity for
six potentially eligible properties. However, due to the highly
urban and architecturally diverse setting, this impact would be
Class III, less than significant, for either the Parcel 2 project
alone or the combined project involving development of all
three parcels.
As discussed above, a 2006 survey of Survey Area 5, which includes the commercial districts
sometimes known as “the triangle,” identified four potentially eligible properties within the
immediate vicinity of the proposed project. These include the Beverly Hills YMCA, Darrow
Office Building, Friar’s Club and Hilton Office Building. All of these structures are on the south
side of South Santa Monica Boulevard, across from the project site. In addition to these four,
the Robinson-May Building, located at 9900 Wilshire Boulevard, was found to be eligible for
listing on the CRHR in connection with an EIR prepared in 2007 (Impact Sciences, 2007). The
Beverly Hilton, located at 9876 Wilshire Boulevard, was found to be eligible for the NRHP
under Criterion C in connection with another EIR prepared in 2007 (Impact Sciences, 2007).
New construction in close proximity to historic or potentially historic structures can result in an
impact to the resource by altering the context and setting and introducing development that
may be out of character with the historic properties. However, all six of the nearby properties
discussed above are separated from the project site by either North or South Santa Monica
Boulevard. In addition, the project site’s setting is a highly urban environment consisting of a
wide variety of types and periods of construction and architectural styles, such that it does not
currently represent a cohesive setting for the potentially eligible properties. Consequently, the
proposed project would not have the ability to significantly further degrade the setting for any
potentially eligible property.
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Mitigation Measures. As impacts would be less than significant for either the Parcel 2
project alone or the combined project involving development of all three parcels, no mitigation
is required
Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without
mitigation for either the Parcel 2 project alone or the combined project involving development
of all three parcels.
c. Cumulative Impacts. Planned and pending development in the City of Beverly Hills
would result in a cumulatively considerable, and therefore significant, impact to historic
resources. Two nearby projects in particular would result in significant impacts to historic
resources, the Beverly Hilton project and the 9900 Wilshire project. As discussed above,
however, the demolition of the 9949 Santa Monica Boulevard structure would not have a
significant adverse impact on the integrity of setting of other contributors to the multipleresource (noncontiguous) historic district of which it is a part, and the district as a whole would
remain eligible for CRHR listing. The other properties that form the district are located at 368
North Beverly Drive, 202 North Canon Drive, 444 North Canon Drive, 9949 Santa Monica
Boulevard, 8400 Wilshire Boulevard, 8710 Wilshire Boulevard and 9699 Wilshire Boulevard.
None of the planned or pending projects listed in Section 3.0 Environmental Setting would have a
direct impact on these resources that make up the remainder of the district. Therefore although
cumulative impacts to historic resources in Beverly Hills are significant, the project’s additional
impact to historic resources would not be considerable in the context of the cumulative impact
and would be less than significant.
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4.5 HAZARDS and HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
This section analyzes potential impacts associated with the use of hazardous materials. It
addresses impacts relating to both ongoing industrial activities in the site vicinity and possible
historic soil and groundwater contamination onsite. The analysis relies in part on a Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) prepared by Rincon Consultants, Inc. dated May 15,
2008, and a Phase II ESA prepared by Rincon Consultants, Inc. dated July 23, 2008. These
studies can be found in Appendix D.

4.5.1

Setting

a. Project Site Vicinity. The project site consists of three properties, referred to in this
EIR as parcels 1, 2 and 3 (Figure 2-2 in Section 2.0 Project Description delineates the three
properties). The combined area of the three parcels is approximately 130,290 square feet (sf) or
about 3.0 acres. The properties occupy a former railroad right-of-way between North Santa
Monica Boulevard and South (“little”) Santa Monica Boulevard, bordered by Linden Avenue to
the east and the City limits to the west. The site is bisected by Wilshire Boulevard. The
property has frontage on Santa Monica Boulevard, South Santa Monica Boulevard and Wilshire
Boulevard. Current vehicular access to the three parcels is via driveways on South Santa
Monica Boulevard. Site topography is generally flat, and the property is long and narrow,
varying in width from approximately 60 to 100 feet. The groundwater at the project site is
approximately 27-54 feet below ground surface. Parcel 1 is vacant land. Parcel 2 consists of 9,633
square feet of one-story retail development (three structures) and associated surface parking.
Parcel 3 consists of surface parking and car storage for the adjacent rental car operation.
Existing onsite conditions are shown on Figures 2-3 and 2-4 in Section 2.0 Project Description.
The project site as a whole is bordered to the south and east by areas designated and used for
commercial development. The Peninsula Hotel and several office buildings lie to the south of
parcels 1 and 2. Areas to the north of parcels 1 and 2 are also designated and used for
commercial development, including restaurant and hotel (the Beverly Hilton) uses. The linear
Beverly Gardens Park lies to the north of Parcel 3 across Santa Monica Boulevard; beyond the
park is a neighborhood designated and used for single-family residences. Directly east of Parcel
3 is a low-rise City parking structure. The project site is bordered on the west by the boundary
line between the cities of Beverly Hills and Los Angeles, and vacant land between north and
south Santa Monica Boulevard beyond. Structural development in the site vicinity includes a
mix of architectural styles and building forms with building heights ranging from one to 10 or
more stories.
b. Regulatory Setting. State and federal governmental agencies regulate the use,
storage, and transport of hazardous materials through numerous legal and regulatory
requirements. State and federal regulations require businesses that store, use, or manufacture
specific amounts of hazardous materials to report the quantities and types of materials to the
local administering agency. The federal government defines hazardous materials as substances
that are toxic, flammable/ignitable, reactive, or corrosive. Extremely hazardous materials are
substances that show high or chronic toxicity, carcinogenic, bioaccumulative properties,
persistence in the environment, or that are water reactive.
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Soil Contamination Health Risk Assessment. Regulatory agencies such as the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), California State Department of Toxic Substance
Control (DTSC), and California State Department of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
set forth guidelines that list at what point concentrations of certain contaminants pose a risk to
human health. The EPA combines current toxicity values of contaminants with exposure
factors to estimate what the maximum concentration of a contaminant can be in environmental
media before it is a risk to human health. These concentrations set forth by the EPA are termed
Screening Levels (SLs) for Chemical Contaminants at Superfund Sites dated July 7, 2008 for
metal concentrations in residential and industrial soils. SLs are formerly known as Preliminary
Remediation Goals (PRGs). SL concentrations can be used to screen pollutants in
environmental media, trigger further investigation, and provide an initial cleanup goal. SLs for
soil contamination have been developed for both industrial sites and residential sites.
Residential SLs are more conservative and take into account the possibility of the contaminated
environmental media coming into contact with sensitive receptor sites such as nurseries and
schools. SLs consider exposure to pollutants by means of ingestion, dermal contact, and
inhalation, but do not consider impacts to groundwater.
Soil Contamination and Groundwater Protection. The Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has developed an interim guidance document that contains
numeric site screening levels to determine the need for remediation of gasoline and volatile
organic compound (VOC) contaminated soils (Los Angeles RWQCB, 1996). The guidance
document is used to determine when a site may require remedial action or to establish an
acceptable clean up standard for a particular constituent. The document was developed to
simplify the remediation process by facilitating the selection of soil cleanup levels for gasoline
and VOC-impacted sites.
Drinking Water Protection. Both the EPA and the California Department of Health
Services (DHS) regulate the concentration of various chemicals in drinking water. The DHS
thresholds are generally stricter than the EPA thresholds. Primary maximum contaminant levels
(MCLs) are established for a number of chemical and radioactive contaminants (Title 22, Division
4, Chapter 15 California Code of Regulations). MCLs are often used by regulatory agencies to
determine cleanup standards when groundwater is affected with contaminants.
Recognized Environmental Conditions. A “Recognized Environmental Condition”
(REC) is defined pursuant to the American Society of Testing and Materials (ASTM) as the
presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products on a property
under conditions that indicate an existing release, a past release, or a material threat of a release
of any hazardous substances or petroleum products into structures on the project site or into the
ground, groundwater, or surface water of the property. The term includes hazardous
substances or petroleum products even under conditions in compliance with laws. The term is
not intended to include de minimis conditions that generally do not present a material risk of
harm to public health or the environment and that generally would not be the subject of an
enforcement action if brought to the attention of appropriate governmental agencies.
Hazardous Materials. The Beverly Hills Fire Department (BHFD) has primary
responsibility over hazardous materials incidents within the City. In addition, the BHFD
currently has a mutual aid agreement with the Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD)
to provide additional aid and services when needed. The Health Hazardous Materials Division
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of the Los Angeles County Fire Department provides emergency response services for
hazardous materials incidents within the City. However, depending on the situation and
location of a hazardous waste incident, agencies other than the City and County Fire
Departments would also help provide emergency response.
As the Los Angeles County Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA), the Los Angeles
County Fire Department (LACFD) has jurisdiction in all unincorporated and most incorporated
areas in the county, including Beverly Hills. Serving as the CUPA, LACFD’s Health Hazardous
Material Division (HHMD) directly administers programs related to waste generation,
hazardous materials inventories, and risk management. The HHMD’s mission is to protect the
public health and the environment throughout Los Angeles County from accidental releases
and improper handling, storage, transportation, and disposal of hazardous materials and
wastes through coordinated efforts of inspections, emergency response, enforcement, and site
mitigation oversight. The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works is a participating
agency under the LACFD CUPA and implements the underground storage tank program.
Lead and Asbestos. Asbestos emissions are regulated by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD). The SCAQMD rule applicable to the proposed project is Rule
1403, Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/ Renovation Activities. Compliance with SCAQMD
Rule 1403 requires that the owner or operator of any demolition or renovation activity have an
asbestos survey performed prior to demolition. Lead-based materials exposure is regulated by
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (CalOSHA) regulations. California
Code of Regulations, §1532.1, requires testing, monitoring, containment, and disposal of leadbased materials such that exposure levels do not exceed CalOSHA standards.
c. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment. Rincon Consultants, Inc. completed an
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) for the site in May 2008. This Phase I ESA also included
a review of additional environmental agency files regarding underground storage tanks on
adjacent and surrounding properties. Rincon performed the Phase I ESA in general
conformance with ASTM E 1527-05. The Phase I ESA covered the northern parcels, Assessor
Parcel Identification Numbers (AINs) 4328-001-001, -002, -003, and -024, and the southern
parcels, AINs 4328-016, -017, -018, and -023. The site buildings include the physical addresses
of 9449, 9843-9857, 9843 S. Santa Monica Boulevard, and 9844 Wilshire Boulevard in Beverly
Hills, California. The former railroad right-of-way has an address of 9848 Wilshire Boulevard.
The Environmental Site Assessments focused on parcel 2, and do not specifically address the
additional adjacent properties that are part of the conceptual buildout scenario for parcels 1 and
3 discussed in Section 2.0 and throughout the EIR. The findings of this report are summarized
below.
Historic Land Use. The historic records reviewed for the Phase I ESA included aerial
photographs, topographic maps, and fire insurance maps. In addition, an interview
questionnaire was provided to the property owners. The current owners have owned portions
of the project site since 1964 and the purchase of the Southern Pacific Railroad property was
completed in 1999. According to the Phase I ESA, at least some of the on-site structures are 80
years old or older. The project site is depicted as a portion of the Pacific Electric Railroad dating
back to 1923. Development of the easternmost corner of the project site dates back to at least
1934. Overall, the site appeared developed with structures, vacant lots, and the railroad dating
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back to at least 1953. The railroad system was dismantled during the 1980s and portions of the
right-of-way remain vacant.
Field Reconnaissance Findings. Rincon performed an accompanied reconnaissance of
the site on April 7, 2008. The purpose of the reconnaissance was to observe existing site
conditions and identify obvious indicators of hazardous materials that could affect the project
site.
Parcel 2 consists of several retail commercial buildings, office buildings, several paved parking
lot areas, and vacant land to the north and west that were formerly used as a railroad right-ofway. Parcel 2 is located in an area that is primarily comprised of commercial retail buildings,
hotels, and an auto repair facility. Four buildings are present at the site. Roxbury Management
Co. currently occupies the building in the southwest portion of the site at 9449 S. Santa Monica
Boulevard. The building in the northeast portion of the site at 9844 Wilshire Boulevard and
9843 S. Santa Monica Boulevard is occupied by Starbucks Coffee and by Teles Properties. Two
adjoining buildings are also present in the northeast portion of the site. They have an address
range of 9843 to 9857 S. Santa Monica Boulevard and occupants consist of a florist, a nail salon,
two clothing stores, and a vacant tailor suite. Asphalt paved parking areas are located adjacent
to the northeast of the 9449 S. Santa Monica Boulevard site building and to the northeast of
buildings at 9843 and 9857 S. Santa Monica Boulevard. Stained soil was observed in the vacant
portion of the site which appeared to be from a flattened paint can. The four-foot by 1.5-foot
area had white-stained soil and vegetation. The paint is likely confined to the surface. No other
areas of stained soils or pavement were observed at the site.
Adjacent properties include hotels to the north and southeast of Parcel 2, commercial retail
stores to the south, parking structures to the northwest, and an auto repair facility to the
southwest. The auto repair facility to the southwest has four in-ground hydraulic lifts, above
ground storage tanks and 55-gallon drums for new and waste oil and other automotive
lubricants, and a former floor drain that was reportedly filled with asphalt in the 1980s.
The current owners of Parcel 2 indicated that the adjacent property to the southeast (Al
Grimmett Auto Service at 9953 S. Santa Monica Boulevard) had several USTs in the street along
S. Santa Monica Boulevard. These USTs were city owned and were removed several years ago.
No information regarding soil sampling or other testing was provided. Further, the current
owners indicated that a gasoline station occupied the southwest adjacent corner property
(currently occupied by Sonya Dakar Skin Clinic at 9975 S. Santa Monica Boulevard - a multistory office building with two levels of subterranean parking). Remediation and soil excavation
was conducted at this site during construction of the existing adjacent site building nearly 10
years ago. Also, the current owners indicated that a dry cleaning tenant formerly occupied the
adjacent property to the south (9919-25 S. Santa Monica Boulevard). The current owners further
indicated that the vacant portion of Parcel 2 to the south of Santa Monica Boulevard is a former
railroad right of way that was abandoned 25 years ago.
Environmental Records Review. Rincon contracted Environmental Data Resources, Inc.
(EDR) to provide a database search of public lists of sites that generate, store, treat or dispose of
hazardous materials or sites for which a release or incident has occurred. The EDR search was
conducted for all three parcels and included data from surrounding sites within a specified
radius of the parcel 2. The EDR report, which specifies the ASTM search distance for each
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public list, is incorporated by reference. Federal, State and County lists were reviewed as part
of the research effort. Parcel 2 was not listed in the database. The EDR databases indicated 24
sites with environmental listings that are located within one-quarter mile of the site. Sites that
were identified within a one-eighth mile radius of the parcel 2 are listed in Table 4.5-1. Sites
appear in the following databases:
RCRA-SQG: RCRAInfo is U.S. EPA’s comprehensive information system providing
access to data supporting the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of
1976 and the Hazardous and solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. RCRAInfo
replaces the data and recording abilities of the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Information System (RCRIS). The RCRAInfo database includes selected
information on sites that generate, store, treat, or dispose of hazardous waste as
defined by RCRA. Small quantity generators (SQG) generate between 100 kg and
1,000 kg of hazardous waste per month.
FINDS: Facility Index System/Facility Registry System. FINDS contains both facility
information and ‘pointers’ to other sources that contain more detail. PCS (Permit
Compliance System), AIRS (Aerometric Information Retrieval System), DOCKET
(Enforcement Docket used to manage and track information on civil judicial
enforcement cases for all environmental statutes), FURS (Federal Underground Injection
Control), C-DOCKET (Criminal Docket System used to track criminal enforcement
actions for all environmental statutes), FFIS (Federal Facilities Information System),
STATE (State Environmental Laws and Statues), and PADS (PCB Activity Data
System).
SCH: School Property Evaluation Program. This category contains proposed and
existing school sites that are being evaluated by the Department of Toxic Substances
Control for possible hazardous materials contamination.
CORTESE: Cortese Hazardous Waste and Substance Sites List. The sites for the list are
designated by the State Water Resource Control Board (LUST), the Integrated Waste
Board (SWF/LS), and the Department of Toxic Substances Control (Cal-Sites). This
listing is no longer updated by the state agency.
LUST: LUST records contain an inventory of reported leaking underground storage
tank incidents. This database is maintained by the State Water Resources Control Board.
CA FID UST: California Facilities Inventory Database contains active and inactive
underground storage tank locations as provided by the California State Water Resources
Control Board.
UST: The UST database contains registered USTs. This database is maintained by the
State Water Resources Control Board.
HIST UST: The Hazardous Substance Storage Container Database is a historical listing
of UST sites. This database is maintained by the State Water Resources Control Board.
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SWEEPS UST: The Statewide Environmental Evaluation and Planning System
database contains a historical listing of active and inactive UST locations from
the State Water Resources Control Board.
DRYCLEANERS: Data contains a list of drycleaner related facilities that have EPA ID
Numbers. These are facilities with certain SIC codes as follows: power laundries, family
and commercial, garment pressing and cleaners’ agents, linen supply, coin-operated
laundries and cleaning, dry cleaning plants except rugs, carpet and upholsterer cleaning,
industrial launderers, laundry and garment services.
HAZNET: Facility and Manifest Data. The data is extracted from the copies of
hazardous waste manifests received each year by the DTSC (information is provided by
the Department of Toxic Substances Control).
ENVIROSTOR: The Department of Toxic Substances Control’s Site Mitigation and
Brownfields Reuse Program’s Envirostor database identifies sites that have known
contamination or sites for which there may be reasons to investigate further. The
database includes the following site types: Federal Superfund sites (National Priorities
List (NPL)); State Response, including Military Facilities and State Superfund; Voluntary
Cleanup; and School sites. Envirostor provides similar information to the information
that was available in CalSites, and provides additional site information including, but
not limited to, identification of formerly-contaminated properties that have been
released for reuse, properties where environmental deed restrictions have been recorded
to prevent inappropriate land uses, and risk characterization information that is used to
assess potential impacts to public health and the environment at contaminated sites.
LOS ANGELES COUNTY HMS: This database is managed by the Los Angeles County
HMS provides information pertaining to LUST cases, non-tank related releases, and
violations issued during regulatory compliance inspections conducted by County
representatives.
Table 4.5-1
EDR Summary Listing of Sites
Site Name

Site Address

Distance from
Project Site

Database Reference

Non Pareil Cleaners

9925 Santa Monica
Boulevard

Adjacent, south

RCRA-SQG, FINDS,
HAZNET,
Drycleaners

Webbs Chevron, abandoned
gasoline station

9975 Santa Monica
Boulevard

Adjacent, south

Hist UST, CA FID
UST, Sweeps UST,
LUST, Cortese

Al Grimmett Service

9953 Santa Monica
Boulevard

Adjacent, south

RCRA-SQG, FINDS,
HAZNET

Beverly Hilton Joint Venture

9876 Wilshire
Boulevard

< 1/8-mile, north

Sweeps UST, LUST,
UST

Budget Rent a Car

9815 Wilshire
Boulevard

< 1/8-mile, eastnortheast

LUST, Hist UST
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Table 4.5-1
EDR Summary Listing of Sites
Site Name

Site Address

Hertz Corporation

9860 Santa Monica
Boulevard

Wilshire Triangle Center

Distance from
Project Site

Database Reference

< 1/8-mile, south

Hist UST, Cal FID
UST, Sweeps UST

9777 Wilshire
Boulevard

< 1/8-mile,
northeast

Sweeps UST, CA
FID UST, LUST,
Cortese, Hist UST

Tosco / 76 Station #0703,
Union Oil Service Station

9988 Wilshire
Boulevard

< 1/8-mile, north

Haznet, LUST,
Cortese, Hist UST

Peninsula Beverly Hills Hotel

9882 Santa Monica
Boulevard

< 1/8-mile,
southeast

RCRA-SQG, FINDS,
HAZNET

Los Angeles Country Club

10101 Wilshire
Boulevard

< 1/8-mile,
northwest

CA FID UST, AIRS,
UST

Beverly Hills MRI, Inc

111 S Spalding Drive

<1/8-mile, east

RCRA-SQG, FINDS,
HAZNET

Northrop Corp

1840 Century City
Park East

1/8-1/4 mile,
southwest

Beverly Hills Unified School
Dist.

605 Whittier Drive

1/8-1/4 mile,
Northwest

LUST, UST

Charles Caserta

9732 Santa Monica
Boulevard

1/8-1/4 mile,
northeast

Hist UST

Fuchsloch Mobil Serv Sta

9732 Santa Monica
Boulevard

1/8-1/4 mile,
northeast

CA FID UST,
Sweeps UST

Royal Motors

9732 S Santa Monica
Boulevard

1/8-1/4 mile,
northeast

LUST, Cortese, LA
Co. HMS

JMB Properties, Century City
North Office Bldg

10100 Santa Monica
Boulevard

1/8-1/4 mile,
southwest

CA FID UST,
Sweeps UST,
RCRA-SQG, FINDS

Roxsan Radiology

465 N Roxbury Drive,
101

1/8-1/4 mile,
northeast

Watt Plaza

1875 Century Park E,
110

1/8-1/4 mile,
southwest

Kiper Lascu LTD

1925 Century Park
East, 2310

1/8-1/4 mile,
southwest

RCRA-SQG, FINDS

Orthopedic And Surgical
Assoc

455 N Roxbury Drive

1/8-1/4 mile,
northeast

RCRA-SQG, FINDS

Beverly Hills High School

241 Moreno Drive

1/8-1/4 mile,
southeast
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Table 4.5-1
EDR Summary Listing of Sites
Site Name

Site Address

Rancho Vallecito

1888 Century Park E

Tosco/Unocal #30339

9988 Wilshire
Boulevard

Distance from
Project Site

1/8-1/4 mile, south
1/8-1/4 mile,
northwest

Database Reference

HIST UST
UST

Agency File Reviews. As a follow up to the EDR database report and listings, the
Beverly Hills Fire Department was contacted to obtain information regarding USTs on adjacent
and surrounding properties. Files for nearby properties of environmental concern were
reviewed on April 30, 2008 at the Beverly Hills Fire Department. File reviews did not include
any reports suggesting that laboratory testing had been conducted for the below mentioned
LUST sites. A summary of this review is detailed below.
Adjacent Properties
Webb’s Chevron – 9975 Santa Monica Boulevard: According to an occupation and
operating permit for this property, Pauley Service Station was granted approval for an
automobile service station on November 18, 1966. Three gasoline USTs were reportedly
installed in 1976 and removed on June 27, 1989. A fire inspection record from 1992
indicated the site was a vacant building under construction. This location is currently
operated as Sonya Dakar, Inc, a multi-tenant commercial building.
Al Grimmett Service – 9953 Santa Monica Boulevard: According to an occupation and
operating permit for this property, Al Grimmett Auto Repair was granted approval to
sell gasoline and automobile accessories in February 1968. An installation and
inspection permit, dated January 28, 1942, identified two 280-gallon USTs in the
sidewalk southeast of the repair garage along Little Santa Monica Boulevard. A tank
closure permit (#8088B), dated August 1, 1991, noted the removal of the two 280-gallon
gasoline USTs. A notice of non-compliance was submitted to the property owner in
August 1994 noting “the soil is heavily contaminated and there is potential groundwater
contamination based on the shallow depth to groundwater.” No further information
with respect to the USTs was available for review.
LUST Facilities within 1/8-mile
Beverly Hilton Joint Venture – 9876 Wilshire Boulevard: Inspection records from 1961 and
1965 identify two gasoline USTs of 4,000- and 6,000-gallon capacity. A map identified
the location of the two USTs near the corner of the hotel entrance off of Whittier Drive.
Waste manifests for “non-RCRA rinsate containing hydrocarbons” were noted in the file
as well as a service record for vacuuming, pressure washing, and triple rinsing the two
tanks on November 23, 1998. No further information regarding the USTs was available
for review.
Budget Rent a Car – 9815 Wilshire Boulevard: An installation and inspection record from
February 9, 1968 identified a 7,500-gallon gasoline UST outside this facility. A permit
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granted on May 10, 2000 indicates the removal of one 7,500-gallon UST and one 550gallon waste oil UST. The most recent document reviewed, a hazardous materials
inventory sheet dated January 3, 2005, identified a split 8,000 and 4,000 gallon
gasoline/oil UST at this facility. No further information was available for review.
Wilshire Triangle Center – 9777 Wilshire Boulevard: An installation and inspection record
from December 16, 1963 identified two 5,000-gallon gasoline USTs inside this facility.
According to a Fire Department inspection record, the two 5,000-gallon USTs were
abandoned in place and filled with concrete on March 14, 1988. An UST case closure
letter provided by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, dated July 6,
1998, indicated “no further action” required related to the UST release.
Phase I Recognized Environmental Conditions. Based on the findings of the Phase I
ESA, no recognized environmental conditions (RECs) were identified on Parcel 2. A REC is
defined, pursuant to ASTM E 1527-05, as the presence or likely presence of any hazardous
substances or petroleum products on a property under conditions that indicate an existing
release, a past release, or a material threat of a release of any hazardous substances or
petroleum products into structures on the property or into the ground, groundwater, or surface
water of the property. The term includes hazardous substances or petroleum products even
under conditions in compliance with laws.
Phase I Potential Environmental Conditions. Potential environmental conditions are
possible indicators of a hazardous materials release, or subgrade structures where releases may
have occurred but have gone undetected, are considered suspect, or potential environmental
conditions. The Phase I ESA did not reveal any evidence of RECs, however, the assessment
revealed evidence of six potential recognized environmental conditions as follows:
•

The former use of all three parcels as a railroad right-of-way.

•

The former presence of a Chevron gasoline service station (currently a commercial
building), located southeast of Parcel 2, with a former LUST case affecting soil.

•

The presence of a former drycleaners, Non Pareil Cleaners, previously located south
of Parcel 2.

•

The presence of Al Grimmett Auto Repair adjacent to the south of Parcel 2.

•

The presence of the Beverly Hilton Hotel located north of parcels 1 and 2 across Santa
Monica Boulevard with a former LUST case affecting groundwater.

•

The presence of a Budget Rent A Car facility on Parcel 3 with an open LUST case
affecting groundwater on northeastern property.

d. Environmental Conditions. Based on the findings of the Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment (ESA), Rincon Consultants, Inc. conducted a Phase II ESA for the site. The
following is a summary of onsite environmental conditions.
Phase II Report. Rincon completed a Phase II ESA for the site in July 2008. The purpose
of the Phase II ESA was to determine if soil matrix on all three parcels have been impacted with
total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), metals, or
chlorinated herbicides resulting from the former site use as a railroad right-of-way.
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Phase II Methodology
To evaluate the potential for contaminated soil, sixteen borings, spaced approximately
100 feet apart, were drilled on the three parcels. These locations included 13 borings in
the vacant areas to the northwest of the site buildings and adjacent buildings and to the
southeast of Santa Monica Boulevard. Further, one boring was advanced in the parking
lot to the north of the Starbucks coffee shop located at 9844 Wilshire Boulevard. Two
borings were advanced in the parking lot area of the Budget Rent-A-Car facility located
at 9815 Wilshire Boulevard. On June 5, 2008, borings B1 through B16 were drilled at the
subject property. Groundwater was not encountered. Soil matrix samples were
collected at one and three feet below grade from the borings using the Geoprobe direct
push drill rig.
Phase II Results
TPH as oil (TPHo) above the laboratory detection limit were reported in 18 of the 32
soils samples with concentrations ranging from 5 to 1,310 milligrams per kilogram
(mg/kg). Concentrations of the metals antimony, arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium,
cobalt, copper, lead, molybdenum nickel, thallium, vanadium, zinc, and mercury above
their respective laboratory detection limits were reported in some of the thirty samples.
Concentrations of arsenic, cadmium, lead and thallium exceeded any regulatory
guidance thresholds, as discussed below.
To evaluate the concentrations of TPH as oil detected in several of the soil samples
collected at the site, the TPHo values were compared to a May 1996 document titled
Interim Site Assessment & Cleanup Guidebook that was prepared by the RWQCB. That
document establishes target cleanup concentrations for contaminants in soil. The
Guidebook outlines the maximum soil screening levels for TPH above drinking water
aquifers.
To evaluate the varying concentrations of metals in the soil samples collected from
beneath the parcels, the concentrations were compared to the United States
Environmental Protection Agency Region 9 residential and industrial Regional
Screening Levels (SLs) for Chemical Contaminants at Superfund Sites dated July 7, 2008
for metal concentrations in residential and industrial soils. SLs are formerly known as
Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs). SLs are human health risk thresholds often
used to evaluate the need for further assessment of sites with concentrations of known
cancer and non-cancer causing substances. Comparison to the SLs is pertinent when
residential or industrial construction is to take place on or near residual contamination
left in soil. Commercial site uses are often compared to industrial SL values and mixeduse sites are often compared to the more conservative residential SL values. The soil
samples collected from beneath the parcels were also compared to the California Human
Health Screening Levels (CHHSLs) developed by the California Environmental
Protection Agency (CALEPA). CHHSLs were developed for 54 hazardous chemicals in
soil, soil gas, and indoor air for both residential land uses and commercial/industrial
land uses. The CHHSLs were developed by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment (OEHHA) on behalf of the CALEPA. The RWQCB has recently been
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applying the CHHSLs to determine whether cleanup is warranted.
Table 4-1 of the May 1996 RWQCB document indicates that TPH with a carbon range
C23-C32 (TPHo) that is between 20 to 150 feet above groundwater has a maximum soil
screening level of 10,000 mg/kg. The highest reported concentration of TPHo is 1,310
mg/kg. Therefore, the concentrations identified in the current assessment are below the
RWQCB’s soil screening level.
The residential SL for arsenic is 0.39 mg/kg and the industrial SL is 1.6 mg/kg. With the
exception of soil sample B5-1, all of the soil samples analyzed had concentrations of
arsenic higher than both residential and industrial SL values. The residential SL for lead
is 400 mg/kg and there is no published industrial SL. In soil samples B2-1, B15-1, and
B16-1 lead concentrations of 493, 1,450, and 419 were reported. These values exceed the
residential SL. The residential SL for thallium is 5.1 mg/kg and the industrial SL is 66
mg/kg. In soil samples B9-1 and B10-1 thallium concentrations of 8.04 and 7.48 mg/kg
were reported. These values exceed the residential SL, but are below the industrial SL
for thallium.
The residential CHHSL value for arsenic in soil is 0.07 mg/kg and the commercial/
industrial CHHSL value is 0.24 mg/kg. With the exception of soil sample B5-1, all of the
soil samples analyzed had concentrations of arsenic higher than both residential and
commercial/industrial CHHSL values. The residential CHHSL value for cadmium in
soil is 1.7 mg/kg and the commercial/industrial CHHSL value for cadmium is 7.5
mg/kg. In 14 of the 32 soil samples, cadmium concentrations exceeded the residential
CHHSL value but were below the commercial/industrial value. The residential CHHSL
value for lead in soil is 150 mg/kg and the commercial/industrial CHHSL value for lead
is 3,500 mg/kg. In soil samples B2-1, B15-1, and B16-1 lead concentrations of 493, 1450,
and 419 mg/kg were reported. All three samples exceed the residential CHHSL value
but are below the commercial/industrial value. The residential CHHSL value for
thallium in soil is 5 mg/kg and the commercial/industrial CHHSL value for thallium is
630 mg/kg. In soil samples B9-1 and B10-1 thallium concentrations of 8.04 and 7.48
mg/kg were reported. These two samples exceed the residential CHHSL value for
thallium but are below the commercial/industrial CHHSL value.
Phase II Conclusions
TPHg, TPHd, VOCs, selenium, silver, and chlorinated herbicides were not detected in
the samples analyzed. Concentrations of TPHo, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium,
cadmium, chromium, cobalt, copper, lead, molybdenum, nickel, thallium, vanadium,
zinc, and mercury were found in varying concentrations across the site. The
concentrations of TPHo did not exceed RWQCB Soil Screening levels and are not
anticipated to adversely affect groundwater. The reported concentrations of antimony,
barium, beryllium, chromium, cobalt, copper, molybdenum, nickel, vanadium, zinc, and
mercury did not exceed CHHSL or SL values for both residential and industrial land
uses. However, concentrations of arsenic, cadmium, lead, and thallium in select soil
samples collected from the site exceeded either or both CHHSL and SL values.
Concentrations of cadmium reported in samples collected from the site slightly
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exceeded the typical background metal concentration in California soils but were less
than residential SL values. Thallium within typical background ranges is not expected
to be regulated. In our opinion the cadmium concentrations reported at the site do not
require further assessment. Concentrations of arsenic exceeded residential and
industrial CHHSLs, SLs, and the typical background arsenic concentrations reported in
California soils. Concentrations of lead exceeded residential CHHSLs, SLs, and typical
lead concentrations reported in California soils.
Phase II Recommendations
Based on the results of the Phase II ESA, Rincon provided the following
recommendations:

4.5.2

•

To the extent the soil remains onsite and undisturbed, or paving covers the
underlying undisturbed soil, no further action is recommended.

•

For development involving the removal of soil, or the disturbance of underlying
soil, the soil should be excavated and disposed at an appropriately licensed disposal
facility if soil concentrations exceed 11 mg/kg for arsenic or 150 mg/kg for lead.
Concurrence from applicable regulatory agencies, including the DTSC or the
RWQCB, should be requested. Further, all grading operations should be monitored
by a qualified environmental professional to screen the soil prior to offsite disposal.

Impact Analysis

a. Methodology and Thresholds of Significance. The findings of this analysis are
based upon a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA), prepared by Rincon Consultants,
Inc. dated, May 15, 2008 and a Phase II ESA prepared by Rincon Consultants, Inc. dated July 23,
2008.
These reports included review of relevant agency databases and files, review of historic aerial
photographs, topographic maps, site reconnaissance, and soil analysis. For the purpose of this
analysis, a significant impact would occur if the project would:
•

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials;

•

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment;

•

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school;

•

Be located on a site included on a list of hazardous material sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment; or
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•

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan.

The Initial Study (see Appendix A) determined that impacts related to the first, third, and fifth
criteria were less than significant; therefore, the analysis focuses on the second and fourth
criteria, which relate to the presence of hazardous materials.
No specific development proposal has been submitted for either Parcel 1 or Parcel 3 at this time.
As discussed in Section 2.0 Project Description, the City has developed models representing the
maximum building size, allowed uses, site access, parking requirements and other basic
elements of conceptual buildout under the C-3 Zone to provide a reasonably conservative
estimate of potential development that would be allowed under the requested C-3 zoning on
parcels 1 and 3. The analysis below considers impacts of a Parcel 2-only project and of
development of all three parcels (“combined project”).
b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.
Impact HAZ-1

Based on the age of the buildings on the three parcels, it is
possible that asbestos is present in the structures.
Development on any of the three parcels may require the
demolition of buildings and structures that could contain
asbestos. Therefore, there is potential for a significant
hazard to the public or the environment through the release
of hazardous materials. However, compliance with state
regulations regarding the handling and disposal of these
asbestos would reduce impacts to a Class II, significant but
mitigable, level.

Construction on each of the parcels may involve the demolition of all or portions of the existing
parcel buildings, which, due to their age, may contain asbestos. Beginning in the late 1970s,
asbestos was banned for building and construction purposes. Prior to any demolition, an
Asbestos containing material (ACM) survey will need to be performed. If present, these ACMs
would require abatement prior to demolishment or renovation of any existing parcel building.
Adherence to existing regulations, including SCAQMD Rule 1403 (Asbestos Demolition and
Renovation Activities) which requires that the owner or operator of any demolition or
renovation activity have an asbestos survey performed prior to demolition, would reduce the
impact to less than significant levels.
Mitigation Measures. The following measure is required to mitigate potential impacts
relating to asbestos release during building demolition.
HAZ-1

Asbestos. Prior to issuance of a demolition permit for any
structure, an asbestos survey shall be performed by a qualified and
appropriately licensed professional. All testing procedures shall
follow recognized local standards as well as established California
and Federal assessment protocols and SCAQMD Rule 1403. The
asbestos survey report shall quantify the areas of asbestos
containing materials.
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Prior to any demolition or renovation, onsite structures that contain
asbestos must have the asbestos containing material removed
according to proper abatement procedures recommended by the
asbestos consultant and as required by the SCAQMD. All
abatement activities shall be in compliance with California and
Federal OSHA, and with the SCAQMD requirements including
SCAQMD Rule 1403. Following completion of the asbestos
abatement, the asbestos consultant shall provide a report to the
Community Development Department documenting the abatement
procedures used, the volume of asbestos-containing materials
removed, where the material was moved to, and include
transportation and disposal manifests or dump tickets.
Significance After Mitigation. With the implementation of the above mitigation
measure, the impacts related to exposure to asbestos would be reduced to less than significant
levels.
Impact HAZ-2

Based on the age of the buildings on the three parcels, it is
possible that lead-based paint is present in the structures.
Development on any of the three parcels may require the
demolition of buildings and structures that could contain
lead based paints. Therefore, there is potential for a
significant hazard to the public or the environment through
the release of hazardous materials. However, compliance
with state regulations regarding the handling and disposal
of this material would reduce impacts to a Class II,
significant but mitigable, level.

Construction on each of the parcels may involve the demolition of all or portions of the existing
buildings, which, due to their age, may contain lead. If present, the lead-based paint requires
abatement prior to demolishment or renovation of any existing buildings. If not properly
abated in advance of demolishment or renovation, workers could be exposed to lead.
Mitigation Measures. The following measure is required to mitigate potential impacts
relating to the lead release during building demolition.
HAZ-2(a)

Lead Based Paint. Prior to the issuance of a permit for the
renovation or demolition of any structure on any of the site parcels,
the developer shall contract with a licensed lead-based paint
consultant to evaluate the structure for lead-based paint. If leadbased paint is discovered, it shall be removed according to proper
abatement procedures recommended by the consultant. All
abatement activities shall be in compliance with California and
Federal OSHA requirements. Only lead-based paint trained and
certified abatement personnel shall be allowed to perform
abatement activities. All lead-based paint removed from these
structures shall be hauled and disposed of by a transportation
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company licensed to transport this type of material. In addition, the
material shall be taken to a landfill or receiving facility licensed to
accept the waste. Following completion of the lead based paint
abatement, the lead based paint consultant shall provide a report to
the Community Development Department documenting the
abatement procedures used, the volume of lead based paint
materials removed, where the material was moved to, and include
transportation and disposal manifests or dump tickets.
Significance After Mitigation. With the implementation of the above mitigation
measure, the impacts related to exposure to lead based paint would be reduced to less than
significant levels.
Impact HAZ-3

Contaminated soil is present on all three subject parcels as a
result of historic activities and hazardous materials storage
or use on site and/or on adjacent properties. Groundwater
underneath all three project site parcels also has the
potential to be contaminated as a result of historic activity
on adjacent properties. Impacts relating to soil and potential
groundwater contamination would be Class II, significant
but mitigable.

The Phase I and Phase II ESA reports prepared by Rincon Consultants indicate that historic
activities onsite have introduced contaminants to the soil. There is also a potential that
groundwater contamination has occurred due to historic and ongoing activities on adjacent
properties. These conditions could pose a health and safety risk to site construction workers
and future occupants of the proposed development.
The parcels are in an area that has been developed since at least the 1920s. The Phase I ESA
report concluded that up to six potential RECs may have affected the parcels. Based on this
conclusion, a Phase II ESA was performed. The Phase II study concluded that parcel soils have
been impacted with concentrations of various constituents, including TPHo, arsenic and lead, in
varying concentrations across the combined project. Concentrations of arsenic and lead exceed
residential and industrial CHHSLs, SLs, and the typical background metal concentrations
reported in California soils. The elevated lead concentrations were detected in Parcel 1 and
Parcel 3 soils, and the elevated arsenic concentrations were detected in soils on all three parcels.
The study recommends that if development is planned for the parcels or if the underlying soil
will be disturbed, the elevated arsenic and lead concentrations should be further evaluated
through additional soil sampling and analysis. While the TPHo concentrations remain below
RWQCB soil screening levels, if these contaminated soils are transported offsite, they should be
further evaluated through additional soil sampling and analysis. The elevated TPHo
concentration was detected in Parcel 2.
The ground surface and therefore the known surface contaminants would be disturbed during
any proposed or potential development on the site. In addition, site excavation and re-grading
would be required for the subterranean parking facilities. If appropriate remedial actions are
not taken, excavation and transport of such contaminants could potentially result in exposure of
workers or the public to health hazards. This is considered a potentially significant impact.
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Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are required:
HAZ-3(a)

Excavation and Demolition Contingency Plans. The developer
shall prepare a contingency plan for all excavation and demolition
projects conducted within the combined project area to be
implemented in the event that contaminants or structural features
not previously known of are suspected or discovered. The
contingency plan shall identify appropriate measures to be followed
if contaminants are found or suspected. The appropriate measures
shall identify personnel to be notified, emergency contacts, and a
sampling protocol. The excavation and demolition contractors shall
be made aware of the possibility of encountering unknown
hazardous materials, and shall be provided with appropriate
contact and notification information. The contingency plan shall
include a provision stating at what point it is safe to continue with
the excavation or demolition, and identify the person authorized to
make that determination.

HAZ-3(b)

Soil Sampling and Remediation for above grade Construction. If
grading or construction above grade is proposed on any of the three
project parcels, or the soil is otherwise to be disturbed, the elevated
arsenic and lead concentrations shall be further evaluated through
additional soil sampling and analysis. Elevated arsenic
concentrations are known to be present in each parcel, while lead
was detected in parcels 1 and 3. The developer shall forward results
of the soil sampling to the local regulatory agency (County of Los
Angeles Fire Department CUPA, Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board, or the State of California Environmental
Protection Agency Department of Toxic Substances Control). The
agency will review the data and either sign off on the property or
determine if any additional investigation or remedial activities are
deemed necessary. The developer shall submit all correspondence
to the Community Development Department prior to issuance of
grading or building permits. Any remediation activities
recommended by either agency shall be implemented in full.

HAZ-3(c)

Soil Sampling and Remediation for Subterranean Construction.
Soil materials on all three subject parcels shall be evaluated, profiled
and remediated either prior to construction of structures or
concurrent with excavation. The contaminated materials shall be
profiled for disposal and remedial excavation shall proceed under
the supervision of an environmental consultant licensed to oversee
such remediation. The remediation program shall also be approved
by a regulatory oversight agency, such as the (County of Los
Angeles Fire Department CUPA), Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board, or the State of California Environmental
Protection Agency Department of Toxic Substances Control). The
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developer shall submit all correspondence to the Beverly Hills
Department of Community Development prior to issuance of
grading or building permits. All proper waste handling and
disposal procedures shall be followed. Upon completion of the
remediation, a qualified environmental consultant shall prepare a
report summarizing the project, the remediation approach
implemented, and the analytical results after completion of the
remediation, including all waste disposal or treatment manifests.
HAZ-3(d)

Groundwater Sampling and Remediation. If, during the soil
sampling on any of the three subject parcels, groundwater
contamination is suspected, or if soil contamination is detected at
depths at or greater than 30 feet below grade, then the developer
shall perform a groundwater sampling assessment. If contaminants
are detected in groundwater at levels that exceed maximum
contaminant levels for those constituents in drinking water, then the
results of the groundwater sampling shall be forwarded to the
appropriate regulatory agency (County of Los Angeles Fire
Department CUPA), Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board, or the State of California Environmental Protection Agency
Department of Toxic Substances Control). The agency shall review
the data and sign off on the property or determine if any additional
investigation or remedial activities are deemed necessary. The
developer shall submit all correspondence to the Beverly Hills
Department of Community Development prior to issuance of
grading or building permits.

Significance After Mitigation. With implementation of the mitigation measures above
for each parcel, impacts related to contaminated soil and potential groundwater contamination
would be reduced to a less than significant level.
c. Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative development in Beverly Hills will have the
potential to expose future area residents, employees, and visitors to chemical hazards by
developing and redeveloping areas that may have previously been contaminated. As noted in
Table 3-1 in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting, planned and pending development in the City
include more than 37 commercial and residential projects. The magnitude of hazards for
individual projects would depend upon the location, type, and size of development and the
specific hazards associated with individual sites. Therefore, hazard evaluations would need to
be completed on a case-by-case basis. If lead and asbestos are found to be present in buildings
planned for demolition or renovation, or in the case that soil and groundwater contamination
were found to be present on sites of planned and future development, these conditions would
require appropriate mitigation and compliance with existing applicable local, state and federal
regulations. Compliance with applicable regulations and implementation of appropriate
mitigation measures, including remedial action on contaminated sites, would avoid potential
cumulatively significant hazards and hazardous materials impacts associated with cumulative
development in the City.
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4.6 NOISE
4.6.1 Setting
a. Overview of Sound Measurement. Noise level (or volume) is generally measured in
decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound pressure level (dBA). The A-weighting scale is an
adjustment to the actual sound power levels to be consistent with that of human hearing
response, which is most sensitive to frequencies around 4,000 Hertz (about the highest note on a
piano) and less sensitive to low frequencies (below 100 Hertz).
The sound pressure level is measured on a logarithmic scale with the 0 dB level based on the
lowest detectable sound pressure level that people can perceive (an audible sound that is not
zero sound pressure level). Based on the logarithmic scale, a doubling of sound energy is
equivalent to an increase of 3 dB, and a sound that is 10 dB less than the ambient sound level
has no effect on ambient noise. Because of the nature of the human ear, a sound must be about
10 dB greater than the reference sound to be judged as twice as loud. In general, a 3 dB change
in community noise levels is noticeable, while 1-2 dB changes generally are not perceived.
Quiet suburban areas typically have noise levels in the range of 40-50 dBA, while those along
arterial streets are in the 50-60+ dBA range. Normal conversational levels are in the 60-65 dBA
range, and ambient noise levels greater than 65 dBA can interrupt conversations.
Noise levels typically attenuate (or drop off) at a rate of 6 dB per doubling of distance from
point sources such as industrial machinery. Noise from lightly traveled roads typically
attenuates at a rate of about 4.5 dB per doubling of distance. Noise from heavily traveled roads
typically attenuates at about 3 dB per doubling of distance.
In addition to the actual instantaneous measurement of sound levels, the duration of sound is
important since sounds that occur over a long period of time are more likely to be an annoyance
or cause direct physical damage or environmental stress. One of the most frequently used noise
metrics that considers both duration and sound power level is the equivalent noise level (Leq).
The Leq is defined as the single steady A-weighted level that is equivalent to the same amount
of energy as that contained in the actual fluctuating levels over a period of time (essentially, the
average noise level). Typically, Leq is summed over a one-hour period.
The actual time period in which noise occurs is also important since noise that occurs at night
tends to be more disturbing than that which occurs during the daytime. Two commonly used
noise metrics – the Day-Night average level (Ldn) and the Community Noise Equivalent Level
(CNEL) - recognize this fact by weighting hourly Leqs over a 24-hour period. The Ldn is a 24hour average noise level that adds 10 dB to actual nighttime (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) noise levels
to account for the greater sensitivity to noise during that time period. The CNEL is identical to
the Ldn, except it also adds a 5 dB penalty for noise occurring during the evening (7:00 PM to
10:00 PM).
b. Sensitive Receptors. The project site consists of three properties, located at 9817 and
9844 Wilshire Boulevard and 9900 Santa Monica Boulevard, with a combined area of
approximately 3.0 acres. Residences, hospitals, schools, guest lodging, and libraries are most
sensitive to noise intrusion and therefore have more stringent noise exposure targets than
manufacturing or industrial uses that are not subject to effects such as sleep disturbance. Noise4.6-1
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sensitive receptors located in the vicinity of the project site include Beverly Hills High School,
located approximately 400 feet to the south, and multi-family residences along Durant Drive,
which runs parallel to Santa Monica Boulevard, approximately one block south of the project
site. Immediately south of the project site along South Santa Monica Boulevard are hotel
(Peninsula Beverly Hills, approximately 150 feet from site boundary) and various restaurant
and retail uses. Areas to the north of Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 are also designated and used for
commercial development, including restaurant and hotel (the Beverly Hilton, approximately
120 feet from site boundary) uses. Areas to the north of the Parcel 3, approximately 175 feet
from the site boundary across Santa Monica Boulevard North, are designated and used for
single-family residences.
c. Regulatory Setting.
Federal Noise Policies. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) has set a goal of 45 dBA Ldn as a desirable maximum interior noise standard for HUDassisted residential units. This same interior noise level is also generally accepted within the
State of California.
State Noise Policies. The Office of Planning and Research has adopted guidelines based,
in part, on the community noise compatibility guidelines established by the State Department of
Health Services for use in assessing the compatibility of various land use types with a range of
noise levels. These guidelines are presented in Table 4.6-1. An exterior noise level up to 65 dBA
CNEL is “normally acceptable” for multi-family residential uses, without special noise
insulation requirements. A noise level of 75 dBA CNEL or more is identified as "clearly
unacceptable" for all residential uses. A “normally acceptable” designation indicates that
standard construction can occur with no special noise reduction requirements. Conventional
construction, with closed windows and fresh air supply systems (e.g., air conditioning)
normally suffices for the “conditionally acceptable” condition.
City Noise Policies. The City of Beverly Hills adopted a General Plan Noise Element in
1975. The Noise Element provides a description of existing noise levels and sources and
incorporates comprehensive goals, policies, and implementing actions. The Noise Element
includes several policies on noise and acceptable noise levels. These policies address
unnecessary, excessive, and annoying noise levels and sources such as vehicles, construction,
special sources (e.g., radios, musical instrument, animals, etc.), and stationary sources (e.g.,
heating and cooling systems, mechanical rooms, etc.). To implement these policies, the City
adopted a Noise Ordinance, as discussed below. The majority of City noise regulations are
found in Chapter 1 (Noise Regulations) of Title 5 (Public Health, Welfare, and Sanitation) of the
City of Beverly Hills Municipal Code.
Section 5-1-206 of Article 2 prohibits construction activity between the hours of 6:00 PM and
8:00 AM, or at anytime on Sunday or a public holiday. In addition, construction activity within
500 feet of a residential zone is prohibited any time on Saturday unless an after-hours
construction permit has been issued by the City. Section 5-1-202 of Article 2 prohibits the
operation of any machinery, equipment, pump, fan, air conditioning apparatus, or similar
mechanical device which would cause the noise level at the property line of any property to
exceed the ambient noise level by more than 5 dBA.
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Table 4.6-1
Land Use Compatibility for Noise Environments
Community Noise Exposure Level
Land Use Category

Normally
Acceptable

Conditionally
Acceptable

Normally
Unacceptable

Clearly
Unacceptable

Low Density, Single-Family, Duplex,
Mobile Homes

50-60

55-70

70-75

75-85

Residential – Multiple Family

50-65

60-70

70-75

70-85

Transient Lodging – Motel, Hotels

50-65

60-70

70-80

80-85

Schools, Libraries Churches, Hospitals,
Nursing Homes

50-70

60-70

70-80

80-85

Auditoriums, Concert Halls,
Amphitheaters

NA

50-70

NA

65-85

Sports Arenas, Outdoor Spectator Sports

NA

50-75

NA

70-85

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks

50-70

NA

67.5-75

72.5-85

Golf Courses, Riding Stable, Water
Recreation, Cemeteries

50-70

NA

70-80

80-85

Office Buildings, Business Commercial
and Professional

50-70

67.5-77.5

75-85

NA

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities,
Agriculture

50-75

70-80

75-85

NA

Source: Office of Planning and Research, General Plan Guidelines, California, October 2003.
Notes: NA - Not Applicable
Normally Acceptable – Specified land us is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal
conventional construction, without any special noise insulation requirements
Conditionally Acceptable – New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise
reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. Conventional construction, but with
closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning will normally suffice.
Normally Unacceptable – New construction or development should be discouraged. If new construction or development does
proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation features included in
the design.
Clearly Unacceptable – New construction or development should generally not be undertaken.

d. Existing Noise Conditions and Sources. The most common sources of noise in the
project vicinity are transportation-related, such as automobiles, trucks, and motorcycles. Motor
vehicle noise is of concern because it is characterized by a high number of individual events,
which often create a sustained noise level, and because of its proximity to areas sensitive to
noise exposure. The primary sources of roadway noise near the project site are South Santa
Monica Boulevard on the south, Wilshire Boulevard bisecting the site, and North Santa Monica
Boulevard on the north. South Santa Monica Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard
merge to create the western boundary. Weekday afternoon 20-minute noise measurements
were taken using an ANSI Type II integrating sound level meter on November 20, 2007. Results
of the noise monitoring are shown in Table 4.6-2. Measurement locations are shown on Figure
4.6-1. Complete noise monitoring data can be found in Appendix E of this document. It should
be noted that the measurement taken along Santa Monica Boulevard (measurement #3)
included a helicopter flying overhead and landing atop the Beverly Hilton Hotel. Also, the
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Table 4.6-2 Noise Monitoring Results
Primary Noise
Source

Approximate Distance to
Primary Noise Source

Leq
(dBA)

Nearest
Sensitive
Receptor

Moreno Drive

24 feet from center line

62.7

Multi-family
residences

Charleville Boulevard

30 feet from center line

62.4

Multi-family
residences

In between North Santa
Monica Boulevard and
South Santa Monica
Boulevard nearest to
Charleville Boulevard

Santa Monica
Boulevard

40 feet from center line

71.7

Beverly Hilton
Hotel

The intersection of
Wilshire Boulevard and
North Santa Monica
Boulevard

Wilshire Boulevard

45 feet from centerline

73.2

Beverly Hilton
Hotel and multifamily residences

Measurement Location
The corner of Moreno
Drive and Durant Drive
The intersection of
Charleville Boulevard and
Durant Drive

Source: Field measurements using ANSI Type II Integrating sound level meter.
See Appendix E for noise monitoring data sheets

measurement taken along Moreno Drive (measurement #1) picked up noises from the
construction of a fence, including welding and grinding, at Beverly Hills High School. These
noises source are not rare and are considered to be part of the ambient background noise.
The traffic study for the project analyzed 10 study intersections (see Appendix F). Of these 10
study intersections, the following roadway segments were determined to have some potential
for noise impacts due to their proximity to existing sensitive uses and estimated change in the
roadway volume to capacity ratio:
1. S. Moreno Drive between South Santa Monica Boulevard and Durant Drive (nearest
existing use: multi-family residences, Beverly Hills High School)
2. Charleville Boulevard between South Santa Monica Boulevard and Durant Drive
(nearest existing use: multi-family residences)
3. Wilshire Boulevard between North Santa Monica Boulevard and Carmelita Avenue
(nearest existing use: single-family residences and hotel)
4. South Santa Monica Boulevard between Charleville Boulevard and Lasky Drive
(nearest existing use: hotel)
5. Spaulding Drive between Charleville Boulevard and Olympic Boulevard (nearest
existing use: multi-family residences)

4.6.2

Impact Analysis

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. Noise levels associated with existing
and future traffic along area roadways were calculated using the Caltrans California Vehicle
Noise Emission Levels (CALVENO) and the Federal Highway Administration’s Traffic Noise
Model (TNM) 2.5 lookup tables (noise modeling data sheets can be viewed in Appendix E of
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this document). The model calculations are based on traffic data from the EIR traffic study (see
Appendix F).
No specific development proposal has been submitted for either Parcel 1 or Parcel 3 at this time.
As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, the City has developed models representing the
maximum building size, allowed uses, site access, parking requirements and other basic
elements of conceptual buildout under the C-3 Zone to provide a reasonably conservative
estimate of potential development that would be allowed under the requested C-3 zoning on
parcels 1 and 3. Cumulative conditions correspond to assumed buildout of pending
development within the City as indicated in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting, Table 3-1.
For traffic-related noise, impacts are considered significant if project-generated traffic results in
exposure of sensitive receptors to unacceptable noise levels. The Federal Interagency
Committee on Noise (FICON) recommendations were used to determine whether or not
increases in roadway noise would be considered significant. The FICON recommendations
were developed as a result of studies that relate aircraft noise levels to the percentage of people
highly annoyed by various noise levels. Although these recommendations were developed
specifically for aircraft noise impacts, they are considered applicable to all noise sources that use
noise exposure metrics such as the Ldn and CNEL. The level of significance changes with
increasing noise exposure, such that smaller changes in ambient noise levels result in significant
impacts at higher existing noise levels. Table 4.6-3 shows the significance thresholds for
increases in traffic related noise levels caused either by the project alone or by cumulative
development. Construction noise was estimated based on noise level estimates from the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency document “Noise from Construction Equipment and
Operations, Building Equipment, and Home Appliances.”
Table 4.6-3
Significance of Changes in Operational
Roadway Noise Exposure
Ambient Noise Level with Project
(Ldn or CNEL)

Significant Impact

< 60 dB

+ 5.0 dB or more

60 – 65 dB

+ 3.0 dB or more

> 65 dB

+ 1.5 dB or more

Source: Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON), August 1993

If residential development or other sensitive receptors would be exposed to traffic noise
increases exceeding the above criteria, impacts would be considered significant. Impacts
relating to onsite activities are considered significant when project-related activities create noise
exceeding the standards as identified by the applicable noise zone for the project site.
The City’s Noise Ordinance (Beverly Hills Municipal Code Section 5-1-206) prohibits
construction activity from occurring between the hours of 6:00 PM and 8:00 AM Monday
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through Saturday and does not allow construction activity to occur on Sunday or major national
holidays.
b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.
Impact N-1

Project construction, for the Parcel 2 project only or for buildout
of all three parcels (“combined project”), would intermittently
generate high noise levels and groundborne vibrations on and
adjacent to the site. Construction noise and vibration cwould
exceed compatibility thresholds for sensitive receptors near the
project site. Therefore construction noise impacts would be
Class II, significant but mitigable.

Nearby noise-sensitive land uses, including the Peninsula Hotel to the south of the project site,
would be exposed to temporary construction noise during development of the proposed
project. Noise impacts are a function of the type of activity being undertaken and the distance
to the receptor location.
Table 4.6-4 shows typical noise levels associated with activities during various phases of
construction at a distance of 50 feet from the noise source. Typical construction noise levels
range from about 78 to 88 dB. The grading/excavation phase of project construction tends to
create the highest construction noise levels because of the operation of heavy equipment,
although it should be noted that only a limited amount of equipment can operate near a given
location at a particular time.

Table 4.6-4 Typical Noise Levels at Construction Sites
Average Noise Level at 50 Feet
Construction Phase

Minimum Required
Equipment On-Site

All Pertinent
Equipment On-Site

Clearing

84 dBA

84 dBA

Excavation

78 dBA

88 dBA

Foundation/Conditioning

88 dBA

88 dBA

Laying Subbase, Paving

78 dBA

79 dBA

Finishing and Cleanup

84 dBA

84 dBA

Source: Bolt, Beranek and Newman, “Noise from Construction Equipment and
Operations, Building Equipment, and Home Appliances,” prepared for the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, 1971.

Construction of the proposed Parcel 2 project or the combined project would generate
temporary noise levels that could affect sensitive receptors near the project site, particularly the
residences and hotels across North Santa Monica Boulevard and South Santa Monica
Boulevard. Construction activities that could generate noise levels exceeding thresholds
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include excavation for the subterranean parking facilities and laying of foundations and, to a
lesser degree, construction of above-grade structures.
Noise created by excavation and foundation activities would generally attenuate to below 65
dBA prior to reaching the multi-family residential uses located approximately 250 feet to the
south along Durant and Lasky Drives. The single-family residences north of Parcel 3 are
separated from the project site by the four-lane North Santa Monica Boulevard, mature trees,
and an approximately six-foot tall masonry wall; these obstacles combined with the distance
from the site would reduce construction generated sound at the location to levels below 60 dBA.
However, noise and vibrations created by excavation and foundation activities could result in
levels exceeding 75-79 dBA for the two hotels, which are located approximately 120 to 150 feet
from the site. Incorporation of Mitigation Measures N-1(a) through N-1(e) would reduce
construction-related noise levels at the two hotels by placing noise sources away from the
hotels, and attenuating the noise levels prior to reaching the site boundaries.
The proposed project would include subterranean parking, for which foundation construction
could include pile-driving activities on site. Noise and vibrations created by pile driving
activities could result in levels exceeding thresholds for off-site sensitive uses located northwest
and southeast of the site. A diesel pile driver can produce vibrations that can cause physical
damage to residential structures within eight meters (approximately 26 feet) of the pile driving
activities, and can be perceived by humans within 200 meters (approximately 656 feet) of pile
driving activities (Amick and Gendreau, 2000). A vibratory pile driver can cause physical
damage to residential structures within four meters (approximately 13 feet) and is perceptible to
humans within 100 meters (approximately 328 feet) of pile driving activity (Amick and
Gendreau, 2000).
All construction activities would be restricted to between the hours of 8:00 AM and 6:00 PM in
accordance with Beverly Hills Municipal Code section 5-1-206. Nevertheless, mitigation
measures are required to further reduce noise and vibration impacts to sensitive receptors to
less than significant.
Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are required to reduce
construction-related noise impacts to nearby sensitive receptors. These measures would apply
to all phases of project construction on all project site parcels as appropriate.
N-1(a)

Heavy Truck Restrictions. Contractor shall prohibit off-site heavy
truck activities in local residential areas.

N-1(b)

Staging Area. Contractor shall provide staging areas on site to
minimize off-site transportation of heavy construction equipment.
These areas shall be located to maximize the distance between activity
and sensitive receptors. This would reduce noise levels associated with
most types of idling construction equipment.

N-1(c)

Diesel Equipment Mufflers. All diesel equipment shall be operated
with closed engine doors and shall be equipped with factoryrecommended mufflers.
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N-1(d)

Electrically-Powered Tools and Facilities. Electrical power shall be
used to run air compressors and similar power tools and to power any
temporary structures, such as construction trailers or caretaker facilities.

N-1(e)

Additional Noise Attenuation Techniques. For all noise-generating
construction activity on the project site, additional noise attenuation
techniques shall be employed to reduce noise levels. Such techniques
shall include, but are not limited to, the use of sound blankets on noise
generating equipment and the construction of temporary sound barriers
between construction sites and nearby sensitive receptors in order to
ensure noise levels at nearby hotels do not exceed 65 dBA to the
maximum extent feasible. The contractor shall perform at least one
noise measurement at each of the nearest sensitive uses, The Peninsula
Hotel and the Beverly Hilton Hotel, during excavation and
foundation/conditioning work to confirm that the noise attenuation
techniques are reducing the noise levels sufficiently. If sufficient
attenuation is not being achieved, the contractor shall cease work and
consult the City on additional noise attenuation techniques such as
reducing the number of machines operating at one time, larger
temporary barriers, or thicker sound blankets.

N-1(f)

Alternative Pile Types. If pile driving activities are required for
construction, alternative pile types that are quieter to install, such as pin
piles/micro piles/mini piles, Tubex Grout Injection Piles, or GeoJet
foundation units, shall be utilized where feasible in place of traditional
driven piles to reduce noise and vibration generation. The City of
Beverly Hills Deputy City Engineer and City Building Official shall
determine the feasibility of these alternatives pile types for the required
applications.

N-1(g)

Additional Pile Driving Measures. If pile driving activities are
required for construction, a field test program shall be conducted on the
site prior to approval of building plans. The test shall include driving
piles at several locations on the project site in the general locations
where piles would be required for project construction. The test shall
also include testing of various noise control measures including, but not
limited to, sound blanket enclosures around pile hammers.
Quantitative noise and vibration measurements, together with a
subjective assessment of the resulting conditions, shall be recorded.
The results of the test program shall be presented to the City of Beverly
Hills Community Development Director. Based on the results of the
tests, the Director shall have the right to require additional noise control
measures at the site during pile driving, such as temporary sound
berms and dampening enclosures.

Significance After Mitigation. Implementation of the mitigation measures listed above
would provide direct attenuation of construction-related noise generated onsite. These
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accepted attenuation methods have proven effective at attenuating construction noise to nearby
receptors. By incorporating these attenuation techniques, including equipment placement,
muffling, and temporary sound barriers, the impacts of construction-related noise would be
reduced to less than significant.
Impact N-2

Project-generated traffic would incrementally increase noise
levels on area roadways. However, the change in noise from
traffic generated by the proposed development of Parcel 2 or the
potential development of all three parcels (“combined project”)
would be 1 dBA or less. Therefore, the effect of increased traffic
noise on existing uses would be Class III, less than significant.

Development of the proposed project would increase the number of vehicle trips to and from
the site, which would increase traffic noise on area roadways. The project could therefore
increase noise at neighboring uses. These include Beverly Hills High School, the Peninsula
Beverly Hills hotel, the Beverly Hilton and several residences, as listed for each street segment
in the Setting.
Estimated peak hour traffic values from the traffic study were used to model the change in
noise levels resulting from increased traffic on five roadway segments. Table 4.6-5 indicates
noise levels at 50 feet from the centerline of each roadway segment. Noise levels at distances
greater than 50 feet from the centerline would be less due to attenuation provided by increased
distance from the noise source. Generally, noise from heavily traveled roadways drops off by
about 3 dB for every doubling of distance.
The highest noise level increase due to the proposed development of Parcel 2 would be 0.8 dB.
This project-related increase would be less than the thresholds shown in Table 4.6-3. The
highest noise level increase due to the potential development of all three parcels would be 1
dBA; this project-related increase would also be less than significant (see Table 4.6-3).
Therefore, project-generated traffic would not significantly affect noise in the project area.
Although the project would not significantly increase noise levels in the project area, both the
existing and future noise environments on Wilshire Blvd between North Santa Monica
Boulevard and Carmelita Avenue would continue to exceed the compatibility guidelines of 65
dBA for hotels and 60 dBA for single-family residences.
Mitigation Measures. Mitigation is not required.
Significance After Mitigation. The proposed project’s impact related to traffic noise
levels on study roadway segments would be less than significant without mitigation.
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Table 4.6-5
Noise Levels Associated with Traffic on Area Roadways* (dBA CNEL)
Change
In Noise
Level
Due to
Project

Change in
Noise Level
Due to All
Future
Growth**
plus
Project

Existing

Existing
Plus
Project

Existing
Plus
Cumulative

Existing
Plus
Cumulative
Plus
Project

S. Moreno Drive between
Santa Monica Blvd South and
Durant Drive

57.7

57.7

59.5

59.5

0.0

1.8

Charleville Blvd between
Santa Monica Blvd South and
Durant Drive

56.6

57.4

57.4

57.7

0.8

1.1

Wilshire Blvd between Santa
Monica Blvd North and
Carmelita Avenue

68.1

68.1

71.0

71.0

0

2.9

Santa Monica Blvd South
between Charleville Blvd and
Lasky Dr

62.9

63.1

63.4

63.6

0.2

0.7

Spaulding Drive between
Charleville Blvd and Olympic
Blvd

57.3

57.6

58.3

58.5

0.3

1.2

S. Moreno Drive between
Santa Monica Blvd South and
Durant Drive

57.7

58.3

59.5

59.9

0.6

2.2

Charleville Blvd between
Santa Monica Blvd South and
Durant Drive

56.6

57.6

57.4

57.9

1

1.3

Wilshire Blvd between Santa
Monica Blvd North and
Carmelita Avenue

68.1

68.1

71.0

71.1

0

3.0

Santa Monica Blvd South
between Charleville Blvd and
Lasky Dr

62.9

63.4

63.4

63.8

0.5

0.9

Spaulding Drive between
Charleville Blvd and Olympic
Blvd

57.3

57.8

58.3

58.7

0.5

1.4

Roadway

Parcel 2 Development

Parcel 1-3 Development

* At a distance of 50 feet from roadway centerline.
** Future Growth includes Ambient Growth and Cumulative Projects
See Noise Modeling Data sheets in Appendix E of this document.
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Impact N-3

Operation of either the Parcel 2 only project or the combined
project (buildout of all three parcels) would generate noise
levels that may periodically be audible to existing uses near the
project site. Such noise sources include stationary equipment
such as rooftop ventilation and heating systems, trash hauling,
and parking garage operation, and general commercial and
retail activities. This would be a Class II, significant but
mitigable, impact.

Existing uses near the project site may periodically hear noises associated with operation of the
proposed project, including noise that is typical of commercial office and retail developments
such as light machinery, conversations, doors slamming, etc. As shown in Table 4.6-2,
measured existing noise levels along Santa Monica and Wilshire boulevards exceed 70 dBA.
These elevated levels are due to high activity on the boulevards, including retail and restaurant
uses along both sides, and consistent traffic along these busy streets. Therefore, the noise from
onsite activities would generally be lower than the existing traffic and commercial activity noise
levels in the busy mixed-use area and would not be expected to exceed the City’s Noise
Ordinance standards.
On-site operations are expected to also involve noise associated with rooftop ventilation and
heating systems, delivery trucks, and trash hauling. Daytime activities associated with the
project, such as deliveries and trash pickups, are not expected to significantly affect nearby
sensitive receptors, due to their relatively low frequency and the lower noise level sensitivity of
receptors during the day. However, if commercial deliveries or trash pickups were to occur
between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00AM on weekday nights or 10:00 PM and 8:00 AM on
weekend nights, area residents could be subject to noise in exceedance of the standards shown
in Table 4.6-1. This is considered a potentially significant impact; however, incorporation of the
mitigation measures below would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. General
parking lot noise, including the movement of vehicles through the parking garage and the
slamming of doors, conversations, etc. would be reduced due to the placement of most of these
activities within parking garages. However, noise from rooftop ventilation systems may result
in noise impacts on the nearby sensitive uses in the area. This is considered a potentially
significant impact. With implementation of the mitigation measures below, this impact would
be reduced to a less than significant level.
Mitigation Measures. The following measures would reduce the potential for adverse
noise effects from the proposed project on sensitive uses.
N-3(a)

Rooftop Ventilation. Parapets shall be installed around all rooftop
ventilation systems.

N-3(b)

Truck Deliveries and Trash Pick-Up. All commercial truck deliveries
and trash pickups shall be restricted to daytime operating hours
(7:00AM to 10:00 PM Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 10:00 PM
on weekends).

Significance After Mitigation. Impacts related to project operational noise would be
less than significant after implementation of Mitigation Measures N-3(a) and N-3(b).
4.6-12

City of Beverly Hills

Beverly Hills Gateway Project EIR
Section 4.6 Noise

c. Cumulative Impacts. When combined with the proposed project, cumulative
development in Beverly Hills and the project vicinity could result in potentially significant
cumulative noise impacts.
Temporary Construction Impacts. Construction of the proposed project and related
projects in the area, as identified in Table 3-1 in Section 3.0 Environmental Setting, could
contribute to a cumulative construction noise impact. Several projects are proposed or pending
in the area, including The Beverly Hilton Revitalization Plan Project and the 9900 Wilshire
Project. Project construction phases of the proposed project could overlap with the other
projects in the immediate vicinity. Construction activities on these projects would generate
similar noise levels as the proposed project (Table 4.6-4). As discussed above, these noise levels
could exceed compatibility thresholds for nearby sensitive uses. Construction noise is localized
and rapidly attenuates within an urban environment. Therefore, related projects outside the
immediate site vicinity are located too far from the project site to contribute to increases in
ambient noise levels associated with construction in the project area. In the event that the 9900
Wilshire and Beverly Hilton Revitalization Plan projects also undertake construction activity at
the same time as the proposed project, the cumulative construction noise impact from multiple
construction sites adjacent to one another would result in a cumulatively significant impact.
Mitigation Measures. Mitigation Measure T-4 in Section 4.8, Transportation and
Circulation, would help reduce potentially significant cumulative construction noise impacts.
Significance after Mitigation. Implementation of Mitigation Measure T-4 would reduce
potentially significant impacts during construction of the proposed project in combination with
other approved or pending projects, however noise levels could still temporarily exceed
compatibility thresholds, and the cumulative impact would remain potentially significant and
unavoidable.
Operational Impacts. Traffic noise impacts associated with cumulative development
within the City would incrementally increase noise levels along roadways and could potentially
subject sensitive receptors to noise exceeding City standards. As shown in Table 4.6-5, the
existing noise level on Wilshire Boulevard between Santa Monica and Carmelita exceeds the
compatibility threshold and with the estimated noise increase resulting from cumulative
development in the City, this roadway segment would continue to exceed thresholds shown in
Table 4.6-3 with buildout of all three parcels and all cumulative development. Noise levels on
Wilshire Boulevard between Santa Monica and Carmelita are estimated to increase by 3 dB due
to cumulative development with no increase attributable to the proposed project. This noise
level increase due to cumulative traffic increases would be an audible increase in the noise level
along the roadway segment that currently exceeds compatibility thresholds; this would be a
significant cumulative impact. However, because the proposed project would result in no
sound level increase along this roadway segment, it would not measurably contribute to this
cumulative noise impact. The project’s 0 dBA contribution to the cumulative increase would be
less than significant in the context of the cumulative effect.
Cumulative development would result in stationary (non-traffic) operational noise increases in
the project vicinity. However, based on the long-term stationary noise analysis, impacts from
the proposed project’s operational noise would be less than significant. Additionally, based on
the fact that noise dissipates as it travels away from its source, noise impacts from on-site
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activities and other stationary sources would be limited to the project site and vicinity. Thus,
cumulative operational (non-traffic) noise impacts from related projects, in conjunction with
project-specific noise impacts, would not have the potential to result in cumulatively
considerable adverse effects. Furthermore, all future proposed projects would be required to
comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance, which restricts the level of noise that can be generated
on a property according to its designated noise zone. The proposed project would not include
stationary long-term equipment that would significantly affect surrounding sensitive receptors.
Thus, cumulative operational stationary (non-traffic) noise exposure would be considered a less
than significant impact.
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4.7 PUBLIC SERVICES & UTILITIES
This section analyzes potential impacts to police, fire protection, water demand, wastewater,
and solid waste. Each impact is broken down into dual discussions of both the proposed Parcel
2 development and combined project development.

4.7.1

Setting

a. Fire Protection Services. The Beverly Hills Fire Department (BHFD) provides fire
protection and emergency services for the City of Beverly Hills. The BHFD operates three
stations in the City of Beverly Hills. The Department Headquarters is the closest to the project
site and is located at 445 North Rexford Drive, approximately 0.85 miles to the northeast. See
Figure 4.7-1 for fire station locations. The BHFD is responsible for the protection of lives and
property from the hazards of fire and natural disasters. This includes providing emergency
medical aid and assistance. Beverly Hills is recognized as one of the seven most fire-safe cities
in the country (City of Beverly Hills, Multihazard Functional Plan, 2005).
The BHFD includes many different divisions to serve the City. The Fire Suppression division is
the foundation for the BHFD and performs duties related to emergency response, nonemergency, fire prevention, training, and fire pre-planning. Currently, the BHFD staffs a total
of 82 full-time employees in the Fire Suppression Division (John Karns, Deputy Chief, BHFD,
pers. comm., May 2008). Based on a citywide population of 35,983 (California Department of
Finance, January 2008), there are approximately 2.28 firefighters per 1,000 Beverly Hills
residents.
The BHFD responds to 78% of their total call volume (approximately 5,300 calls per year) in
four minutes or less (John Karns, 2008). The BHFD has a built-in response matrix that calls for a
standardized response to the various call types. For instance, the typical response for a first
alarm structure fire would include four engine companies, one truck company and a Battalion
Chief. To further the response to emergencies, the BHFD has Automatic Mutual Aid
agreements with the Los Angeles City Fire Department and the Consolidated Fire Protection
District of Los Angeles County.
The Insurance Service Organization (ISO) has developed a point system that evaluates a
community’s fire suppression delivery system, including dispatch service, staff and facilities,
and fire hydrant water supply. The BHFD is designated Class I (highest) by the ISO (Beverly
Hills Technical Background Report (TBR), 2005).
b. Police Protection Services. Law enforcement services in Beverly Hills are provided
by the Beverly Hills Police Department (BHPD). Protection services include emergency and
non-emergency police response, routine police patrols, investigative services, traffic
enforcement, traffic investigation, and parking code enforcement. The BHPD Headquarters is
the only station in the City of Beverly Hills. It is located at 464 North Rexford Drive,
approximately 0.85 miles from the project properties. See Figure 4.7-1 for police station
locations.
Currently, the BHPD employs an authorized total of 138 sworn officers and a professional
civilian support staff of 71 (i.e., clerical, jailers, dispatch, traffic support, forensic, etc.) (David
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Perez, Sergeant, BVPD, pers. comm. 2008). It should be noted the BHPD does not utilize a
standard personnel-to-population ratio due to the disparity of night-time population (36,804
residents) to daytime population (approximately 250,000 people). During emergency situations,
the BHPD has a mutual aid agreement with the Los Angeles Sheriff Department.
The BHPD divides the City and surrounding area into six beats and operates these beats on a
24-hour basis. The Field Services division is the largest in the BHPD and includes the Patrol,
Traffic, and Emergency Services Bureaus.
The agency’s main indicator of effectiveness is its response time to emergency calls based on the
priority of the call (Priority 1, 2, or 3; 1 being the most urgent). The goal for the BHPD for
Priority 1 calls is less than three minutes and for Priority 2 and 3 calls from three to five
minutes. In the majority of cases, BHPD meets the goal for response to calls (City of Beverly
Hills TBR, 2005). Current emergency response times for Priority 1 calls within the City are
under three minutes from the time the call is received to the time an officer arrives on the scene
(Sgt. Perez, 2008).
c. Water. Information for this section is based upon the Water Supply Assessment
(WSA) completed for the proposed project. See Appendix G for the WSA in its entirety.
The City obtains its water supply from two sources: imported surface water purchased from
MWD and local groundwater extracted from the Hollywood Basin. The City’s water supply
history is shown in Table 4.7-1.
Table 4.7-1
Historic Water Supply
Year

MWD
(AFY)

a

GW b
(AFY)

Total
(AFY)

Year

MWD a
(AFY)

GW b
(AFY)

Total
(AFY)

1979

12,796

--

12,796

1993

12,559

--

12,559

1980

13,321

--

13,321

1994

13,014

--

13,014

1981

14,034

--

14,034

1995

12,442

--

12,442

1982

13,798

--

13,798

1996

13,368

--

13,368

1983

13,218

--

13,218

1997

13,659

--

13,659

1984

14,654

--

14,654

1998

13,139

--

13,139

1985

14,869

--

14,869

1999

13,545

--

13,545

1986

14,578

--

14,578

2000

14,093

--

14,093

1987

14,791

--

14,791

2001

13,598

--

13,598

1988

14,506

--

14,506

2002

13,598

--

13,598

1989

14,594

--

14,594

2003

13,178

405

13,583

1990

14,867

--

14,867

2004

12,188

1,854

14,042

1991

13,760

--

13,760

2005

11,918

1,362

13,280

1992

12,216

--

12,216

Source: City of Beverly Hills 2005 UWMP.
a
From Table 2-1, City of Beverly Hills 2005 UWMP.
b
From Table 2-3, City of Beverly Hills 2005 UWMP. GW is groundwater.
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The City is predominantly residential and has little vacant land. The 2002 General Plan Update
Technical Background Report indicates that only 0.2% of the City is vacant land (Table 2.1-3,
Chapter 2 Land Use and Urban Form). Because the City is mostly built, existing and future
development will be characterized by redevelopment and land use intensification.
As indicated in Table 4.7-1, the City’s water supply has ranged from a low of 12,216 AF in 1992
to a maximum of 14,869 AF in 1985. The City’s population leveled off around 1970 and actually
declined by 3.2% between 1970 and 1980 and by 1.2 % between 1980 and 1990. The population
increased by 5.2% between 1990 and 2000, but increased by only 0.28% between 2000 and 2006
(2005 UWMP, Table 3-3). Increased water demand from redevelopment/land use
intensification has been offset by conservation efforts, which were implemented at varying
degrees since 1992, and are still implemented today. This is why the historical demand high
occurred in 1985 (see Table 4.7-1).
The City’s water supply in 2005 was 13,280 AFY (see Table 4.7-1). Future projected demand
within the service area based on population growth (2005 UWMP) is shown in Table 4.7-2. A
comparison of projected supply and demand indicates that the service area surplus ranges from
1,212 AFY in 2010 to 219 AFY in 2030.
Table 4.7-2
Projected Service Area Water Demand, Supply and Surplus
(AFY)

Year

Est. Water
Service Area
1
Population

Per Capita
2
Usage
(gpd)

Service Area
Water
2
Demand
(AFY)

Service Area
Water Supply 3
(AFY)

Service Area
4
Surplus
(AFY)

2010

44,311

275.5

13,668

14,880

1,212

2015

45,149

275.5

13,927

14,880

953

2020

45,529

275.5

14,044

14,880

836

2025

46,768

275.5

14,426

14,880

454

47,531

275.5

14,661

14,880

219

2030

Source: City of Beverly Hills 2005 UWMP.
1
Service area population from Table3-2, including City of Beverly Hills and 22.3% of West Hollywood population,
which is located within the service area. Population projections reiterated from 2005 UWMP, but originally derived
from Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). The 2008 RTP actually projects 607 fewer persons
within the service area.
2
Per capita usage and service area water demand from Table 3-5, City of Beverly Hills 2005 UWMP
3
Table 2-4, City of Beverly Hills 2005 UWMP: 1,500 AFY from Hollywood Basin groundwater, with 13,380 AFY from
MWD.
4
equals Service Area Water Supply minus Service Area Water Demand

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) released the 2008 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) in the summer of 2008. The RTP contains growth projections
through the year 2030. It is noted that the SCAG growth projections vary slightly as compared
with the projections of the 2005 UWMP. The SCAG growth projections indicate a slightly
higher growth rate through 2020, with a slightly lower growth rate through 2030, resulting in a
service area population of 46,924 persons. However, to be conservative, water demand
forecasts are based on the higher 2005 UWMP population projections (see Table 4.7-2).

4.7-4

City of Beverly Hills

Beverly Hills Gateway Project EIR
Section 4.7 Public Services & Utilities

The residential sector of the City is comprised of single and multi-family residential customers.
Residential uses account for about 71.5% of citywide consumption (Table 3-7, 2005 UWMP). The
commercial sector comprises about 17% of citywide consumption (Table 3-7, 2005 UWMP).
Remaining uses include about 1% industrial, 3% municipal, 1% other and the remainder of
water is unaccounted for (Table 3-7, 2005 UWMP). Water that is “unaccounted for” may have
been an authorized discharge, such as that utilized for fire-fighting purposes, or could have
been lost due to leaks or faulty meters. All of these uses are considered part of the per capita
consumption, and the projected water supply in years 2005 through 2030 is adequate to serve
the demands of the City pursuant to planned growth increases of about 0.35% annually, which
is slightly higher than the 2000-2006 annual average of 0.28% (see Table 4.7-2).
Groundwater. Groundwater is pumped by the City from the Hollywood Basin. The
primary producer from the basin is the city of Beverly Hills. Extractions from the Hollywood
Basin between the years 1934 and 1956 averaged 3,300 acre-feet per year (AFY) (DWR, 2004).
The city has historically produced significant quantities of groundwater from the Hollywood
Basin, and in some years produced more than 7,000 AF (MWD, 2007). In 1976, Beverly Hills
discontinued producing groundwater from the Hollywood Basin for a variety of reasons,
reserving its rights to return to groundwater as necessary to satisfy its water supply
requirements. In the 1990s, the City chose to reevaluate the use of groundwater in the
Hollywood Basin and elected to resume groundwater production. The City relied solely on
water from MWD between 1976 and 2003, but began pumping from the Hollywood Basin in
2003. The City is currently operating four groundwater wells (Nos. 2, 4, 5 and 6) that pump
water from the Hollywood Basin. The City’s reverse osmosis treatment plant, which has a
capacity of 3 million gallons per day (mgd), treats all of the groundwater the City produces.
The plant supplies the City with approximately 10% of the City’s average annual consumption,
or approximately 1,500 AFY. Past groundwater extractions are shown in Table 4.7-1.
The Hollywood Basin is located within Los Angeles County, adjacent to the Santa Monica
Mountains. It underlies the service areas of Metropolitan member agencies the City of Beverly
Hills and the City of Los Angeles. Overlying cities include Beverly Hills, West Hollywood and
Los Angeles. However, the City of Beverly Hills is the only entity that has recorded pumping
from the Hollywood Basin with the Department of Water Resources. The Hollywood Basin is
unadjudicated and the City of Beverly Hills has historical rights as the only extractor of the
basin. The basin is presently managed by the City through municipal ordinances. These
municipal ordinances regulate the production of groundwater, prohibit waste, protect water
quality and require dewatering activities to mitigate adverse impacts on the Hollywood Basin
(MWD, 2007).
Groundwater in the Hollywood Basin is replenished by percolation of precipitation and stream
flow from the Santa Monica Mountains to the north (MWD 2007). Urbanization in this area has
reduced the surface area open to direct percolation (MWD 2007). Therefore, natural recharge is
somewhat limited. The natural safe yield of the basin is estimated to be approximately 3,000
AFY (Beverly Hills, 2006). Total storage in the Hollywood Basin has been estimated to be
approximately 400,000 AF (MWD 2007). The usable storage in the basin is unknown (MWD
2007). However, current depths to water are generally less than 20 feet in the central and
eastern portions of the basin, which suggests limited storage space available in these areas
(MWD 2007). The depth of the static water level in wells in Beverly Hills ranges from 227 feet
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to 313 feet from the top of the well head to the water table, indicating potential for more storage
in this portion of the basin (MWD 2007).
Hollywood Basin water quality is generally fair. The primary constituent of concern for the
Hollywood Basin is total dissolved solids (TDS). Limited historical data are available because
wells have not been active. TDS concentrations in the Hollywood Basin generally ranged from
357 to 970 mg/L between 2002 and 2006 (MWD, 2007). Based upon data from the four active
wells between 2002 and 2006, about 85 percent of the samples collected exceeded the secondary
standard of 500 mg/L for TDS (MWD 2007). In addition, constituents of regional concern
(nitrate, volatile organic compounds, or VOCs, and perchlorate) are also monitored, but have
not been detected in the basin (MWD 2007).
Given that the City pumps about 1,500 AFY from the Hollywood Basin, and the annual safe
yield of the basin is characterized as 3,000 AFY (MWD 2007), there is potential for the City to
increase withdrawals from the basin by up to 1,500 AFY if additional supplies are needed in the
future. However, a new location would need to be identified, as the existing well field could
not accommodate the increased pumping (City of Beverly Hills Public Works Department,
2008).
MWD. The City receives approximately 90 percent of its water supply from MWD on a
continuous basis at its two interconnections designated as BH-1 and BH-2 (2005 UWMP). The
MWD imports its water from the State Water Project and the Colorado River. The City has two
connections (BH-1 and BH-2) to the MWD Santa Monica Feeder System, each having a normal
operational capacity of 40 cubic feet per second (cfs) or 24,948 acre feet/year.
Agreements Between MWD and the City. The City is a founding member of the MWD and
has a purchase order with MWD that limits the allotment to 90 percent of the City’s needs to be
in Tier 1 pricing. The agreement is intended to encourage conservation and local groundwater
development. If the City were to require more than 90 percent of the City’s supply from MWD,
Tier 2 water pricing would go into effect.
MWD Reliability. Historic supplies from MWD are shown in Table 4.7-1 and range from
a high of 14,869 acre feet in 1985 to a low of 11,918 acre feet in 2005. In drought conditions,
water supplies may be reduced as a result of reduced precipitation. Therefore, since the City
receives 90 percent of its water from MWD, an analysis of the reliability of the MWD supply
under drought conditions is required. An analysis of single dry year, multiple dry year and
average year MWD supply reliability follows.
Table 4.7-3 presents the MWD demand and supply capabilities through the year 2030 under
average year, single dry year and multiple dry year scenarios. Available water supply for a dry
year is higher than an average year due to conservation measures in place. The data shows that
demand from MWD customers will be met under the three different scenarios through the year
2030 with surplus. Surplus ranges from a low of 240,000 AFY to 1,160,000 AFY.
Summaries of MWD’s individual supplies, along with the challenges facing each supply, are
presented in the following sections. These sections also include specific actions that MWD is
taking to meet each of the challenges facing its water supplies. Over the past several decades,
MWD has demonstrated that it can adapt to continuous change and address uncertainties in
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Table 4.7-3
MWD Supply and Demand (Acre-Feet/Year)
Scenario

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

Supply

2,619 ,000

2,834,000

2,841,000

2,827,000

2,827,000

Demand

2,376,000

2,389,000

2,317,000

2,454,000

2,587,000

243,000

445,000

524,000

373,000

240,000

Supply

3,151,000

3,356,000

3,309,000

3,252,000

3,203,000

Demand

3,320,000

2,196,000

2,229,000

2,358,000

2,487,000

831,000

1,160,000

1,080,000

894,000

716,000

Supply

2,668,000

2,600,000

2,654,000

2,654,000

2,654,000

Demand

2,036,000

1,947,000

1,983,000

2,110,000

2,246,000

632,000

653,000

671,000

544,000

408,000

Multiple Dry Year

Surplus (Supply less Demand)
Single Dry Year

Surplus (Supply less Demand)
Average Year

Surplus (Supply less Demand)

Source: Metropolitan Water District Regional Urban Water Management Plan, November 2005, Tables II-7, II-8, and II-9.
Demand represents FIRM demand, defined as full service demands (Tier I and Tier II) plus 70% of the Interim Agricultural Water
Program.

supply by developing a diverse portfolio, setting supply targets, monitoring its progress on a
regular basis and adapting its strategy to meet its targets.
The Colorado River. MWD diverts water from the Colorado River at Lake Havasu on
the California/Arizona border and conveys it across the Mojave Desert via the agency’s
Colorado River Aqueduct to Lake Mathews near Riverside. From there, MWD pumps water
into its feeder pipeline distribution system for delivery to its member agencies throughout
Southern California.
MWD possesses the right to divert water from the Colorado River pursuant to a contract with
the U.S. Secretary of the Interior under Section 5 of the federal Boulder Canyon Project Act (45
Stat. 1057, Dec. 1928). The Blueprint Report includes a description of MWD’s 550,000 AFY base
apportionment water right, along with the Colorado River supply projects that MWD is
implementing to maximize the reliability of Colorado River supplies (MWD, March 2003).
Following distribution of the Blueprint Report, the Quantification Settlement Agreement
(“QSA”) and other related agreements were approved on October 10, 2003, related to the
supplies of all the California users of the Colorado River, including MWD. Signing of the QSA
and related agreements will allow implementation of the Colorado River supply projects
identified in the Blueprint Report, as well as other projects. MWD described the QSA and
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related agreements and their impact on the reliability of MWD’s supplies in its 2006 Integrated
Water Resources Plan Implementation Report (MWD, October 2006).
According to MWD, it is expected that its fourth priority apportionment of 550,000 AF of
Colorado River water will be available every year for the next 20 years (MWD, March 2003).
This supply is “expected to be available during all year types, including wet, average, single
dry-year, and multiple dry-year weather,” (MWD, March 2003).
Current challenges facing MWD’s Colorado River supply include risk of continued drought in
the Colorado River Basin and pending litigation that may threaten implementation of part or all
of the QSA. MWD has been aggressively preparing for these two risks to its Colorado River
supply for many years (MWD, March 2003). Its responses to these challenges are described in
the following paragraphs.
The Colorado River Basin has experienced below-normal runoff for the past seven years.
During 2006, Lake Mead was at its lowest level in 41 years (MWD, October 2007). A Draft
Environmental Impact Statement on Lower Basin Shortage Guidelines and Coordinated Management
Strategies for Lake Powell and Lake Mead, Particularly Under Lower Reservoir Conditions was released
by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, which operates the Colorado River reservoirs, in February
2007 (MWD, October 2007). That study analyzed various alternatives to manage the Colorado
River in light of the current extended dry period for enhanced reliability in water allocations for
all the users of the Colorado River, including MWD. For example, one of the alternatives would
introduce new operating and accounting procedures to address the ability of MWD and others
to store water in Lake Mead (MWD, October 2007). Despite the challenges of recent Colorado
River Basin hydrology, MWD “does not anticipate adverse water supply impacts resulting from
the implementation of [the] shortage guidelines because California’s 4.4 million acre-foot
apportionment has a higher priority than a portion of Arizona and Nevada’s apportionments
during shortage conditions,” (MWD, October 2007).
Programs that will help to implement the QSA and meet Colorado River water supply targets,
and that are currently in operation, close to completion or in progress include: the Imperial
Irrigation District (“IID”) and MWD water conservation and transfer program; the Coachella
and All-American Canal lining projects; the IID and San Diego County Water Authority
(“SDCWA”) water transfer; the Palo Verde Irrigation District land management and crop
rotation program; and the Interim Surplus Guidelines adopted by the U.S. Secretary of the
Interior (MWD, October 2007; 66 Fed. Reg. 7772-7782, January 2001). MWD is actively working
to implement several of these QSA-related programs. In addition, MWD is participating in the
Intentional Created Surplus program to store water in Lake Mead for withdrawal during dry
years. During 2006 and 2007, MWD stored 50,000 AF of water in Lake Mead that it had saved
under the Palo Verde Irrigation District Land Management and Crop Rotation Program (MWD,
October 2007). Collectively, these programs are expected to maintain the reliability of MWD’s
Colorado River supplies.
MWD’s fourth priority apportionment of Colorado River water has been delivered to MWD
every year since 1939, in all hydrologic year types (MWD, 2005). By existing contract, this
supply “will continue to be available in perpetuity” due to California’s senior rights on the
Colorado River (MWD, 2005). MWD has affirmed that ”[t]he historical record for available
Colorado River water indicates that Metropolitan’s fourth priority supply has been available in

4.7-8

City of Beverly Hills

Beverly Hills Gateway Project EIR
Section 4.7 Public Services & Utilities

every year and can reasonably be expected to be available over the next 20 years,” (MWD,
2005). Thus, according to MWD, its Colorado River supply is secure through at least 2025.
Pursuant to the analysis in more recent MWD assessments of its water supplies and this
analysis, there are no substantial challenges that are currently predicted to arise between 2025
and 2030. Therefore, the same reliability that MWD declared through 2025 is also applicable
through 2030, the time period covered by this document.
The second challenge to MWD’s Colorado River supplies is the pending litigation concerning
the QSA and related agreements. That litigation has taken two forms: (1) a series of lawsuits
against the lining of the All-American Canal; and (2) a series of lawsuits that challenge the
IID/SDCWA transfer. The All-American Canal litigation has been litigated and resolved in
favor of the QSA parties, thus increasing the certainty of MWD’s Colorado River supplies since
the publication of the Blueprint Report (Consejo v. United States, 2007).1
Several lawsuits against the IID/SDCWA transfer were brought by the County of Imperial,
various landowners within IID and environmental advocacy groups, and have been
consolidated in Sacramento County Superior Court. In two of those lawsuits, the County of
Imperial sued the State Water Resources Control Board (“SWRCB”), IID and SDCWA regarding
the legitimacy of the QSA approvals. In November 2004, the Superior Court dismissed those
cases with prejudice on the ground that the County had failed to name MWD and the Coachella
Valley Water District as necessary and indispensable parties to the actions on a timely basis.
Thereafter the County appealed that decision and the Court of Appeal affirmed the dismissal in
2007, which lifted a stay on the other QSA cases (County Imperial v. Superior Court, 2007). In
addition, several demurrers have been filed and sustained in the consolidated cases, reducing
the number of causes of action pending in the litigation (Imperial Irrigation v. Interested Persons,
November 2003). As of the date of this document, the water transfer challengers’ motions for
preliminary injunction have been denied, and thus, the parties are free to implement the
provisions of the QSA, as appropriate. The full cases are expected to reach the court for
decision during 2009.
While all significant issues in the QSA litigations have been resolved in favor of MWD and the
other QSA parties to date, including the entire All-American Canal case, it is impossible to
predict with absolute certainty how the remaining litigation will be resolved. MWD is actively
involved in the litigation, however, and plans to defend the QSA fully to prevent any impacts to
its Colorado River supplies.
State Water Project. MWD has a contract with DWR that entitles it to water from the
SWP (DWR and MWD, November 1960). MWD’s share of the total SWP supply is
approximately 46 percent based on its contracted Table A amount of 1,911,500 AFY (MWD,
October 2006). This supply is diverted from the Feather River at Lake Oroville, released and
conveyed through the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta (“Delta”), and rediverted at the
Harvey O. Banks Delta Pumping Plant for conveyance through the California Aqueduct to
Southern California and MWD. MWD described and analyzed the reliability of its SWP
supplies in the Blueprint Report (MWD, March 2003). MWD estimated the availability of SWP
supplies “according to the historical record of hydrologic conditions, existing system
1

On April 6, 2007, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit dismissed the challenge to the lining of the All-American Canal and
lifted the court-imposed injunction that for a period of time halted cons truction. The ruling allow ed IID to commence w ork on the
project to conserve water lost by seepage from the existing earthen canal.
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capabilities, requests of the state water contractors and SWP contract provisions for allocating
Table A, Article 21 and other SWP deliveries to each contractor,” (MWD, March 2003). MWD
estimated that in 2025, it will have 794,700 AF available in multiple dry years, 418,000 AF in a
single dry year, 1,523,300 AF in an average year and 1,741,000 AF in a wet year (MWD, March
2003; MWD, 2005).2
Following the Blueprint Report, SWP supplies have been challenged through environmental
litigation concerning the Delta. In addition, MWD has acknowledged that conveyance of water
through the Delta can present challenges for SWP supplies due to water quality and
environmental issues that can affect pumping operations. Risks to this supply also include
potential levee failure. Actions being taken by DWR and MWD to avoid or mitigate these risks
are described below.
Environmental Litigation. Specific threats to the SWP include litigation concerning the
Delta. In 2007, two courts ruled that California’s major water delivery systems—the SWP and
the Central Valley Project (“CVP”)—were violating state and federal environmental laws
regarding a threatened fish species, the Delta smelt. First, Alameda County Superior Court
Judge Roesch concluded that the SWP had failed to obtain a permit required under the
California Endangered Species Act (“CESA”) that would provide protections for Delta smelt,
salmon and steelhead from the effects of water pumping for activities at the Harvey O. Banks
Delta Pumping Plant in Tracy, California (Watershed Enforcers v. California DWR, March 2007).
Accordingly, Judge Roesch ordered the SWP pumps to be turned off unless appropriate permits
were obtained within 60 days. DWR appealed that decision, automatically staying the decision
pending the outcome of the appeal. The earliest that a decision from the appellate court is
expected would be during in the latter part of 2008 (Watershed Enforcers v. California DWR, March
2007).
As a practical response to the pending litigation in state and federal courts, DWR shut down the
Harvey O. Banks Delta Pumping Plant from May 31 to June 10, 2007 to protect the Delta smelt.
DWR resumed pumping on June 10, 2007, and pumping has remained at normal operating
levels.
In May 2007, U.S. District Court Judge Oliver Wanger ruled that a federal Endangered Species
Act (“ESA”) take permit that had been issued to protect Delta smelt at both the SWP pumps and
the federal Jones Pumping Plant was not legally sufficient (Natural Resources v. Kempthorne,
2007). At issue was a 2005 biological opinion (“BiOp”) that was issued by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (“USFWS”) pursuant to the ESA, and concluded that current project operations
and certain planned future actions would not jeopardize the continued existence of the Delta
smelt or adversely modify its critical habitat based on certain actions being taken by the CVP
and SWP. The court found that the BiOp was legally inadequate because it did not provide a
reasonable degree of certainty that mitigation measures will take place, use the best available
science, address climate change or address the impacts of joint project operations on the
continued survival of the Delta smelt (Natural Resources v. Kempthorne, 2007).
By the time this decision was released, the SWP and CVP water agencies were aware that the
incidental take permit was not preventing take of Delta smelt and had requested a new permit.
The consultation process with USFWS is expected to result in a new BiOp and take permit in
2

IMWD’s contract with DWR expires in 2035, at which time MWD has an option to renew under the same basic conditions.
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late 2008. On August 31, 2007, Judge Wanger issued an interim oral decision that allowed the
SWP and CVP to continue operating under the prior take permit as long as they complied with
a USFWS-proposed five-point action matrix, as modified slightly, plus certain increased
monitoring plans requested by the plaintiffs and other actions that do not have a water cost.
At the remedy proceeding before Judge Wanger, the Chief of the SWP Operations Planning
Branch testified that in an average year, when combined deliveries of the CVP and SWP would
be 5.9 million AF, reductions in deliveries due to compliance with the USFWS matrix will range
from 820,000 to 2.17 million AF, which represent 14 and 37 percent of baseline deliveries,
respectively. In a dry year, when combined deliveries would be 3.2 million AF, reductions will
range from 183,000 to 814,000 AF, which represent reductions from baseline deliveries of 6 and
25 percent, respectively (California DWR, August 2007). The modifications to the USFWS
matrix by Judge Wanger will increase the delivery reductions by an amount that was not
modeled by DWR, but it is expected that the actual impacts of Judge Wanger’s order may be
slightly greater than those figures.
Judge Wanger’s order will impact diversions from December 25, 2007 until the new USFWS
BiOp is issued in late 2008. However, it should be expected that the USFWS will include similar
restrictions in the final BiOp to those that were in its action matrix adopted by Judge Wanger.
Thus, the SWP and CVP will likely see long-term reductions in deliveries based on this
litigation. Among other results, the decision likely will increase the political pressure for
construction of the Peripheral Canal to avoid use of the south Delta pumping plants. In
response to this decision and other water supply and quality issues, MWD has reported that
“[i]n the short and long term, continued investment in regional and local resources will help
ensure and diversify reliable water supplies to meet Southern California’s future needs,”
(MWD, September 2007). MWD has embarked on many proactive programs to deal with
potential future delivery restrictions, should they occur.
For example, MWD is one of the parties that is drafting the Bay-Delta Conservation Plan
(“BDCP”) to provide state and federal ESA coverage for the SWP operations. The BDCP allows
water contractors, who must comply with the federal and state ESAs, to work cooperatively to
attain incidental take coverage via a habitat conservation plan and natural community
conservation plan. Development of this plan is now underway under the aegis of the California
Resources Agency, and a draft report is due in 2008, with the appropriate permits and
completion of an environmental impact statement/impact report expected in late 2009.
MWD is also focusing on voluntary Central Valley storage and transfer programs to bank
MWD’s SWP water supplies. In its 2006 Integrated Water Resources Plan Implementation
Report, MWD reported that “492,000 AF of dry-year yield has been developed in Central Valley
storage and transfer programs,” and “[p]otential partners and programs have been identified to
meet IRP targets,” (MWD, October 2006). This flexibility will assist MWD in addressing
shortages due to drought or court-imposed cutbacks to protect Delta smelt. Further, MWD has
employed conjunctive use programs which utilize groundwater basins to store water during
wet seasons, which provides a buffer supply that MWD can extract during dry periods. In 2006,
MWD developed groundwater storage capable of providing 135,000 AF of dry year supply
(MWD, October 2006). MWD continues to seek additional opportunities in Southern California
to expand groundwater conjunctive use storage programs (MWD, October 2006).
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Delta Levees. The state is actively studying the risk of levee failure and potential impacts
to SWP supplies and developing a plan to protect the Delta. There are several concurrent
processes for resolving these challenges. In the spring of 2006, at the recommendation of
CALFED, an interagency effort that includes 23 state and federal agencies that have
management or regulatory responsibility for the Delta, DWR began a two-year Delta Risk
Management Study (“DRMS”) to analyze risks to the levee system. The Stage I analysis will
include a discussion of the region’s assets, existing problems with the system, the degree of risk
that exists and the potential consequences of multiple levee failures. Stage II will address levee
risk reductions. The DRMS reports will be a part of the Delta Vision Report to be submitted to
the State Legislature and Governor in 2008.
Following completion of the Delta Vision Report, the panel established by Governor
Schwarzenegger will begin studying long-term strategic solutions for the conflicts in the Delta.
That process, which will take place during 2008, is a strategic planning stage that will assess
alterative implementing measures and management practices to implement the Delta Vision
recommendations. The final recommendations will include modifications to existing land uses
and services in the Delta, and will assess governance, funding mechanisms, water resource uses
and ecosystem management practices. The Delta Vision Committee will publish a public
review draft of its Delta Strategic Plan by October 31, 2008 and submit the final plan to the
Governor and Legislature by December 31, 2008.
In response to concerns over the integrity of the levee system, the state significantly increased
the budget for levee repairs in 2006, and a $5.4 billion natural resources bond was approved by
voters in November 2006 (Proposition 84), which assigns additional funds for flood control in
the Delta and to plan for future water supplies.
At the state, regional and local levels, numerous water decision-makers are actively addressing
the threats facing the Delta. A review of MWD’s resource development programs demonstrates
that although SWP supplies are facing challenges and may become more expensive based on
the cost of ultimately adopted solutions, MWD’s adaptive planning framework, which includes
conservation, in-region surface water storage, groundwater storage programs and local water
production within the MWD service area, will allow MWD to adapt to changing conditions and
ensure a reliable, diverse water supply to its members agencies that supply water to municipal
customers. MWD has spent the past decade increasing the capacity of its reservoirs, and its
overall water reserve is several times larger than it was during the 1991-1992 drought. Further,
actions that are being taken by the CALFED process and the state should enhance reliability of
the SWP supplies in the future. Both MWD and state agencies are aware of changing conditions
that may impact the SWP and are planning accordingly to ensure a safe, reliable supply of SWP
water.
Additional Actions to Mitigate Supply Risks. In addition to the actions described in the
previous sections that seek to avoid or mitigate risks facing the Colorado River or SWP
individually, MWD also has several programs that address its overall supply reliability. Several
of those programs are described below.
Water Surplus and Drought Management Plan (“WSDM”). In 1999, MWD incorporated
the water shortage contingency analysis that is required as part of any urban water
management plan into a separate, more detailed plan, called the WSDM (California Water Code
§ 10632; MWD, August 1999). That plan provides policy guidance to manage MWD’s supplies
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and achieve the goals laid out in the agency’s Integrated Resources Plan. The WSDM also
“identifies the expected sequence of resource management actions that [MWD] will execute
during surpluses and shortages to minimize the probability of severe shortages and eliminate
the possibility of extreme shortages and shortages allocations,” (MWD, 2005). MWD’s ten-year
WSDM categorizes its ability to deliver water to its customers by distinguishing between
surpluses, shortages, severe shortages and extreme shortages (MWD, 2005). The WSDM’s
integration of management actions taken during times of surplus and shortages reflects MWD’s
belief that these actions are interrelated.
For example, MWD’s regional storage facilities, such as Lake Skinner, Lake Mathews and
Diamond Valley Lake, along with storage capacity available to MWD in Castaic Lake and Lake
Perris, provide MWD with flexibility in managing its supplies (MWD, June 2007). MWD’s
storage supplies and existing management practices allow MWD to mitigate shortages without
having to impact retail municipal and industrial demands, except in severe or extreme
shortages (MWD, June 2007). MWD’s 2005 UWMP shows its expected ability to meet demands
in single dry years by water supply source. For example, in 2010 MWD expects to have 831,000
AF in potential reserve and replenishment supplies, primarily through in-basin storage (MWD,
2005). In 2030, MWD estimates that it will have 716,000 AF in potential reserve and
replenishment supplies (MWD, 2005). Anytime MWD withdraws from storage to meet
demands, it is considered to be in a shortage stage (MWD, 2005). MWD has spent decades
building up its storage reserves and groundwater management programs in order to prepare
for a variety of shortage conditions. “Each [shortage] stage is associated with specific resource
management actions designed to (1) avoid an Extreme Shortage to the maximum extent
possible and (2) minimize adverse impacts to retail customers if an Extreme Shortage occurs,”
(MWD, 2005). MWD notes that the “overriding goal of the WSDM Plan is to never reach
Shortage Stage 7, an Extreme Shortage,” (MWD, 2005).
In an actual shortage, MWD will take one or more of the following actions: (1) draw on storage
out of reservoirs; (2) draw on out-of-region storage in the Semitropic and Arvin-Edison
groundwater banks; (3) reduce or suspend long-term seasonal and groundwater replenishment
deliveries; (4) draw on groundwater storage programs; (5) draw on SWP terminal reservoir
storage; (6) reduce Interruptible Agricultural Water Program (“IAWP”) deliveries; (7) call on
water transfer options contracts; (8) purchase additional water; and (8) reduce imported
supplies to its members agencies by an allocation method (MWD, June 2007). MWD clarifies
that this list is not in any particular order, “although it is clear that the last action [taken] will be
the curtailment of firm deliveries to the member agencies,” (MWD, June 2007). If MWD were
obligated to curtail firm deliveries, it would enforce these shortage allocations using rate
surcharges. For example, if deliveries exceed 102 percent of a customer’s allotment, the
customer will be assessed a surcharge (MWD, 2005). MWD’s actions in 2007 are instructive in
demonstrating how the WSDM Plan is implemented in practice.
Prior to the start of calendar year 2007, MWD estimated that water demands would exceed
annual supplies (not including stored water) by approximately 300,000 AF (MWD, June 2007).3
In response, MWD took the following actions: (1) called for water stored in its Central Valley
storage programs; (2) initiated replenishment cuts and notified participating agencies with inbasin groundwater storage programs; (3) embarked on a public outreach and media
3

Figure did not include the risk of the SWP supply being restricted to protect Delta smelt, which in fact occurred.
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conservation campaign; and (4) announced reductions in IAWP agricultural supplies (MWD,
June 2007).
Regarding reductions in agricultural water deliveries, before MWD imposes any restrictions on
Tier 1 water, it will reduce deliveries of discounted agricultural supplies. In 1994, MWD
established the IAWP to deliver surplus water for irrigation purposes at a reduced rate that is
more affordable for certain sectors of the agricultural industry (MWD, Admin Code § 4900 et
seq). In exchange for the discounted rate, the MWD General Manager has the authority to
reduce IAWP deliveries up to 30 percent before it imposes mandatory allocations to municipal
and industrial retail customers under its WSDM (MWD, Admin Code § 4900 et seq).
Due to dry conditions and the pending Delta smelt litigation in 2007 that may affect MWD’s
supplies, MWD will implement the water shortage actions which it outlined in its WSDM,
which include a 30 percent reduction in IAWP deliveries. On October 9, 2007, MWD’s Board of
Directors announced that it will reduce IAWP deliveries over a 12-month calendar year
beginning in January 2008 (MWD, October 2007). At this time, MWD has stated that it will not
reduce water purchased by its member agencies at the full service rate (MWD, October 2007).
CMWD’s supplies are currently secure as it purchases non-discounted non-interruptible
supplies from MWD.
MWD has announced a strategic approach for 2008 regarding its WSDM Plan. Besides
exercising interruptions to the IAWP, MWD’s major strategies are as follows:
•
•
•
•

Continue conservation campaign;
Maximize recovery of water from Central Valley storage and banking programs;
Purchase additional supplies to augment existing supplies; and
Develop and implement a shortage allocation plan (MWD, June 2007).

MWD is presently developing a long-term Drought Allocation Plan that may include reductions
of full service deliveries (MWD, June 2007). MWD has used several of these types of initiatives
in the past, e.g., during the droughts of 1977-78 and 1989-92, which allowed the agency to meet
the needs of its member agencies (MWD, 2005). Past experience demonstrates that MWD has
always provided its members agencies with sufficient supplies in the face of variable weather
conditions, new environmental and water quality regulations, and evolving political and legal
challenges (MWD, 2005).4
Integrated Resources Plan. MWD first adopted its Integrated Resources Plan (“IRP”) in
1996. The most updated IRP, which was adopted in 2004, discussed local water supply
initiatives—e.g., local groundwater conjunctive use programs—and established a buffer supply
to mitigate against the risks associated with implementation of local and imported water supply
programs (MWD, 2004). The 2004 IRP noted that future water supply reliability depends not
only upon actions by MWD to secure reliable imported supplies, but also further development
of local projects by local agencies.
On October 10, 2006, MWD released its 2006 Integrated Water Resources Plan Implementation
Report (“2006 Implementation Report”) to report on progress toward implementing the targets
4

For example, MWD successfully dealt w ith disruptions to supply caused by the 2004 Jones
constraints such as the rehabilitation of the Colorado River Aqueduct in 2003.
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from the 2004 IRP Update. The 2006 Implementation Report included a summary of each of
MWD’s water resource development categories: (1) conservation; (2) local resources; (3)
Colorado River Aqueduct; (4) SWP supplies; (5) Central Valley storage and transfer programs;
(6) in-region groundwater conjunctive use storage; and (7) in-region surface water storage. This
recent report concluded that “while changes occur in all resource areas, Metropolitan is able to
maintain supply reliability through its diversified water resources portfolio,” (MWD, October
2006).
MWD supported this conclusion by providing detailed updates for each of its resource
categories, restating dry-year IRP targets and examining current considerations, changed
conditions, implementation strategies and identified programs, implementation challenges and
cost information. A brief summary of each of MWD’s water resource development categories
(other than the Colorado River and SWP supplies, which were discussed in detail in previous
sections of this ANALYSIS) is provided below:
•

Conservation: In 2006, MWD invested $10.6 million in conservation programs
and initiatives, including executing a 10-year residential master conservation
funding agreement with member agencies, encouraging the use of highefficiency toilets, strengthening outdoor conservation programs and
introducing new Industrial Process Improvement programs. In 2005-2006,
MWD programs conserved approximately 762,000 AF, which was an increase
of approximately 30,000 AF over the previous fiscal year. MWD’s 2010 target
for conservation savings is 865,000 AF (MWD, October 2006).

•

Local Resources—Recycling, Groundwater Recovery and Seawater Desalination:
MWD has invested $213 million with its member agencies to develop local
resource programs. MWD contributed approximately $24.5 million toward
the production of 127,000 AF of local resource production supplies in 2006,
which is an increase of 16,000 AF from 2005. MWD’s 2010 target for regional
water recycling and groundwater recovery is 410,000 AF. Further, three
desalination project agreements have been signed (MWD, October 2006).

•

Central Valley Storage and Transfer Programs: MWD has developed significant
water storage and transfer program partnerships in the Central Valley and
has witnessed increased cooperation with DWR and federal agencies to
facilitate water transfers. MWD continues to pursue transfers with Central
Valley parties and has worked to improve existing storage programs with
existing SWP storage partners (MWD, October 2006). For 2008, MWD is
currently seeking to acquire up to 250,000 AF by temporary transfer from the
Central Valley.

•

In-Region Groundwater Storage: The 2006 Implementation Report identified
that components of MWD’s in-region groundwater storage program may not
meet its 2010 dry-yield target of 275,000 AF. As of October 2006,
groundwater storage had been developed to provide about 135,000 AF
(MWD, October 2006). In response, MWD conducted a groundwater basin
assessment to explore other groundwater storage opportunities. MWD's
recent Groundwater Basin Assessment Study provided new information to
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focus on meeting this goal (MWD, October 2006). MWD will continue to
develop new strategies for groundwater storage (MWD, October 2006).
MWD’s 2007 Implementation Report demonstrates that the agency has continued to react
aggressively to address challenges facing water resources (MWD, 2007). By amending existing
strategies, MWD has made significant progress in most resource areas toward meeting the IRP
targets. For example, in fiscal year 2006-2007, MWD saved approximately 812,000 AF through
conservation efforts and is expected to meet its 2010 target (MWD, 2007). Local resource
production is expected to exceed the 2010 target of 426,000 AF based on current production and
expansion of existing programs (MWD, 2007). Existing supplies in Central Valley storage
programs are also expected to exceed the 2010 target of 300,000 AF (MWD, 2007). While inregion groundwater storage programs are currently falling short of MWD’s 2010 IRP target,
MWD is actively working to find new ways to meet this goal, and the success of other
programs, such as Central Valley storage, can avoid any negative impacts from failure to meet
this single goal (MWD, 2007). For example, MWD has already exceeded its 2010 IRP target for
dry-year surface water storage (MWD, 2007). While SWP supplies are not projected to meet the
2010 or longer-term targets, MWD is actively seeking to resolve the risks associated with that
supply (MWD, 2007).
MWD is in the process of updating the 2004 IRP for release in 2009 (MWD website). The
updated IRP will address existing and new challenges, such as the Delta smelt litigation and
climate change (MWD website). As can be seen by these ongoing studies, MWD is continually
updating its plans to meet ever-changing challenges to its water supplies.
Five-Year Supply Plan. A Five-Year Supply Plan is being prepared to identify the specific
resource and conservation actions that would be implemented over the next five years to
manage water deliveries under continued drought conditions and court ordered restrictions
(MWD, August 2008). Since April 2008, staff has been working with the member agencies
through a series of meetings and workshops to develop and implement the Five-Year Supply
Plan (MWD, August 2008). The Plan was initiated in response to a number of extraordinary
events, including regulatory actions that reduced water supplies from the State Water Project
(SWP) to protect Delta smelt, as well as a record-dry hydrology that will result in about 1.1
million acre-feet of withdrawals from Metropolitan storage from January 2007 through
December 2008 (MWD, August 2008).
The Five-Year Supply Plan includes a number of various programs to enhance supplies through
conservation, Colorado River transactions, near term Delta actions, SWP transactions,
groundwater recovery, and local resource enhancement programs (MWD, August 2008). There
are numerous specific projects and transactions that have been identified as potential resource
options for the next five years (see Status Update on Five-Year Supply Actions in Appendix B).
These programs are anticipated to result in an additional 519,000 AFY to 1,255,500 AFY in 2009,
with additional increases beyond 2009 as some improvements would require more than one
year to bring online (MWD, August 2008).
Summary of MWD Water Supply Reliability. MWD has engaged in significant water
supply projection and planning efforts. As noted above, those efforts have included the water
demands of the City’s service area as projected in the 2005 UWMP in their projections. In its
2003 Blueprint Report and 2005 Regional Urban Water Management Plan, MWD has
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consistently found that its existing water supplies, when managed according to its water
resource plans, such as the WSDM and IRP, are and will be 100 percent reliable for at least a 20year planning period. Since publication of those reports, MWD has continued to implement its
water supply programs, as reported in its 2006 and 2007 Implementation Reports, the latter of
which was published on October 9, 2007. Although water supply conditions are always subject
to uncertainties, MWD has maintained its supply reliability in the face of such uncertainties in
the past, and is actively managing its supplies to ensure the same 100 percent reliability for the
future.
Climate Change. Uncertainty remains with respect to the overall impact of global
climate change on future water supplies in California. Studies have found that, “Considerable
uncertainty about precise impacts of climate change on California hydrology and water
resources will remain until we have more precise and consistent information about how
precipitation patterns, timing, and intensity will change,” (Kiparsky and Gleik, 2003). For
example, some studies identify little change in total annual precipitation in projections for
California (Climate Action Team, 2006). Other studies show significantly more precipitation
(California DWR, July 2006). Even assuming that climate change leads to long-term increases in
precipitation, analysis of the impact of climate change is further complicated by the fact that no
studies have identified or quantified the runoff impacts such an increase in precipitation would
have in particular watersheds (Climate Action Team, 2006). Also, little is known about how
groundwater recharge and water quality will be affected (Climate Action Team, 2006). Higher
rainfall could lead to greater groundwater recharge, although reductions in spring runoff and
higher evapotranspiration could reduce the amount of water available for recharge (Climate
Action Team, 2006).
The California Department of Water Resources report on climate change and effects on the State
Water Project (SWP), the Central Valley Project, and the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta
concludes that “[c]climate change will likely have a significant effect on California’s future
water resources . . . [and] future water demand.” It also reports that “much uncertainty about
future water demand [remains], especially [for] those aspects of future demand that will be
directly affected by climate change and warming (California DWR, July 2006). While climate
change is expected to continue through at least the end of this century, the magnitude and, in
some cases, the nature of future changes is uncertain,” (California DWR, July 2006).
This uncertainty serves to complicate the analysis of future water demand, especially where the
relationship between climate change and its potential effect on water demand is not well
understood (California DWR, July 2006). DWR adds that “[i]t is unlikely that this level of
uncertainty will diminish significantly in the foreseeable future.” Still, changes in water supply
are expected to occur, and many regional studies have shown that large changes in the
reliability of water yields from reservoirs could result from only small changes in inflows
(California DWR, July 2006; Cayan, Dettinger, and Knowles, 2006; Cayan et al., 2006).
Project Area Infrastructure. Water line infrastructure is located adjacent to the proposed
project sites. 12 inch iron pipes exist underneath South Santa Monica Boulevard, North Santa
Monica Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard. These serve as the water mains which the proposed
project sites would receive water. See Figure 4.7-1 for locations of water lines serving the
project area.
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d. Sewage Conveyance and Treatment. The City’s Department of Public Works
maintains sewer collection and distribution systems located throughout Beverly Hills. This
includes both wastewater and stormwater. The existing sanitary sewer system consists of over
95 miles of sewer mains that connect to the City of Los Angeles’ sewer facilities at the
southeastern border of Beverly Hills. Parcels 1 and 2 are served by a 10-inch vitrified clay pipe
located underneath South Santa Monica Boulevard, while Parcel 3 is served by a 6-inch clay
pipe that runs along South Santa Monica Boulevard to the north of Wilshire Boulevard to a
junction on Linden Avenue where it connects with an 8-inch pipe along Wilshire Boulevard.
Figure 4.7-2 illustrates the existing sewage conveyance lines in the project area. Land uses on
Parcels 2 and 3 include commercial retail development that requires the use of sewage
conveyance and treatment.
Over 65 percent of the existing system consists of 8-inch diameter pipe and over 50 percent of
the system is more than 50 years old (TBR2005). The City has a rehabilitation program to
repair, reline, and/or replace the existing waste water infrastructure. This program allows the
City to avoid costly replacements of damaged sections.
The City sewer system currently serves a resident population of approximately 36,804
(Department of Finance, 2007) and a daytime population of approximately 250,000 people in a
service area comprised of a mixture of land uses including residential, commercial, industrial
and institutional.
All of the wastewater flows generated from the City (not including stormwater) are collected
and treated at the Los Angeles Hyperion Wastewater Treatment Plant (HTP), located on the
coast at 12000 Vista Del Mar in the City of El Segundo. The HTP is the largest of four
wastewater treatment plants in the area surrounding the City of Los Angeles. Its primary
treatment is completed with retention ponds, chemical coagulants and settling tanks. The plant
has a dry weather capacity of 450 million gallons per day (MGD) for full secondary treatment
and an 850 MGD wet weather capacity. Current flow is 340 MGD (www.lastormwater.org
2007). The City’s system allows pass-through for flow generated in the portion of the City of
Los Angeles north of Beverly Hills. The maximum recorded daily flow generated by the City is
about 12 million gallons per day and the average flow is about 6 million gallons per day (TBR,
2005).
e. Solid Waste. Beverly Hills contracts with a private refuse company, Crown Disposal,
Inc. to provide all solid waste services for commercial and industrial businesses, and
approximately 20 to 25 percent of multi-family residential buildings. The City generates
approximately 90,000 tons of waste each year (TBR, 2005). The City franchised out its
commercial solid waste service because of the unknowns and the risks of competing with major
private sector providers.
Crown Disposal, Inc. disposes the solid waste at three designated landfills: Puente Hills
Landfill, Chiquita Canyon Landfill, and the Sunshine Canyon Landfill. Crown Disposal
operates a material recovery facility where recyclable materials and organics are sorted out of
the refuse stream to decrease the amount of solid waste to be diverted to landfills.
The Puente Hills Landfill presently accepts 13,200 tons/day; it has a permitted capacity of 106.4
million cubic yards (yd3) and is planned to close on October 31, 2013.
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The Chiquita Canyon Sanitary Landfill, Unit 1, accepts approximately 6,000 tons per day and
has a permitted capacity of 63.9 million yd3. Unit 2 permits 560 tons per day with a permitted
capacity of 525,000 tons. Both units have a projected closure date of November 24, 2019.
The Sunshine Canyon SLF County Extension presently accepts 6,600 tons per day; it has a
design capacity of 37.3 million yd3 and could remain open up until January 31, 2028.
The City of Beverly Hills complies with AB 939 requirements. Thus, developments within the
City are required to engage in activities to help meeting waste reduction targets that form the
basis of the City’s landfill planning efforts.
f. Electricity. Southern California Edison (SCE) provides electrical service to the City of
Beverly Hills. SCE utilizes a system of direct production, cogeneration, and electrical purchase
agreements to provide electricity to approximately 13 million customers in central, coastal, and
Southern California (SCE, 2008). Adequate supplies are ensured by having a 15-17 percent
buffer of additional supplies above typical peak demand that are available to call upon as
needed (CEC, May 2008). SCE power substations and underground power lines are located
throughout the City. Land uses on the project site (Parcels 2 and 3) currently have businesses
located on them which require electricity, while Parcel 1 is vacant and undeveloped.
Electricity is transported to the City of Beverly Hills through a series of regional transmission
lines. The electricity is received at substations located throughout the City and is then
distributed to individual users via underground lines. A number of transmission lines exist in
the immediate area, including underground electrical transmission lines along North and South
Santa Monica Blvd and Wilshire Boulevard. The project site currently has electrical service.
g. Natural Gas. Natural Gas is currently supplied and distributed to the City of Beverly
Hills by the Southern California Gas Company (SCGC). Natural gas is distributed throughout
the City by a system of transmission, supply, distribution, and service lines. As the pipeline
transitions from one transmission line to a supply line, the pressure of the natural gas is
regulated down to the most efficient level of pressure for the customer. Six-inch natural gas
pipelines are present within the project vicinity, underneath North and South Santa Monica
Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard.
Under an average temperature condition and a normal hydro year, gas demand for the state is
projected to average 6,291 MMcf/d in 2008 increasing to 6,428 MMcf/d by 2030, a cumulative
growth of just 2 percent in 22 years (SoCal Gas, 2008). However, for the Southern California
region, growth is expected to occur at a much slower rate of just 0.02% between 2008 and 2030.
Additionally, the core commercial market demand is expected to decrease about 0.4% per year,
over the next 23 years, to just below 75 Bcf in 2030 (SoCal Gas, 2008).
Land uses on the project sites (Parcels 1 through 3) include a mix of retail uses which may
include the use of natural gas. However, due to the nature of the businesses, (boutiques, auto
shop, restaurant, coffee shops, car rental), natural gas demand would likely be minimal.
h. Regulatory Setting. Federal, state, and local policies and regulations for the above
mentioned services and utilities are listed below.
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Fire Services.
Uniform Fire Code. The Uniform Fire Code contains regulations relating to construction
and maintenance of buildings and land uses. Topics addressed in the Code include fire
department access, fire hydrants, automatic sprinkler systems, fire alarm systems, fire and
explosion hazards safety, hazardous materials storage and use, provisions intended to protect
and assist fire responders, industrial processes, and many other general and specialized firesafety requirements for new and existing buildings and premises. The Code contains
specialized technical regulations related to fire safety.
California Fire Code (Title 24, Part 9, California Code of Regulations). The California Fire
Code is Part 9 of the California Code of Regulations, Title 24, also referred to as the California
Building Standards Code. The California Fire Code incorporates the Uniform Fire Code with
necessary California amendments. This Code prescribes regulations consistent with nationally
recognized good practice for the safeguarding to a reasonable degree of life and property from
the hazards of fire explosion, and dangerous conditions arising from the storage, handling, and
use of hazardous materials and devices, and from hazardous conditions to life or property in
the use or occupancy of buildings.
California Health and Safety Code. State fire regulations set forth in section 13000 et seq. of
the California Health and Safety Code include regulations for building standards (as set forth in
the California Building Code), fire protection and notification systems, fire protection devices
such as extinguishers and smoke alarms, high-rise building and childcare facility standards,
and fire suppression training.
Beverly Hills Municipal Code. Regulations regarding fire safety in the City of Beverly
Hills may be found in the following code sections:
9-2-1: Adoption of the California Fire Code: Except as provided in section 9-2-2 of this
article, there is hereby adopted by reference the 2001 edition of the California Fire Code,
part 9 of title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, incorporating that certain fire
code and those certain fire standards published by International Fire Code Institute and
known and designated as the "Uniform Fire Code, 2000 Edition", including the
appendices thereto, the 2001 supplement to the Uniform Fire Code and the "Uniform Fire
Code Standards", and the same shall be known and may be cited as the fire code of the
city of Beverly Hills. (Ord. 02-O-2414, eff. 12-19-2002)
Section 1001.3 Plans. Complete plans and specifications for fire alarm systems; fireextinguishing systems, including automatic sprinklers and wet dry standpipes; halon
systems and other special types of automatic fire-extinguishing systems; basement pipe
inlets; and other fire-protection systems appurtenances thereto shall be submitted to the
fire department for review and approval and a permit obtained for the work prior to
system installation.
Police Services. All law enforcement agencies within California are organized and
operate in accordance with the applicable provisions of the California Penal Code. This code
sets forth the authority, rules of conduct, and training for police officers. Under State law, all
sworn municipal and county officers are state police officers.
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The County of Los Angeles is required by state law to organize a formal mutual aid agreement
between all police departments within its jurisdiction. This agreement is set forth in the Mutual
Aid Operations Plan for Los Angeles County. The Mutual Aid Operations Plan provides a
structure of response should an emergency in Beverly Hills arise that requires immediate
response by more law enforcement personnel than would be available to BHPD using all
available resources.
Funding for police department staffing comes from the City’s General Fund, and funding is
allocated to BHPD through the City’s budget process. Occupancy and operation of future
development projects in the City would generate revenues accrued to the City’s General Fund
(i.e., sales tax, property tax, etc.) that could be used to help meet the capital outlay for police
services.
Water Supply. The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) establishes regulatory requirements
for potable water supplies including raw and treated water quality criteria. Beverly Hills is
required to monitor water quality and conform to the regulatory requirements of the CWA.
The federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) establishes standards for contaminants in drinking
water supplies. Maximum contaminant levels and treatment techniques are established for
each of the contaminants. The listed contaminants include metals, nitrates, asbestos, total
dissolved solids, and microbes.
Safe Water Drinking Act (1976). California enacted its own Safe Water Drinking Act. The
California Department of Health Services (DHS) has been granted primary enforcement
responsibility for the SDWA. Title 22 of the California Administrative Code establishes DHS
authority and stipulates drinking water quality and monitoring standards. These standards are
equal to or more stringent than federal standards.
Senate Bill 610 (2001). On October 9, 2001, Senate Bill 610 (Costa) was signed into law. SB
610 requires cities and counties to consider water supply assessments when considering
approval of applicable development projects in order to determine whether projected water
supplies can meet the project’s anticipated water demand. This includes whether a sufficient
water supply exists to meet project and cumulative water demand in normal, single- and multidry years for 20 years. The proposed combined project is three parcels including 38,407 square
feet of retail and 244,266 square feet of office space, while Parcel 2 development would include
one 90,000 square foot building. Pursuant to SB 610, a commercial building greater than 250,000
square feet or employing more than 1,000 people requires water supply review. Based on the
size of the combined project, the City has determined that a Water Supply Assessment (WSA)
should be completed pursuant to SB 610.
Beverly Hills Municipal Code. Section 6-1.2 of the Beverly Hills Municipal Code
establishes regulations for the administration of water services in the City. In compliance with
Government Code Section 10631, parts (c) and (d), the City has also provided alternative water
conservation measures. The City maintains as a long-term goal a Water Conservation Program,
Water Conservation Ordinance, and Efficient Landscaping Ordinance to achieve and maintain a
high level of efficiency in water uses in the Beverly Hills service area.
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Water Code Section 10910(d)(2) requires the identification of existing water supply entitlements,
water rights, or water service contracts, federal, state, and local permits for construction of
necessary infrastructure, and any regulatory approvals required in order to be able to deliver
the water supply. The provision of water for the proposed project would require approval from
the City of Beverly Hills. The City would review the project plans to ensure that there is
adequate infrastructure and water supply to serve the project. Building/grading permits would
be required from the City of Beverly Hills to install or conduct improvements to water
distribution facilities to serve the proposed development. (It should be noted that this process
has not been completed as of publication of this document.) No other federal, state, or local
permits for construction of necessary infrastructure associated with delivering the water supply
would be required. No regulatory approvals are required in order to convey the water supply
to the proposed project.
If approved, the proposed project would be served by the City of Beverly Hills, which obtains
90 percent of its water from MWD, and 10 percent of its water from the Hollywood Basin. As
noted in Section 4.7.1.c, Setting, the City has an agreement with the MWD which provides for
90% of their water supply to be in Tier 1 pricing. If water use exceeds the Tier 1 level threshold
established by the MWD, costlier Tier 2 rates would apply. Existing and projected supplies are
adequate to meet demand over the 20-year planning horizon (2005 UWMP) under average year,
single dry year and multiple dry year scenarios.
Wastewater Treatment and Conveyance.
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). Under the Los Angeles
RWQCB NPDES, all existing and future municipal and industrial discharges to surface waters
within the City of Beverly Hills are subject to regulations. NPDES permits are required for
operators of construction projects and industrial facilities. NPDES permits are further discussed
in the stormwater section below.
Beverly Hills Municipal Code. Title 6, Article 3 of the Beverly Hills Municipal Code
regulates the construction and operation of wastewater systems and the discharge of
wastewater into the City of Beverly Hills wastewater system to provide a fair and equitable
method of imposing wastewater charges, and to facilitate enactment of regulations for the
wastewater system that are mandated by the Environmental Protection Agency and the State of
California. Section 6-1-313 does not allow wastewater permits to be granted to uses that would
significantly impact the public sewer system unless the environmental review has been
completed pursuant to CEQA.
Solid Waste.
California Integrated Solid Waste Management Act. The California Integrated Solid Waste
Management Act of 1989 requires that each County prepare a new Integrated Waste
Management Plan. The Act further required each city to prepare a Source Reduction and
Recycling Element (SRRE) by July 1, 1991. AB 939 also required cities and counties to prepare
SRREs in their General Plans. Senate Bill 2202 made a number of changes to the municipal solid
waste diversion requirements under the Integrated Waste Management Act. These changes
included a revision to the statutory requirement for 50 percent diversion of solid waste to clarify
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that local governments must continue to divert 50 percent of all solid waste on and after
January 1, 2000.
California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991 (SB 1405). The California
Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act, as amended, requires each development project to
provide an adequate storage area for collection and removal of recyclable materials.
Beverly Hills Municipal Code. The City of Beverly Hills regulates the collection and
disposal of solid waste through Title 6, Article 4 of the Beverly Hills Municipal Code. Article 4.5
regulates the commercial waste collection franchises separately. To ensure that the City meets
the statutory obligation imposed by AB 939, Title 9, Chapter 1 authorizes the Department of
Building and Safety to impose and enforce requirements related to the salvaging, recycling, and
reuse of construction and demolition debris.
Section 9-3-1 of the Beverly Hills Municipal Code addresses solid waste storage and collection
facilities for commercial development. Commercial buildings are required to have at least one
storage room and additional rooms or facilities if solid waste generation exceeds project
designs.
Electricity. Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, which is known as the energy
efficiency standards, regulates energy consumption in new construction. The standards
regulate energy consumed in buildings for heating, cooling, ventilation, water heating, and
lighting. Title 24 is implemented through the local plan check and permit process.
Natural Gas. As a public utility, the SCGC is under the jurisdiction of the California
Public Utilities Commission. The SCGC provides service in accordance with their policies and
extensions rules on file with the Commission.
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, which is known as the energy efficiency
standards, regulates energy consumption in new construction. The standards regulate energy
consumed in buildings for heating, cooling, ventilation, water heating, and lighting. Title 24 is
implemented through the local plan check and permit process.

4.7.2

Impact Analysis

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. A description of methodology and
significance thresholds for each public service and utility that would serve the project is located
below.
Fire and Police Services. Fire and Police services impacts are considered potentially
significant if the proposed project would result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities or the need
for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response time,
or other performance objectives for police and fire protection.
Water Supply and Demand. Impacts to water supply were determined based upon
information provided by the Beverly Hills Water Department. Water supply impacts are
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considered potentially significant if the project would not have sufficient water supplies
available from existing entitlements and resources.
Wastewater and Stormwater. The increase in wastewater generation expected to occur
with implementation of the proposed project has been estimated using wastewater generation
factors from the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County. Impacts to wastewater
infrastructure are considered significant if the proposed project would result in sewer line or
treatment plant system deficiencies requiring new or expanded facilities or exceed wastewater
treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).
Solid Waste. Solid waste generation was estimated using factors from the California
Integrated Waste Management Board (2004) and the Los Angeles County CEQA Thresholds
Guide (2006). Solid waste collection service and disposal capacity already exist in the project
area; therefore, for the purpose of this EIR, the project would cause a significant impact if it fails
to implement measures to reduce the amount of solid waste entering landfills in accordance
with State standards and/or if solid waste generated by the proposed project exceeds the
capacity of the disposal facility and other solid waste facilities where such waste would be
disposed.
Electricity. Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines does not include thresholds for
electricity impacts. However, for this analysis, impacts will be considered significant if the
project would result in a substantial increase in electricity demand beyond what can be
supplied or service ratios maintained. The project would also have significant impacts if it
would exceed the existing or planning capacity of energy generation or distribution facilities.
City officials have identified energy independence as a goal for the City.
Natural Gas. Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines does not include thresholds for
natural gas impacts. However, for this analysis, impacts will be considered significant if the
project would result in a substantial increase in natural gas demand beyond what can be
supplied or service ratios maintained. The project would also have significant impacts if it
would result in substantial physical impacts associate with the provision of new or physically
altered facilities.
b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.
Impact PSU-1

The proposed project would incrementally increase demands
on the Beverly Hills Fire Department. This increase would not
require the construction of new fire protection facilities.
However, existing infrastructure may not be sufficient to meet
the required fire flows for the proposed project. This impact
would be Class II, significant but mitigable.

Either the proposed 95,347 square feet of office space for Parcel 2 or the combined project of
244,266 square feet of office space and 38,407 square feet of retail would increase fire service
demands slightly above current levels. The BHFD presently responds to emergency calls
throughout the City with adequate service and within response time targets (John Karns, 2008).
Figure 4.7-1 shows that the City’s three fire stations are between one and two miles from the
project site. Additionally, there are 25 firefighter personnel on duty at all times with response
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times being approximately four minutes for a fire and 3.5 minutes for an ambulance. Moreover,
since the project area is within an existing response area, emergency response times to the site
are not anticipated to exceed existing standards. Therefore, fires and medical emergency
incidents expected to occur at the project sites could be adequately addressed with the staffing
and equipment typically found at City fire stations. No new facilities would need to be
constructed to serve the project. Finally, the proposed project would be required to comply
with all applicable building and fire codes to address emergency access and fire safety.
Additionally, the BHFD completes a plan review of the plans before the project may proceed to
construction. This review is paid for by the applicant.
The City of Beverly Hills utilizes three reservoirs as storage for its water for emergency
purposes: Sunset, Coldwater, and Greystone reservoirs. The Coldwater Canyon reservoir is
planned for replacement and should be completed in February 2010. This reservoir serves Zone
4, which is primarily the commercial district of the City. The reservoir upon completion will
have an extra 1 million gallons of water storage. This City-initiated project does not affect water
availability.
Fire flows to the project site are currently supplied through an 8-inch pipe below South Santa
Monica Boulevard. As reported in the 9900 Wilshire and Beverly Hills Hilton project draft EIRs,
the City engineer has recommended that the 8-inch and 10-inch sections of the line beneath
Wilshire Boulevard that feeds area fire hydrants be upgraded to a 12-inch line in order to
achieve sufficient fire flow for the project. Replacement of the line would extend from the
intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Santa Monica Boulevard to the western boundary of the
project site. Specific fire flow requirements for the proposed project would not be determined
until final plans are submitted. However, if it is found that upgrades to the existing
infrastructure are required, the proposed project would be required to pay its “fair share” of the
cost to upgrade.
Mitigation Measures. The following measure would apply to both the proposed Parcel
2 or the combined projects, and would reduce potential impacts associated with insufficient fire
flows to less than significant levels.
PSU-1

Fire Flow Upgrade. If the City Engineer determines that upgrades to
the existing fire flow infrastructure are required to serve the proposed
project(s), the applicant shall pay its “fair share” for the cost of the
upgrade as determined by the City. Payment for this upgrade shall be
made prior to the issuance of a building permit.

Significance after Mitigation. Impacts to fire protection service associated with either
the proposed Parcel 2 project or buildout of the entire site would be less than significant with
the proposed mitigation.
Impact PSU-2

The proposed project would incrementally increase demands
on the Beverly Hills Police Department. However, police
needs would be minimal due to the nature of the project and
current police protection levels. Therefore, this is a Class III,
less than significant, impact.
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The proposed project does not include a residential component and would not add population
to the City. However, 95,347 square feet of office space is proposed for Parcel 2, while the
combined project would add approximately 244,266 square feet of office space and 38,407
square feet of retail space to the Gateway area. This new development would incrementally
increase the demand for police protection services. However, the number of calls normally
associated with office and retail businesses is minimal. Moreover, the City is currently well
equipped to handle new development and has adequate levels of protection (Sgt. Perez, 2008).
Police access for Parcel 2 would be provided via South Santa Monica Boulevard and Charleville
Boulevard. Parcel 1 access would be available from Charleville and South Santa Monica
Boulevard, while Parcel 3 would have access from South Santa Monica Boulevard.
Development of either Parcel 2 alone or all three properties would not place the BHPD in a
situation where less than adequate coverage or decreased police access would occur. No new
facilities would need to be constructed to serve the project. Impacts would be less than
significant.
Mitigation Measures. As impacts would be less than significant, no mitigation is
necessary.
Significance after Mitigation. Impacts relating to police protection service would be
less than significant without mitigation.
Impact PSU-3

Development of Parcels 1, 2 and 3 would incrementally
increase the water demand of the existing project uses. The
proposed project would generate a net demand of 48 acre-feet
per year. Water supplies are adequate to serve the net increase.
Therefore, impacts are Class III, less than significant.

As indicated in Section 2.0, Project Description, the proposed Beverly Hills Gateway Project
would allow for development of up to 244,266 square feet of office development and up to
38,407 square feet of retail development, with 796 parking spaces on about three acres. The
proposed project would generate a net demand increase estimated at 48 acre feet per year (see
Table 4.7-4).
Table 4.7-4
Project Water Demand
Land Use

Quantity
(SF)

Remove Existing
Restaurant 3

- 5,000

Demand
Factor
1
(gal/day/SF)
1.25

2

Daily Water
Demand
(gallons)

Annual
Demand
(gallons)

Annual Demand
(AFY)

- 6,250

- 2,281,250

-7

Office

244,266

0.19

45,800

16,716,954

51

Retail

38,407

0.10

3,841

1,401,856

4

Net Total Demand

48

Notes: SF = square feet, AFY= Acre- feet/year
1
Water Demand Factor = 125% of City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Sanitation Sewage Generation Factors: these factors were
also used in the analysis of 9900 Wilshire Project DEIR and the Beverly Hilton Revitalization Plan DEIR (2007).
2
Derived from gallons/seat; assumes density of 1 seat/30 sf.
3
Source: Cumulative Projects List, City of Beverly Hills, March 31, 2008 for 9844 Wilshire Boulevard.
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As required by the WSA, planned future uses are analyzed in addition to the proposed project
to ensure that adequate supplies are available. As indicated in Table 4.7-10, illustrating
cumulative water demands, service area water supplies would have a 1,115 AFY surplus for the
year 2010. Additionally, supplies through the year 2030 would also result in a 218 AFY surplus.
Therefore, water supplies are available to serve the proposed project from construction timing
(2010) through the year 2030. The proposed project’s impact would be less than significant.
Cumulative impacts are discussed in subsection 4.7.2.c, Cumulative Impacts.
As discussed in Section 4.7.1, Setting, supply challenges exist for the State Water Project due to
circumstances such as the Wanger Decision, which restricts pumping from the Delta and has
the potential to affect distribution to member agencies; potential levee inadequacies; and the
Colorado River drought. However, the MWD and the DWR have implemented actions aimed
at avoiding or mitigating these risks, as discussed in Section 4.7.1 and in the project WSA.
The projected project demand of 48 AFY would reduce the buffer the City of Beverly Hills has
in regards to Tier 1/Tier 2 water rates with MWD. The City currently has a buffer of about 90
AFY and the proposed project would incrementally reduce this buffer. However, this is not an
environmental impact, but rather an economic impact and therefore, does not result in any
significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation Measures. Current and projected water supplies are adequate to meet
demands through 2030. As impacts would be less than significant, no mitigation is required.
Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without
mitigation.
Impact PSU-4

The proposed project would generate an estimated net
wastewater increase of 13,529 gallons per day (gpd) for Parcel
2 and 38,581 gpd for the combined projects, which would flow
to the Hyperion Plant. The treatment plant has sufficient
capacity to accommodate this increase in wastewater
generation. However, the local sewer conveyance
infrastructure may not be adequate to serve the project’s
contribution to wastewater generation. Therefore, this impact
is considered Class II, significant but mitigable.

Parcel 2 would involve the construction of a 95,347 square foot office building and the
demolition of 9,633 square feet of retail. The combined project, which includes commercial and
retail development on parcels 1 and 3 that would be allowed under the requested rezone,
includes all three properties and would total approximately 244,266 square feet of office space
and 38,407 square feet of retail space and the demolition of approximately 14,153 square feet of
retail buildings. As indicated in Table 4.7-5, gross wastewater generation is estimated at 14,302
gpd for Parcel 2 and 39,713 gpd for the combined projects. The wastewater generation of the
former existing retail on Parcel 2 is estimated at approximately 773 gpd, while the existing retail
wastewater generation for the combined projects is approximately 1,132 gpd. Therefore, the net
increase in wastewater generation is estimated at 13,539 gpd for Parcel 2 and 38,581 gpd for the
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combined projects. (Actual net increases on parcels 1 and 3 would be slightly lower,
considering the existing wastewater generation from the existing adjacent structures that would
be demolished for the full conceptual extent of site buildout.)
The on-site sewage collection and conveyance network has been designed to comply with the
City of Beverly Hills standards and has been sized to handle the expected flows from buildout
of Parcels 1-3. As part of the standard building check, the City of Beverly Hills Engineering
staff would review these plans to ensure compliance with all design standards. However, the
City Engineer has identified sewer conveyance infrastructure elements serving the project that
would require upgrading to accommodate the project’s wastewater generation (Kevin Watson,
pers. comm.. 2008).
The Hyperion Treatment Plant, which ultimately treats the City’s sewage, is operating at 111
million gpd below capacity. The projected 14,302 and 38,581 gpd of wastewater that would be
generated by Parcel 2 and the combined project represents 0.014 and 0.039 percent, respectively,
of the excess capacity. Therefore, sufficient treatment capacity at Hyperion exists to serve both
the proposed Parcel 2 project and the combined projects.
An increase above the set limits in the amount of sewage treated at Hyperion could result in the
plant not being able to meet pollutant standards outlined in the NPDES permit issued by the
RWQCB. Since there is sufficient treatment capacity at Hyperion to accommodate the
wastewater discharged by the proposed project, the limit on the amount of sewage treated at
Hyperion would not be exceeded. Therefore, the plant would be able to adequately treat
project-generated sewage in addition to existing sewage, and the treatment requirements of the
RWQCB would not be exceeded.

Table 4.7-5
Proposed Project Wastewater Generation
Area (square feet)

Generation Factora

Daily Wastewater
Generation (gpd)

Proposed Office

95,347

150 gpd/1,000 sf

14,302

Existing Retail

9,663

80 gpd/1,000 sf

773

Net Increase

85,714

--

13,529

Proposed Office

244,266

150 gpd/1,000 sf

36,640

Proposed Retail

38,407

80 gpd/1,000 sf

3,073

Combined Project

282,673

--

39,713

Existing Retail

14,153

80 gpd/1,000 sf

1,132

Net Increase

268,520

--

38,581

Land Use
Property Two

Combined Project (All 3 Properties)

a

Factors are from the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006.
sf = square foot; gpd = gallons per day
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In summary, no new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities would be
necessary, and the wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB would not be violated.
However, mitigation is required to ensure that the City’s sewer conveyance infrastructure is
adequate to serve the project’s additional contribution to wastewater generation.
Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure would reduce impacts to
sewer conveyance infrastructure, and would apply to each of the three parcels.
PSU-4

The project developers shall provide a fair-share contribution of
funds, proportional to each project’s contribution of wastewater to
the affected infrastructure elements, towards necessary upgrades
to sewer conveyance infrastructure to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer. Funds shall be paid prior to issuance of building
permits for each parcel.

Significance after Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant after mitigation.
In addition, upgrades to sewer conveyance infrastructure would not result in significant
secondary impacts as the subject infrastructure would not be expected to require changes in
alignment or work outside of the urban area.
Impact PSU-5

The proposed development on Parcel 2 and potential future
development under the requested C-3 zoning on Parcel 3
would increase pervious surfaces on those two parcels. This
would increase the quantity of stormwater runoff, which
could exceed the capacity of existing stormwater
infrastructure. Therefore, this impact is considered Class II,
significant but mitigable.

The proposed Parcel 2 project and potential future development under the requested C-3
zoning on Parcel 3 would replace partially permeable surfaces on those two parcels with paving
and structures. The proposed underground parking garages would render the site essentially
entirely impermeable, which would result in increased stormwater runoff. The City Engineer
has indicated that stormwater infrastructure elements serving the project would require
upgrading to accommodate the project’s increased runoff from parcels 1 and 2 (Kevin Watson,
pers. comm. 2008). (Kevin Watson, pers. comm. 2008).
The proposed projects would require excavation in order to construct the parking structures.
Excavation activities have the potential to reach shallow groundwater within the City, as
discussed in Section 4.5 Hazards and Hazardous Materials. If this were to occur, it should be
noted the municipal code requirements included in Chapter 9-4-610, Dewatering, would apply
regarding use extracted groundwater.
The City’s Storm Water and Urban Runoff Pollution Control regulations (BHMC Article 5)
require stormwater mitigation plans for new development. BHMC Section 9-4-506 sets forth the
requirements for the plans and includes the following goals:
C. Goals: The urban runoff mitigation plan shall address the following goals in connection
with both construction and long term operation of the site:
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1. Maximize, to the extent practicable, the percentage of permeable surfaces in order to
allow more percolation of runoff into the ground.
2. Minimize, to the extent practicable, the amount of runoff directed to impermeable areas
and to the city's storm water system.
3. Maximize, to the extent practicable, storm water filtration and storage for reuse through
the use of sediment traps, cisterns or other means, without retaining water in such a
manner as to cause a nuisance or an unsanitary condition.
4. Minimize, to the extent practicable, parking lot pollution through the use of porous
materials to allow percolation of runoff, through the installation of appropriate treatment
controls, or through other means.
A stormwater mitigation plan designed toward these goals would be expected to minimize the
amount of stormwater runoff from the project. Nevertheless, upgrades to the existing
stormwater system would likely still be necessary.
Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure would reduce impacts to
stormwater infrastructure, and would apply to parcels 1 and 2.
PSU-5

The project developers for parcels 1 and 2 shall provide a fairshare contribution of funds, proportional to each project’s
contribution of increased stormwater runoff to the affected
infrastructure elements, towards necessary upgrades to
stormwater infrastructure to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.
Funds shall be paid prior to issuance of building permits for each
parcel.

Significance after Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant after mitigation.
In addition, upgrades to stormwater infrastructure would not result in significant secondary
impacts as the subject infrastructure would not be expected to require changes in alignment or
work outside of the urban area.
Impact PSU-6

The proposed project would incrementally increase the longterm generation of solid waste. However, the facilities that
handle the solid waste have adequate capacity to handle the
increase. Therefore, impacts to the City’s solid waste
collection and disposal system would be Class III, less than
significant.

The proposed project has two components (construction and operation) that would result in the
generation of solid waste. For purposes of analysis, the operational waste is compared to the
existing estimated waste to determine the net increase from the proposed projects.
Construction of the proposed project would involve site preparation activities (e.g., demolition
and building) that would generate waste materials. Parcel 2 would require the demolition of
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approximately 9,633 square feet of building and 12,845 square feet of parking lot, while the
overall project would require the total demolition of approximately 14,153 square feet of
building and 35,330 square feet of parking lot (see Table 4.7-6). The handling of all debris and
waste generated during construction would be subject to the City’s and State’s (AB 939)
requirements for salvaging, recycling, and reuse of materials from demolition and construction
activity on the project site. Since the disposal of this demolition debris would be a one-time
occurrence and since the City is required to divert at least 50 percent of its waste from landfills
(57 percent of solid waste is currently diverted), and given that the four landfills serving the
City of Beverly Hills have adequate capacity to accommodate the anticipated demolition debris,
the impact of the demolition and construction phase of the project on solid waste services
would be less than significant as long as the applicable ordinances are followed.
Table 4.7-6
Inert Waste Generation during Building Demolition
Area (square feet)

Generation Rate
(tons/1,000 sf)

Total Demolition
Waste (tons)

Parking Lot

12,845

2.82

36.2

Commercial Retail

9,663

1.14

11.0

Total Demolition Waste

22,508

--

47.2

Existing Land Use
Parcel Two

Combined Project Statistics (All 3 properties)
Parking Lot

35,330

2.82

99.6

Commercial Retail

14,153

1.14

16.1

Total Demolition Waste

49,483

--

115.7

Generation Factors are from Santa Monica Green Building Program Website, (Used total generation factor for
parking structure and low-rise commercial.
sf = square feet

Table 4.7-7 illustrates the solid waste that would be generated by operation of the proposed
project and the net increase above the existing conditions. Implementation of the proposed
Parcel 2 project would replace 9,633 existing square feet of retail, while the overall project
would replace approximately 14,153 square feet including approximately 4,520 square feet of
commercial buildings on Parcel 3. As indicated in Table 4.7-7, the proposed Parcel 2 project is
estimated to generate approximately 1,381 net tons/year of solid waste. The overall project is
expected to generate approximately 3,948 net tons/year of solid waste. With the City’s existing
57 percent waste diversion, the quantity of net solid waste expected to be disposed in landfills
for project operation would be approximately 594 tons per year for Parcel 2 and 1,697 tons per
year for the overall project. (Actual net increases on parcels 1 and 3 would be slightly lower,
considering the existing solid waste generation from the existing adjacent structures that would
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Table 4.7-7
Solid Waste Generation
Proposed
Square
Footage

Daily
Generation
Rate
a
(lbs/sf/day)

Generation
(lbs/day)

Generation
b
(tons/year)

Solid Waste
Diverted
c
(tons/year)

Solid Waste
Disposed in
Landfills
(tons/year)

Office

95,347

0.084

8,009

1,462

833

629

Existing Retail

9,633

0.046

443

81

46

35

Net Increase

--

--

7,566

1,381

787

594

322

184

138

2,135

1610

Land Use

Parcel 2

Combined Project Statistics (All 3 properties)
Retail

38,407

0.046

1,767

Office

244,266

0.084

20,518 3,745

Combined
Gross
Project Total

282,673

--

22,285

4,067

2,319

1,748

Existing
Buildings

14,153

0.046

651

119

68

51

--

--

21,634

3,948

2,251

1,697

Net Increase

a California Integrated Waste Management Board Estimated Solid Waste Generation Rates. [Online] 31 March 2008.
b 1 ton = 2,000 lbs
c Based on 2002 California Integrated Waste Management Board Reviewed Diversion Rate of 57 percent.
sf = square foot, lbs = pounds

be demolished for the full conceptual extent of site buildout.) Gross operational totals would be
approximately 629 tons/year for Parcel 2 and 1,748 tons/year for the combined project.
As previously discussed, solid waste would be disposed of at the Chiquita Canyon, Sunshine
Canyon, Calabasas, or Puente Hills Landfill. However, due to its closer proximity, the landfill
that would likely receive project solid waste would be the Puente Hills Landfill, which has a
projected remaining capacity of 49.3 million cubic yards and extends through 2013. Assuming
an anticipated 57 percent diversion rate, Parcel 2 solid waste generation would represent only
0.015 percent of the daily permitted tonnage of 13,200 tons per day at the Puente Hills Landfill
(based on six days per week), while the combined projects would represent 0.042 percent of the
daily permitted tonnage.
Both development components would result in an increase in solid waste generation above
existing conditions. However, this amount would only represent 0.015 and 0.042 percent of the
daily tonnage (after source reduction and recycling programs) at the Puente Hills Landfill for
Parcel 2 and combined projects, respectively. Despite the increase in solid waste generation, the
continued compliance with solid waste diversion by the City and the implementation of
standard building regulations would be sufficient to address solid waste generation.
Additionally, the project would be required to include space for recycling through SB 1405.
Impacts would be less than significant.
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Mitigation Measures. Despite impacts being less than significant for solid waste
generation, mitigation is proposed to further reduce solid waste generation impacts. No
mitigation is necessary as impacts would be less than significant.
PSU-6(a)

Construction Recycling. Demolition and/or excess construction
materials shall be separated onsite for reuse/recycling or proper
disposal. During grading and construction, separate bins for
recycling of construction materials and brush shall be provided
onsite. This requirement shall be printed on the grading and
construction plan. The applicant shall provide the Department of
Community Development with receipts for recycled materials.

PSU-6(b)

Recycling Collection. The proposed project shall include equal
recycling collection space in comparison to rubbish collection
facilities. The recycling bins shall be clearly marked with a
description of what types of materials can be recycled. The
applicant shall establish recycling service with the City’s waste
hauler. Documentation of service shall be submitted to the
Department of Community Development.

Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without
mitigation.
Impact PSU-7

The proposed project would incrementally increase the energy
needs of the project site. The CEC ensures adequate energy
supplies for the State of California throughout its planning
horizon. Development of Parcel 2 or Parcels 1-3 would require
additional connections. However, these adjustments would
not result in impacts that would affect SCE’s ability to provide
service to the project. Therefore, impacts are Class III, less
than significant.

The proposed project would redevelop and reconfigure Parcels 1-3 which would require the
demolition of three structures each on Parcels 2 and 3. Parcel 2 would include the development
of an approximate 95,000 square foot building, while Parcels 1-3 would include approximately
38,000 sf of retail and 244,000 sf of office space.
As indicated in Table 4.7-8, the net annual electricity demand for Parcel 2 is about 1.1 million
kWh, while the annual demand for Parcels 1-3 is about 3.5 million kWH.
Table 4.7-8
Electricity Demand
Quantity

Demand Factor
(Kilowatthours/year)

Annual Demand
(Kilowatt-hours)

Office

95,347

13.0

1,239,511

Existing Retail

9,633

13.0

125,229

Land Use
Parcel 2

Net Demand Increase

85,714
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Table 4.7-8
Electricity Demand
Land Use

Quantity

Demand Factor
(Kilowatthours/year)

Annual Demand
(Kilowatt-hours)

Combined Project Statistics (All 3 Parcels)
Retail

38,407

13.0

499,291

Office

244,266

13.0

3,175,458

Combined Gross
Project Total

282,673

13.0

3,674,749

Existing Buildings

14,153

13.0

183,989

Net Demand Increase

268,520

--

3,490,760

Consumption factor derived from SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993. (from Beverly
Hilton EIR, 2007)
Sf = Square foot

The California Energy Commission indicates that power providers, including SCE, ensure
adequate supplies for energy demand by having a 15-17 percent excess buffer above typical
peak demand (CEC, 2008). Current energy reserves anticipate the buffer at 22% above typical
peak demand. Additionally, the project would be required to comply with energy efficiency
standards as regulated by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. Since current
projections forecast that electricity generation would meet statewide demand throughout the
current planning horizon, the project is not anticipated to result in a significant increase in
electricity demand relative to supply availability.
However, despite the availability of energy for the proposed project, the development of Parcel
2 and Parcels 1-3 could potentially require alterations to existing distribution facilities or the
installation of new facilities or equipment such as transformers and connections. The applicant
would be responsible for the connection fees and any impacts that would occur. As part of the
approval process, the applicant’s plans would be provided to the City Engineer and SCE review
prior to submittal of final plans. Impacts would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures. Mitigation is not required.
Significance after Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without
mitigation.
Impact PSU-8

The proposed project would incrementally increase the
demand for natural gas above existing conditions. However,
infrastructure and supply is available to handle the increase.
Therefore, impacts are Class III, less than significant.

As shown in Table 4.7-9, Parcel 2 and Parcels 1-3 are estimated to result in a net increase
of approximately 2.1 mcf and 6.4 mcf, respectively, in natural gas demand per year
within the City when compared to existing conditions.
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Table 4.7-9
Natural Gas Demand
1

Quantity (sf)

Demand Factor
(sf/month)

Monthly Demand (cf)

Annual Demand
(mmcf)

Office

95,347

2

190,694

2.3

Existing Retail

9,633

2

19,266

0.2

Land Use
Parcel 2

Net Demand
Increase

85,714

--

171,428

2.1

Combined Project Statistics (All 3 Parcels)
Retail

38,407

2

76,814

0.9

Office

244,266

2

488,532

5.9

Combined Gross
Project Total

282,673

2

565,346

6.8

Existing Buildings

14,153

2

28,306

0.3

Net Demand
Increase

268,520 sf

--

537,040 cf

6.4 mmcf

1 Consumption factors derived from SCAQMD Air Quality Handbook, 1993. From Beverly Hilton EIR, 2007.
Sf = square foot, cf = cubic foot, mmcf = million cubic feet

The 2008 California Gas Report provides estimates of projected supply and demand within the
Gas Company service area over the 2008 to 2030 planning horizon. The Gas Company has
sufficient gas supplies planned to accommodate the increase in gas demand by all of its market
sectors, including residential, commercial, industrial, electric generation, and natural gas
vehicle uses (SoCal Gas, 2008). Net project demand for Parcel 2 would be 2.1 mcf and 6.4 mcf
for Parcels 1-3. Currently the Gas company exceeds its demand by 163 mmcf/day and is
projected to exceed its demand in 2030 by 90 mmcf/day. Project demand is expressed in
mmcf/year and would therefore represent in a minimal increase in relation to the excess daily
capacity supply.
The Gas Company currently has infrastructure in place to service the project site. However,
minor alterations to local distribution facilities, including conveyance infrastructure may occur
due to implementation of the proposed project the extent of which is not likely to result in
significant environmental effects. Therefore, impacts to supply and distribution of natural gas
is less than significant.
Mitigation Measures. Impacts are less than significant without mitigation; therefore,
mitigation measures are not required.
Significance after Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without
mitigation.
c. Cumulative Impacts. The cumulative impact analysis is based on cumulative
projects identified by the City in Tables 3-1 and 3-2 in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting.
Impacts are considered significant if two or more individual effects which, when considered
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts (CEQA,
Section 15355).
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Fire Protection. An increase in population and structural development from the
implementation of the proposed project, as well as the citywide and surrounding cumulative
projects identified in Table 3-1 in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting, would result in additional
calls for fire protection services. Because the Beverly Hills Fire Department has automatic
mutual aid agreements, the BHFD would occasionally assist and be assisted by the fire
protection services of the cities of Los Angeles and West Hollywood. Cumulative development
projects in combination with the proposed project would result in the addition of approximately
11,170 new residents (4,753 units x 2.35 residents/unit) to the City of Beverly Hills and
surrounding areas. Only 1,791 residents of the cumulative total 11,170 would be added to the
City of Beverly Hills. This growth would result in a future population of approximately 47,153,
which would decrease the firefighters per 1,000 resident ratio to 1.74 from 2.28 (assuming no
staffing changes). This is still above the national standard of one firefighter per 1,000 residents.
Funding for any additional fire department staffing comes from the City’s General Fund, as
allocated during the City’s budget process. Implementation and operation of future
development projects in the City would generate revenues accrued to the City’s General Fund
from property and sales taxes and, where appropriate, development fees that could be used to
help meet the capital outlay for fire services.
As long as the City allocates adequate funding to the department so that it may continue to
meet its service obligations and as long as the BHFD continues to review and approve
development plans including topics such as fire flows, fuel modification and site access, no
significant cumulative impacts would occur. Therefore, the cumulative impact of the proposed
project and related projects on fire protection would be less than significant.
Police Services. The resident and daytime populations of the cumulative project sites
would increase above current levels upon implementation of the proposed project and related
projects. These populations would be subject to potential emergencies (e.g., earthquake, fire,
etc.). However, all development projects in Los Angeles County are subject to review and
approval by the respective police department, which requires that, among other conditions,
adequate site exits and access to emergency vehicles are provided, and that staff and equipment
levels are sufficient to serve the additional cumulative development. Given that the proposed
project and related cumulative projects would be required to provide adequate emergency
vehicle access, cumulative development would not adversely affect or prevent implementation
of any emergency response or evacuation plans. Likewise, it is anticipated that each respective
jurisdiction’s local law enforcement agency would assess the incremental impact to police
services resulting from cumulative development within each service area and provide
additional staff, officers, facilities, or equipment as necessary to maintain service levels. As
such, cumulative impacts related to police services would be less than significant.
Water Supply. Section 10910(c)(3) of the water code requires that a Water Supply
Assessment include a discussion with regard to whether the public water system’s total
projected supplies available during normal, single dry, and multiple dry water years during a
20-year projection will meet the projected water demand associated with the proposed project,
in addition to the public water system’s existing and planned future uses. Planned future uses
within the service area were obtained from the City’s Cumulative Projects List (March 31, 2008).
The development list within the City of West Hollywood was mapped such that only
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development within the water service area is included in the pending development analysis.
Appendix A of the WSA found in Appendix G of this document contains the pending
development list and map of the West Hollywood service area.
Table 4.7-10 shows that service area forecasted supplies are adequate to serve the net increase in
demand of 48 AFY from the proposed project, plus the 734 AFY cumulative demand, plus
additional forecasted growth through the year 2030. The most recent population projections
issued by SCAG in the 2008 RTP indicate the City’s water service area population as 607
persons lower than are forecast in the 2005 UWMP, which would result in an additional surplus
of 181 AFY at 2030. Therefore, accounting for planned and pending development, other 2005
UWMP/SCAG forecasted population increases, and given an annual supply of 14,880 AFY, the
surplus for the year 2030 would be between 170 and 351 AFY, depending on which 2030
population projection is utilized.
The City has a preferential right to MWD water as one of the first member agencies. The City
obtains 90% of its water from MWD, which is forecast to have adequate supplies available
during normal, single dry and multiple dry years (see Table 3). The City withdraws about 10%
of its supply from the Hollywood Groundwater Basin and has plans to extract up to 1,500 AFY
from four existing wells. Extractions from the Hollywood Basin between the years 1934 and
1956 averaged 3,300 acre-feet per year (AFY) (DWR, 2004). The City has historically produced
significant quantities of groundwater from the Hollywood Basin, and in some years produced
more than 7,000 AF (MWD, 2007). The City intends to extract up to 1,500 AFY to supplement
imported supplies from MWD.
Table 4.7-10
Service Area Demand and Surplus With Project and Cumulative Demands

Year

Service Area
Water
1
Demand

Service Area
2
Available Water

Cumulative
Demand 3

Service Area
Surplus 4

Surplus
Adequate for
Project
Demand?

AFY
2005

13,280

1,600

0

1,600

n/a

2008

13,618

1,262

147

1,115

n/a

2010

13,765

1,115

367

748

yes

2015

14,132

748

220

528

yes

2020

14,352

528

155

373

yes

2025

14,507

373

155

218

yes

2030

14,662

218

0

218 y

es

1

2005 water demand is baseline actual demand, while subsequent years are projections. 2008 water demand is
estimated based on consumption in 2005 and the projection for 2010.. 2010 through 2030 projections are based
on population projections and cumulative demand within the service area as indicated in the 2005 UWMP and the
10-year buildout scenario for pending development within the service area (see Appendix A). The most recent
SCAG population projections are lower than indicated here by 607 persons and would result in an additional
demand reduction of 181 AFY at 2030.
2

Service Area Available Water = Total Supply of 14,880 AFY minus the service area water demand.

3

Cumulative Demand = planned and pending development phased over 10 years from 2008 to 2018, with
subsequent demand for 2020 and 2025 as projected in the 2005 UWMP.
4

‘Remaining Available Water For Development”= “Service Area Available Water” minus “Cumulative Demand”.
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Imported water supplies are under pressure from competing users, regulatory restrictions due
to droughts that affect the Colorado River supply, pumping restrictions to protect the Delta
smelt, and supplies could also potentially be affected by climate change. However, MWD has
engaged in substantial water supply projection and planning efforts. As noted previously,
those efforts have included the water demands of the City’s service area as projected in the 2005
UWMP in their projections. In its 2003 Blueprint Report and 2005 Regional Urban Water
Management Plan, MWD has consistently found that its existing water supplies, when
managed according to its water resource plans, such as the WSDM and IRP, are and will be 100
percent reliable for at least a 20-year planning period. Since publication of those reports, MWD
has continued to implement its water supply programs, as reported in its 2006 and 2007
Implementation Reports, the latter of which was published on October 9, 2007. Moreover,
MWD is also in the process of implementing its Five-Year Supply Actions Program (see
Appendix B of Appendix G, WSA, for programs), which will continue pursuit of diversified
sources of supplies. Although water supply conditions are always subject to uncertainties,
MWD has maintained its supply reliability in the face of such uncertainties in the past, and is
actively managing its supplies to ensure the same 100 percent reliability for the future.
As discussed in Section 4.7.1, Setting, supply challenges exist for the State Water Project due to
circumstances such as the Wanger Decision, which restricts pumping from the Delta and has
the potential to affect distribution to member agencies; potential levee inadequacies; and the
Colorado River drought. However, the MWD and the DWR have implemented actions aimed
at avoiding or mitigating these risks, as discussed in Section 4.7.1 and in the project WSA.
Based on the above, it is determined that future supplies are adequate to serve the proposed
development under normal, single dry and multiple dry years over a 20-year projection.
However, it is noted that future supplies are dependent in part on local conservation efforts;
therefore, it is recommended that the proposed project minimize the amount of water
consumed and maximize the amount of water that is percolated back into the ground to ensure
that the proposed project maximizes its contribution to the sustainability of future supplies.
Wastewater and Stormwater Treatment and Conveyance. The potential for cumulative
impacts to wastewater service is assessed based upon consideration of the proposed project in
combination with the list of cumulative projects identified in Tables 3-1 and 3-2 in Section 3.0,
Environmental Setting. Table 4.7-11 illustrates that cumulative growth would increase
wastewater generation by an estimated 1.67 million gallons per day (mgd).
Table 4.7-11
Cumulative Wastewater Generation
a

Land Use

Quantity

Generation Factor
(gal/day)

Daily Generation
(gpd)

Commercial/Retail

2,419,934 sf

0.08

193,595 0.19

Office

1,791,363 sf

0.15

268,704 0.27

Residential

4,732 du

Restaurant

a

167,171 sf
(5391 seats)

Daily Generation
(mgd)

200 gal per unit

946,400

0.95

30 per seat

161,730

0.16
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Table 4.7-11
Cumulative Wastewater Generation
a

Land Use

Quantity

Hotel Use

663 rooms

Institutional

65,211 sf

Generation Factor
(gal/day)

Daily Generation
(gpd)

Daily Generation
(mgd)

130 gal/room

86,190

0.09

0.2

13,042

0.01

Totals

1,669,661

1.67

a

City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Sanitation Sewage Generation Factors.
gal = gallon, du = dwelling unit, sf = square feet, gpd = gallons per day, gpy = gallons per year, rm = rooms
a
based on 1 seat per 30 sf

The peak wastewater generated by cumulative development would represent approximately 1.7
percent of the HTP’s current available treatment capacity of 100 mgd. The proposed project
would incrementally add wastewater flows to this cumulative development setting. However,
it should be noted that given the broad service area (including many jurisdictions outside of the
cumulative development scenario for the proposed project) and the excess capacity of the HTP,
the project’s contributions to the cumulative development scenario would not be cumulatively
considerable.
Development of the proposed project and Citywide related projects would place additional
demand on the City’s sewage conveyance system. Portions of the sewage conveyance
infrastructure serving related projects may not have adequate capacity to handle additional
sewage loads, which has the potential to result in a significant cumulative impact. In addition,
development of Citywide related projects may require relocation of existing sewer lines. Such
relocations could result in short-term service interruptions for users within that line’s service
area, representing a significant impact as well. However, the City would require capacity
upgrades to the sewer conveyance system on a project-by-project basis prior to occupancy of
each project to avoid overloading the system. Developer fees would also be assessed for each
project to pay for these improvements. Similarly, the City would also require that temporary
sewer lines be installed and operational prior to construction to avoid service interruptions on a
project-by-project basis. With implementation of the above mentioned procedures, impacts
would be less than significant.
Cumulative development in the City has the potential to result in changes in stormwater runoff
quantities on a site-by-site basis. However, most new development in the City is
redevelopment of already urbanized sites that are already built out or paved, such that
impervious surfaces as part of new development would not result in increased runoff. In
addition, new development is required to comply with the City’s Storm Water and Urban
Runoff Pollution Control regulations, whereas older development was not built with the benefit
of the current requirements to reduce runoff. Cumulative impacts are less than significant.
Solid Waste. The potential for cumulative impacts to solid waste was assessed based
upon consideration of the proposed project in combination with the list of related projects
identified in Tables 3-1 and 3-2 in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting.
As shown in Table 4.7-12, remaining landfill capacity in Los Angeles County is approximately
274 million cubic yards, or 64 percent of the total permitted capacity. Based on the total
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permitted disposal tonnage of 53,140 tons per day (or 318,840 tons per week, assuming 6 days
per week of landfill operation), as well as a conversion factor of 700 pounds per cubic yard of
compacted mixed solid waste (EPA, 1994), the overall remaining landfill capacity in Los
Angeles County would last for approximately six years without new landfills or further
expansion of existing landfills. However, per conversations with landfill staff, the landfills do
not receive the maximum permitted capacity every day – i.e., average daily throughput is lower
than maximum daily throughput – and are expected to operate between 30 and 60 years (pers.
comm. with Diego Clare; Steve Amroman; Nicole Stetson, 2008).
Table 4.7-12
Los Angeles County Disposal Facility Capacity
Permitted Throughput
(tons/day)

Permitted Capacity
(cubic yards)

Remaining Capacity
(cubic yards)

Antelope Valley Public
Landfill I

1,400

6,480,000

1,500,000

Antelope Valley Landfill II

1,800

8,206,000

8,206,000

Scholl Canyon SLF

3,400

69,200,00

10,804,900

Azusa Land Reclamation
Co

6,500

70,000,000

44,000,000

Lancaster SLF

1,700

26,665,000

19,088,739

Facility

Chiquita Canyon SLF

6,000

63,900,000

12,500,000

Puente Hills Landfill

13,200

106,400,000

49,348,500

Calabasas SLF County
Extension

3,500

69,700,000

8,100,000

Commerce Refuse-toEnergy Facility

1,000

1,000 tons/day

N/A

Sunshine Canyon
City/County Landfill

12,100

140,900,000

112,200,000

350

8,119,412

7,419,580

Southeast Resource
Recovery Facility

2,240

2,240 tons/day

N/A

TOTAL

53,140

428,811,312

273,166,819

Savage Canyon Landfill

Sources: Solid Waste Information System (SWIS), Integrated Waste Management Board, www.ciwmb.gov;
Jurisdiction Disposal and ADC by Facility, Integrated Waste Management Board, www.ciwmb.gov

Identified cumulative projects would generate approximately 167,000 tons per day, or about
26,200 tons of solid waste per year (assuming six days per week), as shown in Table 4.7-13. This
cumulative project list total represents approximately 0.09% of the daily permitted throughput
and 0.02% of the remaining capacity in tons (assuming 700 lbs/cubic yard). This amount
represents the cumulative solid waste generation under a maximum-generation scenario
without any recycling activities in place. Because of the City’s Source Reduction and Recycling
Element (SRRE), and the requirements of AB 939 for all jurisdictions in California, the proposed
project and cumulative projects would be required to provide adequate areas for collecting and
loading recyclable materials in concert with countywide efforts and programs to reduce the
volume of solid waste entering landfills by 50 percent. Therefore, the projected life of Los
Angeles County landfills is realistically greater than projected. It can be assumed that new
development would meet the 50% diversion requirements and would divert approximately 42
tons per day, or about 13,100 tons per year (assuming six days per week). The proposed project
and accompanying cumulative development would not result in significant cumulative solid
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waste impacts.
Table 4.7-13
Cumulative Solid Waste Generation
Proposed
Floor
Area/Units

Daily
Generation
a
Rate

Generation
(lbs/day)

Generation
b
(tons/year)

Solid Waste
Diverted
c
(tons/year)

Solid Waste
Disposed in
Landfills
d
(tons/year)

Commercial/Retail

2,419,934 sf

0.046(lbs/sf)

111,617

17,468

8,734

8,734

Office

1,791,363 sf

0.006 (lbs/sf)

10,749

1,682

841

841

Residential

4,732 du

8.6 (lbs/du)

40,695

6,411

3,206

3,204

Restaurant

167,171 sf

0.005 (lbs/sf)

836

131

66

64

Hotel

663 rooms

4 (lbs/room)

2,652

414

207

207

65,211 sf

0.007 (lbs/sf)

456

71

36

34

Use

Institutional
Totals

167,005

26,177

13,090

13,084

a Stevenson Ranch Draft EIR (Phase IV) , LA County, 1992. ; Co. of Los Angeles Dept. of Regional Planning, Vesting Tentative
Tract No. 47905, etc.
b 1 ton = 2,000 lbs, based on 6 days per week.
c Based on 50 percent diversion rate.
d Disparity in numbers between solid waste diverted and disposed is due to rounding.
du = dwelling units, rm = rooms; sf = square feet, lbs = pounds

As discussed above in Section 4.7.1.e, Solid Waste, the Puente Hills Landfill is expected to close
in the year 2013. The cumulative development scenario used in this EIR could potentially
contribute all of its waste to this landfill, although this is unlikely. Regardless, cumulative
development is analyzed here in consideration of the closure of the Puente Hills Landfill.
Assuming 167,005 lbs/day and a 50 percent diversion rate for cumulative solid waste
generation, waste diverted to the landfill would be about 42 tons per day. This represents
approximately 0.3 percent of the permitted daily capacity of 13,200 tons per day for the Puente
Hills Landfill. As shown, cumulative development could incrementally decrease the remaining
landfill capacity at the Puente Hills Landfill. However, given the considerable remaining
capacity of the other landfills in the region (Table 4.7-13) and the daily percent of the permitted
capacity it would represent, the cumulative development impacts would not be considered
cumulatively considerable.
Electricity. The potential for cumulative impacts to electricity is assessed based upon
consideration of the proposed project in combination with the list found in Table 3-1. As shown
in Table 4.7-14, cumulative development would result in an electricity demand of 91.2 million
kWh per year.
Table 4.7-14
Cumulative Electrical Demand
1

Commercial/Retail

2,419,934 sf

Demand Factors
(kilowatt-hour/year)
13.55

Office

1,791,363 sf

12.95

Land Use

Quantity
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Table 4.7-14
Cumulative Electrical Demand
1

Annual Demand
(kilowatt-hour)
26,624,598
7,932,264

Residential

4,732 du

Demand Factors
(kilowatt-hour/year)
5,626.50

Restaurant

167,171 sf

47.45

Hotel

663 rooms

9.95

6,597

Institutional

65,211 sf

10.5

684,716

Land Use

Quantity

Total

91,236,432

1 Consumption factors derived from SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993.
du = dwelling unit, rm = rooms, sf = square feet

The California Energy Commission indicates that power providers, including SCE, will have an
availability supply of approximately 71,263 megawatts of power in 2010 to meet projected
statewide demand of 62,995 megawatts per day (CEC, 2006). Converting to days, cumulative
development would demand approximately 250 megawatts per day of electricity. Additionally,
as with the proposed project, each citywide related project would be required to comply with
energy efficiency standards as regulated by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations.
Therefore, implementation of each of the proposed citywide projects is accounted for in
statewide projections prepared by the California Energy Commission, and operation of the
proposed project in combination with each of the identified related projects would not result in
a substantial increase in electricity demand relative to the availability of supply such that
impacts would be significant. Therefore, the project’s incremental contribution to cumulative
electricity impacts would be less than considerable.
Natural Gas. The potential for cumulative impacts to natural gas is assessed based upon
consideration of the proposed project in combination with the cumulative projects listed in
Table 3-1. As shown in Table 4.7-15, cumulative development would result in natural gas
demand of 362.4 million cubic feet per year.
Table 4.7-15
Cumulative Natural Gas Demand
1

Quantity

Demand Factor
(cf/unit or sf/month)

Monthly Demand
(cf)

Annual Demand
(mmcf)

Commercial/Retail

2,419,934 sf

2.9

7,017,809

84.2

Office

1,791,363 sf

2

3,582,726

43.0

Residential

4,732 du

4,011.5

18,982,418

227.8

Restaurant

167,171 sf

2.9

484,796

5.8

Hotel

663 rooms

4.8

3,182

0.04

65,211 sf

2

130,422

Land Use

Institutional

1.6

Total

362.4

1 Consumption factors derived from SCAQMD Air Quality Handbook, 1993. From Beverly Hilton EIR, 2007.
Sf = square foot, cf = cubic foot, mmcf = million cubic feet

As discussed in Section 4.7.1.b, in 2008, California provided an excess of 163 mmcf of natural
gas per day. To convert cumulative development to mmcf per day, cumulative development
would demand approximately 1.0 mmcf per day. Given that the project demand is accounted
for within the planning period, the Gas Company has adequate supply to serve the project in
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addition to cumulative development. Therefore, the project’s incremental contribution to
cumulative natural gas impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable.
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4.8 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
This section analyzes the proposed project’s impacts to the local transportation and circulation
system. The analysis is based in part upon the Beverly Hills Gateway Transportation Impact
Analysis by Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants (2008; updated through 2010). The study is
included in its entirety in Appendix F.

4.8.1 Setting
a. Study Area. The Beverly Hills Gateway project is located in between North Santa
Monica Boulevard and South Santa Monica Boulevard, and bisects Wilshire Boulevard, at the
western edge of the City of Beverly Hills. The project study area is generally bounded by
Interstate 405 (I-405) to the west, Sunset Boulevard to the north, Beverly Drive to the east, and
Olympic Boulevard to the south. A map of the study area roadway network is shown as Figure
4.8-1, which also indicates the study intersections including:
North Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard /Charleville Boulevard
Charleville Boulevard/Spalding Drive
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Moreno Drive
Olympic Boulevard/Spalding Drive
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Roxbury Drive
Wilshire Boulevard/Linden Drive
Roxbury Drive/Wilshire Boulevard/Brighton Way
North Santa Monica Parkway/South Road Crossover (where Santa Monica Boulevard and
South Santa Monica Boulevard split and “cross over,” at the City boundary near Moreno
Drive)
Moreno Drive/Durant Drivev
These intersections were selected based on consultations with City staff. Additionally, Fehr &
Peers conducted daily traffic counts on the following roadway segments:
Charleville Boulevard, east of Lasky Drive
Lasky Drive, south of Charleville Boulevard
Charleville Boulevard, south of South Santa Monica Boulevard
Moreno Drive, south of South Santa Monica Boulevard
Whittier Drive, north of Wilshire Boulevard
It should be noted that the daily traffic counts were taken at these roadway segments based on
the City’s project significance criteria on residential streets. All of these segments are residential
streets that could be used by project-generated traffic.
b. Existing Key Roadway Descriptions. Descriptions of key roadways in the study
area are included below.
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Project Study Area and Intersections
Drawing Source: Fehr & Peers, May 5, 2009.

Figure 4.8-1
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Drawing Source: Fehr & Peers, October 20, 2010.

Existing Conditions: Weekday AM & PM
Peak Hour Traffic Volumes and Lane Configuration

Figure 4.8-2
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Drawing Source: Fehr & Peers, October 20, 2010.

Existing Conditions: Mid Day Peak Hour Traffic
Volumes and Lane Configurations
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Santa Monica Boulevard is a major east-west roadway in the City of Los Angeles and the City
of Beverly Hills. Within the study area, this roadway generally travels in a southwest to
northeast direction. To the west, Santa Monica Boulevard continues outside of the study area
past I-405 and extends into the City of Santa Monica, where it terminates. To the east, Santa
Monica Boulevard continues into the City of West Hollywood and eventually terminates east of
US 101. Within the study area, the roadway has three to four travel lanes in each direction. The
roadway is designated as an Arterial in the City of Beverly Hills.
South Santa Monica Boulevard or “Little Santa Monica Boulevard” parallels Santa Monica
Boulevard through the City of Beverly Hills. The roadway begins east of Moreno Drive and
becomes Burton Way at Rexford Drive. The roadway has two travel lanes in each direction.
The roadway is classified as an Arterial within the study area in both directions.
Wilshire Boulevard is a major east-west roadway which extends through the study area.
Wilshire Boulevard extends from Santa Monica in the west to downtown Los Angeles. The
roadway connects to I-405 west of the project site. In the study area, the roadway has three
travel lanes in each direction between the hours of 7 AM and 7 PM with parking restricted
during these times. Outside of these times, the roadway has two travel lanes in each direction
where parking is allowed in the area east of Spaulding Drive. Wilshire Boulevard is classified as
an Arterial within the study area.
is a major east-west roadway which extends through the study area. Wilshire Boulevard
extends from Santa Monica in the west to downtown Los Angeles. The roadway connects to I405 west of the project site. In the study area, the roadway has three travel lanes in each
direction. Wilshire Boulevard is classified as an Arterial within the study area.
Olympic Boulevard is another major east-west roadway and extends from the terminus of
Interstate 10 (I-10) to the west past Interstate 110 (I-110) to the east and into southern Los
Angeles. Within the study area, Olympic has six travel lanes (three in each direction) and is
classified as an Arterial within the City of Beverly Hills.
Charleville Boulevard is an east-west roadway in the City of Beverly Hills. It currently extends
from South Santa Monica Boulevard to the east and currently terminates just to the west of La
Cienega Boulevard. Within the study area, the roadway has one lane in each direction. Onstreet parking is allowed along Charleville Boulevard. Within the City of Beverly Hills,
Charleville is designated as a local street.
Santa Monica Parkway North/South Road Crossover Improvement.
This intersection was recently improved to create a small pocket allowing turns from South
Santa Monica Boulevard to North Santa Monica Boulevard. Previously, vehicles which were
traveling away from the project site and the City of Beverly Hills on South Santa Monica
Boulevard could not turn onto North Santa Monica Boulevard if they wanted to travel back to
the City of Beverly Hills. This intersection was recently upgraded to include this improvement
and this turn is now allowed. We have accounted for tThis improvement is accounted for in the
Existing Conditions analysis by taking conducting a new traffic count at this location in
September 2010, after this improvement was completed.
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c. Existing Traffic Volumes.
Traffic Data Collection. Traffic data used in this analysis came from a variety of sources.
Fehr & Peers collected manual peak hour intersection counts in April 2008 and May 2008 with
subsequent counts taken in 2009 and 2010, avoiding major holidays. Historic traffic counts
were used from the, the Beverly Hilton Revitalization EIR, and the 9900 Wilshire EIR. Traffic
counts at the Santa Monica Boulevard North/Wilshire Boulevard and Santa Monica Boulevard
South/Wilshire Boulevard reflect an adjustment to the existing counts that was made in the
three previous studies as a result of the closing of the Robinsons-May store at 9900 Wilshire
Boulevard. With the recent modifications made to the intersection of Santa Monica Parkway
North/South Road Crossover, a new traffic count was taken at this intersection in September
2010.Peak hour intersection counts were collected manually by Fehr & Peers in April 2008 and
May 2008, avoiding major holidays. Historic traffic counts were used from the William Morris
EIR, the Beverly Hilton Revitalization EIR, and the 9900 Wilshire EIR. Traffic counts at the
North Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard and South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard intersections reflect an adjustment to the existing counts that
was made in the three previous studies as a result of the closing of the Robinsons-May store at
9900 Wilshire Boulevard.
Intersection counts were taken at all study intersections at the following times:
Weekday morning peak hour (7:00 AM to 9:00 AM)
Weekday mid-day peak hour (11:00 AM to 2:00 PM)
Weekday evening peak hour (4:00 PM to 6:00 PM)
New roadway segment counts were taken at the following locations in April 2008 between the
15th and the 29th of that month:
Charleville Boulevard, east of Lasky Drive
Lasky Drive, south of Charleville Boulevard
Charleville Boulevard, south of South Santa Monica Boulevard
Moreno Drive, south of South Santa Monica Boulevard
Counts at the four roadway segments listed above were taken over a 14-day period through
automatic tube counters. Additional roadway segment counts were taken at the following
locations in February 2009 between the 10th and the 12th of that month:
Trenton Drive, east of Elevado Avenue
Carmelita Avenue, north of Wilshire Boulevard
Walden Drive, east of Elevado Avenue
Durant Drive, west of Lasky Drive
Robbins Drive, west of Lasky Drive
Counts at the additional five roadway segments listed above were taken over a 3-day period
through automatic tube counters.
The results for all nine roadway segments are summarized in Table 4.8-1.
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Table 4.8-1: Daily Traffic Volumes on
Residential Streets
Roadway

Segment

Average

Charleville Boulevard

East of Lasky Drive

5,215

Lasky Drive

South of Charleville Boulevard

2,994

Charleville Boulevard

South of South Santa Monica
Boulevard

4,008

Moreno Drive

South of South Santa Monica
Boulevard

3,472

Whittier Drive

North of Wilshire Boulevard

10,500

Trenton Drive

East of Elevado Avenue

1,344

North of Wilshire Boulevard

3,115

Walden Drive

East of Elevado Avenue

3,398

Durant Drive

West of Lasky Drive

2,779

Robbins Drive

West of Lasky Drive

1,056

Carmelita Avenue

Source: Fehr & Peers, 20082010

Existing Intersection Operations. Table 4.8-2 provides the study intersection level of
service (LOS) results for the AM, Mid-day, and PM peak hours. LOS categories range from
excellent, nearly free-flow traffic at LOS A to overloaded, stop-and-go conditions at LOS F. The
LOS definitions and the relationship between LOS and average control delay are provided in
Table 1 (signalized intersections) and Table 4 (four-way stop controlled intersections) in the
traffic study (Appendix F to the EIR). Two characteristics are used in the development of LOS
ratings. The first characteristic is the average stopped delay experienced per vehicle. The
second is the volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio at intersections based on the amount of traffic
traveling through the intersection, the travel lane geometries, and other factors affecting
capacity such as on-street parking, bus operations near the intersection, and pedestrian volumes
at the street crosswalks. The following intersections currently operate at LOS E or F during one
or more periods.
Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard (AM & PM)
North Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard (AM , PM & Mid-day)
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard (AM, PM & Mid-day)
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Table 4.8-2
Intersection Level of Service – Existing Conditions1
AM Peak Hour
Intersection

Control

Mid-Day Peak
Hour

PM Peak Hour

V/C Ratio
2
or Delay

LOS

V/C Ratio
2
or Delay

LOS

V/C Ratio or
2
Delay

LOS

North Santa Monica
Parkway/South Road
Crossover

Signalized

0.668635

B

0.584575

A

0.564554

A

South Moreno Drive/ South
Santa Monica Boulevard

Signalized

0.532

A

0.563

A

0.648

B

Spalding Drive/Olympic
Boulevard

Signalized

0.939

E

0.949

E

0.878

D

Charleville Boulevard/South
Santa Monica Boulevard

Signalized

0.536671

AB

0.527647

AB

0.585

A

All-Way
Stop

11.7 sec

B

11.3 sec

B

11.0 sec

B

North Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard

Signalized

1.150042

F

1.114

3

F

1.0730.844

3

FD

South Santa Monica
Boulevard /Wilshire Boulevard

Signalized

1.0570.81
3
3

FD

1.208

3

F

1.4300.773

3

FC

Linden Drive/Wilshire
Boulevard

Signalized

0.573566

A

0.604555

BA

0.652599

Roxbury Drive& Brighton Way
/Wilshire Boulevard

Signalized

0.647

B

0.650664

B

0.673

B

South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Roxbury Drive

Signalized

0.669

B

0.589

A

0.621

B

South Moreno Drive/Durant
Drive

Signalized

0.549

A

0.284

A

0.389

A

Spalding Drive/Charleville
Boulevard

3

3

3

3

B

Source: Fehr & Peers, 20082010
Notes:
1- Includes traffic from Robinson’s May store operations prior to closure.
2- V/C ratio for signalized intersections based on application of ICU Methodology. LOS for side-street stop control based on 2000
Highway Capacity Manual methodology.
3- Intersection operates at LOS A using ICU methodology, which is employed by the City of Beverly Hills for analyzing intersection
operations. ICU methodology analyzes each location as a standalone intersection. As a result, queues occurring at neighboring
intersections and delays resulting from deficient intersections nearby may not be accounted for. Although the ICU methodology
analyzes this intersection as operating at LOS A, it may in practice operate at a lower level of service.Intersection peak hour traffic
volumes used higher counts taken for William Morris EIR.

d. Existing Transit Facilities. Several transit lines operate within the study area. Two
separate transit agencies operate bus service including the Antelope Valley Transit Agency
(AVTA) and the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA). The following is a list of lines
that serve the study area. Full descriptions can be found in Section 3 of the Transportation
Impact Study (Fehr & Peers, 2008), Appendix F to this EIR.
AV Line 786 MTA Line 704 MTA Line 16/316
MTA Line 4 MTA Line 714
MTA Line 704
MTA Line 20 MTA Line 720MTA Line 714
MTA Line 16/316
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MTA Line 21

MTA Line 720

e. Bicycle/Pedestrian Network. A majority of the roadways within the study area have
sidewalks and crosswalks. Sidewalks are located along roadways bordering the site, including
Santa Monica Boulevard, Wilshire Boulevard, and Merv Griffin Way. Whittier Drive north of
the project site also has sidewalks. There are also cross walks and pedestrian “walk/don’t
walk” indicators at most of the signalized intersections. No designated bicycle facilities exist
within the study area. A portion of South Santa Monica Boulevard of the site lacks sidewalks.
Study intersections with cross walks on at least one approach include:
North Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Charleville Boulevard
Santa Monica Boulevard/Moreno Drive
Olympic Boulevard/Spalding Drive
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Roxbury Drive
Wilshire Boulevard/Linden Drive
Roxbury Drive/Wilshire Boulevard/Brighton Way
North Santa Monica Parkway/South Road Crossover
f. Future Year without Project Conditions. To evaluate the potential impact of
the proposed project on local traffic conditions in future years, it is first necessary to develop a
forecast of future traffic volumes in the study area under conditions without the project. This
provides a basis against which to measure the project’s traffic impacts.
If approved, the proposed project would be expected to be completed by the Year 2020. The
projection of Year 2020 No-Project traffic consists of existing traffic plus ambient traffic growth
(general background regional growth) plus growth in traffic generated by specific cumulative
projects expected to be completed by 2020. The following describes the sources which were
included to develop the cumulative volumes.
Background Traffic Growth. Ambient growth is regional background growth from
development and growth located outside the study area and increased activity at current
development within the study area. An annual background growth rate of 1.00 percent was
factored into the future traffic volumes.
Growth from Cumulative Projects. Traffic from approved and pending projects in the
City of Los Angeles, City of West Hollywood, and City of Beverly Hills would generate AM and
PM trips that would affect the study area. Traffic growth resulting from cumulative
development projects adjacent to the study area was based on a list of pending development
and redevelopment projects (please see Section 3.0 Environmental Setting). All cumulative
projects were assumed to be completed by the Year 2020.
Estimates were based on a number of sources in the development of the cumulative volumes.
These sources include:
Existing traffic counts as collected in April and May of 2008 and with two new
counts taken in 2009 and one new traffic count taken in 2010.
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Historic traffic counts taken from the William Morris EIR, the Beverly Hilton
Revitalization EIR, and the 9900 Wilshire EIR. These counts were taken in 2006
and 2007. The use of these historical counts ensures consistency with these other
studies and also presents a conservative view of future traffic conditions as the
highest historical counts as collected by these different studies are applied.
Traffic from approved and pending projects in the City of Los Angeles, City of West
Hollywood, and City of Beverly Hills, as provided by the City of Beverly Hills traffic
forecasting tool (Traffix Model)
Ambient growth in existing traffic volumes to reflect growth in through traffic and
traffic from other developments not included in the City of Beverly Hills Traffix
Model. A growth rate of 1 percent per year was applied to reflect this ambient
growth.
Existing traffic counts as collected in April and May 2008
Historic traffic counts taken from the William Morris EIR, the Beverly Hilton
Revitalization EIR, and the 9900 Wilshire EIR.
City of Beverly Hills traffic forecasting tool (Traffix Model)
Improvements as Part of Other ProjectsFuture Baseline Improvements. Other planned
or pending projects within the project vicinity include roadway infrastructure improvements
that would affect the proposed project’s traffic conditions. To accurately account for these
improvements, the traffic study assumed that the intersection of North Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard has been improved to provide a second Eastbound left turn lane
from Wilshire Boulevard onto North Santa Monica Boulevard. It is anticipated that the Beverly
Hilton Project would provide a substantial contribution to the improvement at this intersection,
in addition to the contribution provided by the Montage and William Morris projects. The
second left turn lane is currently being designed with several projects (such as the Montage and
William Morris) being conditioned to contribute partially to either its design or construction.
Additionally, as part of the William Morris project, an eastbound right-turn lane would be
added at the intersection of South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard.
Year 2020 Without-Project Traffic Operations. Table 4.8-3 and figures 4.8-4 and 4.8-5
illustrate the future LOS results which occur prior to the introduction of project traffic. As
shown in the table, five three of the study intersections fail during one or more of the Peak
Hours. Deficient intersections include:
Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard (AM and Mid-day)
North Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard (AM, PM, and Mid-day)
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard (Mid-day)
Table 4.8-3 Intersection Levels of Service – Cumulative without Project Conditions
Intersection
North Santa Monica
Parkway/South Road
Crossover
South Moreno Drive/ South
Santa Monica Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Olympic
Boulevard

Control

AM Peak Hour
V/C Ratio
LOS
or Delay

Mid-Day Peak Hour
V/C Ratio or LOS
Delay

Signalized

0.748

C

0.631

B

Signalized

0.571

A

0.776

C

Signalized

1.040

F

0.972

E

4.8-10

PM Peak Hour
V/C Ratio or
LOS
Delay
0.655
0.620
1.080

B
B
F
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Table 4.8-3 Intersection Levels of Service – Cumulative without Project Conditions
Intersection

Control

Charleville Boulevard/South
Santa Monica Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Charleville
Boulevard
North Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard
/Wilshire Boulevard
Linden Drive/Wilshire
Boulevard
Roxbury Drive & Brighton Way
/Wilshire Boulevard
South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Roxbury Drive

AM Peak Hour
V/C Ratio
LOS
or Delay

Mid-Day Peak Hour
V/C Ratio or LOS
Delay

PM Peak Hour
V/C Ratio or
LOS
Delay

Signalized

0.588

A

0.644

B

0.619

B

All-Way
Stop

14.0
seconds

B

13.3
seconds

B

13.8 seconds

B

Signalized

1.372

F

1.798

F

1.747

F

Signalized

1.340

F

1.807

F

1.757

F

Signalized

0.802

D

1.113

F

1.083

F

Signalized

0.735

C

0.749

C

1.115

F

Signalized

0.737

C

0.687

B

0.651

B

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2008
Notes: 1- V/C ratio for signalized intersections based on application of ICU Methodology. LOS for side-street stop control based
on 2000 Highway Capacity Manual methodology

Linden Drive/Wilshire Boulevard (PM and Mid-day)

Roxbury Drive & Brighton Way /Wilshire Boulevard (Mid-day)
Table 4.8-3
Intersection Levels of Service – Cumulative without Project Conditions
AM Peak Hour
Intersection
Santa Monica
Parkway North/South
Road Crossover
South Moreno Drive/
South Santa Monica
Boulevard
Spalding
Drive/Olympic
Boulevard
Charleville
Boulevard/South
Santa Monica
Boulevard
Spalding
Drive/Charleville
Boulevard
North Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire
Boulevard
South Santa Monica
Boulevard /Wilshire
Boulevard
Linden Drive/Wilshire
Boulevard
Roxbury Drive&
Brighton Way
/Wilshire Boulevard
South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Roxbury
Drive

Mid-Day Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Control

V/C Ratio
1
or Delay

LOS

V/C Ratio
1
or Delay

LOS

V/C Ratio or
1
Delay

LOS

Signalized

0.747

C

0.722

C

0.698

C

Signalized

0.583

A

0.643

B

0.739

C

Signalized

0.943

E

0.935

E

0.859

D

Signalized

0.751

C

0.737

C

0.670

B

All-Way
Stop

14.1
seconds

B

13.7
seconds

B

13.9
seconds

B

Signalized

1.034

F

1.270

F

0.957

E

Signalized

0.898

D

1.285

F

0.879

D

Signalized

0.678

B

0.713

C

0.751

C

Signalized

0.766

C

0.805

D

0.807

D

Signalized

0.754

C

0.660

B

0.697

B
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Table 4.8-3
Intersection Levels of Service – Cumulative without Project Conditions
AM Peak Hour
Intersection
South Moreno
Drive/Durant Drive

Mid-Day Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Control

V/C Ratio
1
or Delay

LOS

V/C Ratio
1
or Delay

LOS

V/C Ratio or
1
Delay

LOS

Signalized

0.503

A

0.201

A

0.324

A

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010
Notes:
1- V/C ratio for signalized intersections based on application of ICU Methodology. LOS for side-street stop control based on
2000 Highway Capacity Manual methodology

4.8.2 Impact Analysis
a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds.
Analysis Methodology. This EIR analyzes two scenarios for the project site. As
illustrated in Section 2.0, Project Description, the project is divided by parcels. The following
scenario descriptions are included as part of the analysis:
Scenario 1: Parcel 2 ONLY. This scenario would involve the development of Parcel 2 only.
Parcel 2 is proposed to be 95,347 square feet of general office.
Scenario 2: Parcel 1 – 3 (“combined project”). This scenario would involve the
development of Parcels 1, 2, and 3 as follows:
o Parcel 1: 7,100 square feet of ground floor retail space and 112,346 square feet of general
office.
o Parcel 2: 95,347 square feet of general office.
o Parcel 3: 31,307 square feet of ground floor retail and 41,920 square feet of general office.
Note: No specific development proposal has been submitted for either Parcel 1 or Parcel 3 at
this time. As discussed in Section 2.0 Project Description, the City has developed models
representing the maximum building size, allowed uses, site access, parking requirements and
other basic elements of conceptual buildout under the C-3 Zone to provide a reasonably
conservative estimate of potential development that would be allowed under the requested C-3
zoning on parcels 1 and 3. These models are the basis for “Scenario 2” above and the
“combined project” analysis throughout this EIR of buildout of these properties under the
proposed new zoning.
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Drawing Source: Fehr & Peers, October 20, 2010.

Cumulative No Project Volumes and Lane
Configurations AM & PM Peak Hour Conditions
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Drawing Source: Fehr & Peers, October 20, 2010.

Cumulative No Project Volumes and Lane
Configurations Midday Conditions
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Parcel 2 is analyzed as a separate project because a detailed site plan for this site is currently
available and because an application for a development project has been submitted for that
parcel. Further, the analysis of the project includes four development time frame scenarios.
These include the following:
Existing (2006-2010) conditions – This scenario evaluates existing traffic counts. This
scenario reflects the current traffic conditions within the project study area, and at the study
intersections.
Existing Plus Project Parcels 1, 2, and 3 (2006-2010) conditions- This scenario reflects
the addition of Project traffic associated with Parcels 1, 2, and 3 to existing traffic volumes.
Existing Plus Project Parcel 2 (2006-2010) conditions- This scenario reflects the addition
of Project traffic associated with Parcel 2 to existing traffic volumes.
Cumulative No Project (2020) – This scenario evaluates existing traffic volumes,
background growth in traffic volumes, and approved and pending projects in the City of
Beverly Hills, City of West Hollywood, and City of Los Angeles.
Cumulative With Project Parcel 2 Only (2020) – This scenario evaluates all of the traffic
volume sources in the Cumulative No Project scenario with traffic from the proposed Parcel 2
of the Beverly Gateway project added only. The project trips for this analysis represent the
“Net New” trips whereby the traffic from the existing land uses are subtracted from the
future trips generated by the project.
Cumulative With Project Parcels 1, 2, 3 (2020) – This scenario evaluates all of the traffic
volume sources in the Cumulative No Project scenario with traffic from the proposed Parcels
1, 2 and 3 of the Beverly Gateway project added. The project trips for this analysis
represent the “Net New” trips whereby the traffic from the existing land uses are subtracted
from the future trips generated by the project.
Existing (2006-201008) conditions. This scenario evaluates existing traffic counts. This
scenario reflects the current traffic conditions within the project study area, and at the study
intersections.
Cumulative No Project (2020). This scenario evaluates existing traffic volumes,
background growth in traffic volumes, and approved and pending projects in the City of
Beverly Hills, City of West Hollywood, and City of Los Angeles.
Cumulative With Project Parcel 2 Only (2020). This scenario evaluates all of the traffic
volume sources in the Cumulative No Project scenario with traffic from the proposed Parcel 2
of the Beverly Gateway project added only. The project trips for this analysis represent the
“Net New” trips whereby the traffic from the existing land uses are subtracted from the
future trips generated by the project.
Cumulative With Project Parcels 1, 2 and 3 (2020). This scenario evaluates all of the
traffic volume sources in the Cumulative No Project scenario with traffic from the proposed
Parcels 1, 2 and 3 of the Beverly Gateway project added. The project trips for this analysis
represent the “Net New” trips whereby the traffic from the existing land uses are subtracted
from the future trips generated by the project.
Project Traffic Projections. Traffic projections for the proposed project were developed
by 1) estimating the trip generation of the project, 2) determining trip generation reductions and
distribution, and 3) assigning the project traffic to the roadway system.
A variety of data sources were used to estimate the trip generation, including locally collected
data and national data sources, such as the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). Traffic
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counts were conducted at four Beverly Hills office buildings during the AM, Mid-day and PM
peak hours. These sites were considered due to their recent development, low-rise nature, and
because they had driveway and parking areas which could be segregated for counting
purposes. Trip generation rates for both office and retail uses used in the analysis were based
on ITE rates rather than relying on the rates found during traffic counts due to their
conservative nature. Trip generation rates can be found on Table 4.8-9 in the impacts section.
Trip reduction included using credits for the existing site uses. Providing credit for an existing
use on site is a common practice often applied to traffic studies. Existing conditions include the
traffic that is being generated by the existing land uses currently on the project site.
A variety of sources were consulted with respect to the distribution of project traffic, including
materials provided by the project applicant in their traffic study, regional trip distribution
information contained in the Congestion Management Plan (CMP),1, the location of
complementary land uses, likely major regional destinations, and other sources. The
distribution reflects the following assumptions:
A majority of the trips traveling to and from the site would be associated with major regional
destinations. To the west, drivers can access I-405 which provides connectivity to
destinations throughout Western Los Angeles County. To the east, drivers could travel into
Beverly Hills or Downtown Los Angeles. Fehr & Peers therefore distributed a majority of the
traffic to the west and the east.
Fehr & Peers anticipates that some vehicles could travel to the south, although not as many
as would travel to the east and west together. Additionally, many of the vehicles traveling to
the south away from the site would first travel to the west to access I-405 instead of traveling
directly to the south along roadways like Beverly Drive. Some of the vehicles traveling to the
south could be headed for various destinations in the City of Beverly Hills or beyond.
Some trips would also travel to the north. Fehr & Peers assumed that the smallest number of
vehicles would be traveling to the north as most of the regional destinations are located to the
west, east, and south.
To determine how many trips were assigned to each route, Fehr & Peers conducted travel time
runs along selected routes and compared relative traffic volumes. The project trips are a result
of applying the total net new trips to the project trip distribution percentages.
Intersection Analysis Methods. The analysis of intersection impacts employs a variety of
methodologies, based on empirical research conducted by the Transportation Research Board
and other authorities. The primary methods employed in this study include:
Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU). This technique is derived from research
published in the 1970’s and is a planning-level analysis tool that provides
intersection LOS and volume to capacity (V/C) ratios. The CMP uses this
methodology to monitor operations of intersections under its jurisdiction. For
consistency purposes, Fehr & Peers used this methodology to evaluate the CMP

1

The County of Los Angeles is responsible for implementing the CMP. The CMP addresses the impact of local growth on the
regional transportation system. Included in this are identified intersections that play significant roles in the transportation
infrastructure.
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intersection. Additionally, Fehr & Peers employed this methodology for the other
signalized intersections within the study area.
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM). The ICU methodology does not address
unsignalized intersections. Therefore, Fehr & Peers used an alternate methodology
for these intersections. This methodology is taken from the 2000 Highway Capacity
Manual and computes delay at an unsignalized intersection for movements
operating under traffic control. For example, at an intersection where only the sidestreet has a stop sign, delay will be reported for movements controlled by the stop
sign. No delay was reported under this methodology for uncontrolled movements.
The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual also provides a methodology that can be used to evaluate
signalized intersections. This analysis employs the ICU methodology instead of the HCM
methodology for signalized intersections to maintain consistency with the CMP and previous
studies conducted in the City of Beverly Hills.
Table 4.8-4 documents the relationship between the various V/C ratios and Level of Service for
signalized intersections, while Table 4.8-5 provides the LOS value at various levels of delay for
unsignalized intersections.
Table 4.8-4 Signalized Intersection LOS Criteria
Level of
Service

Source:

Description

V/C Ratio

A

Operations with very low delay occurring with favorable progression and/or
short cycle length.

0.000-0.600

B

Operations with low delay occurring with good progression and/or short cycle
lengths.

0.601-0.700

C

Operations with average delays resulting from fair progression and/or longer
cycle lengths. Individual cycle failures begin to appear.

0.701-0.800

D

Operations with longer delays due to a combination of unfavorable progression,
long cycle lengths, or high V/C ratios. Many vehicles stop and individual cycle
failures are noticeable.

0.801-0.900

E

Operations with high delay values indicating poor progression, long cycle
lengths, and high V/C ratios. Individual cycle failures are frequent occurrences.
This is considered to be the limit of acceptable delay.

0.901-1.000

F

Operation with delays unacceptable to most drivers occurring due to over
saturation, poor progression, or very long cycle lengths.

Over 1.000

Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2000).
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Table 4.8-5 Unsignalized Intersection LOS Criteria
Level of
Service

Description

Average Control
Per Vehicle (Seconds)

A

Little or no delays

< 10.0

B

Short traffic delays

> 10.0 to 15.0

C

Average traffic delays

> 15.0 to 25.0

D

Long traffic delays

> 25.0 to 35.0

E

Very long traffic delays

> 35.0 to 50.0

F

Extreme traffic delays with intersection capacity exceeded

> 50.0

Source:

Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2000).

Significance Criteria2.
Signalized Study Intersections. At signalized study intersections, a significant projectrelated impact occurs at a study intersection if the addition of project-generated trips changes
the delay by the values shown in Table 4.8-6, City of Beverly Hills Thresholds of Significance for
Signalized Intersections.
Table 4.8-6 City of Beverly Hills Thresholds
for Signalized Intersections
LOS with Project

Final V/C Ratio

Project-Related Increase in V/C

D

> 0.800 < 0.900

0.040 or more

E, F

> 0.900

0.020 or more

Source: City of Beverly Hills

An impact is considered significant for intersections within the City of Beverly Hills if:
The addition of project trips at a signalized intersection operating at LOS D during the peak
hour for with project conditions causes an increase in v/c ratio of equal to or greater than
0.040; or
The addition of project trips at a signalized intersection operating at LOS E or F during a
peak hour for with project condition causes an increase in v/c ratio of equal to or greater than
0.020.

2

The significance criteria applied in this study are the significance criteria that were used by the City at the time the
Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the project was released. In October 2010, the City of Beverly Hills released new
significance criteria. To maintain consistency with the previous Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), the
previous significance criteria for traffic studies were applied. These significance criteria apply to signalized
intersections, unsignalized intersections, and residential streets.
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Four-Way Stop-Controlled Study Intersections. At four-way stop-controlled study
intersections, a significant project-related impact occurs at a study intersection if the addition of
project-generated trips changes the average delay by the values shown in Table 4.8-7.
Table 4.8-7 City of Beverly Hills Thresholds
for Unsignalized Four-Way Stop-Controlled Intersections
LOS Without Project LOS With Project Project-Related Increase in Average Delay
A, B, or C

D

> 5 seconds/vehicle

D

D

> 4 seconds/vehicle

E, or F

F

> 3 seconds/vehicle

Source: City of Beverly Hills

An impact is considered significant for four-way stop-controlled intersections if:
The addition of project trips to a four-way stop-controlled intersection operating at LOS A, B
or C causes the intersection to operate at LOS D and increases the average delay by five
seconds or more;
The addition of project trips to a four-way stop-controlled intersection operating at LOS D
causes the intersection to operate at LOS D and increases the average delay by four seconds
or more; or
The addition of project trips to a four-way stop-controlled intersection operating at LOS E or
F causes the intersection to operate at LOS F and increases the average delay by three seconds
or more.
Two-Way Stop-Controlled Study Intersections. At two-way stop-controlled study
intersections, a significant project-related impact occurs at a study intersection if the addition of
project-generated trips changes the level of service from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F.
Residential Street Threshold of Significance. To determine whether the addition of projectgenerated trips to a residential street segment results in a significant impact and thus requires
mitigation, the City of Beverly Hills has established the following thresholds of significance for
residential roadway segments as shown in Table 4.8-8, Residential Roadway Segments
Thresholds of Significance.
Table 4.8-8 Residential Roadway
Segments Thresholds
Daily Traffic Volumes

Allowable Increase

< 3,750

> 25%

3,750 - 6,750

> 12.5%

> 6,750

> 6.25%

Note: Thresholds are applied to both the daily and peak hour volumes.
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CMP Study Facilities Threshold of Significance. A significant project impact occurs when a
proposed project increases traffic demand at a CMP study facility by two-percent of capacity
(V/C > 0.02), causing or worsening LOS F (V/C > 1.00).
Construction Impact to Roadway Facilities. An impact would be considered significant on
roadway facilities if the construction of a project creates a temporary, but prolonged impact due
to lane closure, need for temporary signals, emergency vehicle access, traffic hazards to bicycles
and/or pedestrians, damage to the roadbed, truck traffic on roadways not designated as truck
routes, other similar impediments to circulation.
Site Access and On-Site Circulation. An impact would be considered significant for project
site access and on-site circulation if:
The project designs for on-site circulation or access fail to meet City standard design
guidelines.
The project fails to provide adequate accessibility for service and delivery trucks on-site
including access to truck loading areas.
Parking. An impact would be considered significant for parking if:
The project designs for parking areas fail to meet City standard design guidelines.
The project fails to provide a sufficient quantity of on-site parking for vehicles.
The project increases off-site parking demand above that which is provided in the immediate
project area.
b. Project and Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures.
Impact T-1

DTraffic generated from development of Parcels 1, 2 and 3,
comparedwhen added to to existing traffic conditions, would
result in significant impacts at two of the 11 study area
intersections based on the City of Beverly Hills significance
criteria. Mitigation is available to reduce impacts at one of these
intersections to less than significant levels; however, mitigation
is not feasible at one intersection (South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard). Therefore, the impact at that
location would be Class I, significant and unavoidable.

As indicated in Table 4.8-9, development of all three parcels would generate an estimated 3,847
daily net new trips, including 321 AM peak hour trips, 432 Mid-Day trips, and 473 PM peak
hour trips.
The total intersection LOS for the Existing Plus Project Parcels 1, 2, and 3 (2006-2010) conditions
are illustrated in Table 4.8-10. For Existing with project conditions, 3 of the 11 studied
intersections would operate at LOS of E or F for at least one of weekday peak times studied.
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Table 4.8-9 Project Trip Generation and Existing Use Trip Credits
Weekday
Land Use Category

Daily

AM

Mid-Day

PM

Enter

Exit

Total

Enter

Exit

Total

Enter

Exit

Total

Parcel 2 Only
Office
a
(95,347 sf)

Rate

11.01

1.36

0.19

1.55

0.25

1.24

1.49

0.25

1.24

1.49

Trips

1050

130

18

148

24

118

142

24

118

142

-402

-48

-49

-97

-27

-19

-46

-11

-16

-27

648

82

0

51

0

99

96

13

102

115

11.01

1.36

0.19

1.55

0.25

1.24

1.49

0.25

1.24

1.49

Credit for Existing Uses

b

Total Net New Trips
Parcels 1, 2 and 3
Office
a
(259,613)

Rate
Trips

2748

340

46

387

63

309

372

63

309

372

Retail
c
(38,407)

Rate

42.94

0.63

0.40

1.03

1.72

1.72

3.44

1.80

1.95

3.75

Trips

1649

24

15

40

66

66

132

69

75

144

4,397

365

62

426

129

375

504

132

384

516

-550

-50

-55

-105

-39

-33

-72

-20

-23

-43

3,847

315

7

321

90

342

432

112

361

473

Sub-Total
Credit for Existing Uses

b

Total Net New Trips

Source: Trip Generation (7th Edition), (Institute of Transportation Engineers).
Notes: (a) Office trip generation taken from ITE Trip Generation – 7th Edition (2003). Land Use Code 710 – General Office
Building used for this use. For the mid-day rates, the PM peak hour rates were used, based on the empirical data collected. The
empirical data collected shows the mid-day trips generated at nearby office buildings had as many trips as the PM peak hour.
(b) Vehicle Trip credits for the Existing Uses on the sites of Parcels 1-3 were given to account for the existing uses on the site that
will be demolished for the purposes of developing the Beverly Gateway project.
(c) Retail trip generation taken from ITE Trip Generation- 7th Edition (2003). Land Use Code 820- Shopping Center used for this
use. AM and PM rate taken directly from ITE as peak hour of adjacent street traffic. For Mid-day, daily rate factored by 0.08, which
is the percent of daily traffic occurring in one hour from 11:00 AM to 2:00 PM, as noted on Page 1449 of Trip Generation.

Table 4.8-10 Intersection Levels of Service – Cumulative with Project Conditions
(Parcels 1-3) AM, Mid-Day, and PM Peak Hours
AM Peak Hour
Intersection

Control

V/C Ratio
or Delay

LOS

Mid-Day Peak
Hour
V/C Ratio
or Delay

PM Peak Hour

LOS

V/C Ratio
or Delay

LOS

North Santa Monica Parkway/South
Road Crossover

Signalized

0.749

C

0.670

B

0.648

B

South Moreno Drive/ South Santa Monica
Blvd

Signalized

0.595

A

0.713

C

0.856

D

Spalding Drive/Olympic Blvd

Signalized

1.065

F

1.134

F

1.021

F

Charleville Blvd/South Santa Monica Blvd

Signalized

0.632

B

0.705

C

0.730

C

All-Way
Stop

16.1
seconds

C

15.9
seconds

C

15.6
seconds

C

North Santa Monica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd

Signalized

1.372

F

1.748

F

1.799

F

South Santa Monica Blvd /Wilshire Blvd

Signalized

1.333

F

1.750

F

1.807

F

Linden Drive/Wilshire Blvd

Signalized

0.807

D

1.097

F

1.129

F

Roxbury Dr & Brighton Wy /Wilshire Blvd

Signalized

0.742

C

1.122

F

0.765

C

South Santa Monica Blvd/Roxbury Dr

Signalized

0.764

C

0.658

B

0.696

B

Spalding Drive/Charleville Blvd

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2008
Notes: 1- V/C ratio for signalized intersections based on application of ICU Methodology. LOS for side-street stop control based
on 2000 Highway Capacity Manual methodology

4.8-21

City of Beverly Hills

Beverly Hills Gateway Project EIR
Section 4.8 Transportation and Circulation

Table 4.8-10 Intersection Levels of Service – Cumulative withExisting Plus Project
Conditions
(Parcels 1-3) AM, Mid-Day, and PM Peak Hours
Intersection
Santa Monica Parkway
North/South Road Crossover

Control

AM Peak Hour
V/C Ratio
1
or Delay
LOS

Mid-Day Peak Hour
V/C Ratio
1
or Delay
LOS

PM Peak Hour
V/C Ratio
1
or Delay
LOS

Signalized

0.635

B

0.592

A

0.571

B

South Moreno Drive/ South Santa Signalized
Monica Boulevard

0.538

A

0.633

B

0.727

C

Spalding Drive/Olympic
Boulevard

Signalized

0.964

E

1.005

F

0.928

E

Charleville Boulevard/South
Santa Monica Boulevard

Signalized

0.570

A

0.610

B

0.673

B

All-Way
Stop

12.7
seconds

B

12.5
seconds

B

12.1
seconds

B

North Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard

Signalized

1.042

F

1.121

F

0.852

D

South Santa Monica Boulevard
/Wilshire Boulevard

Signalized

0.856

D

1.242

F

0.823

D

Signalized

0.582

A

0.577

A

0.624

B

Roxbury Drive& Brighton Way
/Wilshire Boulevard

Signalized

0.654

B

0.659

B

0.683

B

South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Roxbury Drive

Signalized

0.696

B

0.598

A

0.629

B

Spalding Drive/Charleville
Boulevard

Linden Drive/Wilshire Boulevard

Signalized
0.553
A
.303
A
0.313
A
South Moreno Drive/Durant Drive
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010
1- V/C ratio for signalized intersections based on application of ICU Methodology. LOS for side-street stop control
based on 2000 Highway Capacity Manual methodology

To determine project-related traffic impacts, project-related traffic is compared to no-project
conditions. Table 4.8-11 illustrates the change in Volume to Capacity (V/C) ratio and delay for
development of all three parcels.
As illustrated in Table 4.8-11, there are two locations where the addition of project traffic would
create significant traffic impacts, as defined by the City of Beverly Hills significance criteria.
The addition of project traffic causes an increase in the V/C ratio at these intersections during
the AM, Mid-Day, and PM peak hours. These two locations include:
Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard
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Table 4.8-11
Project Impacts (Parcels 1, 2 and 3) – Difference Between
with Project and No Project Conditions
Change in V/C Ratio or Delay
Intersection
Santa Monica Parkway North/South Road
Crossover
South Moreno Drive/ South Santa Monica
Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard
Charleville Boulevard/South Santa Monica
Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Charleville Boulevard
North Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire
Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard /Wilshire
Boulevard
Linden Drive/Wilshire Boulevard
Roxbury Drive& Brighton Way /Wilshire
Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Roxbury Drive
South Moreno Drive/Durant Drive
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010
Notes:Significant impacts in bold font.

Control

AM Peak Hour

Mid-Day

PM Peak Hour

Signalized

0.000

0.020

0.021

Signalized

0.006

0.070

0.079

Signalized

0.025

0.056

0.050

Signalized

0.000

0.000

0.088

All-Way Stop

1.0 seconds

1.2 seconds

1.1 seconds

Signalized

0.000

0.007

0.008

Signalized

0.043

0.034

0.050

Signalized

0.016

0.022

0.025

Signalized

0.007

0.000

0.010

Signalized

0.027

0.009

0.008

Signalized

0.004

0.019

0.000

The addition of project traffic would causes an increase in the V/C ratio at the intersection of
Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard during the AM, PM, and Midday Peak Hours. During the
AM Peak Hour, the V/C ratio increases by 0.025, the PM Peak Hour increase in the V/C ratio is
0.050, while the Midday Peak Hour increase in the V/C ratio is 0.056. During the all three Peak
Hours, the LOS of this intersection is projected to be E or F. Therefore, the allowable increase in
the V/C ratio is 0.02. As a result, the project increase in traffic exceeds the allowable threshold
during the all three Peak Hours.
The addition of project traffic would causes an increase in the V/C ratio at the intersection of
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard during the AM, PM, and Midday Peak
Hours. During the AM Peak Hour, the V/C ratio increases by 0.043, the PM Peak Hour increase
in the V/C ratio is 0.050, while the Midday Peak Hour increase in the V/C ratio is 0.0034.
During the AM Peak Hour and PM Peak Hours, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS
D which allows a V/C ratio increase of 0.04. During the Mid-Day Peak Hour, the V/C ratio
increase which is allowed is 0.02. As a result, the project increase in traffic exceeds the
allowable threshold during the all three Peak Hours. Impacts would be significant.
Mitigation Measures. Development of all three parcels would result in potentially
significant impacts to traffic levels of service for the Existing Plus Project Parcels 1, 2, and 3
(2006-2010) conditions. The identified mitigation measures would mitigate the impacts at the
Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard intersections to a less than significant level. However, no
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feasible mitigation is available to mitigate the impacts at the intersection of South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard.
T-1(a) Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard. Spalding Drive shall be re-striped
to provide a southbound right-turn lane and northbound right-turn lane
combined with through/left-turn lanes. In addition, the traffic signal
shall be modified to include a right turn arrow facing southbound to
work during east and west left-turn phases. This would mitigate the
large right turn demand. Re-striping may require the removal of a
limited amount of on-street parking. Currently, only a small portion of
the curb has red striping, which limits parking and shall be extended at
least 50 feet from the intersection (allowing two vehicles to queue in the
turn lanes) during peak traffic hours. As this impact occurs under the
Existing Plus Project Scenario, the project would be responsible for
implementing this mitigation measure.
Significance after Mitigation. Impacts to the Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard
intersection would be less than significant after mitigation.
Table 4.8-12 compares the intersection V/C ratio and LOS prior to and after the implementation
of the mitigation measures identified above. Implementation of the proposed mitigation
measure produces a substantial improvement in the intersection operations. In at least four
instances, the proposed mitigation measure results in a letter grade improvement in the LOS.
Table 4.8-13 documents the change in V/C ratio that would occur with implementation of the
proposed mitigation measure. The proposed mitigation measure would improve the V/C ratio
at the South Morenasat this intersection compared to the no-project condition. Thus, impacts
would be reduced to a less than significant level. The impact to South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard would remain significant and unavoidable as no feasible
mitigation is available.

Table 4.8-12
Existing Plus Project Impacts: Parcels 1, 2 and 3 - V/C Ratio and LOS for No Mitigation
and With Mitigation Conditions
V/C Ratio and LOS
Intersection

Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard

AM Peak Hour

Mid-Day Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

No
Mitigation

With
Mitigation

No
Mitigation

With
Mitigation

No
Mitigation

With
Mitigation

0.964/E

0.911/D

1.005/F

0.846/D

0.928/E

0.788/C

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010
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Table 4.8-13
Existing Plus Project Impacts: Parcels 1, 2 and 3 – Difference between With
Project/With Mitigation and No Project Conditions
Change in V/C Ratio or Delay
Intersection

Control

Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard

AM Peak Hour

Mid-Day

PM Peak Hour

-0.028

-0.103

-0.090

Signalized

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010
Notes: Significant impacts noted with shaded cells.

Impact T-12

Development of Parcels 1, 2 and 3, in combination with
cumulative traffic growth, would result in significant impacts at
three of the 10 11 study area intersections based on the City of
Beverly Hills significance criteria. Mitigation is available to
reduce impacts at two of these intersections to less than
significant levels; however, mitigation is not feasible at one
intersection (South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire
Boulevard). Therefore, the impact at that location would be
Class I, significant and unavoidable.

As indicated in Table 4.8-9, development of all three parcels would generate an estimated 3,847
daily net new trips, including 321 AM peak hour trips, 432 Mid-Day trips, and 473 PM peak
hour trips.
The total intersection LOS for the Year 2020 (2020 baseline traffic + project traffic) are illustrated
in Table 4.8-10 14 and on figures 4.8-6 and 4.8-7. For 2020 with project conditions, 5 3 of the 10
studied intersections would operate at LOS E orof F during all of theone or more of the
weekday peak times studied.
To determine cumulative project-related traffic impacts, project-related traffic is compared to
no-project conditions. Table 4.8-11 5 illustrates the change in Volume to Capacity (V/C) ratio
and delay for development of all three parcels. .
As illustrated in Table 4.8-115, there are three locations where the addition of project traffic
would create significant traffic impacts, as defined by the City of Beverly Hills significance
criteria. The addition of project traffic causes an increase in the V/C ratio at these intersections
during either the AM, Mid-Day, and/or PM peak hours. These three locations include:
South Moreno Drive/South Santa Monica Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard
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Table 4.8-10 Intersection Levels of Service – Cumulative with Project Conditions
(Parcels 1-3) AM, Mid-Day, and PM Peak Hours
Mid-Day Peak
Hour

AM Peak Hour
Intersection

Control

V/C Ratio
or Delay

V/C Ratio
or Delay

LOS

PM Peak Hour

LOS

V/C Ratio
or Delay

LOS

North Santa Monica Parkway/South
Road Crossover

Signalized

0.749

C

0.670

B

0.648

B

South Moreno Drive/ South Santa Monica
Blvd

Signalized

0.595

A

0.713

C

0.856

D

Spalding Drive/Olympic Blvd

Signalized

1.065

F

1.134

F

1.021

F

Charleville Blvd/South Santa Monica Blvd

Signalized

0.632

B

0.705

C

0.730

C

All-Way
Stop

16.1
seconds

C

15.9
seconds

C

15.6
seconds

C

North Santa Monica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd

Signalized

1.372

F

1.748

F

1.799

F

South Santa Monica Blvd /Wilshire Blvd

Signalized

1.333

F

1.750

F

1.807

F

Linden Drive/Wilshire Blvd

Signalized

0.807

D

1.097

F

1.129

F

Roxbury Dr & Brighton Wy /Wilshire Blvd

Signalized

0.742

C

1.122

F

0.765

C

South Santa Monica Blvd/Roxbury Dr

Signalized

0.764

C

0.658

B

0.696

B

Spalding Drive/Charleville Blvd

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2008
Notes: 1- V/C ratio for signalized intersections based on application of ICU Methodology. LOS for side-street stop control based
on 2000 Highway Capacity Manual methodology

Table 4.8-9 Project Trip Generation and Existing Use Trip Credits
Weekday
Land Use Category

Daily

AM

Mid-Day

PM

Enter

Exit

Total

Enter

Exit

Total

Enter

Exit

Total

Parcel 2 Only
Office
a
(95,347 sf)

Rate

11.01

1.36

0.19

1.55

0.25

1.24

1.49

0.25

1.24

1.49

Trips

1050

130

18

148

24

118

142

24

118

142

-402

-48

-49

-97

-27

-19

-46

-11

-16

-27

648

82

0

51

0

99

96

13

102

115

11.01

1.36

0.19

1.55

0.25

1.24

1.49

0.25

1.24

1.49

Credit for Existing Uses

b

Total Net New Trips
Parcels 1, 2 and 3
Office
a
(259,613)

Rate
Trips

2748

340

46

387

63

309

372

63

309

372

Retail
c
(38,407)

Rate

42.94

0.63

0.40

1.03

1.72

1.72

3.44

1.80

1.95

3.75

Trips

Sub-Total
Credit for Existing Uses
Total Net New Trips

b

1649

24

15

40

66

66

132

69

75

144

4,397

365

62

426

129

375

504

132

384

516

-550

-50

-55

-105

-39

-33

-72

-20

-23

-43

3,847

315

7

321

90

342

432

112

361

473

Source: Trip Generation (7th Edition), (Institute of Transportation Engineers).
Notes: (a) Office trip generation taken from ITE Trip Generation – 7th Edition (2003). Land Use Code 710 – General Office
Building used for this use. For the mid-day rates, the PM peak hour rates were used, based on the empirical data collected. The
empirical data collected shows the mid-day trips generated at nearby office buildings had as many trips as the PM peak hour.
(b) Vehicle Trip credits for the Existing Uses on the sites of Parcels 1-3 were given to account for the existing uses on the site that
will be demolished for the purposes of developing the Beverly Gateway project.
(c) Retail trip generation taken from ITE Trip Generation- 7th Edition (2003). Land Use Code 820- Shopping Center used for this
use. AM and PM rate taken directly from ITE as peak hour of adjacent street traffic. For Mid-day, daily rate factored by 0.08, which
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Table 4.8-9 Project Trip Generation and Existing Use Trip Credits
Weekday
Land Use Category

Daily

AM
Enter

Mid-Day

Exit

Total

Enter

Exit

PM
Total

Enter

Exit

Total

is the percent of daily traffic occurring in one hour from 11:00 AM to 2:00 PM, as noted on Page 1449 of Trip Generation.
: (a) Office trip generation taken from ITE Trip Generation – 7th Edition (2003). Land Use Code 710 – General Office Building used
for this use. For the mid-day rates, the PM peak hour rates were used, based on the empirical data collected. The empirical data
collected shows the mid-day trips generated at nearby office buildings had as many trips as the PM peak hour.
(b) Vehicle Trip credits for the Existing Uses on the sites of Parcels 1, 2 and 3 were given to account for the existing uses on the
site that would be demolished for the purposes of developing the Beverly Gateway project.
(c) Retail trip generation taken from ITE Trip Generation- 7th Edition (2003). Land Use Code 820- Shopping Center used for this
use. AM and PM rate taken directly from ITE as peak hour of adjacent street traffic. For Mid-day, daily rate factored by 0.08, which
is the percent of daily traffic occurring in one hour from 11:00 AM to 2:00 PM, as noted on Page 1449 of Trip Generation.

Table 4.8-10 Intersection Levels of Service – Cumulative with Project Conditions
(Parcels 1-3) AM, Mid-Day, and PM Peak Hours
Intersection
Santa Monica Parkway
North/South Road Crossover
South Moreno Drive/ South Santa
Monica Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Olympic
Boulevard
Charleville Boulevard/South
Santa Monica Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Charleville
Boulevard
North Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard
/Wilshire Boulevard
Linden Drive/Wilshire Boulevard
Roxbury Drive& Brighton Way
/Wilshire Boulevard
South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Roxbury Drive
South Moreno Drive/Durant Drive

Control

AM Peak Hour
V/C Ratio
1
or Delay
LOS

Mid-Day Peak Hour
V/C Ratio
1
or Delay
LOS

PM Peak Hour
V/C Ratio
1
or Delay
LOS

Signalized

0.747

C

0.738

C

0.715

C

Signalized

0.590

A

0.709

C

0.817

D

Signalized

0.973

E

0.959

E

0.885

D

Signalized

0.631

B

0.684

B

0.762

C

All-Way
Stop

15.0
seconds

C

15.3
seconds

C

15.9
seconds

C

Signalized

1.035

F

1.277

F

0.967

E

Signalized

0.936

E

1.315

F

0.920

E

Signalized

0.695

B

0.736

C

0.774

C

Signalized

0.773

C

0.815

D

0.817

D

Signalized

0.781

C

0.667

B

0.706

C

Signalized

0.507

A

0.224

A

0.348

A

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010
1- V/C ratio for signalized intersections based on application of ICU Methodology. LOS for side-street stop control based on 2000
Highway Capacity Manual methodology

Table 4.8-104 Intersection Levels of Service – Cumulative with Project Conditions
(Parcels 1-3) AM, Mid-Day, and PM Peak Hours
Intersection
Santa Monica Parkway
North/South Road Crossover
South Moreno Drive/ South Santa
Monica Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Olympic
Boulevard
Charleville Boulevard/South
Santa Monica Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Charleville
Boulevard
North Santa Monica

Control

AM Peak Hour
V/C Ratio
1
or Delay
LOS

Mid-Day Peak Hour
V/C Ratio
1
or Delay
LOS

PM Peak Hour
V/C Ratio
1
or Delay
LOS

Signalized

0.747

C

0.738

C

0.715

C

Signalized

0.590

A

0.709

C

0.817

D

Signalized

0.973

E

0.959

E

0.885

D

Signalized

0.631

B

0.684

B

0.762

C

All-Way
Stop

15.0
seconds

C

15.3
seconds

C

15.9
seconds

C

Signalized

1.035

F

1.277

F

0.967

E
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Table 4.8-104 Intersection Levels of Service – Cumulative with Project Conditions
(Parcels 1-3) AM, Mid-Day, and PM Peak Hours
Intersection
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard
/Wilshire Boulevard
Linden Drive/Wilshire Boulevard
Roxbury Drive& Brighton Way
/Wilshire Boulevard
South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Roxbury Drive
South Moreno Drive/Durant Drive

Control

AM Peak Hour
V/C Ratio
1
or Delay
LOS

Mid-Day Peak Hour
V/C Ratio
1
or Delay
LOS

PM Peak Hour
V/C Ratio
1
or Delay
LOS

Signalized

0.936

E

1.315

F

0.920

E

Signalized

0.695

B

0.736

C

0.774

C

Signalized

0.773

C

0.815

D

0.817

D

Signalized

0.781

C

0.667

B

0.706

C

Signalized

0.507

A

0.224

A

0.348

A

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010
1- V/C ratio for signalized intersections based on application of ICU Methodology. LOS for side-street stop control based on 2000
Highway Capacity Manual methodology

Table 4.8-15
Cumulative With Project Conditions (Parcels 1, 2 and 3) – Difference Between
with Project and No Project Conditions
Change in V/C Ratio or Delay
Intersection
Santa Monica Parkway North/South Road
Crossover
South Moreno Drive/ South Santa Monica
Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard
Charleville Boulevard/South Santa Monica
Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Charleville Boulevard
North Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire
Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard /Wilshire
Boulevard
Linden Drive/Wilshire Boulevard
Roxbury Drive& Brighton Way /Wilshire
Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Roxbury Drive
South Moreno Drive/Durant Drive
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010
Notes:
Significant impacts in bold font.

Control

AM Peak Hour

Mid-Day

PM Peak Hour

Signalized

0.000

0.016

0.017

Signalized

0.007

0.066

0.078

Signalized

0.030

0.024

0.026

Signalized

0.000

0.000

0.092

All-Way Stop

0.9 seconds

1.6 seconds

2.0 seconds

Signalized

0.001

0.007

0.010

Signalized

0.038

0.030

0.041

Signalized

0.017

0.023

0.023

Signalized

0.007

0.010

0.010

Signalized
Signalized

0.027
0.004

0.007
0.023

0.009
0.024
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Drawing Source: Fehr & Peers, October 20, 2010.
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Drawing Source: Fehr & Peers, October 20, 2010.
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Table 4.8-11
Project Impacts (Parcels 1, 2 and 3) – Difference Between
with Project and No Project Conditions
Change in V/C Ratio or Delay
Intersection

Control
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Mid-Day

North Santa Monica Parkway/South Road
Crossover

Signalized

0.001

0.017

0.015

South Moreno Drive/Santa Monica Boulevard

Signalized

0.024

0.080

0.093

Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard

Signalized

0.025

0.049

0.054

Charleville Boulevard/South Santa Monica
Boulevard

Signalized

0.044

0.086

0.086

All-Way Stop

2.1 seconds

2.3 seconds

2.1 seconds

North Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire
Boulevard

Signalized

0

0.001

0.001

South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire
Boulevard

Signalized

0.038

0.034

0.031

Linden Drive/Wilshire Boulevard

Signalized

0.005

0.016

0.014

Roxbury Drive& Brighton Way /Wilshire
Boulevard

Signalized

0.007

0.016

0.007

South Santa Monica Boulevard/Roxbury Drive

Signalized

0.027

0.009

0.007

Spalding Drive/Charleville Boulevard

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2008
Notes: Significant impacts noted with shaded cells.

Table 4.8-11
Project Impacts (Parcels 1, 2 and 3) – Difference Between
with Project and No Project Conditions
Change in V/C Ratio or Delay
Intersection
Santa Monica Parkway North/South Road
Crossover
South Moreno Drive/ South Santa Monica
Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard
Charleville Boulevard/South Santa Monica
Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Charleville Boulevard
North Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire
Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard /Wilshire
Boulevard
Linden Drive/Wilshire Boulevard
Roxbury Drive& Brighton Way /Wilshire
Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Roxbury Drive

Control

AM Peak Hour

Mid-Day

PM Peak Hour

Signalized
Signalized
Signalized
Signalized
All-Way Stop
Signalized
Signalized
Signalized
Signalized
Signalized

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2008
Notes:
Significant impacts in bold font.
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The addition of project traffic causes an increase in the V/C ratio at the intersection of South
Moreno Drive/South Santa Monica Boulevard during the AM, PM, and Midday Peak Hours.
During the AM Peak Hour, the V/C ratio increases by 0.007, the PM Peak Hour increase in the
V/C ratio is 0.078, while the Midday Peak Hour increase in the V/C ratio is 0.066. During the
PM Peak Hour, the LOS of this intersection is projected to be D. Therefore, the allowable
increase in the V/C ratio is 0.04. As a result, the project increase in traffic exceeds the allowable
threshold during the PM Peak Hours. During the remaining peak hours, the intersection is
projected to operate at LOS C or better. Therefore, no significant impacts occur during these
other peak hours.
During the PM Peak Hour at the intersection of South Moreno Drive/South Santa Monica
Boulevard, the V/C ratio would increase by 0.078. During the PM Peak Hour, the LOS of this
intersection is projected to be D and the allowable increase in the V/C ratio is 0.04. Therefore,
the project increase in traffic exceeds the allowable threshold during the PM Peak Hours.
During the remaining peak hours, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS C or better.
Therefore, no significant impacts would occur during these other peak hours.
The addition of project traffic causes an increase in the V/C ratio at the intersection of Spalding
Drive/Olympic Boulevard during the AM, PM, and Midday Peak Hours. During the AM Peak
Hour, the V/C ratio increases by 0.030, the PM Peak Hour increase in the V/C ratio is 0.026,
while the Midday Peak Hour increase in the V/C ratio is 0.024. During the AM and Mid-Day
peak hours, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS E. Therefore, the allowable increase
in the V/C ratio is 0.02 and this threshold is exceeded during the AM and mid-day peak hours.
During the AM Peak Hour at the Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard intersection, the V/C
ratio would increase by 0.030, the PM Peak Hour increase in the V/C ratio would be 0.049,
while the Midday Peak Hour increase in the V/C ratio would be 0.054. During all of these peak
hours, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS F. The allowable increase in the V/C ratio
is 0.02 and this threshold is exceeded during all of the analysis peak hours.
The addition of project traffic causes an increase in the V/C ratio at the intersection of South
Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard during the AM, PM, and Midday Peak Hours.
During the AM Peak Hour, the V/C ratio increases by 0.038, the PM Peak Hour increase in the
V/C ratio is 0.041, while the Midday Peak Hour increase in the V/C ratio is 0.030. During all of
these peak hours, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS E or F. Therefore, the allowable
increase in the V/C ratio is 0.02. As a result, the project increase in traffic exceeds the allowable
threshold during the AM, PM and Midday Peak Hours. During the AM Peak Hour at the South
Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard intersection, the V/C ratio would increase by
0.038. The PM Peak Hour increase in the V/C ratio would be 0.034 and the Midday Peak Hour
increase in the V/C ratio would be 0.031. During all of these peak hours, the intersection is
projected to operate at LOS F. The allowable increase in the V/C ratio is 0.02. Therefore, the
project increase in traffic exceeds the allowable threshold during the AM, PM and Midday Peak
Hours. Impacts would be significant.
CMP Analysis. The North Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard intersection is an
identified CMP intersection and is the only CMP intersection within the traffic study area. As
shown in Tables 4.8-11 14 and 4.8-15, the project causes the V/C ratio at this intersection to
increase but the increase is less than 0.02. Therefore, there are no impacts at the CMP analysis
location.
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Mitigation Measures. For the Cumulative Plus Project Scenario dDevelopment of all
three parcels would result in potentially significant impacts to traffic levels of service. For the
Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard intersection, Impact T-1(a) described above would mitigate
any cumulative impacts at this intersection to a less than significant level. In additions, Tthe
identified mitigation measure listed belows would mitigate the impacts at the South Moreno
Drive/South Santa Monica Boulevard and Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard intersections to
a less than significant level. However, no feasible mitigation is available to mitigate the impacts
at the intersection of South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard.
T-12(a)

South Moreno Drive/South Santa Monica Boulevard. The
driveway that would serve Parcel 1 shall be reconfigured by converting
the existing inbound lane to an outbound lane in order to provide two
outbound lanes. This would be within the existing right-of-way and is
within the jurisdiction of the City of Beverly Hills. we would recommend
implementation of this mitigation. The project will be responsible for this
improvement. This measure applies to buildout of all three subject
parcels (“combined project”).
A right-turn lane on the eastbound approach shall be added to the project which
would segregate the right-turning vehicles from the vehicles traveling
through the intersection eastbound. To make room for this addition,
landscaping near the adjacent property would need to be reduced to
provide needed right-of-way. Approval would require the concurrence
of the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT). The project
will be responsible for a fair-share contribution towards this
improvement through payment to the City of Beverly Hills. This
measure applies to buildout of all three subject parcels (“combined
project”).
T-1(b) Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard. Spalding Drive shall be re-striped
to provide a southbound right-turn lane combined with through/leftturn lanes. In addition, the traffic signal shall be modified to include a
right turn arrow facing southbound to work during east and west leftturn phases. This would mitigate the large right turn demand. Restriping may require the removal of a limited amount of on-street
parking. Currently, only a small portion of the curb has red striping,
which limits parking and shall be extended at least 50 feet from the
intersection (allowing two vehicles to queue in the turn lanes) during
peak traffic hours. The project will be responsible for a fair-share
contribution towards this improvement through payment to the City of
Beverly Hills. This measure applies to buildout of all three subject
parcels (“combined project”).
Significance after Mitigation. Impacts to the intersections of South Moreno
Drive/South Santa Monica Boulevard and Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard would be less
than significant after mitigation.
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Table 4.8-12 16 compares the intersection V/C ratio and LOS prior to and after the
implementation of the mitigation measures identified above. Implementation of the proposed
mitigation measures produces a substantial improvement in the intersection operations. In at
least two instances, the proposed mitigation measures result in a letter grade improvement in
the LOS. Table 4.8-13 17 documents the change in V/C ratio that would occur with
implementation of these proposed mitigation measures. The proposed mitigation measures
would improve the V/C ratio as compared to the no-project condition. Thus, impacts would be
reduced to a less than significant level.
The impact to South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard would remain significant
and unavoidable as because no feasible mitigation is available.

Table 4.8-162
Cumulative With Project Conditions (Parcels 1, 2 and 3) – V/C Ratio and LOS for No
Mitigation and With Mitigation Conditions
V/C Ratio and LOS
AM Peak Hour

Intersection

No
Mitigation

With Mitigation

Mid-Day Peak Hour PM Peak
Hour
No
Mitigation

With Mitigation

Mid-Day Peak HourPM Peak
Hour
No
Mitigation

With Mitigation

South Moreno
Drive/ South Santa 0.590/A0.595/A 0.684/B0.550/A 0.709/C0.856/D 0.676/B0.744/C 0.817/D0.713/C 0.723/C0.681/B
Monica Boulevard
Spalding
Drive/Olympic
Boulevard

0.590/A1.065/F 0.590/A.998/E 0.709/C1.021/F 0.696/B.870/D 0.817/D1.134/F 0.794/C.949/E

Source: Fehr & Peers, 20082010

Table 4.8-1317
Cumulative With Project Conditions (Parcels 1, 2 and 3) –
Difference between With Project/With Mitigation
and No Project Conditions
Change in V/C Ratio or Delay
Intersection

Control
AM Peak Hour

Mid-Day PM
Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour
Mid-Day

South Moreno Drive/ South Santa
Monica Boulevard

Signalized

N/AN/A

N/A-0.032

-0.016N/A

Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard

Signalized

0.010-0.042

-0.002-0.102

N/A-0.131

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010
Notes: Significant impacts noted with shaded cells.

Impact T-3

Development of Parcel 2 only, compared to existing conditions,
would incrementally increase traffic in the area. However, this
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increase is below City of Beverly Hills significance thresholds
and the impact would be Class III, less than significant.
As indicated in Table 4.8-9, development of Parcel 2 only would generate an estimated 648 daily
net new trips, includeing 51 AM peak hour trips, 96 Mid-Day trips, and 115 PM peak hour trips.
Trip credits were included to provide a description of net new projects to the project vicinity.
The total intersection LOS for the Existing Plus Project Conditions (Parcel 2 Only) are illustrated
on Table 4.8-18. For the existing with project conditions (Parcel 2 Only), three of the 10 studied
intersections would have an LOS of E or LOS F during at least one of weekday peak times
studied.
To determine project-related traffic impacts, the project was compared to the no-project
conditions. Table 4.8-19 illustrates the change in Volume to Capacity (V/C) ratio and delay for
development of Parcel 2. The incremental traffic associated with the project (Parcel 2 only)
would be below the City of Beverly Hills significance thresholds (Table 4.8-6). As such, project
impacts related to development of Parcel 2 alone would be less than significant.
Table 4.8-18
Intersection Levels of Service – Existing with Project Conditions (Parcel 2 Only)
AM, Mid-Day, and PM Peak Hours
AM Peak Hour
Intersection
North Santa Monica
Parkway/South Road Crossover
South Moreno Drive/ South
Santa Monica Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Olympic
Boulevard
Charleville Boulevard/South
Santa Monica Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Charleville
Boulevard
North Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard
/Wilshire Boulevard
Linden Drive/Wilshire Boulevard
Roxbury Drive& Brighton Way
/Wilshire Boulevard
South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Roxbury Drive
South Moreno Drive/Durant Drive

Mid-Day Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Control

V/C
Ratio or
Delay

LOS

V/C Ratio
or Delay

LOS

V/C Ratio
or Delay

LOS

Signalized

0.633

B

0.580

A

0.559

A

Signalized

0.530

A

0.564

A

0.648

B

Signalized

0.941

E

0.965

E

0.894

D

Signalized

0.538

A

0.581

A

0.610

B

All-Way
Stop

11.9
seconds

B

11.8
seconds

B

11.5
seconds

B

Signalized

1.041

F

1.116

F

0.846

D

Signalized

0.825

D

1.216

F

0.782

C

Signalized

0.568

A

0.557

A

0.601

B

Signalized

0.649

B

0.652

B

0.675

B

Signalized

0.676

B

0.590

A

0.621

B

Signalized

0.549

A

0.198

A

0.389

A

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010
Notes:1- V/C ratio for signalized intersections based on application of ICU Methodology. LOS for side-street stop control based
on 2000 Highway Capacity Manual methodology
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Table 4.8-19
Project Impacts (Parcel 2) – Difference Between with Project and No Project Conditions
Change in V/C Ratio or Delay
Intersection
North Santa Monica Parkway/South Road
Crossover
South Moreno Drive/Santa Monica Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard
Charleville Boulevard/South Santa Monica
Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Charleville Boulevard
North Santa Monica BoulevardWilshire
Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire
Boulevard
Linden Drive/Wilshire Boulevard
Roxbury Drive& Brighton Way /Wilshire
Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Roxbury Drive
South Moreno Drive/Durant Drive

Control

AM Peak Hour Mid-day Peak
Hour

PM Peak Hour

Signalized

0.000

0.005

0.005

Signalized
Signalized

0.000
0.002

0.001
0.016

0.000
0.016

Signalized

0.000

0.000

0.025

All-Way Stop

0.2 seconds

0.5 seconds

0.5 seconds

Signalized

0.000

0.002

0.002

Signalized

0.012

0.008

0.009

Signalized

0.002

0.002

0.002

Signalized

0.002

0.000

0.002

Signalized
Signalized

0.007
0.000

0.001
0.000

0.000
0.000

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010

Mitigation Measures. Because impacts would be less than significant, no
mitigation is required.
Significance after Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without
mitigation for Parcel 2 alone.
Impact T-24

Development of Parcel 2 only, in combination with cumulative
traffic growth, would incrementally increase traffic in the area.
However, this increase is below City of Beverly Hills
significance thresholds and the impact would be Class III, less
than significant.

As indicated in Table 4.8-9, development of Parcel 2 only would generate an estimated 648 daily
net new trips, include 51 AM peak hour trips, 96 Mid-Day trips, and 115 PM peak hour trips.
Trip credits were included to provide a description of net new projects to the project vicinity.
The total intersection LOS for the Year 2020 (2020 baseline traffic + project traffic) for Parcel 2
are illustrated on Table 4.8-14 20 and Figures 4.8-8 and 4.8-9. For the 2020 with project
conditions, five four of the 10 11 studied intersections would have an LOS of E or LOS F during
at least one all of the weekday peak times studied.
To determine project-related traffic impacts, the project was compared to the no-project
conditions. Table 4.8-21 illustrates the change in Volume to Capacity (V/C) ratio and delay for
development of Parcel 2 compared to cumulative conditions. The incremental traffic associated
with the project would be below the City of Beverly Hills significance thresholds (Table 4.8-6).
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As such, cumulative impacts related to development of Parcel 2 alone would be less than
significant.
Table 4.8-1420
Intersection Levels of Service – Cumulative with Project Conditions (Parcel 2)
AM, Mid-Day, and PM Peak Hours
Mid-Day Peak
Hour

AM Peak Hour
Intersection

Control

North Santa Monica Parkway/South
Road Crossover
South Moreno Drive/ South Santa
Monica Boulevard

Signalized
Signalized

Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard

Signalized

Charleville Boulevard/South Santa
Monica Boulevard

Signalized

Spalding Drive/Charleville Boulevard
North Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard
/Wilshire Boulevard
Linden Drive/Wilshire Boulevard
Roxbury Drive& Brighton Way
/Wilshire Boulevard
South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Roxbury Drive
South Moreno Drive/Durant Drive

All-Way
Stop
Signalized
Signalized
Signalized
Signalized
Signalized
Signalized

PM Peak Hour

V/C
Ratio or
Delay

LO
S

V/C Ratio
or Delay

LOS

V/C
Ratio or
Delay

LOS

0.7457

C

0.659727

BC

0.636702

BC

A

0.620643

B

0.776740

CE

F

1.0950.941

FE

0.987867

ED

AB

0.659771

BC

0.697725

BC

B

14.5 4
seconds

BC

F

1.747272

F

FE

1.726291

F

DB

1.0850.715

FC

C

1.1170.807

FD

C

0.650660

B

0.688696

BC

A

0.201

A

0.324

A

0.57558
2
1.0420.
951
0.58760
1
14.3 2
seconds
1.37103
4
1.3060.
909
0.80168
0
0.73776
8
0.74476
1
0.503

14.2 7
seconds
1.7980.9
59
1.7810.8
88
1.1150.7
53
0.760696
810

B
F
FE
FC
C

Source: Fehr & Peers, 201008
Notes:1- V/C ratio for signalized intersections based on application of ICU Methodology. LOS for side-street stop control based
on 2000 Highway Capacity Manual methodology

Table 4.8-21
Cumulative with Project Conditions (Parcel 2) –
Difference Between with Project and No Project Conditions
Change in V/C Ratio or Delay
Intersection
North Santa Monica Parkway/South Road
Crossover
South Moreno Drive/Santa Monica Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard
Charleville Boulevard/South Santa Monica
Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Charleville Boulevard
North Santa Monica BoulevardWilshire
Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire
Boulevard
Linden Drive/Wilshire Boulevard

Control

AM Peak Hour

Mid-Day

PM Peak Hour

Signalized

0

0.005

0.004

Signalized
Signalized

0.000
0.008

0
0.006

0.001
0.008

Signalized

0.000

0.034

0.055

All-Way Stop

0.1 seconds

0.7 seconds

0.8 seconds

Signalized

0

0.002

0.002

Signalized

0.011

0.006

0.009

Signalized

0.002

0.002

0.002
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Table 4.8-21
Cumulative with Project Conditions (Parcel 2) –
Difference Between with Project and No Project Conditions
Change in V/C Ratio or Delay
Intersection
Roxbury Drive& Brighton Way /Wilshire
Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Roxbury Drive
South Moreno Drive/Durant Drive

Control

AM Peak Hour

Mid-Day

PM Peak Hour

Signalized

0.002

0.002

0.003

Signalized
Signalized

0.007
0.000

0
0.000

0.000
0.000

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010

To determine project-related traffic impacts, the project was compared to the no-project
conditions. Table 4.8-15 illustrates the change in Volume to Capacity (V/C) ratio and delay for
development of Parcel 2.
The incremental traffic associated with the project would be below the City of Beverly Hills
significance thresholds (Table 4.8-6). As such, impacts related to development of Parcel 2 alone
would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures. Because impacts would be less than significant, no mitigation is
required.
Significance after Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without
mitigation for Parcel 2 alone.
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Drawing Source: Fehr & Peers, October 20, 2010.

Cumulative With Project Volumes - Parcel 2
and Lane Configurations
AM & PM Peak Hour Conditions

Figure 4.8-8
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Table 4.8-15
Project Impacts (Parcel 2) – Difference Between with Project and No Project Conditions
Change in V/C Ratio or Delay
Intersection
North Santa Monica Parkway/South Road
Crossover
South Moreno Drive/Santa Monica Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard
Charleville Boulevard/South Santa Monica
Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Charleville Boulevard
North Santa Monica BoulevardWilshire
Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire
Boulevard
Linden Drive/Wilshire Boulevard
Roxbury Drive& Brighton Way /Wilshire
Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Roxbury Drive
Source:

Control

AM Peak Hour Mid-Day

PM Peak Hour

Signalized

0

0.004

0.005

Signalized
Signalized

0.004
0.002

0
0.015

0
0.015

Signalized

0.000

0.040

0.053

All-Way Stop

0.3 seconds

0.7 seconds

0.9 seconds

Signalized

0

0

0

Signalized

0.011

0.007

0.008

Signalized

0

0.002

0.002

Signalized

0.002

0.002

0.011

Signalized

0.007

0

0.001

Fehr & Peers, 2008
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Drawing Source: Fehr & Peers, October 20, 2010.

Cumulative With Project Volumes - Parcel 2 and
Lane Configurations Midday Conditions

Figure 4.8-9
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Mitigation Measures. Because impacts would be less than significant, no
mitigation is required.
Significance after Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without
mitigation for Parcel 2 alone.
Impact T-35

Traffic associated with construction activities for either the
Parcel 2 only project or development of all three parcels
(“combined project”) would result in temporary, but potentially
significant, traffic impacts. Impacts would occur as a result of
frequent haul truck traffic, construction-worker parking, and
cumulative construction traffic. However, mitigation is
available for all three sources of traffic and would reduce
impacts to less than significant levels. Impacts would be Class
II, significant but mitigable.

The construction-related impact analysis is based on previous project experience in the City of
Beverly Hills and proximate areas. The analysis concluded that potentially significant traffic
impacts associated with construction activities may occur due to haul truck traffic, delivery and
staging of material and equipment, worker traffic, and worker parking.
Haul and Equipment Truck Traffic. Construction activities would require the use of
haul, equipment, and delivery trucks during demolition and construction to and from the
project sites. Given the existing roadway system, it is likely that regional delivery truck access
would occur along Santa Monica Boulevard. At some point, likely the Santa Monica
Boulevard/South Santa Monica Boulevard Crossover, these vehicles would cut over to Santa
Monica Boulevard. Also, it is possible that trucks may directly access the site from Santa
Monica Boulevard. To minimize the impact on the adjacent street network, the haul route could
be based on one-way clockwise circulation with reference to the I-405. Inbound traffic could use
North Santa Monica with all right turns to the site, and outbound traffic would exit via S. Santa
Monica to the crossover intersection, followed by North Santa Monica and the 405 freeway.
Much of the haul truck traffic would be associated with the removal of approximately 150,000
cubic yards of material required for the below grade parking facilities.
Another potential issue related to haul trucks is the potential for haul trucks to divert to other
roadways in the area or informally stage near the project site. For example, if there is extensive
excavation, haul trucks waiting to pick up material from the site might wait on adjacent streets,
likely South Santa Monica Boulevard or Charleville Boulevard if there is no formal staging plan.
Additionally, haul truck drivers may divert from the designated haul routes onto other
roadways in the study area to bypass congestion on the likely route, Santa Monica Boulevard.
Material and equipment staging would likely occur on the site during most phases of
construction. However, there are likely to be intermittent periods when on-site staging and
storage would be problematic. For example, all of the sites would require extensive excavation,
which would mean that there may be insufficient space to store material and equipment on the
site.
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An additional concern related to the delivery of equipment is temporary traffic interruptions
that are likely to occur as materials and equipment are delivered to the various sites. The
delivery process could lead to temporary lane closures when material is unloaded. These lane
closures often occur, for example, if a larger delivery vehicle (such as a semi) can not directly
access the site and unloads from the roadway instead. Given the layout of each site and its
configuration, it is possible that this type of unloading could be needed as it would likely be
difficult for a semi to enter each site to deliver construction material and equipment.
Impacts would be potentially significant but mitigable. Prior to approval of any construction
plans for the various parcels, it is anticipated that the City’s Engineering Division would
determine the haul truck staging locations and routes.
Construction Worker Traffic and Parking. Construction worker traffic and parking
would result in additional vehicles added to the roadway infrastructure. It is anticipated that
the number of workers would vary significantly during the construction process. Additionally,
the number of workers would vary depending on whether only one parcel or more than one
parcel is under construction at the same time as others. For example, if construction were to
occur concurrently on parcels 1 and 3, there would likely be more worker traffic than if just
Parcel 2 were under construction. The number of workers required for the projects would likely
be less than the 400-500 peak hour trips the combined projects are anticipated to generate
during the various peak hours which were studied.
For a majority of the construction period, worker parking could be accommodated on the site.
However, it is likely that there would be intermittent periods when off-site worker parking
would be needed. Again, this need would likely be highest during the excavation phase. If
workers could not be accommodated on the site, then off-site parking would be required.
In summary, construction-related impacts could include:
Haul trucks would be needed for various construction phases including the
excavation for the underground parking facilities.
There would be an incremental increase in truck traffic traveling to/from the site for
material and equipment delivery. Some of these vehicles could be very large trucks,
who could increase congestion on the adjacent roadways.
The material and equipment delivery process could require vehicles to temporarily
stop and unload on the adjacent streets. This loading/unloading process could
involve temporary lane closures on the adjacent streets.
Workers needing to park off-site would need to be provided with off-site parking.
Construction worker traffic and parking impacts would be potentially significant and would
require mitigation.
Mitigation Measures. Implementation of the following mitigation measures would
reduce construction traffic and parking-related impacts to a less than significant level.
T-35(a)

Construction Traffic Management Plan. A Construction Traffic
Management Plan shall be submitted to the City for review and approval
by all applicants proposing development pursuant to the requested
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General Plan Amendment and Rezone prior to issuance of demolition,
grading or building permits. Each plan shall address the following items
at a minimum:
Maintain existing access for land uses in proximity to the project site during
project construction.
Schedule deliveries and pick-ups of construction materials to non-peak travel
periods, to the maximum extent feasible.
Coordinate deliveries and pick-ups to reduce the potential of trucks waiting
to load or unload for protracted periods of time.
Minimize obstruction of through-traffic lanes on Santa Monica Boulevard.
Control construction equipment traffic from the contractors though flagman
and traffic control devices.
Identify designated transport routes for heavy trucks (in addition to haul
trucks) to be used over the duration of the proposed project.
Schedule vehicle movements to ensure that there are no vehicles waiting offsite and impeding public traffic flow on the surrounding streets.
Establish requirements for loading/unloading and storage of materials on the
project site, where parking spaces would be encumbered, length of time traffic
travel lanes can be encumbered, sidewalk closings or pedestrian diversions to
ensure the safety of the pedestrian and access to local businesses.
Coordinate with adjacent businesses and emergency service providers to
ensure adequate access exists to the project site and neighboring businesses.
T-35(b)
Worker Parking Management Plan. A Worker Parking
Management Plan shall be submitted to the City for review and approval
by all applicants proposing development pursuant to the requested
General Plan Amendment and Rezone prior to the issuance of demolition,
grading or building permits. To the maximum extent feasible, all
working parking shall be accommodated on the project site. During any
demolition and construction activities when construction worker parking
cannot be accommodated on the project site, the Plan shall identify
alternate parking locations for construction workers and method of
transportation to and from the project site for approval by the City 30
days prior to commencement of construction. The Construction Workers
Parking Plan must include appropriate measures to ensure that the
parking location requirements for construction workers will be strictly
enforced. These include but are not limited to the following measures:
Provide all construction contractors with written information on where their
workers and their subcontractors are permitted to park and provide clear
consequences to violators for failure to follow these regulations. This
information will clearly state that no parking is permitted on any residential
street or in public parking structures.
Prohibit construction worker parking within 500 feet of the nearest point of
the project site except within designated areas. The contractor shall be
responsible for informing subcontractors and construction workers of this
requirement, and if necessary, for hiring a security guard to enforce these
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parking provisions. Contractor shall be responsible for all costs associated
with enforcement of this mitigation measure.
Identify sites where construction workers could park off-site, if necessary.
In lieu of the above, the project developer/construction contractor has the
option of phasing demolition and construction activities such that all
construction worker parking can be accommodated on the project site
throughout the entire duration of demolition and construction activities.
T-5(c) Construction Management Coordination. Prior to submittal to the City
of Beverly Hills, the applicants shall provide their Construction Traffic
Management Plan and Construction Working Parking Management Plan
to the Beverly Hills Unified School District and the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority for their review and comment.
The applicants shall notify the City of Beverly Hills of all comments
received from these agencies related to the Construction Traffic
Management Plan.
Significance After Mitigation. Implementation of the above mitigation measures
would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Impact T-46

The additional traffic associated with project development has
the potential to result in traffic hazards with respect to
accessibility, design, and spacing. However, site review
indicates that impacts would be Class III, less than significant
for both the Parcel 2 only project and development of all three
parcels (“combined project”).

This impact considers on-site circulation and access (including emergency access), roadway
features design, sight distance, and delivery vehicle access for both the parcels 1 and 3 and
Parcel 2 only scenario. As there are no detailed site plans available for parcels 1 and 3, a limited
evaluation of these parcels is provided.
Parcel 2. As noted in Section 2.0, Project Description, the Parcel 2 proposal includes two
driveways with one at the South Santa Monica Boulevard/Charleville Boulevard intersection
and a second along South Santa Monica Boulevard. Vehicles entering the site at either
driveway would access a multi-story parking garage. The site is designed to be accessed from
two external locations, which provide direct access to the parking garage.
Project site driveways would have a width of 25 feet and are therefore consistent with the
Beverly Hills Municipal Code (Section 8-4-4). As part of the Transportation Impacts Study, curb
radii were studied at each of the project driveways to analyze dangerous project features.
Based on the latest site plan, the curb radius was noted to be 15 feet at the driveway connective
to Charleville Boulevard, which is indicative of a design speed of approximately 10 miles per
hour and was found to be adequate (Fehr & Peers, 20082010).
Sight distance is another feature that affects roadway safety design and was analyzed in the
Transportation Study. Adequate sight distance ensures that vehicles exiting the site are able to
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view oncoming vehicles and therefore exit the site safely. Sight distance can be limited through
the placement of visually obstructive landscaping, signage, and other items. Review of the
proposed site plan indicated that there is adequate sight distance at both project driveways and
no significant obstructions (Fehr & Peers, 20082010). Based on the above considerations,
roadway safety and design impacts would be less than significant.
Regional emergency vehicle access to the site is provided by Santa Monica Boulevard and
Wilshire Boulevard. Once vehicles arrive at the site, it is anticipated that larger emergency
vehicles such as fire trucks would likely stop along North Santa Monica Boulevard or South
Santa Monica Boulevard to access the site. Smaller emergency vehicles like ambulances and
police cars would be able to drive into the parking garage from the two entrances provided.
Therefore, emergency access would be sufficient and impacts would be less than significant.
The proposed site plan shows three designated delivery parking spaces inside the parking
garage. These spaces can be accessed from either driveway. By providing designated delivery
vehicle spaces, it is less likely that delivery vehicles would need to use regular parking spaces
or obstruct travel within the parking garage. Once delivery vehicles have completed their
deliveries, they would be able to leave the site through either driveway. Since the intersection
of South Santa Monica Boulevard/Charleville Boulevard is signalized, it is likely that delivery
vehicles would choose to exit at the driveway closest to that intersection. Given the above
information, it can be concluded that the project site plan provides adequate facilities for service
and delivery vehicles. Impacts would be less than significant.
Parcels 1 and 3. Currently, Parcels 1 and 3 do not have site plans as no formal
development proposals have been submitted. Section 2.0, Project Description, includes basic
access point information for these parcels as part of a conceptual buildout scenario. In addition
to this information, several access improvements to be constructed in conjunction with the
development of these sites are included. These access improvements would include:
For Parcel 1, the traffic signal at the intersection of South Santa Monica/Moreno Drive
would be upgraded to provide a southbound signal indicator and signal interconnect.
The applicant would pay for the cost of these upgrades.
For Parcel 23, the traffic signal at the intersection of South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Charleville Boulevard would be upgraded to provide a southbound signal
indicator and signal interconnect. The applicant would pay for the costs associated with
these upgrades.
All parcels would be required to improve adjacent sidewalks, any proximate bus stops,
any necessary repaving, any necessary restriping, island reconstruction, appropriate
handicapped access facilities (curb ramps, etc), as determined through consultation with
the City Traffic Engineer.
It is anticipated that the improvements above would be addressed through the conditions of
approval for each specific project as detailed site plans are brought forward for review and
approval.
To further reduce potential traffic hazard impacts. recommendations related to parcels 1 and 3
were included in the Transportation Study to proactively address potential circulation issues
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prior to the development of more detailed site plans as each parcel develops at some time in the
future. Recommendations include:
Prominent signage at the driveway located at Moreno Drive to ensure that vehicles
do not attempt to enter at this egress location. Entry and exit locations should be
clearly marked along South Santa Monica Boulevard.
If possible, loading for Parcel 1 should be provided inside the parking area (as is done
for Parcel 2). If loading access occurs along South Santa Monica Boulevard, then
loading should be limited to those times outside of peak travel hours (AM, Mid-Day,
and PM Peak) given the congestion along South Santa Monica Boulevard.
If possible, relocate the driveway to Parcel 3 so that it connects to North Linden
Drive. There is currently a parking structure which takes access at this location.
If the driveway to Parcel 3 can not be relocated, access at this driveway is
recommended to be limited to right-in/right-out access. This access limitation should
minimize conflicts with traffic at the adjacent South Santa Monica Boulevard/North
Linden Drive intersection.
The City would conduct project-specific review of access design if and when formal
applications for development of parcels 1 and 3 are submitted.
Mitigation Measures. As impacts would be less than significant, no mitigation is
required.
Significance after Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without
mitigation.
Impact T-57

The proposed Parcel 2 project would provide 274 parking spaces
onsite in a multi-story underground parking garage. This
would fulfill the City of Beverly Hills parking code requirement
of 257 spaces for the proposed commercial use of the property.
In addition, the conceptual buildout of parcels 1 and 3 under the
requested rezone assume that parking would be provided to
meet the parking code as well. This would be a Class III, less
than significant, impact for both the Parcel 2 only project and
the combined project.

The proposed Parcel 2 project would provide 274 spaces in a multi-story underground parking
garage. The City Code requires that the project provide 257 spaces, as shown in Table 4.8-1622.
In the traffic impact analysis, Fehr & Peers evaluated whether the project would have sufficient
parking based on actual anticipated demand requirements. Fehr & Peers applied several
different demand rates taken from previous studies. The rates presented in Table 4.8-16 22 are
taken from ITE’s Parking Generation (3rd Edition). The number of spaces demanded is less than
the number of spaces provided. Since the Parcel 2 project would provide sufficient parking
based on the code compliance and the likely demand, parking is found to be adequate and
impacts are less than significant.
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Table 4.8-16 22
Parking Requirements and Demand Estimates – Parcel 2
Project
Component

Size

Code
Requirement

Required
Spaces

Demand

Space Demand

Office

89,990 sf

1 space/350 sf

257

2.40 spaces/1,000 sf

216

Source:

Fehr & Peers, Beverly Hills Municipal Code (10-3-2730)

As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, the conceptual projects for parcels 1 and 3 are
expected to provide parking consistent with code requirements.
Mitigation Measures. Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is
required.
Significance after Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without
mitigation.
Impact T-68

Either the proposed Parcel 2 project or the development of all
three parcels pursuant to the requested General Plan
Amendment and Rezone would increase traffic on several
nearby residential streets. However, the estimated increases
would be below the City of Beverly Hills Threshold of 12.5% for
residential streets, and 6.25% for Whittier Drive. Impacts would
be Class III, less than significant, for either the Parcel 2 project
or the combined projects.

As part of the Transportation Impact Analysis, Fehr & Peers evaluated the impact of the project
upon several residential streets. This analysis of residential streets was performed using the
following process:
City Staff first identified a series of residential roadways that might potentially carry
additional traffic from the project site. The roadway segments that were identified for
analysis included:
o Charleville Boulevard
o Lasky Drive
o Moreno Drive
o Whittier Drive
o Trenton Drive
o Carmelita Drive
o Walden Drive
o Durant Drive
o Robbins Drive
Peak hour and daily traffic counts were conducted for each of these roadway segments
The transportation analysis then identified whether there would be any additional
project trips anticipated to use these roadways. This process considered various data
such as travel time runs, anecdotal data regarding current and future travel patterns,
and input from the City of Beverly Hills Staff related to likely project travel patterns. It
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was determined that only a limited number of the streets identified above would carry
project traffic. These roadways included:
o Charleville Boulevard
o Lasky Drive
o Moreno Drive
o Whittier dDrive
For each roadway segment, incremental project-related peak hour and daily traffic
volumes were estimated
With Project residential street volumes were developed by adding these Project peak
hour and daily to the traffic counts to develop the residential street volumes with the
addition of Project traffic (Table 25 of the Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix F)
The City’s Residential Street significance criteria were then applied to determine if a
significant impact occurs. The issue of determining impact to a residential street can be
potentially problematic since it can be argued that the addition of a single vehicle to an
existing residential street could be considered to be a significant traffic impact. Given
the potentially subjective nature of this issue, the City of Beverly Hills established
Residential Street significance criteria that determine an impact based on two criteria
including:
o Volume of traffic on the street
o Percentage of traffic added to the street
The impact criteria are defined as follows:
o
o
o

Roadways with daily volumes of less than 3,750, an increase greater than 25% is
considered to be a significant impact
For roadways with daily volumes between 3,750 and 6,750, an increase greater
than 12.5% is considered to be a significant impact
For roadways with daily volumes greater than 6,750, an increase greater than
6.25% is considered to be a significant impact

The No Project residential street volumes were compared to the With Project
residential street volumes to determine if there as any increase
For many roadway segments, the increase was 0 since many of the segments are
not anticipated to carry Project Trips
For those roadway segments where there was an increase, the increase was
compared against the City’s threshold to determine if the increase was greater
than the allowable amount
The purpose of this analysis is to verify that project traffic would not unduly impact residences.
The three residential streets evaluated were Charleville Boulevard, Lasky Drive, Moreno Drive,
and Whittier Drive. These roadways represent a majority of the residential roadways that
would carry a significant volume of project traffic.
As shown in Table 19 25 of the Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix F), the incremental
project traffic added to the residential streets for the combined project studied in this analysis
did not result in increases beyond the City’s significance thresholds. The highest increase is
11%, with most of the increases ranging between 5% and 10%. For these roadways, the
allowable increase ranges from 12.5% for those roadways with daily volumes between 3,750
and 6,750 to 25% along those roadways with daily volumes less than 3,750. The allowable
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increase on Whittier Drive is 6.25%. The analysis studied impacts for the combined project; by
deduction, impacts to residential streets from Parcel 2 would less than significant. Impacts
would be less than significant for both development scenarios.
Mitigation Measures. Because impacts would be less than significant, no mitigation is
required.
Significance after Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without
mitigation.
c. Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative development in the City of Beverly Hills,
West Hollywood, and Los Angeles has the potential to result in potentially significant
traffic temporary and operational impacts.
Temporary Construction Impacts. Additional construction impacts could occur as a
result of other construction activity in the study area. Within the near-term (next 3-5 years), it is
likely that construction would occur on the Beverly Hilton and 9900 Wilshire Projects.
Cumulative construction impacts could also occur if more than one of the subject parcels is
developed at once. Construction phases of the proposed project and others in the vicinity
would likely overlap and potential impacts could include simultaneous arrival and departures
of haul and delivery trucks and worker parking. Therefore, temporary construction impacts are
cumulatively considerable and mitigation is required.
Operational Impacts. The following cumulative analysis evaluates the impact of
development of approved and pending projects in the cities of Beverly Hills, Los Angeles, and
West Hollywood on traffic and circulation. Cumulative traffic volumes were utilized in the
analysis and included traffic estimates as reflected in the Beverly Hills TRAFFIX model. Future
year 2020 conditions were used in conjunction with the proposed project traffic in assessing
cumulative impacts. As discussed in Impact T-12, cumulative impacts would occur at three of
ten studied intersections to which the project would contribute traffic. The three affected
intersections are:
South Moreno Drive/South Santa Monica Boulevard
Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard
One of the three intersections, South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard, would
experience a significant and unavoidable impact due to the lack of available mitigation. The
other two intersections can be mitigated to a less than significant level. (See mitigation
measures T-1 (a) and T-2 (ab) . Therefore, due to the lack of available mitigation, the project’s
contribution to operational cumulative impacts would be cumulatively considerable.
Under each City’s respective Municipal Code, the proposed project and pending and approved
projects would be required to comply with design guidelines for parking facilities and provide
adequate on-site parking as conditions of development approval, and, thus, it is unlikely that
related projects would have a significant cumulative effect on parking design or demand in the
area.
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Mitigation Measures. Implementation of the mitigation measure identified
below would reduce potentially significant impacts during construction of the proposed
project in combination with other approved or pending projects to less than significant.
However, no feasible mitigation is available to mitigate the operational impacts at the
intersection of South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard.
T-4

Construction Coordination. The applicant for any parcel proposing to
develop pursuant to the requested General Plan Amendment and Rezone
shall coordinate with any nearby development that is also proposing to
begin construction or is currently undergoing construction regarding the
following:
All temporary roadway closures shall be coordinated to limit overlap of
roadway closures.
All major deliveries for the projects shall be coordinated to limit the
occurrence of simultaneous deliveries. The project applicants shall ensure
that deliveries of items such as concrete and other high-volume items shall
not be done simultaneously.
The applicants shall coordinate regarding the loading and unloading of
delivery vehicles. Any off-site staging areas for delivery vehicles shall be
consolidated and shared.
Applicants or their representatives shall meet on a regular basis during
construction to address any outstanding issues related to construction
traffic, deliveries, and worker parking.
All construction hauling and delivery shall be scheduled in coordination
with adjacent major constructions projects (9900, Hilton, Sun-Cal, other
projects) as applicable.

Significance after Mitigation. Implementation of the above mitigation measures
would reduce construction-related impacts to a less than significant level. Residual
impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. However, the operational impact to
the South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard intersection would remain
significant and unavoidable as no feasible mitigation is available.
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5.0 LONG TERM IMPACTS
5.1

ECONOMIC AND POPULATION GROWTH

The CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of a proposed project’s potential to foster economic
or population growth, including ways in which a project could remove an obstacle to growth.
Growth does not necessarily create significant physical changes to the environment. However,
depending upon the type, magnitude, and location of growth, it can result in significant adverse
environmental effects. The proposed project’s growth-inducing potential is therefore
considered significant if it could result in significant physical effects in one or more
environmental issue areas. The most commonly cited example of how an economic effect might
create a physical change is where economic growth in one area could create blight conditions
elsewhere by causing existing competitors to go out of business and the buildings to be left
vacant.
The proposed project involves the demolition of three one-story commercial structures totaling
approximately 9,633 square feet (on Parcel 2) and the potential demolition of a one-story
commercial building (Parcel 1) and three one-story commercial structures (Parcel 3). The
proposed project would involve a General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation
of the three properties comprising the project site from Railroad to Commercial - Low Density
General, a zone change from the current Transportation (T-1) zone to the Commercial (C-3)
zone and the construction of up to three commercial buildings. The proposed project does not
involve the construction of residences. The proposed 90,000 sf commercial/office building on
Parcel 2 and the potential commercial development on parcels 1 and 3 that would be facilitated
by the zone change would add new job opportunities to the site and the City of Beverly Hills.
While the creation of new jobs has the potential to induce people to move to the area to fill the
jobs, the effect of these new jobs on the local population would be speculative, as it is not
known whether new residents would be drawn from the existing labor force or would move to
Beverly Hills or the greater Los Angeles Metropolitan area generally to fill them. However, it
should be noted that the commercial space, due to its potential size and its location, is not
expected to be a substantial draw for out-of-town job seekers. Most of the employees would
likely be drawn from the current labor force.
Mitigation Measures. None required.
Residual Impacts. No significant environmental impacts relating to economic or
population growth are anticipated.

5.2

REMOVAL OF OBSTACLES TO GROWTH

The proposed project would be located in a fully urbanized area of Beverly Hills, which is
well-served by existing infrastructure. Minor improvements to water, sewer, and circulation
systems and drainage connection infrastructure could be needed, but would be sized to
specifically serve the proposed project. No new roads would be required. The proposed
General Plan and zoning ordinance amendments would apply only to the subject property, and
so would eliminate the obstacle to growth of the existing T-1 zoning, which allows only limited
transportation and parking-related uses. However, because the project constitutes
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redevelopment within an urbanized area and does not require the extension of new
infrastructure through undeveloped areas, this change in development potential for the project
site would not have the potential to induce growth with the potential to create significant
environmental effects.
Mitigation Measures. None required.
Residual Impacts. No significant environmental impacts relating to the removal of
obstacles to population growth are anticipated, other than those discussed in Section 4.0
Environmental Impact Analysis.

5.3

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE

Global climate change (GCC) is a change in the average weather of the earth that is measured by
temperature, wind patterns, precipitation, and storms over a long period of time. The baseline by,
against which these changes are measured, originates in historical records identifying temperature
changes that have occurred in the past, such as during previous ice ages. The global climate is
continuously changing, as evidenced by repeated episodes of substantial warming and cooling
documented in the geologic record. The rate of change has typically been incremental, with
warming or cooling trends occurring over the course of thousands of years. The past 10,000 years
have been marked by a period of incremental warming, as glaciers have steadily retreated across
the globe. However, scientists have observed an unprecedented acceleration in the rate of warming
during the past 150 years.
GCC is a documented effect, with. Although the degree to which the change is caused by
anthropogenic (man-made) sources is still under study. The, the increase in warming has coincided
with the global Industrial Revolutionindustrial revolution, which has seen the widespread
reduction of forests to accommodate urban centers and agriculture, and the increased use of fossil
fuels, – primarily the burning of coal, oil, and natural gas for energy. Per the United Nations
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC, 2007), the understanding of anthropogenic
warming and cooling influences on climate has led to a very high confidence (90% or greater
chance) that the global average net effect of human activities since 1750 has been one of
warming. Most of the observed increase in global average temperatures, since the mid-20th
century, is very likely due to the observed increase in anthropogenic GHG concentrations per
the (IPCC (November, 2007). While there is some disagreement by individual scientists with
some of the findings of the IPCC, the overwhelming majority of scientists working on climate
change agree with the main conclusions, as do the vast majority of major scientific societies and
national academies of science. Disagreement within the scientific community is always present
for all issues,; however, the current state of knowledge is substantially in favor ofsuggests that
GCC warming is occurring, with eleven of the last twelve years (1995-2006) ranking among the
twelve warmest years in the instrumental record of global surface temperature since 1850
(IPCC, 2007). In addition, the majority of scientists agree that anthropogenic sources of GHGs
are a main, if not primary, contributor to the GCC warming.

5.3.1 Greenhouse Gases (GHGs)
Gases that trap heatabsorb and re-emit infrared radiation in the atmosphere are often called
greenhouse gases (GHG), analogousGHGs), in reference to the way in which a greenhouse
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retainsfact that greenhouses retain heat. Common GHGGHGs include water vapor, (H2O), carbon
dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxides (N2Ox), fluorinated gases, and ozone. GHGGHGs are
emitted by both natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, CO2 and CH4 are emitted
in the greatest quantities from human activities. Emissions of CO2 are largely by-products of fossil
fuel combustion, whereas CH4 results from off-gassing associated with agricultural practices and
landfills. Man-made GHGs, many of which have a much greater heat-absorption potential than
CO2, include fluorinated gases, such as hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFC), and
sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), which are byproducts of certain industrial processes (Cal EPA, 2006b).)
(California Environmental Protection Agency [CalEPA], 2006). Different types of GHGs have
varying global warming potentials (GWPs). The GWP of a GHG is the potential of a gas or aerosol
to trap heat in the atmosphere. Because GHGs absorb different amounts of heat, a common
reference gas (CO2) is used to relate the amount of heat absorbed to the amount of the gas
emissions, referred to as “carbon dioxide equivalent” (CDE), and is the amount of a GHG emitted
multiplied by its GWP. Carbon dioxide has a GWP of one. By contrast, methane (CH4) has a GWP
of 21, meaning its global warming effect is 21 times greater than carbon dioxide on a molecule per
molecule basis.
The accumulation of GHG in the atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature. Without the
natural heat trapping effect of GHG, the earth’sEarth’s surface would be about 34° C cooler
(CATCalEPA, 2006). However, it is believed that emissions from human activities, particularly the
consumption of fossil fuels for electricity production and transportation, have elevated the
concentration of these gases in the atmosphere beyond the level of naturally occurring
concentrations. The following discusses the primary GHGs of concern.
Carbon Dioxide. The global carbon cycle is made up of large carbon flows and reservoirs.
Billions of tons of carbon in the form of CO2 are absorbed by oceans and living biomass (i.e., sinks)
and are emitted to the atmosphere annually through natural processes (i.e., sources). When in
equilibrium, carbon fluxes among these various reservoirs are roughly balanced (U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency [USEPA,], April 2008). CO2 was the first GHG demonstrated to
be increasing in atmospheric concentration, with the first conclusive measurements being made in
the last half of the 20th Century. Concentrations of CO2 in the atmosphere have risen approximately
35% since the Industrial Revolution.industrial revolution. Per the IPCC (2007), the global
atmospheric concentration of carbon dioxide has increased from a pre-industrial value of about 280
parts per million (ppm) to 379 ppm in 2005. The atmospheric concentration of CO2 in 2005 exceeds
by far the natural range over the last 650,000 years (180 to 300 ppm) as determined from ice cores.
The average annual carbon dioxide concentration growth rate was larger during the last 10 years
(1995–2005 average: 1.9 ppm per year),) than it has been since the beginning of continuous direct
atmospheric measurements (1960–2005 average: 1.4 ppm per year)), although there is year-to-year
variability in growth rates. Currently, CO2 represents an estimated 82.7% of total GHG emissions
(Department of Energy [DOE], Energy Information Administration [EIA], December 2008). The
largest source of CO2, and of overall GHG emissions, is fossil fuel combustion.
Methane. Methane (CH4) is an extremely effective absorber of radiation, though its
atmospheric concentration is less than carbon dioxidethat of CO2 and its lifetime in the atmosphere
is brief (limited to 10- to 12 years), compared to some other GHGs. It is approximately 20 times
more effective at trapping heat in the atmosphere than CO2 (has a global warming potential [(GWP]
20x ) approximately 21 times that of CO2 (refer to Greenhouse Gas Inventory below for a discussion of
GWP). Over the last two hundred and fifty250 years, the concentration of CH4 in the atmosphere
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has increased by 148% (IPCC, 2007).), although emissions have declined from 1990 levels.
Anthropogenic sources of CH4 include enteric fermentation associated with domestic livestock,
landfills, natural gas and petroleum systems, agricultural activities, coal mining, wastewater
treatment, stationary and mobile combustion, and certain industrial processes (USEPA, April 2008).
Nitrous Oxide. Concentrations of nitrous oxide (N2O) also began to rise at the beginning of
the industrial revolution. N2O is produced by microbial processes in soil and water, including
those reactions which that occur in fertilizers that contain nitrogen. Use of these fertilizers has
increased over the last century. ItsAgricultural soil management and mobile source fossil fuel
combustion are the major sources of N2O emissions. Nitrous oxide’s GWP is 300xapproximately
310 times that of CO2.
Flourinated Gases (HFCS, PFCS and SF6). FlourinatedFluorinated gases, such as
hydroflourocarbonshydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perflourocarbonsperflurocarbons (PFCs)), and
sulfurhexafluoride (SF6), are powerful greenhouse gasesGHGs that are emitted from a variety of
industrial processes. FlourinatedFluorinated gases are used as substitutes for ozone-depleting
substances such as chloroflourocarbonschlorofluorocarbons (CFCs),
hydrochloroflourocarbonshydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs), and halons, which have been
regulated since the mid-1980s because of their ozone -destroying potential and are phased out
under the Montreal Protocol and Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. Flourinated Electrical
transmission and distribution systems account for most SF6 emissions, while PFC emissions result
from semiconductor manufacturing and as a by-product of primary aluminum production.
Fluorinated gases are typically emitted in smaller quantities than CO2, CH4, and N2O, but each
molecule canthese compounds have a much greater global warming effecthigher GWPs. SF6 is the
most potent greenhouse gasGHG the IPCC has evaluated.

5.3.2 Greenhouse Gas Inventory
Carbon dioxide equivalent (CDE or CO2E) is a quantity that describes, for a given mixture and
amount of GHGs, the amount of CO2 (usually in metric tons) that would have the same global
warming potential (GWP) when measured over a specified timescale (generally, 100 years).
Worldwide anthropogenic emissions of GHG were approximately 40,000 million metric tons of
carbon dioxide equivalent (CDE1),(MMT) CDE in 2004, including ongoing emissions from
industrial and agricultural sources, but excluding emissions from land use changes (ie:i.e.,
deforestation, biomass decay) (IPCC, 2007). CO2 emissions from fossil fuel use accounts for 56.6%
of the total emissions of 49,000 million metric tons CDE (includes land use changes) and all CO2
emissions are 76.7% of the total. Methane emissions account for 14.3% of GHG and N2O emissions
for 7.9% (IPCC, 2007).
Total U.S. greenhouse gasGHG emissions in 2006 were 7,054282 million metric tons CDE (USEPA,
Aprilin 2007 (DOE, EIA, December 2008), or about 14% of totalworldwide GHG emissions.
Overall, total U.S. emissions have risenrose by 1416.7 percent% from 1990 to 20062007, while
emissions fell from 2005 to 2006, decreasing by 1.1 percent (% (or 75.7 MMT CDE).) from 2005 to
2006. The following factors were primary contributors to this decrease: (1) compared to 2005, 2006
had warmer winter conditions in 2006, which decreasedreduced consumption of heating fuels, as
1

Carbon dioxide equivalent (CDE or CO2E) is a quantity that describes, for a given mixture and amount of GHGs, the amount of
CO2 (usually in metric tons; million metric tons [megatonne] = MMTCO2E = terragram [Tg] CO2 Eq; 1,000 MMT = gigatonne) that
would have the same global warming potential (GWP) when measured over a specified timescale (generally, 100 years).

5-4

City of Beverly Hills

Beverly Hills Gateway Project EIR
Section 5.0 Long Term Impacts

well as cooler summer conditions, which reduced demand for electricity,; (2) restraint on fuel
consumption caused by rising fuel prices, primarily in the transportation sector; and (3) increased
use of natural gas and renewablesrenewable energy sources in the electric power sector.
The primary GHG emitted by human activities in the United States was CO2, representing
approximately 84.8% of total GHG emissions (USEPA, April 2008). The largest source of CO2, and
of overall greenhouse gas emissions, was fossil fuel combustion. CH4 emissions, which have
declined from 1990 levels, resulted primarily from enteric fermentation associated with domestic
livestock, decomposition of wastes in landfills, and natural gas systems. Agricultural soil
management and mobile source fossil fuel combustion were the major sources of N2O emissions.
The emissions of substitutes for ozone depleting substances and emissions of HFC-23 during the
production of HCFC-22 were the primary contributors to aggregate HFC emissions. Electrical
transmission and distribution systems accounted for most SF6 emissions, while PFC emissions
resulted from semiconductor manufacturing and as a by-product of primary aluminum
production.
The residential and commercial end-use sectors accounted for 2017% and 18 percent,15%,
respectively, of CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combustion in 2006 (USEPA, April2007 (DOE, EIA,
December 2008). Both sectors reliedrely heavily on electricity for meeting energy demands, with
72% and 79 percent,%, respectively, of their emissions attributable to electricity consumption for
lighting, heating, cooling, and operating appliances. The remaining emissions were due to the
consumption of natural gas and petroleum for heating and cooking.
Among the states, California is a substantial contributor of global GHGs as it is the the second
largest contributor of GHGs in the United States and. If California were a country, it would be the
sixteenth largest contributor in the world (Association of Environmental Professionals [AEP,],
2007). Based upon the 2004 GHG inventory data (the latest year available) compiled by the
California Energy Commission (CEC, December California Air Resources Board (ARB) California
Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2006),
(http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/data.htm), California produced 492480 MMT CDE
(7% of US total).in 2006. The major source of GHG in California is transportation, contributing
4139% of the state’s total GHG emissions. Electricity generation is the second largest source,
contributing 22% of the state’s GHG emissions (CEC, December 2006). Most, 81%, of California’s
2004 GHG emissions (in terms of CDE) were carbon dioxide produced from fossil fuel combustion,
with 2.8% from other sources of CO2, 5.7% from methane, and 6.8% from nitrous oxide (CEC,
December 2006).. California emissions are due in part to its large size and large population. By
contrast, California in 2001 had the fourth lowest CO2 emissions per capita from fossil fuel
combustion in the country in 2004, due in part to the success of its energy-efficiency and renewable
energy programs and commitments that have lowered the state’s GHG emissions rate of growth by
more than half of what it would have been otherwise (been (California Energy Commission
[CEC,], December 2006). Another factor that has reducedreduces California’s per capita fuel use
and GHG emissions is its mild climate, as compared to that of many other states, is its relatively
mild climate.

5.3.3 Effects of Global Climate Change
GCC has the potential to impactaffect numerous environmental resources through potential
impacts related to future air temperatures and precipitation patterns. Scientific modeling
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predicts that continued GHG emissions at or above current rates would induce more extreme
climate changes during the 21st century than were observed during the 20th century. A
warming of about 0.2°C (0.36°F) per decade is projected, and there are identifiable signs that
global warming could be taking place, including substantial ice loss in the Arctic (IPCC, 2007).
According to ARB, some of thethe California Energy Commission’s (CEC) Draft Climate Action
Team Biennial Report, potential impacts in California of global warming may include loss in
snow pack, sea level rise, more extreme heat days per year, more high ozone days, more large
forest fires, and more drought years (ARB 2006c, 2007cCEC, March 2009). Below is a summary
of some of the potential effects reported by an array of studies that could be experienced in
California as a result of global warming and climate change:GCC.
Air Quality. Higher temperatures, which are conducive to air pollution formation, could
worsen air quality in California. Climate change may increase the concentration of groundlevel ozone, but the magnitude of the effect, and therefore its indirect effects, are uncertain. If
higher temperatures are accompanied by drier conditions, the potential for large wildfires could
increase, which, in turn, would further worsen air quality. However, if higher temperatures are
accompanied by wetter, rather than drier conditions, the rains would tend to temporarily clear
the air of particulate pollution and reduce the incidence of large wildfires, thusthereby
ameliorating the pollution associated with wildfires. Additionally, severe heat accompanied by
drier conditions and poor air quality could increase the number of heat-related deaths, illnesses,
and asthma attacks throughout the state (CEC, February 2006March 2009).
Water Supply. Uncertainty remains with respect to the overall impact of global climate
change on future water supplies in California. Studies have found that,
“Considerableconsiderable uncertainty about precise impacts of climate change on California
hydrology and water resources will remain, until we have more precise and consistent
information about how precipitation patterns, timing, and intensity will change.” (Climate
Change and ” (California Department of Water Resources [DWR], 2006). For example, some
studies identify little change in total annual precipitation in projections for California
(California Climate Change Center, [CCCC], 2006). Other studies show significantly more
precipitation (Climate Change and California Water Resources [(DWR, 2006)]).). Even
assuming that climate change leads to long-term increases in precipitation, analysis of the
impact of climate change is further complicated by the fact that no studies have identified or
quantified the runoff impacts that such an increase in precipitation would have in particular
watersheds (California Climate Change CenterCCCC, 2006)).). Also, little is known about how
groundwater recharge and water quality will be affected (Id.).Ibid.). Higher rainfall could lead
to greater groundwater recharge, although reductions in spring runoff and higher
evapotranspiration could reduce the amount of water available for recharge (Ibid.).
The California Department of Water Resources (DWR, 2006) report on climate change and
effects on the State Water Project (SWP), the Central Valley Project, and the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta concludes that “[c]climatelimate change will likely have a significant effect on
California’s future water resources . . .… [and] future water demand.” ItDWR also reports that
“much uncertainty about future water demand [remains], especially [for] those aspects of future
demand that will be directly affected by climate change and warming. While climate change is
expected to continue through at least the end of this century, the magnitude and, in some cases,
the nature of future changes is uncertain” (DWR, 2006).
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This uncertainty serves to complicate the analysis of future water demand, especially where the
relationship between climate change and its potential effect on water demand is not well
understood (DWR, 2006). DWR adds that “[i]t is unlikely that this level of uncertainty will
diminish significantly in the foreseeable future.” Still, changes in water supply are expected to
occur, and many regional studies have shown that large changes in the reliability of water
yields from reservoirs could result from only small changes in inflows (Kiparsky, 2003; DWR
2005, 2006; Cayan, 2006, Cayan, D., et al, 2006).
Hydrology. As discussed above, climate changes could potentially affect: the amount of
snowfall, rainfall, and snow pack; the intensity and frequency of storms; flood hydrographs
(flash floods, rain or snow events, coincidental high tide and high runoff events); sea level rise
and coastal flooding; coastal erosion; and the potential for salt water intrusion. Sea level rise
canmay be a product of global warmingclimate change through two main processes: expansion
of sea water as the oceans warm, and melting of ice over land. A rise in sea levels could result
in coastal flooding and erosion and could jeopardize California’s water supply. Increased storm
intensity and frequency could affect the ability of flood-control facilities, including levees, to
handle storm events.
Agriculture. California has a $30 billion agricultural industry that produces half of the
country’s fruits and vegetables. Higher CO2 levels can stimulate plant production and increase
plant water-use efficiency. However, if temperatures rise and drier conditions prevail, water
demand could increase; crop-yield could be threatened by a less reliable water supply; and
greater ozone pollution could render plants more susceptible to pest and disease outbreaks. In
addition, temperature increases could change the time of year certain crops, such as wine
grapes, bloom or ripen, and thusthereby affect their quality (CCCC, 2006).
Ecosystems and Wildlife. Increases in global temperatures Climate change and the
potential resulting changes in weather patterns could have ecological effects on a global and
local scale. Increasing concentrations of GHGs are likely to accelerate the rate of climate
change. Scientists expect that the average global surface temperature could rise rise as
discussed previously: 1.0-4.5°F (0.6-2.5°C) in the next fifty50 years, and 2.2-10°F (1.4-5.8°C) in
the next century, with significantsubstantial regional variation (EPA 2000).. Soil moisture is
likely to decline in many regions, and intense rainstorms are likely to become more frequent.
Sea level could rise as much as two feet along most of the U.S. coast. Rising temperatures could
have four major impacts on plants and animals: (1) timing of ecological events; (2) geographic
range; (3) species’ composition within communities; and (4) ecosystem processes, such as
carbon cycling and storage (Parmesan, 2004; Parmesan, C. and H. Galbraith, 2004.))
While the above-mentioned potential impacts identify the possible effects of climate change at a
global and potentially statewide level, in general scientific modeling tools are currently unable
to predict what impacts would occur locally.

5.3.4 Regulatory Setting
International and Federal Regulations. The United States is, and has been, a
participant in the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) since
isit was signed on March 21, 1994. The Kyoto Protocol is a treaty, made under the UNFCCC,
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and was the first international agreement to regulate GHG emissions. It has been estimated
that if the commitments outlined in the Kyoto Protocol are met, global GHG emissions could be
reduced by an estimated 5 percent% from 1990 levels, during the first commitment period of
2008–2012. It should be noted that although the United States is a signatory to the Kyoto
Protocol, Congress has not ratified the Protocol and the United States has not bound itself to the
Protocol’s commitments (UNFCCC, 2007)
The United States is currently using a voluntary and incentive-based approach toward
emissions reductions in lieu of the Kyoto Protocol’s mandatory framework. The Climate
Change Technology Program (CCTP) is a multi-agency research and development coordination
effort (which is led by the Secretaries of Energy and Commerce) that is charged with carrying
out the President’s National Climate Change Technology Initiative (CCTP, December 2007;
http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/policy/cctp.html).USEPA, December 2007;
http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/policy/cctp.html).
To date, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has not regulated GHGs
under the Clean Air Act,; however, the U.S. Supreme Court in Massachusetts v. EPA (April 2,
2007) held that the USEPA can, and should, consider regulating motor-vehicle GHG emissions.
The USEPA has not yet promulgated federal regulations limiting GHG emissions. TheOn June
30, 2009, the USEPA in December 2007 also deniedgranted California’s request for a waiver to
directly limit GHG tailpipe emissions, which prompted a suit by California in January 2008 to
overturn that decision for new motor vehicles beginning with the current model year.
California Regulations. Assembly Bill (AB) 1493, requiring the development was signed
into law in September 2002. AB 1493 requires CARB to develop and adoption ofadopt
regulations to achieve “the maximum feasible reduction of greenhouse gases” emitted by
noncommercial passenger vehicles, light-duty trucks, and other vehicles used primarily for
personal transportation in the State was signed into law in September 2002 by Governor Gray
Davis. Governor Schwarzenegger issued. In 2005, Executive Order S-3-05 in 2005 that established
statewide GHG emissions reduction targets. Executive Order S-3-05 provides that by 2010,
emissions shall be reduced to 2000 levels; by 2020, emissions shall be reduced to 1990 levels; and by
2050, emissions shall be reduced to 80 percent% of 1990 levels (CalEPA 2006a2006).
Governor Schwarzenegger signed In response to EO S-3-05, the California Environmental
Protection Agency (CalEPA) created the Climate Action Team (CAT), which in March 2006,
published the Climate Action Team Report (the “2006 CAT Report”) (CalEPA, 2006). The 2006
CAT Report identified a recommended list of strategies that the state could pursue to reduce
GHG emissions. These are strategies that could be implemented by various state agencies to
ensure that the emission reduction targets in EO S-3-05 are met and can be met with existing
authority of the state agencies. The strategies include the reduction of passenger and light duty
truck emissions, the reduction of idling times for diesel trucks, an overhaul of shipping
technology/ infrastructure, increased use of alternative fuels, increased recycling, and landfill
methane capture, etc.
AB 32, the “California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006,” was signed into law in the fall of
2006. AB 32 requires the California Air Resources Board (required the ARB) to adopt regulations by
January 1, 2008 to require reporting and verification of statewide GHG emissions. ARB is to
produce a plan by January 1, 2009, to indicate how emission reductions will be achieved from
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significant GHG sources via regulations, market mechanisms, and other actions. In addition, this
law requires ARB to adopt regulations by January 1, 2010, to implement the early action GHG
emission reduction measures that can be implemented before the adoption of those recommended
by the 2009 plan. The bill requires achievement by 2020 of a statewide GHG emissions limit
equivalent to 1990 emissions (essentially a 25% reduction below 2005 emission levels; the same
requirement as under S-3-05), and the adoption of rules and regulations to achieve the maximum
technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG emissions reductions.
Senate Bill (SB) 97, signed in August 2007, acknowledges that climate change is an important
environmental issue that requires analysis under CEQA. This bill directs the California Office of
Planning and Research to prepare, develop, and transmit to the Resources Agency guidelines for
the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions, by July 1, 2009. The
Resources Agency is required to certify or adopt those guidelines by January 1, 2010.
Executive Order S-01-07 was enacted by Governor Schwarzenegger on In response to the
requirements of AB 32, the ARB produced a list of 37 early actions for reducing GHG emissions in
June 2007. The ARB expanded this list in October 2007 to 44 measures that have the potential to
reduce GHG emissions by at least 42 million metric tons of CO2 emissions by 2020, representing
about 25% of the estimated reductions needed by 2020 (ARB, October 2007). After completing a
comprehensive review and update process, the ARB approved a 1990 statewide GHG level and
2020 limit of 427 MMT CDE. The scoping plan required under AB 32 was approved by the ARB
Board on December 12, 2008, and it provides the outline for actions to reduce GHG in California.
The scoping plan has a range of GHG reduction actions which include direct regulations,
alternative compliance mechanisms, monetary and non-monetary incentives, voluntary actions,
market-based mechanisms such as a cap-and-trade system, and an AB 32 cost of implementation
fee regulation to fund the program.
Executive Order S-01-07 was enacted on January 18, 2007. The order mandates that a statewide
goal be established to reduce the carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels by at least 10
percent% by 2020. In addition, a Low Carbon Fuel Standard (“LCFS”) for transportation fuels is to
be established for California.
In response EO S-3-05, the CalEPA created the Climate Action Team (CAT), which, in March
2006, published the Climate Action Team Report (the “2006 CAT Report”). The 2006 CAT
Report identifies a recommended list of strategies that the State could pursue to reduce climate
change greenhouse gas emissions. These are strategies that could be implemented by various
State agencies to ensure that the Governor’s targets are met and can be met with existing
authority of the State agencies. The strategies include the reduction of passenger and light duty
truck emissions, the reduction of idling times for diesel trucks, an overhaul of shipping
technology/infrastructure, increased use of alternative fuels, increased recycling, landfill
methane capture, etc.
The ARB in response to the requirements of AB-32 produced a list of 37 early actions for reducing
GHG emissions in June 2007. ARB expanded this list in October 2007 to 44 measures that have the
potential to reduce GHG emissions by at least 42 million metric tons of CO2 emissions by 2020,
representing about 25% of the estimated reductions needed by 2020 (ARB, October 2007). ARB
staff is working on 1990 and 2020 GHG emission inventories in order to refine the projected
reductions needed by 2020. After completing a comprehensive review and update process, the
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ARB has approved a 1990 statewide GHG level and 2020 limit of 427 MMT CDE.
For more information on the Senate Bill (SB) 97, signed in August 2007, acknowledges that GCC is
an environmental issue that requires analysis under CEQA. In December 2009, the California
Resources Agency (Resources Agency) adopted amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for
the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions. The adopted
guidelines give lead agencies the discretion to set quantitative or qualitative thresholds for the
assessment and mitigation of GHG and GCC impacts.
Senate Bill (SB) 375, signed in August 2008, requires the inclusion of sustainable communities’
strategies (SCS) in regional transportation plans (RTPs) for the purpose of reducing GHG
emissions. The bill requires ARB to set regional targets for the purpose of reducing greenhouse
gas emissions from passenger vehicles, for 2020 and 2035. On January 23, 2009 ARB appointed
a Regional Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC) to provide recommendations on factors to be
considered and methodologies to be used in the ARB target setting process, as required under
SB 375. The RTAC final report, issued on September 30, 2009, recommended “ambitious but
achievable” targets, with a significant emphasis on improving home affordability (rents and
mortgages) near job centers as a means to reduce driving. The California Air Resources Board
is expected to set final targets by September 30, 2010.
California Air Resource Board Resolution 07-54 establishes 25,000 metric tons of GHG emissions
as the threshold for identifying the largest stationary emission sources in California for
purposes of requiring the annual reporting of emissions. This threshold is just over 0.005% of
California’s total inventory of GHG emissions for 2004.
For more information on the Senate and Assembly Bills and bills, Executive Orders identified,
and reports discussed above, and to view reports and research referenced above, please refer to
the following websites: www.climatechange.ca.gov and http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/cc.htm.
www.climatechange.ca.gov and http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/cc.htm.
Local Regulations and CEQA Requirements. GHG emissions contributing to global
climate change have only recently been addressed in CEQA documents, such that CEQA and
case law do not provide guidance relative to their assessment. Quantitative significance
thresholds for this topic have not been adopted byIn December 2008, the State of California, or
any particular air pollution control district, including the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD. The Office) adopted an interim greenhouse gas emissions threshold that
applies to stationary sources where SCAQMD is the lead agency. Under this threshold,
emissions of over 10,000 metric tons per year of Planning and Research is directed under Senate
BillGHG would be considered significant. This threshold is based on a concept of excluding the
smallest 10 percent of projects from full CEQA review.
Pursuant to the requirements of SB 97, to prepare, develop, and transmit to the Resources
Agency guidelinesadopted amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for the feasible mitigation
of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions. The adopted CEQA Guidelines provide
regulatory guidance on the analysis and mitigation of GHG emissions in CEQA documents, while
giving lead agencies the discretion to set quantitative or qualitative thresholds for the
assessment and mitigation of GHG and GCC impacts. In addition, in an effort to guide
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professional planners, land use officials, and CEQA practitioners, OPR prepared CEQA and
Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change through CEQA by July 1, 2009. Those guidelines may
recommend thresholds, but no adopted thresholds are available at this time. California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This document offers informal guidance regarding the steps
lead agencies should take to address climate change in CEQA documents. This guidance was
developed in cooperation with the Resources Agency, Cal EPA, and the ARB.

5.3.5 Climate Change Impact Analysis
The information provided in this section is based on recently established California goals for
reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions as well as a project-specific emissions inventory
developed for the proposed project. Determining how a proposed project might
contributePursuant to climate change, and whatthe requirements of SB 97, the overall effect of an
individual project would be based on that contribution, is still undergoing debate at this time.
As previously discussed, no approvedResources Agency adopted amendments to the State
CEQA Guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions
in March 2010. These guidelines, in conjunction with the quantitative CAPCOA thresholds or
methodologiesdiscussed below are currently available for determiningused in evaluating the
significance of a project’s potential cumulative contributionGHG emissions from the proposed
project. According to global climate change inthe adopted CEQA documents. AnGuidelines,
impacts related to GHG emissions from the proposed project would be significant if the project
would:
•
•

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?
Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

Any individual project (, unless it is a massive construction project, such as a dam or a new
freeway project, or a large fossil-fueled fired power plant) does not generate sufficient GHG
emissions to directly influence global climate changeGCC; therefore, the issue of global climate
changeGCC typically involves an analysis of whether a project’s contribution towards a
cumulativean impact is cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects. The following is a good faith effort at disclosing the nature of the project’s potential
effect with regard to GHG emissions, and suggest measures as appropriate to reduce potential
GHG emissions. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355).
Methodology. This analysis is For future projects, the significance of GHG emissions may
be evaluated based on thewhether projects are consistent with an adopted Climate Action Plan
(or other GHG reduction plan). However, because a Climate Action Plan with established GHG
emissions reduction strategies is not yet adopted, the proposed project is evaluated based on its
compliance with methodologies recommended by the California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association [CAPCOA] (January 2008) CEQA and Climate Change white paper. CAPCOA
conducted an analysis of various approaches and quantitative significance thresholds, ranging from
a zero threshold (all projects are would be cumulatively considerable) to a highthreshold of 40,000 –
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up to 50,000 metric tons CDE per year. For example, assuming a zero threshold and the AB 32 2020
targets, this approach would require all discretionary projects to achieve a 33% reduction from
projected “business-as-usual” emissions to be considered less than significant. Another method
based on a market capture approach The State CEQA Guidelines recognize that requires mitigation
for greater than 90% of likely future discretionary developmentthere may be a point where a
project’s contribution, although above zero, would usenot be a considerable contribution to the
cumulative impact (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130 [a]). Therefore, a quantitative threshold of
greater than 900 metric tons CDE/year for zero is considered most projects, which would generally
correspondappropriate for the analysis of GHG emissions under CEQA. In order to office projects
of approximately 35,000 square feet, retail projectsprovide a reasonable worst-case estimate of
approximately 11,000 square feet, or supermarket space of approximately 6,300 square feet.
Another potentialimpacts related to GHG emissions and GCC, CAPCOA’s second lowest nonzero threshold of 10,000 metric tons was considered by the Market Advisory Committee for
inclusion in a Greenhouse Gas Cap and Trade System in California. A 10,000 metric ton
significance threshold would correspond to the GHG emissions of approximately 550 residential
units, 400,000 square feet of office space, 120,000 square feet of retail, and 70,000 square feet of
supermarket space (CAPCOA, January 2008). This threshold would capture roughly half of new
residential or commercial development (CAPCOA, January 2008). The basic concepts for the
various approaches suggested by CAPCOA are used herein to determine whether or not the
proposed project’s GHG emissions are “CDE/year is used in this analysis as a benchmark for
cumulative significance.
In addition to this quantitative threshold, the proposed project’s consistency with the California
Environmental Protection Agency’s (CalEPA) GHG emissions reduction strategies that were
prepared by CalEPA’s Climate Action Team (CAT) for projects below 10,000 tons CDE/year,
and the Attorney General’s 2008 Project Level Mitigation Measures. The CAT strategies are
recommended to reduce GHG emissions at a statewide level to meet the goals of the Executive
Order S-3-05 (http://www.climatechange.ca.gov). The Attorney General’s Project Level
Mitigation Measures are intended to be included as design features of a project, required as
changes to the project, or imposed as mitigation
(http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/GW_mitigation_measures.pdf). Therefore, the project’s
contribution to cumulative impacts to GCC would be cumulatively considerable.” if the project
would:
•
•

Generate 10,000 tons CDE/year, or
Be inconsistent with any of the GHG reduction strategies set forth by the 2006 CAT Report or the
Attorney General’s 2008 Project Level Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures.

Study Methodology. Calculations of carbon dioxide, methaneCO2, CH4, and nitrous oxide
N2O emissions are provided for full disclosure ofto identify the magnitude of potential project
effects. The analysis focuses on carbon dioxide (CO2), nitrous oxide (N2OCO2, CH4, and N2O
because these make up 98.9% of all GHG emissions by volume (IPCC, 2007), and methane (CH4)
as these are thosethe GHG emissions that the project would emit in the largest quantities as
compared to. Only minor amounts of other main GHGs (such as chlorofluorocarbons [CFCs]).])
would be emitted, and these other GHG emissions would not substantially add to the
calculated CDE amounts. Calculations wereare based on the methodologies discussed in the
CAPCOA CEQA and Climate Change white paper (January 2008) and included the use of the
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California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) General Reporting Protocol (March 2007January
2009).
Indirect Emissions. Operational emissions of CO2, associated with space heating and
landscape maintenancearchitectural coatings were quantified using the California Air Resource
Board’s URBEMIS 2007 (version 9.2.4) computersoftware model. Nitrous oxide (N2O) and methane
(CH4) emissions CO2 emissions associated with electricity generation, as well as N2O and CH4
emissions, were quantified using the California Climate Action RegistryCCAR General Reporting
Protocol (March 2007) indirect emissions factors for electricity use (see Appendix for
calculationsJanuary 2009). The calculations and emission factors contained in the General
Reporting Protocol were have been selected based on technical advice provided to the
RegistryCCAR by the California Energy Commission. This methodology is considered to be
reasonable and reliable for use, as it has been subjected to peer review by numerous public and
private stakeholders, and in particular by the California Energy Commission, and is recommended
by CAPCOA (January 2008). For specific calculations, see Appendix B.
Direct Emissions from Mobile Combustion.
Emissions of CO2 from transportation sources were quantified using the California Air Resource
Board’s URBEMIS 2007 (version 9.2.4) computer model. Nitrous oxide (N2O) and methane (CH4)
emissions were quantified, using the California Climate Action RegistryCCAR General Reporting
Protocol (March 2007) direct emissions factors for mobile combustion (see Appendix for
calculationsJanuary 2009). Total dailyannual mileage was calculated in URBEMIS 2007 and
extrapolated to derive total annual mileage. Emission rates were based on the vehicle mix output
generated by URBEMIS 2007, and the emission factors found in the California Climate Action
RegistryCCAR General Reporting Protocol. For specific calculations, see Appendix B.
It should be noted that one of the limitations to a quantitative analysis is that emission models such
as URBEMIS evaluate aggregate emissions and do not demonstrate, with respect to a global impact,
how much of these emissions are “new” emissions specifically attributable to the proposed project
in question. For most projects, the main contribution of GHG emissions is from motor vehicles and
the total vehicle miles traveled (VMT), but the quantity of these emissions appropriately
characterized as “new” is uncertain. With respect to the proposed project, traffic to the retail
component can be comprised of diverted trips from other retail stores (and depending on location,
either result in an increase or decrease in VMT), pass-by trips (where the store is en route to another
primary location), or an additional, fully new trip associated with consumer choice to travel to the
store in addition to other retail stores. In addition, the traffic associated with the office portion of
the project may be relocated trips from other employment locations, and consequentially, may
result in either higher or lower net VMT. In this instance, it is likely that some of the proposed
project-related GHG emissions associated with traffic and energy demand would be truly “new”
emissions; but, it is also likely that some of the emissions represent diversion of emissions from
other locations. Thus, although GHG emissions are associated with the project, it is not possible to
discern how much diversion is occurring or what fraction of those emissions represent global
increases. In the absence of information regarding the different types of trips, the VMT generated
by URBEMIS is used as a reasonable and probably conservative estimate.
Estimate of GHG Emissions.
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Operational Indirect and Stationary Direct Emissions. Buildout of the project site could
consume up to 4,734,773748,906 kilowatt-hours [kWh]/year (Table 5-1). The generation of
electricity through combustion of fossil fuels typically yields carbon dioxide, and to a smaller
extent nitrous oxide and methane. As discussed above, emissions from annual electricity
emissionusage can be calculated using the California Climate Action Registry General
Reporting Protocol, which has developed emission factors based on the mix of fossil-fueled
generation plants, hydroelectric power generation, nuclear power generation, and alternative
energy sources associated with the regional grid. Carbon dioxide emission estimates using the
URBEMIS model also take into account emissions from other operational sources such as
natural gas use for space heating. Table 5-2 shows the estimated operational emissions of
GHGs from the proposed project.
Table 5-1
Estimated Electricity Consumption
Type of Use

Units

Commercial

282,673 sf

Electricity Demand Factor
16,750800 kWH/1,000 sf/year
1

Annual Electricity
Demand
4,734,773748,906
kWH/year

sf = square feet
kWH = kilowatt hour
1
Demand factor from CAPCOA, JanuaryEnergy Information Administration, 2008. CEQA and Climate
Change.2003 CBECS Detailed Tables.

Table 5-2
Estimated Annual Operational Emissions of Greenhouse Gases
Annual Emissions
Emission Source
Emissions
Carbon Dioxide (CO2)1, 2
Methane (CH4)

2

Nitrous Oxide (N2O) 2

CDE

2,344158.31 tons (short, US)

2,1261,958 metric tons

0.01407 metric tons

0.31 metric tons

0.00802 metric tons

2.45 metric tons

Project Total

2,1291,965 metric tons

Source:
1
See Appendix B for calculations.
1
Area Source Emissions from URBEMIS 2007 (version 9.2.4).
2
California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
Version 2.2,March 2007, page 30-35.
See Appendix B for GHG emission factor assumptions.

Transportation Emissions. Mobile source GHG emissions were estimated using the
average daily trips estimate generated by the project traffic report and the total vehicle miles
traveled estimated in URBEMIS 2007 (v. 9.2.4). The URBEMIS 2007 model estimates that
approximately 42,166 daily VMT are associated with the project. Table 5-3 shows the estimated
mobile emissions of GHGs based on this VMT.
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Table 5-3
Estimated Annual Mobile Emissions of Greenhouse Gases
Annual Emissions
Emission Source
Emissions

CDE

Carbon Dioxide (CO2)1

7,909.93 tons (short, US)

7,176 metric tons

Methane (CH4) 2

0.85 metric tons

18 metric tons

Nitrous Oxide (N2O) 2

1.02 metric tons

316 metric tons

Project Total

7,510 metric tons

Source:
1
Mobile Emissions from URBEMIS 2007 (version 9.2.4).
2
California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse
Gas Emissions, Version 2.2,March 2007, page 30-35.
See Appendix B for GHG emission factor assumptions.

Combined Stationary and Mobile Source Emissions. Table 5-4 combines the operational and
mobile GHG emissions associated with the proposed project, which total approximately
11,5539,475 metric tons per year in carbon dioxide equivalency units. This total represents
roughly 0.0023002% of California’s total 20042006 emissions of 492480 million metric tons.
These emission projections indicate that the majority of the project GHG emissions are
associated with vehicular travel (8279%). Mobile emissions are in part a redirection of existing
travel to other locations, and so already a part of the total California GHG emissions.
Table 5-3
Estimated Annual Mobile Emissions of Greenhouse Gases
Annual Emissions
Emission Source

Emissions

Carbon Dioxide (CO2)1

7,910 tons (short, US)

7,176 metric tons

Methane (CH4) 2

6.5 metric tons

149 metric tons

Nitrous Oxide (N2O) 2

7.1 metric tons

2,099 metric tons

Project Total

CDE

9,424 metric tons

Source:
1
Mobile Emissions from URBEMIS 2007 (version 9.2.4).
2
California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Reporting Entity-Wide
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Version 2.2,March 2007, page 30-35.
See Appendix B for GHG emission factor assumptions.
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Table 5-4
Combined Annual Emissions of Greenhouse Gases
Emission Source

Annual Emissions

Operational

2,1291,965 metric tons CDE

Mobile

9,4247,510 metric tons CDE
11,5539,475 metric tons
CDE

Project Total

Sources: Operational Emissions from URBEMIS 2007 (version 9.2.4).
California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Reporting EntityWide Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Version 2.2, March 2007.
See Appendix B for GHG emission factor assumptions.

GHG Cumulative Significance. CAPCOA (January 2008) provided several approaches to
consider potential cumulative significance of projects with respect to GHGs. A zero threshold
approach can be considered based on the concept that climate change is a global phenomenon in
that all GHG emissions generated throughout the earth contribute to it, and not controlling small
source emissions would potentially neglect a major portion of the GHG inventory. However, the
CEQA Guidelines also recognize that there may be a point where a project’s contribution, although
above zero, would not be a considerable contribution to the cumulative impact. Therefore, a
threshold of greater than zero is considered more appropriate in this air quality analysis.
Table 5-5 shows the CAPCOA’s suggested thresholds for GHG emissions. Based on the thresholds
in Table 5-5, the proposed 282,673 square foot office/retail project’s contribution of about 11,500
metric tons CDE/year would exceed the 900-ton Quantitative Threshold, the Quantitative CARB
Reporting Threshold/Cap and Trade, the Qualitative Unit-Based Threshold and the the Statewide,
Regional or Areawide Threshold.
As discussed in Section 5.3.5, the proposed project would have a significant impacts on GHG
emissions if it would exceed the 10,000 tons CDE/year threshold, or if it would be inconsistent with
the GHG reduction strategies in the 2006 CAT Report or the 2008 Attorney General’s Greenhouse
Gas Reduction Report. The proposed project ’s contribution of up to 9,475 metric tons CDE/year
would not exceed the 10,000 metric ton CDE/year threshold. Tables 5-5 and 5-6 compare GHG
reduction strategies set forth in these reports to project components and federal, state, and local
requirements that would apply to the proposed project. Several of these actions are already
required by California regulations.
Table 5-5
CAPCOA Suggested Thresholds for
Greenhouse Gases
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Table 5-5
CAPCOA Suggested Thresholds for
Greenhouse Gases
~900 tons CDE/year

Quantitative (900 tons)
Quantitative
CARB Reporting
Threshold/Cap and Trade
Quantitative
Regulated Inventory
Capture

Report: 25,000 tons CDE/year
Cap and Trade: 10,000 tons CDE/year

~40,000 - 50,000 tons CDE/year

Qualitative
Unit-Based Threshold

Commercial space > 50,000 sf*

Statewide, Regional or
Areawide
(CEQA Guidelines
15206(b)).

Office Space > 250,000 sf

*sf = square feet
Sources: California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), CEQA & Climate Change,
January 2008.

The proposed project would not exceed the Quantitative Regulated Inventory Capture Threshold.
However, because this threshold would only be exceeded by the largest of projects, the emission
reduction goals set forth by AB 32 and S-3-05 could not be achieved using this threshold.
Therefore, because four of the five thresholds in Table 5-5 would be exceeded due to GHG
emissions generated by the proposed project, the project’s contribution to a cumulative impact
from GHG emissions could be considered considerable.
Mitigation Measures. Because the proposed project would exceed four of the five
thresholds listed in Table 5-5, the project’s contribution to a cumulative impact to GHG emissions
could be considered considerable. To reduce GHG emissions at a statewide level to meet the
goals of the Executive Order (http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/climate_action_team/index.html),
the Climate Action Team, established by Executive Order S-3-05, has recommended strategies.
Several of these strategies/actions are already required by California regulations. Additionally,
the California Attorney General has developed the California Environmental Quality Act
Addressing Global Warming Impacts at the Local Agency Level (last updated September 2008), which
includes a list of mitigation measures that would serve to reduce GHG emissions. The
document provides information that may be helpful to local agencies in carrying out their
duties under CEQA as they relate to global warming. Included in this document are various
measures that may reduce the global warming related impacts of a project. In addition, the City
of Beverly Hills’ Green Building Ordinance (No. 08-0-2555) requires new buildings to
incorporate energy efficient design techniques which would reduce GHGs. The City’s Water
Conservation Program, Water Conservation Ordinance and Efficient Landscaping Ordinance
have been enacted to increase the efficiency of water transport and reduce water use, thereby
reducing GHGs asociated with water conveyance. Consistency with these strategies/actions
would incrementally reduce the project’s cumulative impact to GHG emissions.
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Project consistency with the applicable Climate Action Team Strategies and the Attorney
General GHG reduction measures are discussed in Tables 5-6 and 5-7, respectively, and include
both physical features of the proposed project and required compliance with existing federal,
state and local programs, policies and ordinances.
Table 5-6
Project Consistency with Applicable Climate Action Team
Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies
Table 5-5
Project Consistency with Applicable Climate Action Team
Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies
Strategy

Project Consistency

California Air Resources Board
Vehicle Climate Change Standards

Consistent

AB 1493 (Pavley) required the state to develop and
adopt regulations that achieve the maximum feasible
and cost-effective reduction of climate change
emissions emitted by passenger vehicles and light
duty trucks. Regulations were adopted by the ARB in
September 2004.

The vehicles that travel to and from the project site on
public roadways would be in compliance with ARB
vehicle standards that are in effect at the time of vehicle
purchase.

Diesel Anti-Idling

Consistent

The ARB adopted a measure to limit diesel-fueled
commercial motor vehicle idling in July 2004.

Current State law restricts diesel truck idling to five
minutes or less. Diesel trucks operating from, and
making deliveries to, the project site are subject to this
state-wide law. Construction vehicles are also subject
to this regulation.

Hydrofluorocarbon Reduction

Consistent

1) Ban retail sale of HFC in small cans.
2) Require that only low GWP refrigerants be used in
new vehicular systems.
3) Adopt specifications for new commercial
refrigeration.
4) Add refrigerant leak-tightness to the pass criteria
for vehicular inspection and maintenance programs.
5) Enforce federal ban on releasing HFCs.

This strategy applies to consumer products. All
applicable products would comply with the regulations
that are in effect at the time of manufacture.

Alternative Fuels: Biodiesel Blends

Consistent

ARB would develop regulations to require the use of
1 to 4 percent biodiesel displacement of California
diesel fuel.

The diesel vehicles that travel to and from the project
site on public roadways could utilize this fuel once it is
commercially available.

Alternative Fuels: Ethanol

Consistent

Increased use of E-85 fuel.

Employees and residents of the project site could
choose to purchase flex-fuel vehicles and utilize this fuel
once it is commercially available in the region and local
vicinity.
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Table 5-6
Project Consistency with Applicable Climate Action Team
Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies
Table 5-5
Project Consistency with Applicable Climate Action Team
Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies
Strategy
Heavy-Duty Vehicle Emission Reduction
Measures

Project Consistency
Consistent

Increased efficiency in the design of heavy duty
vehicles and an education program for the heavy
duty vehicle sector.

The heavy-duty vehicles that travel to and from the
project site on public roadways would be subject to all
applicable ARB efficiency standards that are in effect at
the time of vehicle manufacture.

Achieve 50% Statewide Recycling Goal

Consistent

Achieving the State’s 50 percent waste diversion
mandate as established by the Integrated Waste
Management Act of 1989, (AB 939, Sher, Chapter
1095, Statutes of 1989), will reduce climate change
emissions associated with energy intensive material
extraction and production as well as methane
emission from landfills. A diversion rate of 48% has
been achieved on a statewide basis. Therefore, a
2% additional reduction is needed.

The City of Beverly Hills’ solid waste diversion rate was
57% in 2002. It is anticipated that the project would
similarly divert at least 50 percent of its solid waste after
the recyclable content is diverted.

Zero Waste – High Recycling

Consistent

Efforts to exceed the 50 percent goal would allow for
additional reductions in climate change emissions.

The City of Beverly Hills’ solid waste diversion rate was
57% in 2002. It is anticipated that the project would
similarly divert at least 50 percent of its solid waste after
the recyclable content is diverted. The project would
also be subject to all applicable State and City
requirements for solid waste reduction as they change in
the future.

Department of Forestry
Urban Forestry

Consistent

A new statewide goal of planting 5 million trees in
urban areas by 2020 would be achieved through the
expansion of local urban forestry programs.

Very few trees currently exist on the site with the
exception of a row of ornamental trees along the north
side of Parcel 1 and existing street trees. Although no
formal landscape plans have been submitted for Parcel
1, plans may include retention of some or all of these
trees.

Department of Water Resources
Water Use Efficiency

Consistent

Approximately 19 percent of all electricity, 30 percent
of all natural gas, and 88 million gallons of diesel are
used to convey, treat, distribute and use water and
wastewater. Increasing the efficiency of water
transport and reducing water use would reduce
greenhouse gas emissions.

Section 6-1.2 of the Beverly Hills Municipal Code
establishes regulations for the administration of water
services in the City. In compliance with Government
Code Section 10631, parts (c) and (d), the City has also
provided alternative water conservation measures. The
City maintains as a long-term goal a Water
Conservation Program, Water Conservation Ordinance,
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Table 5-6
Project Consistency with Applicable Climate Action Team
Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies
Table 5-5
Project Consistency with Applicable Climate Action Team
Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies
Strategy

Project Consistency
and Efficient Landscaping Ordinance to achieve and
maintain a high level of efficiency in water uses in the
Beverly Hills service area. The project would be
required to comply with all such programs and
ordinances.

Energy Commission (CEC)
Building Energy Efficiency Standards in Place
and in Progress
Public Resources Code 25402 authorizes the CEC to
adopt and periodically update its building energy
efficiency standards (that apply to newly constructed
buildings and additions to and alterations to existing
buildings).
Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards in Place
and in Progress
Public Resources Code 25402 authorizes the Energy
Commission to adopt and periodically update its
appliance energy efficiency standards (that apply to
devices and equipment using energy that are sold or
offered for sale in California).
Fuel-Efficient Replacement Tires & Inflation
Programs
State legislation established a statewide program to
encourage the production and use of more efficient
tires.
Municipal Utility Energy Efficiency
Programs/Demand Response
Includes energy efficiency programs, renewable
portfolio standard, combined heat and power, and
transitioning away from carbon-intensive generation.

Consistent
The project will need to comply with the standards of
Title 24 that are in effect at the time of development.

Consistent
Under State law, appliances that are purchased for the
project - both pre- and post-development – would be
consistent with energy efficiency standards that are in
effect at the time of manufacture.

Consistent
Employees of the proposed project could purchase tires
for their vehicles that comply with state programs for
increased fuel efficiency.

Not applicable, but the project would not preclude the
implementation of this strategy by municipal utility
providers.

Municipal Utility Renewable Portfolio Standard
California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS),
established in 2002, requires that all load serving
entities achieve a goal of 20 percent of retail
electricity sales from renewable energy sources by
2017, within certain cost constraints.

Not applicable, but the project would not preclude the
implementation of this strategy by Southern California
Edison.

Municipal Utility Combined Heat and Power
Cost effective reduction from fossil fuel consumption
in the commercial and industrial sector through the
application of on-site power production to meet both
heat and electricity loads.

Not applicable since this strategy addresses incentives
that could be provided by utility providers such as
Southern California Edison and The Gas Company. In
addition, the commercial facilities at the site are too
small for efficient combined heat and power production.
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Table 5-6
Project Consistency with Applicable Climate Action Team
Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies
Table 5-5
Project Consistency with Applicable Climate Action Team
Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies
Strategy

Project Consistency

Alternative Fuels: Non-Petroleum Fuels

Consistent

Increasing the use of non-petroleum fuels in
California’s transportation sector, as recommended
as recommended in the CEC’s 2003 and 2005
Integrated Energy Policy Reports.

Employees of the project site could purchase alternative
fuel vehicles and utilize these fuels once they are
commercially available in the region and local vicinity.

Business, Transportation and Housing
Measures to Improve Transportation Energy
Efficiency
Builds on current efforts to provide a framework for
expanded and new initiatives including incentives,
tools and information that advance cleaner
transportation and reduce climate change emissions.
Smart Land Use and Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS)
Smart land use strategies encourage jobs/housing
proximity, promote transit-oriented development, and
encourage high-density residential/commercial
development along transit corridors.

Consistent
The proposed project is an urban infill development; the
proposed land uses would have readily available access
to public transportation, which could incrementally
reduce the number of regional vehicle trips.
Consistent
The project is located in relatively close proximity to
existing residential areas and places of employment
within the City of Beverly Hills. The project site is
located along major transit corridors.

ITS is the application of advanced technology
systems and management strategies to improve
operational efficiency of transportation systems and
movement of people, goods and services.
The Governor is finalizing a comprehensive 10-year
strategic growth plan with the intent of developing
ways to promote, through state investments,
incentives and technical assistance, land use, and
technology strategies that provide for a prosperous
economy, social equity and a quality environment.
Smart land use, demand management, ITS, and
value pricing are critical elements in this plan for
improving mobility and transportation efficiency.
Specific strategies include: promoting jobs/housing
proximity and transit-oriented development;
encouraging high density residential/commercial
development along transit/rail corridor; valuing and
congestion pricing; implementing intelligent
transportation systems, traveler information/traffic
control, incident management; accelerating the
development of broadband infrastructure; and
comprehensive, integrated, multimodal/intermodal
transportation planning.
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Table 5-6
Project Consistency with Applicable Climate Action Team
Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies
Table 5-5
Project Consistency with Applicable Climate Action Team
Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies
Strategy

Project Consistency

Green Buildings Initiative

Consistent

Green Building Executive Order, S-20-04 (CA 2004),
sets a goal of reducing energy use in public and
private buildings by 20 percent by the year 2015, as
compared with 2003 levels. The Executive Order
and related action plan spell out specific actions state
agencies are to take with state-owned and -leased
buildings. The order and plan also discuss various
strategies and incentives to encourage private
building owners and operators to achieve the 20
percent target.

As discussed previously, the project is required to be
constructed in compliance with the standards of Title 24
that are in effect at the time of development. The 2005
Title 24 standards are approximately 8.5 percent more
efficient than those of the 2001 standards.
In addition, the project would be required to comply with
the City of Beverly Hills Green Building Ordinance 08-02555 which requires that new commercial development
projects demonstrate compliance with the Beverly Hills
Green Building/Sustainability Checklist.

Public Utilities Commission (PUC)
Accelerated Renewable Portfolio Standard
The Governor has set a goal of achieving 33 percent
renewable in the State’s resource mix by 2020. The
joint PUC/Energy Commission September 2005
Energy Action Plan II (EAP II) adopts the 33 percent
goal.

Not applicable, but the project would not preclude the
implementation of this strategy by energy providers.

California Solar Initiative

Consistent

The solar initiative includes installation of 1 million
solar roofs or an equivalent 3,000 MW by 2017 on
homes and businesses, increased use of solar
thermal systems to offset the increasing demand for
natural gas, use of advanced metering in solar
applications, and creation of a funding source that
can provide rebates over 10 years through a
declining incentive schedule.

Although solar roofs are not proposed as part of the
project, it is recommended that the applicants consider
the installation and use of solar equipment.

Table 5-7 6
Project Consistency with Applicable Attorney General
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measures
Strategy

Project Consistency

Transportation-Related Emissions
Diesel Anti-Idling

Consistent

Set specific limits on idling time for commercial
vehicles, including delivery vehicles.

Currently, the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB)
Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) to Limit
Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling restricts
diesel truck idling to five minutes or less. Diesel trucks
operating from and making deliveries to, the project site
are subject to this state-wide law. Construction vehicles
are also subject to this regulation.
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Table 5-7 6
Project Consistency with Applicable Attorney General
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measures
Strategy

Project Consistency

Transportation Emissions Reduction

Consistent

The project applicant shall promote ride sharing
program e.g., by designating a certain percentage of
parking spaces for high-occupancy vehicles,
providing larger parking spaces to accommodate
vans used for ride-sharing, and designating adequate
passenger loading an unloading waiting areas.

Pursuant to Section 10-7-301 of the Beverly Hills
Municipal Code, the applicant would be required to
implement transportation demand management and trip
reduction measures. Such measures would include, but
are not limited to, the creation of a kiosk or bulletin
board for information on ride sharing programs and at
least 10% of employee parking reserved for carpool or
vanpool vehicles.

Transportation Emissions Reduction

Consistent

Contribute transportation impact fees per residential
and commercial unit to the City, to facilitate and
increase public transit service.

Pursuant to Section 3-1-904 of the Beverly Hills
Municipal Code, the applicant would be required to pay
a transportation facilities and program development fee
in an amount established by resolution of the city
council.

Transportation Emissions Reduction

Consistent

Provide shuttle service to public transportation.

Shuttle service to public transportation would be
unnecessary as the proposed project is located on the
Metro Rapid line serving the Wilshire corridor. A Metro
Rapid line stop is located at the northeast corner of the
project site at Wilshire Boulevard and Santa Monica
Boulevard.

Transportation Emissions Reduction
Incorporate bike lanes into the project circulation
system.

Not applicable, as the project would not have its own
onsite circulation system. Instead, it would use the
existing City of Beverly Hills circulation system.
However, the project would not preclude the addition of
bike lanes to City streets.

Transportation Emissions Reduction

Consistent

Provide onsite bicycle and pedestrian facilities
(showers, bicycle parking, etc.) for commercial uses,
to encourage employees to bicycle or walk to work.

Pursuant to Section 10-7-301 of the Beverly Hills
Municipal Code, the applicant would be required to
provide bicycle racks.

Solid Waste and Energy Emissions
Solid Waste Reduction Strategy

Consistent

Project construction shall require reuse and recycling
of construction and demolition waste.

Pursuant to Section 9-1-1001 of the Beverly Hills
Municipal Code, to ensure that the city meets the
statutory obligations imposed by the California
integrated waste management act (AB 939), the director
of building and safety, in issuing permits for
construction, renovation, and demolition projects of a
specified magnitude, is authorized to impose and to
enforce requirements related to the salvaging, recycling,
and reuse of construction and demolition debris. Those
requirements will be established by resolution of the city
council.
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Table 5-7 6
Project Consistency with Applicable Attorney General
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measures
Strategy

Project Consistency

Water Use Efficiency

Consistent

Require measures that reduce the amount of water
sent to the sewer system – see examples in CAT
standard above. (Reduction in water volume sent to
the sewer system means less water has to be treated
and pumped to the end user, thereby saving energy.

Section 6-1.2 of the Beverly Hills Municipal Code
establishes regulations for the administration of water
services in the City. In compliance with Government
Code Section 10631, parts (c) and (d), the City has also
provided alternative water conservation measures. The
City maintains as a long-term goal a Water
Conservation Program, Water Conservation Ordinance,
and Efficient Landscaping Ordinance to achieve and
maintain a high level of efficiency in water uses in the
Beverly Hills service area. The project would be
required to comply with all such programs and
ordinances.

Land Use Measures, Smart Growth Strategies and Carbon Offsets
Smart Land Use and Intelligent Transportation
Systems
Encourage mixed-use and high density development
to reduce vehicle trips, promote alternatives to
vehicle travel and promote efficient delivery of
services and goods.

Smart Land Use and Intelligent Transportation
Systems
Require pedestrian-only streets and plazas within the
project site and destinations that may be reached
conveniently by public transportation, walking or
bicycling.

Consistent
The proposed project is an urban infill development.
The proposed project is located on the Metro Rapid line
serving the Wilshire corridor. A Metro Rapid line stop is
located at the northeast corner of the project site at
Wilshire Boulevard and Santa Monica Boulevard.
Therefore, the proposed land uses would have readily
available access to public transportation, which could
incrementally reduce the number of regional vehicle
trips.
Consistent
Pursuant to Section 10-7-301 of the Beverly Hills
Municipal Code, the applicant would be required to
include sidewalks or other designated pathways
following direct and safe routes from the external
pedestrian circulation system to each building in the
development. Pedestrian access from the project site to
the Metro Rapid line serving the Wilshire corridor would
be available.

As illustrated aboveshown in Table 5-5 and 5-6, the proposed project would be consistent with the
applicable GHG reduction strategies contained inset forth by the 2006 Climate Action TeamCAT
Report and the 2008 Attorney General’s 2008 California Environmental Quality Act Addressing
Global Warming Impacts atGHG Reduction Report. Because the Local Agency Level. In order to
further reduceproposed project’s GHG emissions to the maximum extent feasible, the
followingwould not exceed the 10,000 tons CDE/year threshold, and because the project would be
consistent with the GHG reduction strategies in the 2006 CAT Report or the 2008 Attorney
General’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Report, the project’s impact on GHG emissions and climate
change would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures. Impacts to greenhouse gas emissions and global climate change
from project operation would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation measures shall be
implemented. are necessary.
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GHG-1

Green Building Ordinance. Proposed development on each of the three
subject parcels shall comply with the City of Beverly Hills Green Building
Ordinance 08-0-2555, which requires that new commercial development
projects demonstrate compliance with the Beverly Hills Green Building
Project Checklist. Measures to fulfill the City’s Green Building Ordinace may
include, but are not limited to, landscaping to decrease water and energy
consumption; use of energy efficient fixtures, including the use of energy
efficient light bulbs; and education of the building occupants and owners
regarding on-going energy and resource saving techniques. Concurrent with
the application for a planning approval or building permit approval, the
applicant shall submit documentation indicating the measures used to
achieve compliance with the Green Building Project Checklist. This prepermitting documentation shall include:
1.
2.
3.

GHG-2

The applicable Green Building Project Checklist;
The applicable green building worksheet with an analysis of each credit
claimed; and
Any other documentation that may be necessary to show compliance
with this Article or as requested by the Green Building Compliance
Official.

Water Conservation. The proposed development on the three parcels shall
comply with the City’s Water Conservation Program, Water Conservation
Ordinance and Efficient Landscaping Ordinance. A water conservation plan
shall be submitted to the Community Development Department for approval
prior to issuance of building permits.

Residual Impacts. AsThe preposed project’s emissions would be below the 10,000 tons
CDE/year discussed above, the in Section 5.3.5. The project would also be consistent with
applicable GHG emmission reduction strategies contained in the 2006 Climate Action Team
Report and the Attorney General’s 2008 California Environmental Quality Act Addressing Global
Warming Impacts at the Local Agency Level. In addition, Mitigation Measures GHG-1 and GHG-2
require that the proposed development on all three parcels incorporate energy efficient design
techniques consistent with the City’s Green Building Ordinance and comply with Water
Conservation Program, Water Conservation Ordinance and Efficient Landscaping Ordinance.
Consistency with the 2006 Climate Action Team Report strategies and implementation of
Mitigation Measures GHG-1 and GHG-2 would incrementally reduce project-generated GHG
emissions. While implementation of the abovementioned strategies and mitigation measures
would reduce GHG emissions, determining whether or not GHG emissions would be reduced
to below thresholds would be speculative. Therefore, because the proposed project may still
exceed four of the five thresholds listed in Table 5-5, the project’s contribution to a cumulative
impact associated with GHG emissions could be considered considerable. Therefore, this
impact would be less than significant without mitigation.

5.4

IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The CEQA Guidelines require that EIRs evaluating projects involving amendments to public
plans, ordinances, or policies contain a discussion of significant irreversible environmental
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changes. CEQA also requires decisionmakers to balance the benefits of a proposed project
against its unavoidable environmental risks in determining whether to approve a project. This
section addresses non-renewable resources, the commitment of future generations to the
proposed uses, and irreversible impacts associated with the proposed development.
Conversion of the project site to from vacant land, surface parking lots and low-density
commercial development to one to three commercial buildings of 90,000 to approximately
283,000 combined square feet would likely result in a long-term commitment of the site to such
uses. Development of the proposed project would result in alteration of the urban built
environment that would be irreversible. Construction of the new building would involve the
use of building materials and energy, some of which are non-renewable resources.
Consumption of these resources would occur with any development in the region and are not
unique to the Beverly Hills Gateway Project. The increased intensity of commercial
development would also irreversibly increase local demand for non-renewable energy
resources such as petroleum products and natural gas. However, increasingly efficient building
fixtures and automobile engines are expected to offset the demand to some degree. In addition,
project buildout would not significantly affect local or regional energy suppliers.
The project would require an irreversible commitment of law enforcement, fire protection,
water supply, wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal services. However, as discussed
in Section 4.7, impacts to these service systems would be less than significant or could be
reduced to a less than significant level with recommended mitigation measures.
The additional vehicle trips associated with buildout of all three parcels would increase traffic
congestion within the study area, an impact that is considered significant and unavoidable, as
discussed in Section 4.8 Transportation and Circulation. As discussed in Section 4.2, air pollutant
emissions associated with construction would be significant and unavoidable if all three subject
parcels are built out simultaneously. Although these emissions would be temporary in nature,
these pollutants would also contribute to the degradation of air quality.
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6.0 ALTERNATIVES
As required by Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines, this EIR examines a range of
reasonable alternatives to the proposed project. Included in this analysis are three alternatives
that involve different configurations, sizes and intensity of development on the site, as well as
the CEQA-required “no project” alternative. This section also identifies the Environmentally
Superior Alternative in accordance with CEQA.
The following alternatives evaluated in this EIR:
•

Alternative 1: No Project (no change to existing land uses)

•

Alternative 2: Reduced project

•

Alternative 3: Mixed-Use Project

•

Alternative 4: General Plan and Zoning Ordinance-Consistent Project (surface
parking with kiosk)

Table 6-1 provides a summary comparison of the development characteristics of the proposed
project and the alternatives. A more detailed description of the alternatives is included in the
impact analysis for each alternative.
Table 6-1 Comparison of Project Alternatives’ Buildout Characteristics
Alternatives
Characteristic

Proposed
Project

No Project
Alternative

Reduced Project
Alternative

Mixed-Use
Alternative

General
Plan/Zoning
Consistent
Alternative

Residential Units

0 units

0 units

0 units

170 units

0 units

Retail: 70,400
square feet

275
square feet

Commercial Square
Footage

Retail: 38,407
square feet
Office: 244,266
square feet

~15,700
square feet

Retail: 15,300
square feet
Office: 99,000
square feet

Maximum Building
Height

45 feet

Single-story

45 feet

45 feet

Single-story

Existing Structures

Demolition

No change

Demolition

Demolition

No Change

Zoning
Ordinance/General
Plan Amendment
Required?

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

6.1

NO PROJECT

This alternative assumes that the zoning and land use designations for the three parcels remain
unchanged and that neither the proposed Parcel 2 project nor the conceptual C-3-consistent
projects for parcels 1 and 3 are implemented. Hence, under the No Project Alternative the
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project site would remain in its current condition. It should be noted that implementation of the
No Project Alternative would not preclude future proposals for site development, including
projects consistent with the existing T-1 zoning that may be exempt from CEQA review.
The No Project alternative would avoid the proposed project’s significant impacts relating to air
quality and traffic and less than significant impacts in all other issue areas studied in the EIR.
However, the No Project Alternative would not provide increased commercial and office space
in Beverly Hills or improve the site from a land use or aesthetic perspective, and would not
meet any of the applicants’ objectives for the proposed project.

6.2

REDUCED PROJECT

The Reduced Project Alternative involves the same land uses as the proposed project, but with
an approximately 40 percent reduction of proposed commercial space. This would reduce the
office space to roughly 99,000 square feet and retail space to roughly 15,300 square feet. This
alternative was designed to meet most of the objectives of the proposed project while reducing
the size of the project enough to avoid the significant and unmitigable traffic impact associated
with the proposed project.
As fewer parking spaces would be required in order to meet code, up to one fewer levels of
underground parking would be required for each parcel. In terms of massing, the overall
massing would be similar to the proposed project, although reduced to reflect the reduced
overall square footage of uses; the reduction would allow for more flexibility in building design
within the 45-foot height limit and a somewhat smaller overall massing profile. Adjacent
properties along Little Santa Monica Boulevard would need to be incorporated into
development on parcels 1 and 3, similar to the proposed project. All other proposed
improvements would be similar to those of the proposed project, including demolition of
existing structures.
Similar to the proposed project, the site would require a rezone to C-3 and General Plan
amendment to a commercial land use designation. This alternative would meet most of the
applicant’s objectives for rezoning and developing the site.

6.2.1

Aesthetics

Under this alternative, the development’s appearance and massing at street level would be
reduced compared to the proposed project due to the need to accommodate only 40 percent of
the square footage associated with the proposed project. Thus, the changes to the visual
character of the site, including light and glare, would be slightly reduced, as would the impacts
of that change. As a result, shadows would be cast shorter distances. Thus, overall shadow
impacts would be reduced and would be less than significant, as with the proposed project.
The mitigation measures for the proposed project included in Section 4.1 Aesthetics of the EIR
would apply, and, along with required review and approval by the Architectural Commission,
would reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels. Potential light and glare impacts
would also be reduced, due to the decreased size of structures. Mitigation included in the EIR
as well as adherence to the existing City regulations cited in the EIR would still be sufficient to
reduce the light and glare to a less than significant level. Aesthetic impacts of the Reduced
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Project Alternative would be less severe than those associated with the proposed project and
would be less than significant with mitigation.

6.2.2

Air Quality

Temporary impacts to air quality resulting from construction of this alternative would be
similar, although somewhat reduced, in comparison with the proposed project. The impacts
would be slightly reduced because less excavation would be required to construct the parking
garages, which would require fewer underground parking levels, and because structures would
be approximately half as large. Although fewer emissions would be expected for construction
and the air quality impact would be reduced compared to the proposed project, overall
emissions from construction may still exceed thresholds if all parcels were built out
simultaneously. Therefore, all mitigation measures would potentially still apply, but impacts
would remain significant and unavoidable.
Operational emissions associated with vehicle traffic and energy consumption would be
roughly half the amount of those of the proposed project, based primarily on the reduced trip
generation (see subsection 6.2.8 below) and, as with the proposed project, would be less than
significant. All mitigation measures recommended for the proposed project would apply to this
alternative.

6.2.3 Land Use and Planning
Similar to the proposed project, implementation of the Reduced Project Alternative would
require a General Plan Amendment and Rezone for all three parcels to allow for the commercial
use. As with the proposed project, approval of a requested General Plan Amendment and
Rezone would make this alternative consistent with the new designations. A reduced project is
also expected to be consistent with the General Plan policies discussed in Section 4.3, Land Use
and Planning, as the land uses would be the same but reduced in size. Land use compatibility
impacts would be less than significant as well, for the same reason. All measures associated
with land use compatibility recommended for the proposed project would apply, with the
exception of the traffic mitigation, and would reduce land use impacts to less than significant
levels. In summary, land use and planning impacts associated with the Reduced Project
Alternative would be similar to those associated with the proposed project although somewhat
reduced, and would be less than significant.

6.2.4

Cultural Resources

The treatment of the existing structures would be the same under this alternative as under the
proposed project. All structures on the site would be demolished. Therefore, impacts would be
similar under the reduced Project Alternative in comparison with the proposed project. All
mitigation measures recommended for the proposed project would apply and would reduce
impacts to less than significant levels.

6.2.5

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impacts relating to hazards and hazardous materials would be virtually identical to those
expected to result from the proposed project. Demolition of existing structures that could
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release asbestos and other hazardous materials would still take place, and excavation (although
not quite as deep) and development would take place in generally the same potential areas of
soil contamination in either scenario. Mitigation measures recommended for the proposed
project would apply and, as with the proposed project, would reduce impacts to a less than
significant level.

6.2.6

Noise

Temporary noise impacts resulting from construction of this alternative would be similar,
although somewhat reduced, in comparison with the proposed project. The impacts would be
slightly reduced because less excavation would be required to construct the parking garages,
which would require fewer underground levels, and less structural development would take
place. All mitigation measures and cited City ordinance requirements would still apply and
project-specific impacts would remain less than significant. However, the cumulative
construction noise impact would likely remain significant.
Operational noise associated with vehicle traffic and the retail and residential uses would be
somewhat reduced in level compared to those of the proposed project, based primarily on the
reduced trip generation (see subsection 6.2.8 below). The mitigation measures for the proposed
project provided in Section 4.6, Noise would still apply and impacts would remain less than
significant.

6.2.7

Public Services and Utilities

The Reduced Project Alternative would involve the same land uses as the proposed project but
reduced in scale. Accordingly, impacts to public services and utilities would be incrementally
reduced. The Reduced Project Alternative would require fewer police and fire services,
generate less solid waste and wastewater, and consume less water, gas and electricity than the
proposed project. Stormwater impacts would be roughly the same although maybe slightly
reduced as the smaller project may have more landscaping/opportunities for stormwater
infiltration. The mitigation measures identified for fire water flow upgrades and water
conservation would still apply, and residual impacts would be less than significant as with the
proposed project.

6.2.8

Transportation and Circulation

The Reduced Project Alternative would involve the same land uses as the proposed project but
at a smaller scale. Office space would total roughly 99,000 square feet and retail space 15,300
square feet, a reduction of approximately 40 percent. Similar to the proposed project, the
Reduced Project Alternative would provide parking to meet Municipal Code requirements.
Table 6-2 provides a rough conceptual comparison of gross average daily trip generation for
this alternative and the proposed project.
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Table 6-2
Comparison of Gross Trip Generation for the Reduced
Project Alternative and the Proposed Project
Office
(11.01 ADT*)

Retail
(42.94 ADT)

TOTAL
ADT

Proposed
Project
Daily Trips

2,748

1,649

4,397

Reduced
Project
Daily Trips

1,090

657

1,747

* Average daily trips (per 1,000 square feet for office and retail)
th
Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation, 7 Edition

Average daily trips generated by the Reduced Project Alternative would be approximately 40
percent lower than those for the proposed project. Impacts to studied street segments and
intersections associated with the reduced project would be less than significant, although
mitigation similar to that identified in Section 4.8, Transportation and Circulation, of the EIR may
still apply in some form at certain intersections. Thus, the significant traffic impacts associated
with the proposed project would be avoided under this alternative. As parking would meet
Municipal Code requirements under either scenario, parking impacts would be similar and less
than significant.

6.2.9

Greenhouse Gases

The Reduced Project Alternative involves the same land uses as the proposed project, but with
an approximately 40 percent reduction of proposed commercial space. The 40 percent
reduction in commercial space would correlate to an approximately 40 percent reduction in
greenhouse gases (GHGs). As discussed in Section 5.0, Long Term Impacts, GHGs generated by
the proposed project would total an estimated 11,5539,475 metric tons carbon dioxide
equivalent (CDE) per year. Therefore, when the 40 percent reduction in GHGs is applied,
GHGs under this alternative would total approximately 4,600 metric tons CDE per year.
AlthoughBecause GHGs generated under this alternative would be less than GHGs generated
under the proposed project, GHGs generated under this alternative would exceed two of the
five thresholds listed in Table 5-5 on page 5-13. The strategies and mitigation measures
identified for the reduction of GHGs would still apply. While mitigation would reduce GHG
emissions, determining whether or not GHG emissions would be reduced to below thresholds
would be speculative. As with the proposed project, because this alternative may still exceed
one or more of the thresholds listed in Table 5-5, this alternative’s contribution to a cumulative
impact associated with GHG emissions could be considered considerable.impacts would be less
than significant, as with the proposed project.

6.3

MIXED-USE PROJECT

This alternative contemplates a mixed-use project with retail space on the ground floor and
residential units on the upper floors. For ease of comparison, the number of units and amount
of retail space was calculated using an FAR of 2.0. Similar to the proposed project, the
maximum building height under this alternative would be three stories or 45 feet. This
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alternative would house 170 residential units on the upper floors of the three combined projects
and approximately 70,400 square feet of combined retail space on their ground floors. As fewer
parking spaces would be required in order to meet code, up to one fewer level of underground
parking would be required for each parcel. In terms of massing, the overall massing would be
similar to the proposed project. Adjacent properties along Little Santa Monica Boulevard
would need to be incorporated into development on parcels 1 and 3, similar to the proposed
project. All other proposed improvements would be similar to those of the proposed project,
including demolition of existing structures.
Similar to the proposed project, the site would require a rezone and General Plan amendment to
allow a mixed-use project. This alternative was chosen to allow the City’s decision makers to
compare the impacts of the proposed project with those of a mixed-use project. This alternative
would meet most of the applicant’s objectives for rezoning and developing the site.

6.3.1

Aesthetics

Under this alternative, the development’s scale and massing would be similar to the proposed
project. (The aesthetic look of the project would likely by somewhat different than that of the
entirely commercial proposed project to reflect the predominantly residential use.) The changes
to the visual character of the site and shadow impacts would therefore be similar to the project.
The mitigation measures for the proposed project included in Section 4.1 Aesthetics of the EIR
would apply, and, along with required review and approval by the Architectural Commission,
would reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels. Potential light and glare impacts
may be slightly higher as residences and retail uses require more nighttime lighting than office
uses. However, mitigation included in the EIR as well as adherence to the existing City
regulations cited in the EIR would be sufficient to reduce the slightly elevated light and glare to
less than significant levels. In summary, aesthetic impacts of the Mixed-Use Project Alternative
would be similar to the proposed project and would be less than significant with mitigation.

6.3.2

Air Quality

Temporary impacts to air quality resulting from construction of this alternative would be
similar, although slightly reduced, in comparison with the proposed project. The impacts
would be slightly reduced because less excavation would be required to construct the parking
garages, which would require fewer underground levels. Although fewer emissions would be
expected for construction and the air quality impact would be reduced compared to the
proposed project, overall emissions from construction would likely still exceed thresholds if all
parcels were built out simultaneously. Therefore, all mitigation measures would still apply, but
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.
Operational emissions associated with vehicle traffic and energy consumption would be
generally similar to those of the proposed project, based primarily on the likely trip generation
(see subsection 6.3.8 below) and, as with the proposed project, would be less than significant.
All mitigation measures recommended for the proposed project would apply to this alternative.
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6.3.3 Land Use and Planning
Similar to the proposed project, implementation of the Mixed-Use Project Alternative would
require a General Plan Amendment and Rezone for all three parcels, although to different
designations than those required for the proposed project because of the different use. As with
the proposed project, with approval of a requested General Plan Amendment and Rezone the
project would be consistent with the new designations. A mixed-use project is also expected to
be consistent with the General Plan policies discussed in Section 4.3, Land Use and Planning, as
they would not preclude a mixed-use development on the site. Land use compatibility impacts
would be less than significant as well, as no substantially incompatible uses surround the site
and hotel and multi-family residential uses may be found within a block of the site. All
measures associated with land use compatibility recommended for the proposed project would
apply and would reduce land use impacts to a less than significant level. Land use and
planning impacts associated with the Mixed-Use Project Alternative would be similar to those
associated with the proposed project and would be less than significant.

6.3.4

Cultural Resources

The treatment of the existing structures would be the same under this alternative as under the
proposed project. All structures on the site would be demolished. Therefore, impacts would be
similar under the Mixed-Use Project Alternative in comparison with the proposed project. All
mitigation measures recommended for the proposed project would apply and would reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.

6.3.5

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impacts relating to hazards and hazardous materials would be virtually identical to those
expected to result from the proposed project. Demolition of existing structures that could
release asbestos and other hazardous materials would still take place, and excavation and
development would take place in generally the same potential areas of soil contamination in
either scenario. Mitigation measures recommended for the proposed project would apply and,
as with the proposed project, would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

6.3.6

Noise

Temporary noise impacts resulting from construction of this alternative would be similar,
although slightly reduced, in comparison with the proposed project. The impacts would be
slightly reduced because less excavation would be required to construct the parking garages,
which would require fewer underground levels. All mitigation measures and cited City
ordinance requirements would still apply and project-specific impacts would remain less than
significant. However, the cumulative construction noise impact would likely remain
significant.
Operational noise associated with vehicle traffic and the retail and residential uses would be
generally similar in level to those of the proposed project, based primarily on the likely trip
generation (see subsection 6.3.8 below). The character of the noise would be slightly different as
some residential noise sources such as music and conversation on potential balconies and in
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common areas. Still, operational noise levels would be less than significant. All mitigation
measures recommended for the proposed project would apply to this alternative.

6.3.7

Public Services and Utilities

The Reduced Project Alternative would substitute residential units for office space on the upper
floors of proposed/potential future buildings. Accordingly, impacts to public services and
utilities would be incrementally increased. The Mixed-Use Project Alternative would require
incrementally higher levels of police and fire services, generate more solid waste and
wastewater, and consume more water than the proposed project, consistent with the residential
uses. The mitigation measures identified for fire water flow upgrades and water conservation
would apply, as could additional mitigation, and residual impacts would be more severe than
those associated with the proposed project. One exception is stormwater runoff quality and
quantity, as a residential project would likely include some landscaping, so that this impact
would be similar or slightly reduced compared with the proposed project.

6.3.8

Transportation and Circulation

The Mixed-Use Project Alternative would replace the proposed project’s upper-floor office
space with 170 residential units. The ground level would consist of approximately 70,400
square feet of retail space rather than the proposed project’s mix of ground floor retail and office
space. Similar to the proposed project, the Mixed-Use Project Alternative would provide
parking to meet Municipal Code requirements.
Table 6-3 provides a rough conceptual comparison of gross average daily trip generation for
this alternative and the proposed project.
Table 6-3
Comparison of Gross Trip Generation for the Mixed-Use
Project Alternative and the Proposed Project
Office
(11.01 ADT*)

Retail
(42.94 ADT)

Residential
(5.86 ADT)

TOTAL
ADT

Proposed
Project
Daily Trips

2,748

1,649

0

4,397

Mixed-Use
Daily Trips

0

3,023

996

4,019

* Average daily trips (per 1,000 square feet for office and retail)
th
Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation, 7 Edition

Average daily trips generated by the Mixed-Use Alternative would be approximately 9 percent
lower than those for the proposed project. However, as noted in the traffic study (see EIR
appendices), the ITE trip generation rates may overestimate the actual trip generation from
office uses. Therefore trip generation from the alternative is expected to be roughly similar to
that of the proposed project. Impacts to studied street segments and intersections would be
generally similar as well; therefore, all traffic mitigation measures in the EIR would likely apply
to this alternative, and the impacts would be similar and would be significant and unavoidable
at one intersection and less than significant or significant and mitigable at the others. As
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parking would meet Municipal Code requirements under either scenario, parking impacts
would be similar and less than significant.

6.3.9

Greenhouse Gases

Greenhouse gas emissions of this alternative would be similar, although slightly reduced, in
comparison with the proposed project. Emission projections for the proposed project indicate
that 82 percentthe majority of the project GHG emissions are associated with vehicular travel.
As discussed above in the Transportation and Circulation analysis of this alternative, average
daily trips would be approximately 9 percent lower than those for the proposed project.
Therefore, GHG emissions would be incrementally lower under this alternative than those for
the proposed project. Nonetheless, the strategies and mitigation measures identified for the
reduction of GHGs would still apply. While mitigation would reduce GHG emissions,
determining whether or not GHG emissions would be reduced to below thresholds would be
speculative. As with the proposed project, because this alternative may still exceed one or more
of the thresholds listed in Table 5-5, this alternative’s contribution to a cumulative impact
associated with GHG emissions could be considered considerableTherefore impacts would be
less than significant, as they would be for the proposed project.

6.4

GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING ORDINANCE CONSISTENT

This alternative involves development of the site in accordance with the T-1 Zone District, which
is the current zoning for the three project site properties. Pursuant to Section 10-3-2355 of the
Municipal Code, allowed uses in the T-1 District consist of “[s]urface parking…may also
include…a building, or portion of a building, with a gross area of two hundred seventy five (275)
square feet, provided such building is used primarily to support the surface parking use.”
Approval of a landscape plan by the Architectural Commission is also required. Therefore this
alternative consists of a surface parking lot with associated landscaping and a 275 square foot
kiosk. Access would be taken from Little Santa Monica Boulevard. Although portions of adjacent
properties along Little Santa Monica Boulevard may need to be used to provide for access for
Parcel 1, somewhat similar to the proposed project, no structures would be demolished, and it is
assumed that the existing site uses would remain. Therefore, this alternative would primarily
involve changes to Parcel 1 and the western portion of Parcel 2. This alternative was chosen to
reflect the uses allowed under the current General Plan and Zoning designation, and to allow a
comparison between the impacts of the proposed project and the impacts of the type of
development envisioned in the current General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. This alternative was
also chosen because it would reduce several of the impacts identified for the proposed project. It
would not meet most of the applicants’ objectives for rezoning and developing the sites.

6.4.1

Aesthetics

Under the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance Consistent Alternative, the site would be
developed with surface parking, associated landscaping and a small kiosk. The proposed use
would not substantially block views nor cast shadows. Assuming the landscape plan provides
some degree of visual screening for the parked cars, aesthetic impacts and shadow impacts would
be reduced compared to the proposed project. Although parked cars do generate daytime glare,
and parking lot lighting would generate night lighting, landscape screening would be expected to
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keep these impacts below a level of significance and would be similar to or reduced compared to
the proposed project. Structural development would be generally limited to the kiosk, signage,
and lighting. Overall aesthetic impacts would be reduced under the General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance Consistent Alternative compared to the proposed project.

6.4.2

Air Quality

Temporary impacts to air quality resulting from construction of this alternative would be
substantially reduced compared to the proposed project because only very limited excavation
would be required to prepare the site for paving and because structural development would be
limited to a 275 square-foot kiosk. Most of the mitigation measures would likely apply to
control dust and emissions during grading and paving, and residual impacts would be less than
significant. Operational emissions would also be substantially reduced compared to the
proposed project, as parking facilities are typically traffic attractors rather than trip generators,
as discussed in subsection 6.4.8 below. Construction and operational impacts of the General
Plan and Zoning Ordinance Consistent Alternative would be less than significant.

6.4.3 Land Use and Planning
The General Plan and Zoning Ordinance Consistent Alternative would not require a General
Plan Amendment or Rezone. As with the proposed project, impacts related to consistency with
the General Plan and zoning designations would be less than significant, although reduced as a
legislative change to achieve consistency would not be required. A parking facility would not
conflict with any of the policies discussed in Sections 4.3 Land Use and Planning, however such a
project may not be in line with unofficial interest in seeing the Gateway site developed with a
uniquely attractive or welcoming project or site design. A parking facility would not be
substantially incompatible with surrounding commercial uses and transportation corridors.
Land use and planning impacts would be less than significant, as with the proposed project.

6.4.4

Cultural Resources

The treatment of the existing structures would be the same under this alternative as under the
proposed project. All structures on the site would be demolished. Therefore, impacts would be
similar under the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance Consistent Alternative in comparison
with the proposed project. All mitigation measures recommended for the proposed project
would apply and would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

6.4.5

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impacts relating to hazards and hazardous materials associated with the General Plan and
Zoning Ordinance Consistent Alternative compared to the proposed project, as excavation of
contaminated soils below a minimal depth required to prepare the site for paving would not be
required. Mitigation measures identified in Section 4.5 Hazards and Hazardous Materials of the
EIR would likely apply to address the shallow grading; measures related to potential
groundwater contamination would not be required as grading would not be expected to
approach groundwater levels. Measures and existing regulations related to asbestos and lead
release associated with demolition of onsite structures would apply. Overall, impacts would be
less than significant as with the proposed project, but would be reduced.
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6.4.6

Noise

Temporary noise impacts resulting from construction of the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance
Consistent Alternative would be considerably reduced in comparison with the proposed project.
The impacts would be reduced because far less excavation would be required as subterranean
parking would not be part of the project. All mitigation measures and cited City ordinance
requirements would still apply and impacts would remain less than significant. In addition, the
cumulative construction noise impact would be reduced to below a level of significance.
Operational noise associated with vehicle traffic and parking facility operation would be
increased at the site with this alternative compared to the proposed project. This is because
internal vehicle circulation and parking lot noises would be at grade rather than underground.
Operational noise associated with project-generated traffic would be lower, however, as
parking lots attract traffic but do not generate it. Overall, particularly as parking lot noises
would not be substantial in the context of the busy commercial area and noise from traffic on
surrounding bust streets, these aspects would roughly balance out and operational noise levels
would be generally similar to the proposed project. Fewer cars would be parked at the site
because it would have only one level of parking compared to multiple levels for the proposed
project, but the parking spaces would be turning over more frequently. Mitigation measures for
operational noise from structures and deliveries would not apply.
In summary, construction noise impacts would be lower for the proposed project and
operational noise would be generally similar. Impacts would be less than significant for both as
with the proposed project.

6.4.7

Public Services and Utilities

The General Plan and Zoning Ordinance Consistent Alternative would not include retail or
residential uses and would not include habitable or useable indoor space. Accordingly, impacts
to public services and utilities would be reduced in the areas of solid waste and wastewater
generation, water use and use of other utilities. This alternative would require fewer fire
services, but may require more police surveillance for parking lot security purposes. The
mitigation measures identified for fire water flow upgrades and water conservation would not
apply. Stormwater impacts would be similar to those of the proposed project as the entire site
would likely be paved. Overall, public services and utilities impacts would be reduced.

6.4.8

Transportation and Circulation

The General Plan and Zoning Ordinance Consistent Alternative would consist of parking
facilities only. No uses that generate vehicle trips would be proposed. In fact, there would be a
net reduction in trip generation because existing trip-generating commercial uses would be
removed to accommodate the project. Parking facilities attract vehicles that are coming to the
immediately surrounding area, but do not generate trips themselves. Therefore, no traffic
impacts would occur and no mitigation measures would be required. Traffic impacts would be
reduced compared to the proposed project. The significant traffic impact would be avoided and
impacts would be less than significant.
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6.4.9

Greenhouse Gases

The General Plan and Zoning Ordinance Consistent Alternative would not include retail or
residential uses and would not include habitable or useable indoor space. No uses that generate
vehicle trips would be proposed. In fact, there would be a net reduction in trip generation
because existing trip-generating commercial uses would be removed to accommodate the
project. It is expected that the energy needed to power the parking facility (lights, maintenance,
kiosk, etc.) would be equal to or less than the energy currently used to power the existing
commercial uses. Therefore, GHG impacts would be reduced compared to the proposed
project. The project’s potential contribution to a cumulatively considerable impact associated
with GHG emissions would be avoided and impacts and would be less than significant.

6.5

DISCUSSION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES

The evaluation of alternative sites is subject to special consideration under CEQA. The
California Supreme Court, in Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990), indicates that
a discussion of alternative sites is needed if the project “may be feasibly accomplished in a
successful manner considering the economic, environmental, social, and technological factors
involved” at another site.
As suggested in Goleta, several criteria form the basis of whether alternative sites need to be
considered in detail. These criteria take the form of the following questions:
1. Could the size and other characteristics of another site physically accommodate the
project?
2. Is another site reasonably available for acquisition?
3. Is the timing of carrying out development on an alternative site reasonable for the
applicant?
4. Is the project economically feasible on another site?
5. What are the land use designation(s) of alternative sites?
6. Does the lead agency have jurisdiction over alternative sites?
7. Are there any social, technological, or other factors that may make the consideration of
alternative sites infeasible?
Other sites that could physically accommodate the proposed project may be present in Beverly
Hills, and some sites have land use designations that would accommodate the general scale of
the proposed project. However, one of the fundamental objectives of the proposed project is to
redevelop the Gateway site. Relocating the project to another site would not achieve this
objective. Moreover, the applicant is not known to have access to other sites and has already
made a substantial investment in the current project site. Therefore, relocating the project to
another site would not be feasible from either an economic or timing standpoint. Consequently,
because relocation of the project to an alternative site is not feasible, discussion of the impacts of
alternative sites is not warranted.
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6.6

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED

An alternative involving use of the site as a landscaped buffer for Santa Monica Boulevard was
considered in discussions between the EIR consultant and City staff. This alternative would
result in reduced impacts in all issue areas studied in the EIR and could result in beneficial
aesthetic impacts. However, as this alternative would not meet any of the objectives of the
project, it was rejected from further consideration.

6.7

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

CEQA requires the identification of the environmentally superior alternative among the options
studied. When the “No Project” alternative is determined to be environmentally superior,
CEQA also requires identification of the environmentally superior alternative among the
development options.
The No Project alternative would avoid all of the project’s impacts. Consequently, the No
Project Alternative is considered environmentally superior. However, the No Project
Alternative would not fulfill the basic objectives of the project stated in Section 2.0, Project
Description. Furthermore, the No Project Alternative would not include any potential benefits
associated with redevelopment of the site.
Among the other alternatives being considered, the Reduced Project Alternative would be
considered environmentally superior, as it would reduce impacts in most issue areas and would
eliminate the unavoidably significant traffic and air quality impacts of the proposed project.
This alternative would generally meet the project objectives, although less commercial space
would be constructed.
Table 6-4 indicates whether each alternative’s environmental impact is greater, lesser, or similar
to the proposed project.
Table 6-4
Comparison of Environmental Impacts of Alternatives
Alternative
Proposed
Project

Issue

No Project
Alternative

Reduced
Project
Alternative

Mixed-Use
Alternative

General
Plan/Zoning
Consistent
Alternative

Aesthetics =

+

Air Quality

=

+

+

+

+

Cultural Resources

=

+

=

=

=

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

=

+

=
+
=

=

=

+

Land Use

=

+

+

=

+

Noise

=

+

+

=

-

Public Services and Utilities

=

+

+

-

+
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Table 6-4
Comparison of Environmental Impacts of Alternatives
Alternative

Issue

Proposed
Project

No Project
Alternative

Reduced
Project
Alternative

Mixed-Use
Alternative

General
Plan/Zoning
Consistent
Alternative

Transportation and Circulation

=

+

+

=

+

Greenhouse Gases

=

+

+

=

+

n/a

+

=
+
+/

+

Overall

+Superior to the proposed project
- Inferior to the proposed project
= Similar impact to the proposed project
Bold typeface indicates a significant and unavoidable (Class I) impact.
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8.0 COMMENTS and RESPONSES
and UPDATED/SUPPLEMENTAL ANALYSIS
This section includes comments received during the circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the Beverly Hills Gateway project; responses to the comments on the Draft EIR;
and corrections and information added to the Final EIR, where appropriate, in response to
comments relative to the proposed project and its environmental effects. Corrections or additional
text discussed in the responses to comments are also shown in the text of the Final EIR in
strikethrough (for deleted text) and underline (for added text) format. (Exceptions are the
updated figures in Section 4.8, Transportation and Circulation, which replace the original figures
without graphically indicating the specific changes. However, changes to the text that reflects
or summarizes the information in the figures are indicated.)
The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period that began on November 3, 2008
and concluded on December 18, 2008. The City received five comment letters on the Draft EIR
as well as an acknowledgement from the State Clearinghouse that the City has complied with
CEQA environmental review requirements. One letter is from the local school district, one is
from the Los Angeles County Public Works Department and three are from the general public.
Commenters and the page number on which each commenter’s letter can be found are listed
below. In addition to responses to written responses received, responses are also provided to
verbal comments from the Planning Commission hearing of November 20, 2008. These
responses follow the responses to the written comments received. Finally, the City prepared an
updated/supplemental traffic impact analysis in June of 2010 to assess whether any changes in
the cumulative traffic setting or roadway network affected the analysis, conclusions or
recommendations of the original (2008) traffic impact analysis. The City also updated the
greenhouse gas emissions and impact analysis and General Plan policy consistency analysis.
The findings of this updated/ supplemental analysis are discussed at the end of this section.
Commenter

Page #

1. Terry Roberts, Director, Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

8-2

2. Gail Farber, Director of Public Works, County of Los Angeles

8-5

3. Stan M. Barankiewicz II, Orbach, Huff & Suarez, LLP,
representing the Beverly Hills Unified School District

8-9

4. Eddie Harouni, DDS

8-38

5. Tom Korey

8-41

6. Joy Shefter

8-43

The comment letters and the City’s responses follow. Each comment letter has been numbered
sequentially and each separate issue raised by the commenter, if more than one, has been assigned
a letter. The responses to each comment identify first the number of the comment letter, and then
the letter assigned to each issue (Response 2A, for example, indicates that the response is for the
first issue raised in comment letter 2).
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Letter 1
COMMENTER:

Terry Roberts, Director, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

DATE:

December 18, 2008

RESPONSE:
The commenter notes that the Draft EIR for the proposed project was submitted to selected
State agencies for their review, that no state agencies submitted comments on the Draft EIR, and
that the City has complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents under the California Environmental Quality Act. No response is
necessary.
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Letter 2
COMMENTER:

Gail Farber, Director of Public Works, County of Los Angeles

DATE:

December 22, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response 2A
The commenter states that future daily solid waste generation in Los Angeles County is
expected to exceed the available daily disposal capacity in the near future and states an opinion
that the EIR should identify measures to reduce impacts associated with solid waste. Projectspecific and cumulative solid waste generation and available landfills for disposal are analyzed
in Section 4.7, Public Services and Utilities. Impacts would be less than significant without
mitigation. In addition, the proposed project would be required to comply with the California
Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991 (SB 1405), Section 9-3-1 of the Beverly Hills
Municipal Code (Solid waste storage and collection facilities for commercial uses) and City of
Beverly Hills Ordinance 08-255 (Green Building Ordinance). These regulations provide the
framework to require that the project is designed in such a manner to facilitate recycling by
future site tenants, including provision of adequate areas for deposit, storage and pickup of
recyclables.
Nevertheless, in addition to compliance with the above-mentioned regulations, the following
mitigation measure has been added to Section 4.7, Public Service and Utilities of the Final EIR,
under Impact PSU-6, to further ensure adequate reduction of impacts from solid waste
generation through specific project requirements:
PSU-6(a)

Construction Recycling. Demolition and/or excess construction
materials shall be separated onsite for reuse/recycling or proper disposal.
During grading and construction, separate bins for recycling of
construction materials and brush shall be provided onsite. This
requirement shall be printed on the grading and construction plan. The
applicant shall provide the Department of Community Development
with receipts for recycled materials.

PSU-6(b)

Recycling Collection. The proposed project shall include equal
recycling collection space in comparison to rubbish collection facilities.
The recycling bins shall be clearly marked with a description of what
types of materials can be recycled. The applicant shall establish recycling
service with the City’s waste hauler. Documentation of service shall be
submitted to the Department of Community Development.

These additional mitigation measures would further reduce solid waste generation from the
construction processes and would facilitate increased recycling during building operation.
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Response 2B
The commenter cites the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991 (SB
1405) as requiring projects to provide adequate storage areas for recyclable materials, and
suggests the EIR should include a discussion of standards to provide adequate storage for
recyclable materials. Response 2A notes regulations, including SB 1405, that address solid
waste and recycling storage areas. These regulations will be identified in the FEIR. Further, the
additional mitigation measures discussed in Response 2A have been added to the Final EIR to
further facilitate recycling.
Response 2C
The commenter states that, should the project involve installation, modification or removal of
underground storage tanks, waste treatment or disposal facilities, the County Public Works
Department’s Environmental Programs Division must be contacted for required approvals and
operating permits. This comment is noted. Please see Section 4.5 Hazards and Hazardous
Materials for further information on this topic.
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Letter 3
COMMENTER:

Stan M. Barankiewicz II, Orbach, Huff & Suarez, LLP, representing the Beverly Hills
Unified School District

DATE:

December 18, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response 3A
The commenter begins the letter by listing the issue areas that the commenter believes need
further analysis or additional mitigation measures; stating an opinion that based on the comments
in the letter the City should consider revising and recirculating the Draft EIR; and listing the
schools near the project site that could be affected by the proposed project, among other general
introductory remarks. These opinions are noted.
Response 3B
The commenter states an opinion that the EIR should use intersection level of service (LOS) as a
significance threshold in addition to the threshold used for increases to volume-to-capacity
(v/c) ratios, in order to disclose the “true” traffic impacts of the proposed project.
CEQA gives lead agencies the authority to establish their own significance criteria.
Accordingly, the City of Beverly Hills creates guidelines for establishing significant impacts that
are used in all traffic studies within their jurisdiction. The City considers an intersection to
experience a significant impact if the intersection operates at LOS D or worse, and the project
further degrades traffic operations by a v/c ratio of 0.04 or a delay of 4 or more seconds per
vehicle (at LOS D) or a v/c ratio of 0.02 or delay of 3 or more seconds per vehicle (at LOS E/F).
Based on these criteria, a significant impact would occur should project traffic cause the
intersection’s operations to degrade from LOS A to LOS D, but not if it remains at LOS C or
better. Because the City has established these significance thresholds, it is not necessary to
identify a change in LOS from A to C as a significant impact. Nevertheless the EIR, in Section
4.8, Transportation and Circulation, does identify where intersection LOS would degrade; thus the
document discloses where such changes would result from the project.
Finally, the addition of new significance criteria to address conditions below LOS D would be
inconsistent with the City’s General Plan. Section M 1.4 of the City’s General Plan Goals state
that the City “strive[s] to maintain operations on City roadways and intersections at LOS D or
better at all times, including peak travel times, unless maintaining this LOS would, in the City’s
judgment, but infeasible and/or conflict with the achievement of other goals.” No changes to
the EIR are warranted.
Response 3C
The commenter states an opinion that that the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR should have
compared project-generated traffic to the existing traffic baseline rather than the cumulative future
traffic conditions. The Final EIR (see in Section 4.8, Transportation and Circulation, and the updated
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traffic study Appendix F) has been updated to include the requested Existing Plus Project analysis,
which involves a comparison of the project-generated traffic to the existing traffic baseline. This
Existing Plus Project analysis concluded that there were impacts at two locations which had been
previously identified in the Draft Environmental Impact Report in the Cumulative Scenario.
These locations included Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard and the South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard intersections. The analysis further concluded that the impact at
the Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard intersection could be mitigated but the impact at the
South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard could not be mitigated.
Response 3D
As noted in Response 3C, the Final EIR has been updated to include an Existing Plus Project
Analysis, which compares the project’s added traffic to existing conditions. Information
regarding the project traffic distribution and project added traffic are provided in the updated
traffic analysis included as an Appendix in the EIR (see Figure 6 of the traffic study).
Response 3E
The commenter notes that the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and North Whittier Drive is
not analyzed in the Draft EIR and requests that it be analyzed. The Draft EIR analyzed Whittier
Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard as a residential street (see Table 19, Residential Street
Impacts, of the traffic study, Appendix F to the Draft EIR). This analysis found that very little
project traffic would continue along Whittier Drive and that no significant impacts would occur.
With regard to this intersection, the traffic study determined that very little project traffic would
travel through the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard/North Whittier Drive. This portion of
Wilshire Boulevard does not provide direct access to the site, and there are other travel routes
that provide more direct access to the project. Vehicles would therefore likely travel along
Santa Monica Boulevard near North Whittier Drive/Merv Griffin Way if accessing the project
site. Because the project would not be generating traffic at this intersection, it was therefore
unnecessary to include it as a study intersection.
Response 3F
The commenter states an opinion that the Draft EIR does not analyze the potential traffic
impacts to the residential road segment along North Whittier Drive next to the El Rodeo School,
and that the Draft EIR likely understates the traffic impacts that may result from the project’s
operations. The Draft EIR did analyze traffic impacts to the residential road segment along
North Whittier Drive next to El Rodeo School (see Table 19, Residential Street Impacts, of the
traffic study, Appendix F to the Draft EIR). No significant traffic impacts were identified.
Additionally, Fehr & Peers staff observed existing conditions at the High School during the
school day along Moreno Drive and Durant Drive in order to observe drop-off and pick-up
patterns and to identify any existing issues that may be exacerbated with the addition of project
traffic. No additional impacts were identified.
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The City of Beverly Hills does not have significance criteria for roadway segments other than
residential streets. Thus, roadway segments along Wilshire Boulevard or Santa Monica
Boulevard were not analyzed, as it is not a component of the City’s EIR guidelines.
Subsequent to circulation of the Draft EIR, Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants conducted
additional traffic analysis with respect to the area surrounding Beverly Hills High School.
(Please see the revised traffic study in Appendix F.) This included a quantitative analysis of the
Moreno Drive and Durant Drive intersection, which is adjacent to Beverly Hills High School.
This additional analysis found no significant impacts at this location (see Table 13 of the revised
traffic study). Additionally, Fehr & Peers observed the roadways around the school both before
the start of the school day (both Period 0 and Period 2) and the end of the school day to note
any circulation issues. Although existing congestion was noted at the intersection during the
peak drop-off/pick-up periods, these periods were generally restricted to approximately 20
minutes. The project should not cause any significant impacts with respect to circulation
around the school.
Response 3G
The commenter states an opinion that the Draft EIR should disclose possible traffic mitigation
measures for the identified impact at the intersection of South Santa Monica Boulevard and
Wilshire Boulevard and determine their feasibility. The Draft EIR and traffic study (Appendix F
to the EIR) considered a number of previous studies that evaluated the intersection of South
Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard. For example, the EIR for the William Morris
Project concluded that there are limited improvements possible at the intersection. The Draft
EIR included these approved improvements at the intersection in the baseline condition since
they are a condition of approval for this previously approved project. Based on a review of
field conditions, these proposed improvements have not been implemented at the time the
latest traffic analysis was finalized in November 2010.
An example of a study which exhaustively reviewed potential improvements at this location is
the Gateway Land Use Study. This study evaluated a number of potential at-grate and gradeseparated improvements related to this intersection and the adjacent intersection of North Santa
Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard.
To verify the general infeasibility of additional improvements, the traffic consultants for the
Draft EIR conducted several additional field visits to observe operations of the intersection.
These field observations concluded the following:






Two quadrants of the intersection have buildings which are built nearly to the curb-line
which preclude improvements to the east along Wilshire Boulevard or to the north along
South Santa Monica Boulevard.
Adding additional capacity for westbound movements along Wilshire Boulevard
towards Merv Griffin Way/Whittier Drive is limited by the park along the north side of
the roadway.
Adding additional capacity to the south along South Santa Monica Boulevard would be
extremely problematic given the adjacent building, on-street parking, and other
considerations.
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At the request of the Planning Commission, the traffic study has been revised for the Final EIR
(Appendix F) to provide additional information regarding potential improvements, including
excerpts from the Gateway Land Use Study related to proposed improvements. These
conceptual improvements do not appear to be feasible given the constraints identified above.
Response 3H
The commenter points out a typographic error in the Draft EIR, where total quantity of material
to be exported is listed as 150,000 cubic yards rather than 200,600 cubic yards. This will be
corrected in the Final EIR.
Response 3I
The commenter states an opinion that during project construction the haul routes on North and
South Santa Monica Boulevard will interfere with parents, students, and staff trying to access El
Rodeo School, Beverly Hills High School and the Moreno High Continuation School. The
commenter further requests that the daily dump truck traffic or the total of dump trucks needed
should be discussed in the EIR, and provides estimates of these totals. The commenter states
that the Draft EIR does not quantitatively analyze the potential traffic impacts from the Project’s
construction traffic, and that the Construction Traffic Management Plan and Worker Parking
Management Plan mitigation measures represent deferred mitigation. Finally, the commenter
requests that the District be given the opportunity to review and comment upon the
construction Traffic Mitigation Plan and Worker Parking Management Plan prior to their
approvals by the City.
There is no requirement under the CEQA guidelines that all aspects of the project be evaluated
from a quantitative perspective. The DEIR evaluated the construction traffic impacts from a
qualitative perspective instead of a quantitative one for the following reasons:




As noted previously, the exact construction schedule for the various elements of the
project cannot be determined at this time since the City is unsure when the various
project components would be constructed. Definitive improvement plans for only one
parcel are available at this time.
Not only does the City not know when the various projects will be constructed, there is
no definitive information regarding how the various projects might be constructed or
what the future projects would be. Information regarding the exact duration of
construction, construction phasing, and other related items are not available, and CEQA
does not require speculation regarding such matters.

Regardless of how the construction impacts are evaluated, the use of a quantitative method
would not result in additional significant impacts since a significant impact related to
construction traffic and construction workers is already identified in the Draft EIR. The City
recognizes the need to involve the Beverly Hills Unified School District with further
development of the Construction Traffic Management Plan and will add Mitigation Measure T3(c) as follows:
T-3(c) Construction Management Coordination. Prior to submittal to the City of
Beverly Hills, the applicants shall provide their Construction Traffic
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Management Plan and Construction Working Parking Management Plan to the
Beverly Hills Unified School District and the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority for their review and comment. The applicants shall
notify the City of Beverly Hills of all comments received from these agencies
related to the Construction Traffic Management Plan.
Response 3J
The commenter states an opinion that a separate threshold should be used in the EIR for
determining a cumulatively considerable impact, and that if the EIR compared future traffic to
existing traffic, the impact would likely be more severe than disclosed in the Draft EIR. The
commenter further opines that the cumulative construction traffic analysis may be premature
until a quantitative analysis of the project’s added construction traffic combined with the
Beverly-Hilton and Robinsons-May projects is done. CEQA guidelines provide flexibility to
lead agencies (such as the City of Beverly Hills) to identify significance criteria under which
cumulative impacts occur. In this instance, the City of Beverly Hills is applying criteria which
compare the change in the v/c ratio (as calculated through the application of an Intersection
Capacity Utilization (ICU) Methodology). These criteria have been defined by the City and are
applied in all traffic studies conducted in the City. As an example, the City has determined that
an impact at an intersection occurs if the addition of project traffic causes the v/c ratio at a
signalized intersection to increase by more than 0.01 if the intersection is already operating at
LOS F. While the City could have chosen to use more or less stringent criteria, the criteria above
are the ones that were applied1. Please see Response 3I regarding the quantification of
construction vehicle trips.
Response 3K
The commenter notes that the project’s potential significant impact on emergency access to the
District’s nearby schools is not analyzed in the Draft EIR. The proposed project would not
change street alignments or restrict access to any surrounding properties or streets. In addition,
emergency vehicles are not bound or limited by normal traffic rules or regulations. For
example, a fire truck can drive through a red light or even drive on the opposite side of the
street if necessary. Therefore, traffic congestion has a limited impact on their operations.
Furthermore, there is no predictive regularity to emergency vehicle access. Vehicles would be
driving through the study area on an as-needed basis during all times of the day. Finally, it
should be noted that the agencies which are best able to judge the impact of traffic congestion
on their operations are the emergency service providers themselves. These parties have been
given the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft EIR and have not raised this issue.
Response 3L
The commenter states that the EIR acknowledges that the Beverly Hills High School is a nearby
sensitive receptor, but does not mention that El Rodeo School and Moreno Continuation School
1

The significance criteria applied in this study are the significance criteria that were used by the City at the time the
Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the project was released. In October 2010, the City of Beverly Hills released new
significance criteria. To maintain consistency with the previous Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), the
previous significance criteria for traffic studies were applied. These significance criteria apply to signalized
intersections, unsignalized intersections, and residential streets.
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are also nearby sensitive receptors. The commenter opines that the El Rodeo School is closer to
the project site than Beverly Hills High School and that, therefore, the EIR should also evaluate
air quality impacts to El Rodeo School and Moreno Continuation School.
As stated in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, Beverly Hills High School is located
approximately 400 feet south of the project site. Moreno Continuation School is located on the
Beverly Hills High School Campus2. El Rodeo School is located at 605 Whittier Drive,
approximately 900 feet northwest of the project site. Therefore, Beverly Hills High School
(including Moreno Continuation School) is closer to the project site than El Rodeo School. The
concentration of emissions at a receptor decreases as the distance from the emission source to
receptor increases. As such, project generated emissions would be greater at Beverly Hills High
School as it is located closer to the project site than El Rodeo School; and therefore, no specific
additional analysis of air quality impacts to El Rodeo school is necessary.
In order to more clearly describe the proximity of the nearby schools, the description of
sensitive receptors in the project area has been revised on pages 4.2-4 and 4.2-5 in Section 4.2,
Air Quality, of the EIR, to include El Rodeo School and Moreno Continuation School. It now
reads as follows:
e. Sensitive Receptors in the Project Area. Certain population groups are more
sensitive to air pollution than others. Sensitive receptors include children, the elderly, and
acutely ill and chronically ill persons, especially those with cardio-respiratory diseases. Sensitive
land uses would include those locations where such individuals are concentrated, such as
hospitals, schools, residences, and parks with active recreational uses. The nearest sensitive
receptors in the vicinity of the project site include students and staff at Beverly Hills High
School, located approximately 400 feet south of the project site; guests at the Hilton Hotel located
approximately 120 feet north of the project site on the north side of Santa Monica Boulevard;
guests at the Peninsula Hotel, located approximately 150 feet south of the project site on the south
side of “little” Santa Monica Boulevard; residents along the north side of North Santa Monica
Boulevard, located approximately 175 feet north of the project site; and residents along Durant
Drive and Lasky Drive, approximately 250 feet south of the project site. Note that the Moreno
Continuation School is located on the Beverly Hills High School campus. El Rodeo School is
located at 605 Whittier Drive, approximately 900 feet northwest of the project site.
Finally, it should be noted that the prevailing wind direction in the area is generally toward the
north or east, i.e. away from the schools noted above.
Response 3M
The commenter states that the data used to describe existing air quality conditions is from two
South Coast Air basin monitoring sites (“the VA Monitoring Site” and the “North Main Street
Monitoring Site”) that are not located within the City of Beverly Hills. The commenter states
that the VA Monitoring Site is located five miles to the west of the project site and that the
North Main Street Monitoring Site is located more than five miles east of the project site. The
commenter points out that the Draft EIR contains ozone, carbon monoxide and nitrogen data
from the VA Monitoring Site and PM10 and PM2.5 data from the Downtown Monitoring Site.
2

Moreno High School, 2005-06 Annual School Accountability Report Card, A Report of 2006-07 Activity Published in
November 2007. Available online at www.beverlyhills.k12.ca.us/ourpages/accountability/moreno_high/2006-2007.pdf
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The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not present the existing levels of sulfur oxides and
that sulfur oxide data should be included because the City’s Draft EIR for the proposed General
Plan includes existing sulfur oxide data.
As discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, the VA Monitoring Site, located in West Los Angeles, is
the closest air quality monitoring stations to the project site. However, particulate matter
(PM10 and PM2.5) data is not available from the VA Monitoring Site; therefore, data for this
pollutant came from the North Main Street Monitoring Site, located in downtown Los Angeles,
which is the second closest South Coast Air Basin monitoring sites to the project site. The best
available data was used in the analysis; the SCAQMD’s protocols call for using the closest
monitoring sites regardless of which jurisdiction they are in.
As listed in Table 4.2-1 in Section 4.2, Air Quality, the federal 24-hour sulfur dioxide standard is
0.14 parts per million (ppm) and the State 24-hour standard is 0.04 ppm. In 2005, the maximum
24-hour sulfur dioxide concentration in Los Angeles County was 0.012 parts per million (ppm).
SCAQMD’s Final 2007Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) reports that sulfur dioxide
concentrations in the Basin continued to remain well below federal standards. Therefore, the
project is not expected to cause an exceedence of sulfur dioxide standards and further
discussion in the EIR is not warranted.
Response 3N
The commenter states that prevailing winds in the project site area are predominantly from the
ocean, and air quality worsens as wind travels across urban areas and picks up pollutants. The
commenter states that because of this, air quality at the VA Monitoring Station is less polluted
than the air quality at the project site, which is located east (downwind) from the VA
Monitoring Site. Similarly, the commenter states that air quality at the North Main Street
Monitoring Station, located east of the project site, is worse than the air quality at the project
site. The commenter states that the EIR did not apply a factor to correct for the project site’s
distance from the monitoring stations, and as a result, data from these air quality monitoring
sites does not accurately portray the air quality at the project site or the project’s impact on
existing air quality conditions. The commenter states that air monitoring at the project site and
in the project vicinity should be conducted, and then the project’s estimated emissions should
be compared to the monitoring results.
Wind in the Los Angeles region generally comes from the ocean and blows from west to east.
As one goes downwind of the source region, maximum pollutant concentrations occur later and
later in the day as the pollutants are transported downwind. For example, in Palm Springs,
daily peak pollutant concentrations occur most frequently at 6:00 p.m. If this peak were locally
generated, it would be occurring near mid-day and not in the late afternoon or early evening
(SCAQMD, 2007). Although air quality may be incrementally better at the VA Monitoring Site
and incrementally worse at the North Main Street Monitoring site, the air quality data obtained
from the South Coast Air Basin monitoring sites adequately portray the general air quality at
the project site. Furthermore, with the exception of the carbon monoxide (CO) analysis3, the
3

As described in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, potential carbon monoxide impacts were estimated using
the CALINE4 modeling program in accordance with Caltrans’ Transportation Project CO Protocol Manual (revised
1997). The model requires the maximum 1-hour CO concentration in the appropriate Source Receptor Area to be
entered. The CALINE4 modeling program determined that highest estimated one-hour CO concentration under
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data obtained from the monitoring sites was used only to describe existing ambient air quality
in the project area. Estimated air quality emissions generated by the proposed project were
compared to significance thresholds set forth by SCAQMD and in accordance with SCAQMD’s
CEQA Air Quality Handbook (1993). Therefore, monitoring the existing onsite air quality, as
suggested by the commenter, is not necessary.
Response 3O
The commenter states that, as the lead agency, it is the City’s responsibility to define
significance thresholds that are supported by substantial evidence. The commenter notes that,
in the Draft EIR, the City uses SCAQMD’s thresholds but does not include an explanation of
how SCAQMD thresholds are sufficient to identify air quality impacts upon school children.
The commenter asks if SCAQMD thresholds are applicable to school children.
Historically, the City has relied on SCAQMD thresholds for assessing air quality impacts of
projects within the City based on that agency’s expertise. It is the City’s opinion that SCAQMD
thresholds are appropriate for assessing the impacts of the proposed project. As discussed in
Section 4.2, Air Quality, the air quality analysis contained in the Draft EIR conforms to the
methodologies recommended in the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (1993). The
handbook describes the criteria that SCAQMD uses when reviewing and commenting on the
adequacy of environmental documents and recommends regional air thresholds of significance
in order to determine if a project would have a significant adverse environmental impact.
SCAQMD thresholds were developed to identify impacts to sensitive receptors. SCAQMD
states that sensitive receptors include children, the elderly, pregnant women and those with
existing health problems4. Therefore, SCAQMD thresholds apply to children.
Response 3P
The commenter states that the air quality analysis contained in the Draft EIR did not include a
health risk assessment for the effect of project emissions to students at three nearby BHUSD
schools. The commenter suggests that because the California Department of Education (CDE)
has developed a standardized health risk assessment for evaluating the air quality impact to a
school site where hazardous emitters are within a quarter mile of a school site, the City should
evaluate the project’s air quality impact to nearby schools using CDE’s standards. The
commenter notes that CDE considers freeways as hazardous emitters.
As discussed in Section VII, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Initial Study (see Appendix
A), construction and operation associated with the development of commercial space typically
does not result in the emission of hazardous substances or the handling of hazardous materials.
The operation of commercial uses on the project site would be required to comply with standard
cumulative plus project conditions would occur at the intersection of South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire
Boulevard and would be about 3 ppm. This would not exceed the California one-hour standard of 20 ppm or the
federal one-hour standard of 35 ppm. Therefore, cumulative + project traffic would not cause an exceedance of either
the state or federal CO standards and project-related CO impacts would be less than significant. Given that the
estimated maximum CO concentration is substantially lower than the state and federal standards, onsite air quality
monitoring, as suggested by the commenter, would not be necessary. Cumulative plus project traffic would not cause
an exceedance of either the state or federal CO standards and project-related CO impacts would be less than
significant.
4
South Coast Air Quality Management District, Fact Sheet Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in
General Plans and Local Planning, accessed online at http://www.aqmd.gov/prdas/aqguide/fact_sheet.html.
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federal, state, county, and local regulations for the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials and, therefore, would not adversely affect Beverly Hills High School. As discussed in
Section 4.2, Air Quality, and above under Response 3O, SCAQMD’s Localized Significance
Thresholds (LSTs) were used in the analysis of temporary air quality impacts during construction
of the proposed project. LSTs were devised in response to concern regarding exposure of
individuals to criteria pollutants in local communities. LSTs represent the maximum emissions
from a project that will not cause or contribute to an air quality exceedance of the most stringent
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard at the nearest sensitive receptor. As
indicated in Table 4.2-9, on page 4.2-11 of the Draft EIR, construction activities associated with
concurrent buildout of parcels 1, 2 and 3 would not cause an exceedance of LSTs at a distance of
82 feet from the project site. The maximum emissions scenario analyzed in the EIR – for
simultaneous buildout of all three subject parcels – indicated emissions substantially below the
LST thresholds. Given that the Beverly Hills High School, the closest school to the project site, is
located approximately 400 feet from the project site, the concentration of construction generated
emissions at Beverly Hills High School would be still less. Therefore, a health risk assessment of
project generated air quality impacts to Beverly Hills High School is not warranted.
Response 3Q
The commenter notes that a carbon monoxide (CO) hotspot analysis was conducted for one
intersection. The commenter suggests that the model used to estimate CO hotspots at the
analyzed intersection may be unrepresentative of actual conditions and that air quality
monitoring of CO levels at the BHUSD’s three nearby school should be conducted.
As discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, potential CO impacts at roadway
intersections were estimated using the CALINE4 modeling program in accordance with
Caltrans’ Transportation Project CO Protocol Manual (revised 1997). Intersections were
analyzed using CALINE4 if the proposed project would have a significant impact at a
signalized intersection, causing the level of service (LOS) to change to E or F. For the purposes
of the CO analysis in the Draft EIR, the cumulative traffic + project traffic was used to screen for
potential CO impacts. Of the 10 intersections that were analyzed in the traffic study, the project
would have a significant and unavoidable traffic impact at the intersection of South Santa
Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard during the morning, mid-day and afternoon peak
hours. The intersection of South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard is forecast to
operate at LOS F during the weekday morning, mid-day and afternoon peak hours under
cumulative + project conditions.
The CALINE4 model was used to estimate the CO concentration at the intersection of South
Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard. To be conservative, the receptor location was set
10 feet from the roadway centerline at the intersection. The results of the CALINE4 model that
was used to estimate the potential CO impacts show that cumulative + project traffic would not
cause an exceedance of either the state or federal CO standards and project-related CO impacts
would be less than significant. Given that the Beverly Hills High School and El Rodeo School
are both located approximately 1,000 feet from the intersection of South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard, the CO concentration at these schools would be less than that
which the CALINE4 model estimated for a receptor 10 feet from the intersection. Therefore, air
quality monitoring of CO levels at BHUSD schools is not warranted.
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Response 3R
The commenter states an opinion that the state and national CO standards used in the Draft EIR
CO analysis are not sufficiently protective of BHUSD’s students in light of the Draft EIR’s
acknowledgement that children are more susceptible to air pollution than others.
Children are among several factions of the population who are considered sensitive receptors
for the purpose of air quality analyses. Sensitive receptors are identified and discussed under
Setting in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the EIR:
Sensitive receptors include children, the elderly, and acutely ill and chronically ill persons,
especially those with cardio-respiratory diseases. Sensitive land uses would include those
locations where such individuals are concentrated, such as hospitals, schools, residences, and
parks with active recreational uses. The nearest sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project
site include students and staff at Beverly Hills High School, located approximately 400 feet south
of the project site; guests at the Hilton Hotel located approximately 120 feet north of the project
site on the north side of Santa Monica Boulevard; guests at the Peninsula Hotel, located
approximately 150 feet south of the project site on the south side of “little” Santa Monica
Boulevard; residents along the north side of North Santa Monica Boulevard, located
approximately 175 feet north of the project site; and residents along Durant Drive and Lasky
Drive, approximately 250 feet south of the project site. Note that the Moreno Continuation
School is located on the Beverly Hills High School campus El Rodeo School is located at 605
Whittier Drive, approximately 900 feet northwest of the project site.
State and federal CO standards apply to sensitive receptors. As shown in Table 4.2-13, on page
4.2-16 of the Draft EIR, the highest estimated one-hour CO concentration at a receptor 10 feet
from the intersection that would be most adversely affected by the project (South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard) would be about 3.0 ppm, and the highest 8-hour CO
concentration would be about 2.0 ppm. Therefore, estimated CO concentrations at a receptor
location 10 feet from the analyzed intersection are substantially less than the California onehour standard of 20 ppm or the federal one-hour standard of 35 ppm and the 9.0 ppm
California and federal 8-hour standard. Given that the Beverly Hills High School and El Rodeo
School are both located approximately 1,000 feet from the intersection of South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard, the CO concentration at these schools would be less than that
which the CALINE4 model estimated for a receptor 10 feet from the intersection.
Response 3S
The commenter lists the estimated mitigated amounts of pollutants (from Table 4.2-10 of the
Draft EIR) that would be emitted during simultaneous construction of parcels 1, 2 and 3, and
states that the Draft EIR concludes that nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions would cause an
unmitigable significant air quality impact and an unmitigable cumulatively considerable air
quality impact. The commenter states that the nearby children attending El Rodeo School may
be subjected to harmful air emanating from the project site for up to two years. The commenter
notes that the simultaneous development of parcels 1 and 2 would not cause significant air
quality impacts, and for that reason, it is preferred over the simultaneous development of
parcels 1, 2 and 3. The comment is noted and will be passed on to City decisionmakers for
consideration in their review of the proposed project.
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Response 3T
The commenter states that the Draft EIR only discusses the feasibility of reducing truck trips to
mitigate the significant NOx impact and does not disclose whether other mitigation measures
were considered and their feasibility. The commenter opines that as mitigation, the City should
require air quality monitoring during construction of the project at El Rodeo School, Beverly
Hills High School and Moreno High Continuation School, and if air quality is unacceptable
construction of the project should be slowed or temporarily discontinued. The commenter also
suggests that air filtering at the affected school should be provided to reduce the air quality
impact indoors. The commenter states the BHUSD believes that such mitigation measures can
reduce air quality impacts to a less than significant level and asks that the City evaluate and
adopt the suggested measures.
As discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, nitrogen dioxide (NO2)5 is a byproduct of fuel combustion, with the primary source being motor vehicles and industrial boilers
and furnaces. The results of the URBEMIS 2007 v.9.2.4 air quality model (see Appendix B for
complete URBEMIS 2007 results) show that on-road truck trips during the grading phase of
construction account for approximately 80 percent of NOx emissions during simultaneous
buildout of parcels 1, 2 and 3. For that reason, a reduction in truck trips would be the most
logical and efficient logical way to reduce construction generated NOx emissions.
As discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, simultaneous buildout of parcels 1, 2 and 3 would
generate NOx emissions that exceed SCAQMD regional thresholds for construction emissions;
and because there are not feasible mitigation measures, impacts related to NOx emissions
during simultaneous buildout of parcels 1, 2 and 3 would be unavoidably significant. As
discussed above under Response 3O, SCAQMD’s Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs)
were used in the analysis of temporary air quality impacts during construction of the proposed
project. LSTs were devised in response to concern regarding exposure of individuals to criteria
pollutants in local communities. LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that
will not cause or contribute to an air quality exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal
or state ambient air quality standard at the nearest sensitive receptor. As indicated in Table 4.29, on page 4.2-11 of the Draft EIR, construction activities associated with concurrent buildout of
parcels 1, 2 and 3 would not cause an exceedance of LSTs at a distance of 82 feet from the
project site. Given that the Beverly Hills High School, the closest school to the project site, is
located approximately 400 feet from the project site, the concentration of construction generated
emissions at Beverly Hills High School would be less. Therefore, air quality monitoring and/or
air filtering would not be necessary.
Response 3U
The commenter states that due to the added traffic associated with construction trucks and
worker trips during construction of the proposed project would elevate CO levels. The
commenter suggests that a CO hotspot analysis be conducted during construction of the project.

5

The principal form of nitrogen oxide produced by combustion is nitric oxide (NO), but NO reacts rapidly to form NO2,
creating the mixture of NO and NO2 commonly called NOx.
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The CO hotspot analysis was conducted using cumulative peak hour traffic + project peak hour
traffic conditions at the intersection of South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard. As
such, this CO analysis considered existing peak hour traffic, the increase in peak hour traffic
through 2020 and peak hour traffic associated with buildout of the proposed project which
includes 38,407 square feet of retail space and 244,266 square feet of office space. Cumulative
peak hour traffic + project peak hour traffic was used in the CO analysis as it represents
conditions that would create the greatest CO concentration. During construction of the project,
the existing peak hour traffic and the peak hour traffic associated with construction trucks and
worker trips would be less than the cumulative + project peak hour traffic conditions. Given
that the CO concentration at the intersection of South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire
Boulevard would be below state and federal standards under cumulative + project peak hour
traffic conditions (see Table 4.2-13 in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR), the CO
concentration at the intersection of South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard would
be below state and federal standards during construction of the project. Therefore, a CO
hotspot analysis would not be required.
Response 3V
The commenter states that, without further analysis of the air quality impacts, the Draft EIR
likely underestimates the project’s air quality impacts and calls into question the validity of the
Draft EIR’s conclusions that certain pollutants would not rise to the level of significant or
cumulatively considerable.
The Draft EIR does conclude that NOx emissions during construction would create a significant
and cumulatively considerable impact. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, states that NOx
generated by simultaneous construction of parcels 1, 2 and 3 would exceed SCAQMD regional
thresholds. Because the SCAQMD threshold for construction generated NOx emissions would
continue to be exceeded (no feasible or desirable mitigation is available) the project would make
a cumulatively considerable contribution with regard to criteria pollutants. Therefore, the
project’s contribution to temporary cumulative regional air quality impacts would be
cumulatively considerable.
Response 3W
The commenter states that the Draft EIR acknowledges that schools are among the land uses
most sensitive to noise intrusion and are considered sensitive receptors, and that the Draft EIR
identifies Beverly Hills High School as a nearby sensitive receptor, but does not mention that El
Rodeo School and Moreno Continuation School are also nearby sensitive receptors. The
commenter opines that the Draft EIR did not consider the project’s potential noise impacts on
either school, and that specific analyses should be conducted.
As discussed in Section 4.6, Noise, of the Draft EIR, Beverly Hills High School is located
approximately 400 feet south of the project site. Moreno Continuation School is located on the
Beverly Hills High School Campus6, and therefore does not require a separate discussion. El
Rodeo School is located at 605 Whittier Drive, approximately 900 feet north of the project site and
separated from the project site by the Robinsons-May site and the Beverly Hilton Hotel, which
6

Moreno High School, 2005-06 Annual School Accountability Report Card, A Report of 2006-07 Activity Published in
November 2007. Available online at www.beverlyhills.k12.ca.us/ourpages/accountability/moreno_high/2006-2007.pdf
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would act as a barrier to construction noises generated on the project site. Beverly High School is
therefore not only closer to the project site than El Rodeo School but there is also less intervening
structural development between it and the site. Additional evaluation of noise impacts at El
Rodeo School would not be necessary as the noise levels generated from construction on the
project site would be greater at Beverly Hills High School. Noise levels attributable to the
proposed project were determined to result in a less than significant impact at Beverly Hills High
School, and would therefore be less than significant at El Rodeo School as well.
Response 3X
The commenter states that the Draft EIR reports noise measurements taken at four locations to
determine existing noise levels and that one of these locations was at the Beverly Hills High
School which yielded 62.7 dBA Leq. The commenter further states that each measurement
lasted 20 minutes, and then discusses that the impact analysis from project-added road noise is
only a cumulative-type analysis by comparing the project-added road noise to future 2010
conditions. The commenter opines that the impact analysis should compare project-added to
existing conditions, and that construction related road noise impacts should be analyzed.
These comments are noted. However, as illustrated in Table 4.6-5 of the Draft EIR, noise levels
were estimated comparing existing traffic generated noise conditions with the proposed project
generated traffic noise, as well as existing with cumulative traffic noise for the future year 2010.
Ultimately the comparison of future with project and future without project is discussed in
relation to significant impacts, since project generated traffic would not be added to the
roadways until completion of the project in the future. Construction related road noise would
be temporary, and Mitigation Measure N-1(a) would prohibit construction related truck traffic
from traveling in residential neighborhoods, which includes the neighborhood in which Beverly
Hills High School is located.
Response 3Y
The commenter states a belief that the importance of conducting noise analysis is exemplified
by the fact that noise 50 feet from the centerline of Wilshire Boulevard at Carmelita Avenue is
anticipated to be 71.1 dBA CNEL as a result of the proposed project. The commenter opines
that this location is very close to El Rodeo School and similar noise levels would be expected at
the school which fronts Wilshire Boulevard. The commenter states that CNELs are a 24-hour
noise average that include lower noise hours during the evening, and that in the commenter’s
opinion the CNEL understates daytime noise levels and the dBA Leq would be much higher.
The commenter further states that the Draft EIR discusses that CNEL levels above 70 are
“normally unacceptable” for schools, yet in the commenter’s opinion the Draft EIR does not
evaluate the project’s noise impacts on El Rodeo School and it appears the operational project
may cause a significant noise impact at the school.
These comments are noted; however the noise analysis indicates that estimated future traffic
generated noise along the segment of Wilshire Boulevard between Carmelita Avenue and Santa
Monica Boulevard North would be 71.1 dBA CNEL assuming completion of all three parcels of
the proposed project and all cumulative development in the area assumed to be completed by
2010. Due to the distribution of project-generated traffic, approximately 0-0.1 dBA of the 71.1 dBA
could be attributed to the proposed project. Therefore, whether the project is developed or not,
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noise levels would still be approximately 71 dBA adjacent to that road segment. This road
segment is roughly between 1,315 feet and 1,635 feet east of the nearest El Rodeo School building
adjacent to Wilshire Boulevard, thus noise attributable to traffic generated by the proposed project
would be incrementally lower due to the decrease in project-generated traffic along that stretch of
Wilshire Boulevard. CNEL is an acronym for Community Noise Equivalent Level, a noise metric
commonly used to account for the increased sensitivity to noise at night. CNEL weights hourly
Leqs over a 24 hour period by averaging the noise levels with an added 10 dB penalty for noise
occurring between 10:00 pm and 7:00 am as well as adding a 5 dB penalty to noise occurring
during the hours of 7:00 pm and 10:00 pm. These penalties result in CNEL generally representing
a noise level very close to the peak hour traffic Leq noise levels or often slightly higher. Since the
project-generated traffic noise levels were analyzed on Wilshire Boulevard, the same roadway that
El Rodeo School is adjacent to, at a location closer to the project, resulting in a less than significant
impact, analysis on the school site is not necessary since the farther the distance from the project
site, the fewer the trips attributable to the proposed project. Therefore, noise levels attributable to
the proposed project would be incrementally lower at the school than estimated at the roadway
segment analyzed, and a noise level increase of less than 0.1 dBA attributable to the proposed
project would be a less than significant impact.
Response 3Z
The commenter states that the California Department of Education (CDE) has determined that
any periodic, interloping noise over 45 dBA Leq disrupts the students’ learning and the
commenter opines that instantaneous and durational noise thresholds of significance pertinent
to schools should be developed, and the project’s added roadway noise should be evaluated
against such thresholds, and that only then can the project’s noise impact on the District’s
schools be adequately characterized.
The project-generated roadway noise levels near Beverly Hills High School, the nearest school
to the site, would be less than 0.6 dBA, and at El Rodeo School, the second nearest school,
would be less than 0.1 dBA, both of which would be below the 45 dBA listed by the commenter.
(Increases of 3 dBA are typically considered “barely perceptible” to humans; increases of less
than 3 dBA are typically considered difficult for the average human being to detect.) The
comment that thresholds pertinent to schools should be adopted is noted, however the impact
analysis uses the City’s adopted thresholds; any change of thresholds is at the purview of the
City Council and beyond the scope of the EIR. It should also be noted that if the City of Beverly
Hills adopted thresholds specific to schools, it is unlikely that the 0.6 dBA increase attributable
to the proposed project’s estimated traffic generation would exceed any such threshold.
Response 3AA
The commenter opines that the noise analysis should consider prevailing winds; that it is
widely accepted that sound is carried by winds; and that winds occur 80 percent of the time;
therefore the Draft EIR should take into account the effect of prevailing winds on the project’s
anticipated noise.
This comment is noted, however the noise model used for the analysis was created and adopted
by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and traffic noise was modeled using their
roadway noise analysis protocol. It does not account for prevailing wind patterns, however in
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the case of the proposed project the largest noise level increase attributable to project generated
traffic was one (1) decibel, which is not likely to be loud enough to be substantially affected by
prevailing wind patterns. Increases of 3 dBA are typically considered “barely perceptible” to
humans; increases of less than 3 dBA are typically considered difficult for the average human
being to detect. Finally, the prevailing wind direction in the vicinity is toward the northeast, i.e.
away from the school properties.
Response 3AB
The commenter states that the noise measurements were taken between 2:00 pm and 3:30 pm,
which in the commenter’s opinion miss the afternoon “rush-hour.” The commenter furthers
states that school can last to 5:00 pm and in the commenter’s opinion noise monitoring should
be conducted to determine the existing noise conditions of the afternoon “rush-hour.” The
commenter opines that conducting analysis using only these early data points understates the
afternoon noise impacts generated by the project. The commenter also states that no noise
measurements were taken during the morning ”rush-hour” and in the commenter’s opinion
measurements should be taken to establish existing noise conditions of the morning “rushhour” and the project’s impact on schools should be analyzed and mitigated if necessary.
As shown in Appendix E of the Draft EIR, the four noise measurements taken in the area were
recorded between the hours off 12:30 pm and 3:30 pm. As illustrated in Table 4.8-2 in Section
4.8, Transportation and Circulation, the project area’s mid-day peak hour traffic volumes are
generally similar, and sometimes greater, than morning and/or afternoon peak hour traffic
volumes. This is due to the nature of the land uses in the area, predominantly commercial retail
and service uses, which do not generally conform to the peak hours that office and residential
uses are anticipated to have. Therefore, the noise measurements were taken to capture a
snapshot of mid-day noise levels in the area. The noise analysis was conducted using the
Traffic Noise Model 2.5 (TNM 2.5) Look Up created, adopted and recommended by the FHWA
for analyzing traffic generated noise. This model utilizes traffic volume inputs, and the traffic
volumes used in the model for this analysis were the highest peak hour volumes for each road
segment, either morning, afternoon or mid-day. Therefore the model-based analysis did
capture the highest peak hour traffic levels and compare noise levels from existing traffic levels,
to project generated traffic levels, to cumulative traffic levels and to cumulative with project
traffic levels at the peak hour of traffic on the roadway segments.
Response 3AC
The commenter states that the Draft EIR defines significance thresholds for construction noise
as exceeding compatibility thresholds, but in the commenter’s opinion compatibility thresholds
are neither defined quantitatively or qualitatively. The commenter further states the Draft EIR
anticipates construction noise to be commensurate with noise factors in EPA tables as illustrated
in Table 4.6-4, and a number of mitigation measures are presented, but there is no explanation
as to their effectiveness and the resultant noise levels after mitigation that would support the
conclusion that construction noise would be mitigated to less than significant. The commenter
opines that such information should be divulged in the Draft EIR and recommends that noise
monitoring during construction should be required at the District’s three schools to ensure
impacts are mitigated, and if the noise exceeds thresholds, construction should be altered,
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slowed, or temporarily discontinued to reduce the noise impact to the affected school to less
than significant.
Table 4.6-1, Land Use Compatibility for Noise Environments, in Section 4.6, Noise, illustrates the
compatibility thresholds created by the California Office of Planning and Research that are
utilized as significance thresholds for construction noise. Temporary construction noise levels
were determined to be significant at the two nearest hotels, located approximately 120 to 150
feet from the project site, which could receive temporary noise levels in excess of the 65 dBA
normally acceptable under the compatibility thresholds. Mitigation required included
restricting heavy trucks from traveling in residential areas, creating a staging area as far as
feasible from the sensitive receptors, requiring all diesel equipment to operate with closed
engine doors and be equipped with factory-recommended mufflers, utilizing electrical power to
run air compressors and power tools as well as to power any temporary structures such as
construction trailers or caretaker facilities. The final mitigation measure required to reduce
construction noise impacts is additional noise techniques, which has been modified to read as
follows:
N-1(e)

Additional Noise Attenuation Techniques. For all noise-generating
construction activity on the project site, additional noise attenuation
techniques shall be employed to reduce noise levels. Such techniques shall
include, but are not limited to, the use of sound blankets on noise generating
equipment and the construction of temporary sound barriers between
construction sites and nearby sensitive receptors in order to ensure noise levels
at nearby hotels do not exceed 65 dBA to the maximum extent feasible. The
contractor shall perform at least one noise measurement at each of the nearest
sensitive uses, The Peninsula Hotel and the Beverly Hilton Hotel, during
excavation and foundation/conditioning work to confirm that the noise
attenuation techniques are reducing the noise levels sufficiently. If sufficient
attenuation is not being achieved, the contractor shall cease work and consult
the City on additional noise attenuation techniques such as reducing the
number of machines operating at one time, larger temporary barriers, or thicker
sound blankets.

These mitigation measures would reduce the construction noise to levels compatible with
surrounding land uses, and would require the contractor to ensure proper attenuation is being
achieved. The District’s three schools are located more than twice the distance from the project
as the nearest sensitive uses. If noise is properly attenuated for the nearest sensitive receptors,
then the noise levels at the schools would be attenuated to even lower levels, which would be
compatible with school uses. Further monitoring would not be necessary.
Response 3AD
The commenter states that the Draft EIR indentifies that the cumulative impacts of construction
noise cannot be effectively mitigated and that construction of the Beverly Hilton and RobinsonsMay projects at the same time as the proposed project would cause a cumulative significant
noise impact on nearby sensitive receptors. The commenter acknowledges that the Draft EIR
concludes construction coordination between the area projects is identified as mitigation that
could reduce the impact but would not be sufficient to reduce the impact to less than
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significant. The commenter opines that the Draft EIR does not discuss other potential
mitigation measures that may lessen the cumulative impacts, and that it may be premature to
conclude that the project’s contribution to cumulative construction noise is immitigable.
The comments are noted and the Draft EIR does indeed conclude that cumulative construction
impacts could be significant. The mitigation measure recommended was designed to reduce
the potential for such impacts, but would not ensure that levels would be reduced below
thresholds as this project has no control over other construction projects in the area, therefore
the potential impact would remain significant and unavoidable. The commenter suggests that
other mitigation measures could further reduce the impact, however no indication of what
those measures could be is provided. This city did not determine there were any other feasible
mitigation measures to reduce the impact, as other projects in the area would be implemented
independently.
Response 3AE
The commenter states that the Draft EIR evaluates noise from on-site construction equipment,
but it does not include the noise contribution from truck trips and other construction traffic.
The commenter opines that the contribution of construction noise should be addressed. In the
commenter’s opinion noise monitoring during construction should be required at the District’s
schools during school hours to avoid potential noise impacts to children. The commenter
further opines that construction should temporarily cease or be reduced if noise levels exceed a
significance threshold(s) suitable for children.
The Draft EIR does analyze noise impacts associated with onsite construction equipment, which
is significantly greater than noise levels associated trucks or vehicles. The contribution of
construction noise was addressed and mitigated. Construction-generated traffic noise would be
temporary and intermittent; permanent traffic generated noise was analyzed and addressed.
Mitigation Measure T-3(a) requires the development of a Construction Traffic Management
Plan, which is designed to minimize the effects of temporary construction traffic on area uses,
including locating haul routes away from sensitive uses to the maximum extent feasible, and
Mitigation Measure N-1(a) prohibits truck activity in residential areas, including the
neighborhood in which Beverly Hills High School is located. As discussed in Response 3AC,
noise monitoring at the schools would not be necessary.
Response 3AF
The commenter states that potential vibration impacts are not analyzed in the Draft EIR and
that if pile driving were used during excavation, the impacts on the Districts’ schools should be
analyzed.
The comment is noted, and although vibrations are identified as a potential impact in impact
statement N-1, the statement has been modified as follows:
Impact N-1

Project construction, for the Parcel 2 project only or for buildout of all
three parcels (“combined project”), would intermittently generate high
noise levels and groundborne vibrations on and adjacent to the site.
Construction noise and vibration could exceed compatibility thresholds
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for sensitive receptors near the project site. Therefore construction noise
impacts would be Class II, significant but mitigable.
In order to expand the discussion about construction noise and vibration, the following
paragraph had been added:
The proposed project could include subterranean parking, for which foundation
construction could include pile-driving activities on site. Noise and vibrations created by
pile driving activities could result in levels exceeding thresholds for off-site sensitive uses
located northwest and southeast of the site. A diesel pile driver can produce vibrations that
can cause physical damage to residential structures within eight meters (approximately 26
feet) of the pile driving activities, and can be perceived by humans within 200 meters
(approximately 656 feet) of pile driving activities (Amick and Gendreau, 2000). A
vibratory pile driver can cause physical damage to residential structures within four
meters (approximately 13 feet) and is perceptible to humans within 100 meters
(approximately 328 feet) of pile driving activity (Amick and Gendreau, 2000).
The last sentence of the discussion was modified to read as follows:
Nevertheless, mitigation measures are required to further reduce noise and vibration
impacts to sensitive receptors to less than significant.
The following mitigation measures have been added to ensure that if pile driving activities are
required, impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels:
N-1(f)

Alternative Piles Types. If pile driving activities are required for
construction, alternative pile types that are quieter to install, such as pin piles,
micro piles, mini piles, Tubex Grout Injection Piles, or GeoJet foundation
units, shall be utilized where feasible in place of traditional driven piles to
reduce noise and vibration generation. The City of Beverly Hills Deputy City
Engineer and City Building Official shall determine the feasibility of these
alternatives pile types for the required applications.

N-1(g)

Additional Pile Driving Measures. If pile driving activities are required for
construction, a field test program shall be conducted on the site prior to
approval of building plans. The test shall include driving piles at several
locations on the project site in the general locations where piles would be
required for project construction. The test shall also include testing of various
noise control measures including, but not limited to, sound blanket enclosures
around pile hammers. Quantitative noise and vibration measurements,
together with a subjective assessment of the resulting conditions, shall be
recorded. The results of the test program shall be presented to the City of
Beverly Hills Community Development Director. Based on the results of the
tests, the Director shall have the right to require additional noise control
measures at the site during pile driving, such as temporary sound berms and
dampening enclosures.

If pile driving activities are required for the proposed project, implementation of these
mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.
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Response 3AG
The commenter summarizes the conclusions of the greenhouse gas (GHG) analysis contained in
Section 5.0, Long Term Impacts, of the Draft EIR, by noting that the project would generate 11,553
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents (CDE) which would exceed four of the five
recommended thresholds, which would result in a cumulatively considerable impact. The
commenter states that because the Draft EIR does not appear to analyze GHG impacts of project
alternatives, it is unknown whether the alternatives would avoid a cumulatively considerable
GHG impact.
As discussed in Section 5.0, Long Term Impacts, the proposed project’s impacts related to would
be less than significant after mitigation. In addition, it should be noted that subsequent to the
close of the Drat EIR comment period, the greenhouse gas emissions/global climate change
analysis has been updated to reflect recent changes in the regulatory setting for this issue.
Updates to the greenhouse gas emissions/global climate change analysis are shown in
strikethrough and underline format in Section 5.0 Long Term Impacts. The updated analysis also
reflects improvements to the methodology used to assess greenhouse gas emissions and their
impacts. These improvements result in more accurate quantification of emissions from
electricity use and overall project emissions of carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous oxide.
Based on the more accurate modeling methodology, project greenhouse gas emissions would be
below the significance thresholds used for purposes of the EIR. Accordingly, updates were also
made to Section 6.0 Alternatives, Section 0.0 Executive Summary, and Appendix B, Air Quality
Data/Modeling Results reflecting the reduced impact level.
A discussion of the GHG emissions associated with the alternatives has also been added to
Section 6.0, Alternatives. While GHG emissions associated with the Reduced Project Alternative
and Mixed-Use Alternative would be reduced compared to those for the proposed project, GHG
emissions would still exceed one or more of the thresholds listed in Table 5.5, in Section 5.0,
Long Term Impacts, and the strategies and mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions would
still apply. The General Plan and Zoning Ordinance-Consistent Project Alternative would
avoid the project’s potential cumulatively considerable GHG impact and no mitigation would
be needed. The proposed project itself would have less than significant impacts related to GHG
emissions, as discussed in Section 5.0, Long Term Impacts.
Response 3AH
The commenter notes that solar power is not included as part of the proposed project, but that
the Draft EIR concluded that the project is consistent with the California Solar Initiative. The
commenter states that not providing solar power is inconsistent with the California Solar Power
Initiative. The commenter suggests that onsite solar power generation on the roof of the
proposed building should be included as part of the project.
Onsite solar power is not included as part of the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed
project would not play a role in achieving California Solar Initiative goals. However, because
the development of the proposed project would not hinder or preclude the California Solar
Initiative and it goals, the project is not considered to be inconsistent with the initiative. The
suggestion that onsite solar power be provided as part of the project is noted and will be passed
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on to City decisionmakers for consideration in their review of the proposed project. Because no
significant impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions were identified, mitigation measures
such as requirements for solar systems are not warranted.
Response 3AI
The commenter states an opinion that because the requested rezoning would increase the
development potential of the project site the project would contribute to a cumulative intensity
increase that warrants careful scrutiny. The commenter suggests that project alternatives with
fewer impacts than the proposed project should be preferred. This comment does not question
or relate directly to the environmental analysis; however, it is noted and will be forwarded to
the City decisionmakers along with the Final EIR.
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Letter 4
COMMENTER:

Eddie Harouni, DDS

DATE:

December 5, 2008

Response 4A
The commenter begins the letter by stating a general concern regarding the project’s potential
impacts on the surrounding neighborhood, particularly regarding traffic and parking. No
response to these non-specific introductory comments is required.
Response 4B
The commenter states an opinion that the DEIR does not include a realistic assessment of
existing traffic and parking conditions in the project’s vicinity, which lead to a “lack of
mitigation” measures. However, a significant amount of empirical data is included in the Draft
EIR related to traffic. This information includes:






Existing Traffic Counts
Project Traffic Projections
Future Traffic Projections
Existing and Future Traffic Operations Data (LOS)
Estimates of Future Parking Demand

It should also be noted that the Draft EIR identified significant traffic impacts at three of the ten
study intersections. One of these impacts could not be mitigated and the impact was
determined to be significant an unavoidable.
Response 4C
The commenter expresses an opinion regarding the concept of expanding South Santa Monica
Boulevard, which was discussed at the Planning Commission’s public hearing on the Draft EIR.
The commenter further opines that the proposed rezone would preclude the possibility of
creating alternative transportation in Beverly Hills. The commenter does not provide an
explanation of how the proposed rezone or project would preclude expanded alternative
transportation service in the City; therefore, a specific response is not warranted. The Draft EIR
does not include a recommendation or a mitigation measure for adding a lane to South Santa
Monica Boulevard.
Response 4D
The commenter offers a suggestion that a strip along the northern portion of the project site be
dedicated to an additional traffic lane on Santa Monica Boulevard, and that to compensate for
the potential building area that would be lost to the property owners the City could grant
additional building height for the proposed project. This suggestion, along with all of the
comments received on the Draft EIR, will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of the
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Final EIR. It should be noted that this improvement would not likely mitigate the significant
and unavoidable impact at the South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard intersection.
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Letter 5
COMMENTER:

Tom Korey

DATE:

Undated

RESPONSE:
Response 5A
The commenter notes the City’s Commercial Standards Committee recommended that the
subject Transportation (T-1) zoned properties be “incentivized” to provide development to
commercial zone (C-3) standards. The commenter also discusses recent circulation system
improvements and states an opinion that they have resulted in transforming South Santa
Monica Boulevard into Beverly Hills’ “western gateway.” Finally, the commenter states an
opinion that the project site in its current vacant state is a “blight” on this gateway to the City.
These comments are noted, however as they do not address or question specific analyses or
conclusions of the Draft EIR, a response is not required.
Response 5B
The commenter expresses support for the project. This comment does not address the
environmental analysis or conclusions but will, along with all of the comments received on the
Draft EIR, be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of the Final EIR.
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Letter 6
COMMENTER:

Joy Shefter

DATE:

November 20, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response 6A
The commenter questions the community benefit of the proposed zone change from T1 to C3.
This question relates to the City’s decision on the project rather than the project’s potential
impact on the environment. This comment, along with all of the comments received on the
Draft EIR, will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of the Final EIR.
Response 6B
The commenter raises questions about parking demand and supply in the project vicinity and
states an opinion that more surface parking is needed. The commenter does not provide any
specific information to support this claim and does not specifically question any aspect of the
analysis in the Draft EIR. Parking supply is discussed in Section 4.8, Transportation and
Circulation of the Draft EIR.
Response 6C
The commenter raises questions about the market viability of the project and the need for
additional office space in the project vicinity. Although not related to the environmental
analysis, this comment, along with all of the comments received on the Draft EIR, will be
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of the Final EIR.
Response 6D
The commenter expresses concerns about traffic congestion in the project area and states an
opinion that no amount of increased traffic is acceptable. Please see Responses 3C through 3G
and 4B above regarding the thresholds of significance used in the Draft EIR.
Response 6E
The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed project. This question relates to the City’s
decision on the project rather than the project’s potential impact on the environment. This
comment, along with all of the comments received on the Draft EIR, will be forwarded to the
decisionmakers as part of the Final EIR.
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PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING
November 20, 2008
The City of Beverly Hills Planning Commission held a public hearing on November 20, 2008 at
which comments on the Draft EIR were received. In addition to the planning commissioners,
three members of the public (including two representatives of the project applicants) offered
verbal comments on the Draft EIR or the project. The commenters are listed below followed by
a summary of the comments and responses thereto.
Commenters
1. Maynard Brittan
2. Mitch Dawson
3. Ken Goldman
4. Planning Commissioners
Maynard Brittan
The commenter discussed the approval process and expressed support for the project. As the
comments did not question the analysis in or conclusions of the Draft EIR, no response is
necessary.
Mitch Dawson
The commenter discussed the approval process and expressed support for the project. The
commenter further noted that the Draft EIR analyzed only the conceptual buildout under the
requested zone change for parcels 1 and 3, and that subsequent/supplemental environmental
review would be required when specific development plans are proposed subsequent to
approval of the zone change. As the comments did not question the analysis in or conclusions
of the Draft EIR, no response is necessary.
Ken Goldman
1. The commenter stated an opinion that if the project were implemented the opportunity for
future widening of Wilshire or Santa Monica Boulevard at the site would no longer be
available. The commenter further stated that the properties zoned T1 should be used to
improve the intersection before a rezone and any development is approved. The
commenter stated that these issues should be analyzed in the EIR. These comments do not
specifically address the conclusions or adequacy of the draft EIR, and are primarily relevant
to the City’s decision on the project rather than the environmental analysis. They will be
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of the Final EIR.
2. The commenter stated that the Draft EIR does not study the impacts of project-generated
traffic on residential street segments, and opined that these should be studied in the EIR.
The Draft EIR studied the impacts of project-generated traffic on five residential street
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segments, as discussed in Section 4.8, Transportation and Circulation. Analysis of five
additional residential street segments is included in the revised traffic study (Appendix F)
and summarized in Section 4.8, Transportation and Circulation of the Final EIR. No
significant impacts were identified.
3. The commenter stated an opinion that the City’s significance thresholds for impacts to
intersection operations are too high. This comment relates to the City’s citywide
environmental thresholds rather than to the adequacy of the draft EIR, which appropriately
used the City’s current thresholds of significance.
4. The commenter stated an opinion that the trip distribution projections that are part of the
traffic analysis are in error and that more motorists will use residential streets than assumed
in the study. The distribution of project traffic reflects the anticipated travel patterns for
persons traveling to and from the project site on a daily basis and is derived from
information such as existing and projected traffic volumes, local and regional travel
patterns, likely destinations for persons working and visiting this site, and other
considerations. The traffic analysis used for the Draft EIR distributed project traffic to both
the residential streets and non-residential streets, as currently occurs in the City of Beverly
Hills. As these projections reflect future behavior for a site that is not built or operating at
this time, it is difficult to determine what the precise distribution would be. Therefore, the
traffic engineer, in consultation with City Staff and the City's Consulting Traffic Engineer,
applied both this available information and best professional judgment to determine the
appropriate trip distribution.
5. The commenter asked whether the traffic counts were taken when the CAA Building and
others were occupied. Traffic counts used in this study were taken from a variety of sources
including the William Morris EIR, the EIRs for the 9900 Wilshire and Beverly Hilton
Projects, and new traffic counts which were collected through 2008, 2009 and 2010. For
many locations, counts from multiple sources at multiple times were compared to present a
“worst case” scenario. As counts were used from various sources reflecting different time
frames, it is not possible to determine precisely whether a particular building was occupied
at the time the counts were taken.
6. The commenter noted that according to the Draft EIR the Charleville/South Santa Monica
Boulevard intersection operates at LOS A between 4:00 and 6:00 p.m., and asked whether
this is an error. The LOS A result at this location is not an error but instead reflects the use
of the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) analysis methodology. ICU analyzes each
intersection as a stand-alone location and does not consider or account for queue spill-back
that might occur between intersections. This methodology is standard within the City of
Beverly Hills and Los Angeles County.
7. The commenter asked why the decrease in LOS from A and B to D and F at the Linden
Drive/Wilshire Boulevard intersection is not considered a significant impact. This change
in LOS would result from the addition of traffic in the Cumulative Scenario, which results
from additional development as identified by the City’s Approved and Pending Project List
and growth in any through traffic. The City’s Significance Criteria only identify significant
impacts at intersections based on the project’s contribution to increased delay and
congestion, not general growth in traffic volume that may occur in the future.
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It should be noted that with the latest revisions to the traffic study, including the collection
of new traffic count data and revisions to the City’s Approved and Pending Project list, the
intersection is projected to operate at LOS C in the Cumulative Scenario based on the latest
traffic forecasts. In this case, the decrease in LOS (to C instead of D and F as noted in our
original study) again is not indicative of a significant impact as it would result from the
addition of non-project traffic.
8. The commenter noted that the analysis shows 800 cars exiting the site onto South Santa
Monica Boulevard during the afternoon peak hour. The commenter further expressed an
opinion that this number is underestimated and that the actual number, when added to
cumulative traffic, would result in more significant impacts than identified in the Draft EIR.
As the commenter did not provide specific information to support this claim, a meaningful
response is not possible. Project trip generation and cumulative impacts are discussed in
Section 4.8, Transportation and Circulation.
9. The commenter stated an opinion that the mitigation measure proposed at Moreno Drive
would not mitigate the project’s impacts and questioned at which location the measure was
proposed. As discussed in the revised traffic study (Appendix F) and Final EIR Section 4.8,
Transportation and Circulation, this mitigation measure is no longer proposed, as the City has
deemed it infeasible. An alternative mitigation measure has been identified for this location
that involves a reconfiguration of one of the project driveways to improve the operation of
this intersection. With the implementation of this measure, the impact would be less than
significant.
Planning Commissioners
The Planning Commissioners’ questions regarding the Draft EIR were addressed verbally
during the hearing by City Staff and by the City’s environmental and traffic consultants. The
Commissioners’ requests for additional information included the following:


Study restricting parking on both sides of Little Santa Monica Boulevard during p.m. peak hours.
This suggestion was considered, however it is not recommended as parking supply is
limited on South Santa Monica Boulevard and demand is relatively high. In addition,
the congestion issues identified in the Draft EIR are primarily related to problems at the
affected intersections, rather than the roadway itself. Therefore, any benefit to removing
these lanes during peak hours is limited, as it would not reduce needed parking and
would not substantially improve conditions for the turn lanes at the intersections.



Study project access from North Santa Monica Boulevard, via a deceleration lane and/or
perpendicular access across North Santa Monica Boulevard.
This concept was studied in a technical memorandum prepared by Fehr & Peers, dated
March 10, 2009, that is included in Appendix F to this EIR. The study concluded that,
based on the intersection analyses for the Beverly Hills Gateway project study area for
each access scenario, adding an additional access point along North Santa Monica
Boulevard is not recommended. Among other reasons discussed in the study, the
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addition of an access point along North Santa Monica Boulevard would add a significant
impact at the North Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard intersection, which the
project would be responsible for mitigating. This impact occurs because of a diversion
of traffic from other routes onto the very congested North Santa Monica Boulevard
because of this additional access.


Study the project’s traffic impact on Beverly Hills High School.
Please see the responses to comments from the Beverly Hills Unified School District
under Letter 3 above. In addition, please refer to pages 23 and 24 of the updated traffic
study, contained in EIR Appendix F, for a discussion of traffic and circulation patterns
associated with Beverly Hills High School operations. This discussion of traffic and
circulation patterns was based on extensive field work prepared by Fehr & Peers to
observe and document the traffic patterns around the High School throughout the day.



Study project impacts on additional residential streets.
The updated traffic study analyzes impacts to the following residential streets:
- Charleville Boulevard East of Lasky Drive
- Charleville Boulevard South of South Santa Monica Boulevard
- Lasky Drive South of Charleville Boulevard
- Moreno Drive South of South Santa Monica Boulevard
- Whittier Drive North of Wilshire Boulevard
- Trenton Drive East of Elevado Avenue
- Carmelita Avenue North of Wilshire Blvd.
- Walden Drive East of Elevado Avenue
- Durant Drive West of Lasky Drive
- Robbins Drive West of Lasky Drive
As discussed in the updated traffic study (EIR Appendix F) on pages 95-97, Fehr & Peers
determined that the incremental project traffic added to the residential streets studied in
this analysis would not result in increases beyond the City’s Significance Thresholds.
The highest increase would be 11% with most of the increases ranging between 5% and
10%. For these roadways, the allowable increase ranges from 12.5% for those roadways
with daily volumes between 3,750 and 6,750 to 25% along those roadways with daily
volumes less than 3,750. The allowable increase on Whittier Drive is 6.25%.



Explain why Linden and Wilshire has an LOS of A.
This intersection operates at LOS A using ICU methodology, which is employed by the
City of Beverly Hills for analyzing intersection operations. ICU methodology analyzes
each location as a stand-alone intersection. As a result, queues occurring at neighboring
intersections and delays resulting from deficient intersections nearby may not be
accounted for. Although the ICU methodology analyzes this intersection as operating at
LOS A, it may in practice operate at a lower level of service. Please also see Table 7A
and associated footnotes on in the updated traffic study ( EIR Appendix F) on Page 30.
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Provide further information on the proposed Moreno Drive mitigation measure.
Fehr & Peers identified several potential mitigation measure that could be implemented
at this location. One potential mitigation measure would include adding a right-turn
lane on the eastbound approach would improve intersection operations by segregating
the right-turning vehicles from the vehicles traveling through the intersection
eastbound. Based on field reconnaissance, Fehr & Peers determined that adding this
right turn lane is feasible if the landscaping near the adjacent property is reduced to
provide the needed right-of-way. However, this mitigation would require the
concurrence of the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT).
A second potential mitigation measure would involve a potential reconfiguration of the
driveway what would serve Parcel 1. Fehr & Peers assumed that this driveway would
operate as a single outbound lane, as currently exists, but note that this driveway also
currently has an inbound lane. If this inbound lane were to be converted to an
outbound lane to provide two outbound lanes, than then impact would be reduced to
Less Than Significant. As this mitigation can be accomplished within the existing rightof-way and is within the jurisdiction of the City of Beverly Hills, we would recommend
implementation of this mitigation. Please also see Page 70 of the updated in traffic study
(EIR Appendix F).



Add a discussion regarding options for improvements to Wilshire and North Santa Monica
Boulevard.
For purposes of the traffic analysis, Fehr & Peers assumed that the intersection of North
Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard has been improved to provide a second
Eastbound left turn lane from Wilshire Boulevard onto North Santa Monica Boulevard.
This second left turn lane is currently being designed with several projects being
conditioned (such as the Montage and William Morris) to contribute partially to either
its design or construction.
Fehr & Peers considered whether other proposed improvements should be included in
the analysis. These proposed improvements fell into three broad categories of
improvements.
o

Improvements Proposed by William Morris: The William Morris EIR contained
several proposed improvements that were identified as mitigation measures to
address traffic impacts associated with the project. One of these proposed
improvements occurs at the intersection of South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire
Boulevard where the eastbound approach would be widened from two thru-lanes
and a thru-right-turn lane to three thru-lanes and one right-turn lane. The William
Morris Project would be responsible for the payment of a fair share contribution to
partially fund this improvement. Fehr & Peers assumed that this improvement is in
place, mainly because the left-turn restriction would need to be implemented
concurrent with the addition of a second eastbound left-turn lane at the North Santa
Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard intersection. The only problematic issue
related to this improvement is the proposed right-turn lane, which might require
some modification to the site plan for Parcel 2.
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o
o

o

To re-route the east-bound left-turning traffic at the South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard the following assumptions were applied:
75% of the eastbound left-turns at South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire
Boulevard will be redistributed into eastbound left-turns at the North Santa
Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard Intersection.
The remaining 25% of the eastbound left-turns at South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard will continue through the intersection. Of
these trips, half will continue on as eastbound trips past the Roxbury Drive &
Brighton Way /Wilshire Boulevard intersection, and the other half will turn
left the Roxbury Drive & Brighton Way/Wilshire Boulevard intersection.

The William Morris EIR also proposed a mitigation measure at the intersection of
North Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard. At this intersection, the
southbound thru-right turn lane would be restriped as a southbound thru lane, and
the westbound approach would be widened to provide for a dedicated right-turn
lane and a third thru lane instead of its current configuration, which has two thrulanes and a thru-right turn lane. Additionally, a southbound right-turn overlap
phase would be added to the signal phasing of the intersection. This mitigation
measure was considered partially feasible by the City staff. The westbound
widening was considered infeasible because it would abut into the parking lot
owned by Budget Car & Truck Rental, and would therefore require the acquisition of
private property. For the purpose of this analysis, Fehr & Peers did not consider this
mitigation to be in place.
o

Improvements Proposed by Hilton and 9900 Projects: Fehr & Peers also determined
that none of the improvements proposed by either the recently approved Beverly
Hilton or 9900 Wilshire projects, except for those at the North Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard intersection, are located at any of Fehr & Peers’ study
intersections, except for the proposed improvement at North Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard.

o

Improvements Previously Identified in Gateway Study: The 2006 Gateway Land Use
Study analyzed several proposed improvements at the intersection of North Santa
Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard intersection. These improvements ranged
from limited at grade improvements to a grade separated pedestrian crossing to an
extensive series of vehicle grade separated ramps, and are described below:
o At-grade widening of North Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard to
include the following:
 Northbound N. Santa Monica Blvd: 3 thru lanes, 1 thru/right-turn lane
 Southbound N. Santa Monica Blvd: 3 thru lanes, 2 right-turn lanes
 Eastbound Wilshire Blvd: 3 left-turn lanes, 3 thru lanes, 1 thru/right turn
lane
 Westbound Wilshire Blvd: 2 left-turn lanes, 3 thru lanes, 1 thru/rightturn lane
o Grade separation of the intersection so that northbound and southbound traffic
travels underneath Wilshire Boulevard
o Grade separation of the eastbound left- and southbound right- turn lanes so that
vehicles would travel through tunnels underneath the intersection
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o
o

Minimal widening of North Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard
intersection
Addition of dual-southbound right-turn lanes at intersection

In general, these improvements either: required an exhaustive amount of right-of-way
acquisition, or did not improve traffic operations to a satisfactory level. One of the
concepts studied in this project is similar to the improvement identified previously as a
limited at-grade improvement. Fehr & Peers’ analysis does not assume any of the grade
separated improvements as no funding has been identified at this time.
Additionally, this report proposed an improvement at the South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard intersection. At this location, an additional westbound
thru lane would be added, and eastbound left-turns would be deleted. Additionally, the
report mentions the addition of a southbound right-turn lane on South Santa Monica.
Any additional widening to improve intersection operations at South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard were considered infeasible. Of the improvements
presented regarding the South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard
intersection, Fehr & Peers’ analysis assumes the deletion of eastbound left-turn lanes, as
part of the William Morris EIR. Please also see the updated traffic study, EIR Appendix
F, pages 61 and 62.


Study allowing left or right turn only when exiting the project at Charleville Street.
This concept was studied in a technical memorandum prepared by Fehr & Peers, dated
March 17, 2009, that is included in Appendix F to this EIR. Fehr & Peers recommended
not implementing this restriction. The memo concludes that removing throughmovement access would reduce project traffic along Charleville Boulevard; however,
there could still be project traffic along residential streets, as most vehicle trips could be
re-routed to Spaulding Drive or Linden Drive since there would be no turn restriction at
these streets. The restriction would therefore not accomplish its intended purpose by
prohibiting through-movements. Although the project would reduce the AM peak hour
impact at Spaulding Drive/Olympic Boulevard, there would still be a significant impact
at the intersection during mid-day and PM peak hours. Other significant impacts
reported in the DEIR would not be reduced to less-than-significant levels either.
Therefore, the restriction would not reduce project impacts to less-than-significant.



Add discussion under land use section about how buildout of the parcels would affect other (nonproject) parcels along Little Santa Monica Boulevard.
The proposed project would not be expected to result in significant constraints on any
potential future additions, renovations or redevelopment on existing neighboring
properties. Those properties that have been included in the analysis of potential
buildout of parcels 1 and 3 under the requested rezone would not be affected by the
project unless the owners willingly agree to participate in such buildout. These
properties are already zoned C-3 and thus are not included in the rezone request. This
discussion has been added to Section 4.3, Land Use and Planning, of the EIR.
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Rewrite narrative on residential street impacts so it’s understandable to the layperson.
Additional text was added to the traffic study (EIR Appendix F) and to EIR Section 4.8
Transportation and Circulation to discuss how residential streets were selected for
analysis, the manner in which project trips were assigned and distributed to residential
streets, and how impacts were determined based on the City’s Significance Criteria.

The additional information requested may be found in new text and analysis contained in the
Final EIR in the following sections:




Section 4.8, Transportation and Circulation
Section 4.3, Land Use and Planning
Appendix F, Transportation Impact Analysis.
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UPDATED/SUPPLEMENTAL ANALYSES
January 2011
Because over two years elapsed between the release of the draft EIR and publication of this
Final EIR, and to respond to Planning Commission and public comments on the Draft EIR, the
City updated the project traffic study in 2010. In preparing the updated traffic study, these
elements were modified:










Traffic Counts. Updated traffic counts from other recent studies in Beverly Hills were
included in the analysis, particularly for several intersections along Santa Monica
Boulevard. This change in counts resulted in changes to the existing conditions analysis,
existing level-of-service (LOS) results, future traffic volumes, future LOS results, and
project impacts analysis. New traffic counts used in the report were collected at various
times throughout the 2008 to 2010 period. In several cases, counts from different times
were compared to identify the “maximum” or most representative example.
Intersection Configurations. Fehr & Peers conducted several site visits and determined
that the lane configurations at several intersections had changed since the completion of
the previous traffic study. This change in lane configurations also resulted in changes to
the existing conditions analysis, existing LOS results, future traffic volumes, future LOS
results, and project impacts analysis.
Cumulative Project List. The City of Beverly Hills provided their most recent approved
and pending project list, which was used to revise the future traffic volumes, future LOS
results, and project impact analysis.
Santa Monica Parkway North/South Road Crossover Recent Improvement. A recent
improvement at this intersection was the creation of a small pocket allowing right turns
from westbound South Santa Monica Boulevard to eastbound North Santa Monica
Boulevard. Previously, vehicles which were traveling away from the project site and the
City of Beverly Hills on South Santa Monica Boulevard could not turn onto North Santa
Monica Boulevard if they wanted to travel back to the City of Beverly Hills. This
intersection was recently upgraded to include this improvement and this turn is now
allowed. This improvement required changes to the project trip assignment and also
updates to the Existing and Cumulative traffic volumes for this intersection as new
traffic counts were obtained for this intersection following the implementation of this
improvement.
Existing Plus Project Analysis. Another change to the report was to add an analysis
scenario to analyze the addition of Project Traffic to existing traffic volumes. The
Existing Plus Project Analysis identified significant impacts at two intersections
resulting from the Development of Parcels 1, 2, and 3. These impacts were noted at the
Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard and South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire
Boulevard intersections. However, these are the same impacts as already identified in
the Draft EIR for the Existing Plus Cumulative scenario, and so are not new impacts.

Even with these changes, the overall conclusions of the traffic study are consistent with the
previous analysis, with the same impacts identified related to the development of Parcels 1, 2,
and 3. No significant impacts were identified for the development of Parcel 2 only, which is
consistent with previous findings. The project trip generation and distribution, impact levels,
conclusions and mitigation measures remain substantially similar to the previous analysis.
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Section 4.8 Transportation and Circulation of the Final EIR has been updated to reflect the
supplemental information discussed above. The updated/supplemental traffic impact analysis
has been added to Appendix F of the Final EIR, along with the original 2008 traffic impact
analysis.
In addition to the updated traffic analysis discussed above and included in Appendix F, the
greenhouse gas emissions/global climate change analysis has been updated to reflect changes
in the regulatory setting for this issue. Updates to the greenhouse gas emissions/global climate
change analysis are shown in strikethrough and underline format in Section 5.0 Long Term
Impacts. The updated analysis also reflects improvements to the methodology used to assess
greenhouse gas emissions and their impacts. These improvements result in more accurate
quantification of emissions from electricity use and overall project emissions of carbon dioxide,
methane and nitrous oxide. Based on the more accurate modeling methodology, project
greenhouse gas emissions would be below the significance thresholds used for purposes of the
EIR. Accordingly, updates were also made to Section 6.0 Alternatives, Section 0.0 Executive
Summary, and Appendix B, Air Quality Data/Modeling Results reflecting the reduced impact
level.
Finally, Section 4.3 Land Use and Planning was updated to reflect new and revised policies
adopted by the City as part of the 2010 General Plan Update. No inconsistencies or new or
substantially increased impacts were identified.
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