MEMORANDUM
CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS

TO:

City Council

FROM:

Ryan Gohlich, AICP, Assistant Director of Community Development / City
Planner

DATE:

December 26, 2018

SUBJECT:

9908 South Santa Monica Boulevard
Staff Report Attachments for the January 8, 2019 City Council Report
Regarding the Appeal of a Mixed-Use Development at 9908 South Santa
Monica Boulevard

In order to provide the City Council with additional time to review project material that will be
provided in the staff report for the appeal of the proposed Mixed-Use Development at 9908 South
Santa Monica Boulevard, staff is providing the following staff report attachments in advance of
the January 8, 2019, regular meeting packet:
Attachments:
1. Planning Commission Resolution No. 1859– Vesting Tentative Tract Map and Planned
Development Approval
2. Planning Commission Resolution No. 1858– M-PD-5 Zone Approval Recommendation
3. Planning Commission Resolution No. 1857– Final EIR Certification
4. Appeal Petition, Dated September 24, 2018
5. Planning Commission Staff Report (w/o attachments)– September 13, 2018
6. Planning Commission Staff Report (w/o attachments) – August 8, 2018
7. Planning Commission Staff Report(w/o attachments) – January 11, 2018
8. Planning Commission Staff Report (w/o attachments)– November 28, 2017
9. Planning Commission Staff Report (w/o attachments)– September 8, 2016
10. Public Notice
11. Correspondence Received from the Public (as of December 26, 2018)
12. Required Findings
13. Summary of Existing Overlay Zones
14. Applicant Submitted Draft Development Agreement
15. Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) including appendices 1 through 11
17. HR&A Net Fiscal Impact Analysis, dated 4/25/2018
18. KMA Comparative General Fund Analysis, dated 4/25/2018
19. Plans, dated 9/4/2018, approved by Planning Commission
The following attachment are not included in this memorandum and will be provided with the
January 8, 2019 City Council Staff Report:
Attachments:
16. Final EIR appendix 12 – Response to Comments in September 24 Appeal Petition

Attachment 1
(Planning Commission Resolution
No. 1859– Vesting Tentative Tract
Map and Planned Development
Approval)

RESOLUTION NO. 1859
A RESOLUTION Of THE PLANNING COMMISSION Of THE
CITY Of BEVERLY HILLS CONDITIONALLY APPROVING
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 74391 AND A
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT TO ALLOW CONSTRUCTION Of
A RETAIL AND RESIDENTIAL MIXED-USE PROJECT FOR
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 990$ SOUTH SANTA MONICA
BOULEVARD

The Planning Commission of the City of Beverly Hills hereby finds, resolves, and
determines as follows:

Section 1.

990$ Santa Monica Blvd., LLC (the “Applicant”), has submitted an

application for the following (collectively the “Project”):
•

A General Plan Amendment to create a new Mixed Use Planned Development (M-PD-5)
Land Use Designation and apply the new designation to the property located at 9908 South
Santa Monica Boulevard (“project site”).

•

A Zone Text Amendment to create the Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay Zone
(M-PD-5) and establish and add relevant standards and regulations to the Beverly Hills
Municipal Code (“BHMC”), and a Zoning Map amendment would apply the M-PD-5
Overlay Zone to the project site.

•

A Planned Development to allow construction of the proposed mixed use project, which
consists of 25 residential condominium units and 13,036 Sf of ground floor commercial
space in a 4-story building with a height of 47’-O” and three levels of subterranean parking.

•

A Vesting Tentative Tract Map to allow the subdivision of 25 residential condominium
units and one commercial condominium unit.

•

A Development Agreement request to address vested rights to proceed with the project,
public benefit contributions to the City, and other issues, the terms of which have not yet
been negotiated.

The Planning Commission’s role as to the General Plan Amendment, Zoning Map and Zone Text
Amendment and Development Agreement is solely advisory to the City Council, however the
Commission has the role of approving, conditionally approving or denying the Planned
Development Permit and Vesting Tentative Tract Map components of the Project. The Planning
Commission’s action regarding approval of the Planned Development and Vesting Tentative Tract
Map is contingent on the City Council’s approval of the General Plan Amendment, Zone Text
Amendment, and Zoning Map Amendment, and each of those actions taking effect.

Section 2.

The Planning Commission has reviewed various iterations of the

Project since the initial submittal of an application to the City on July 1, 2015. The originally
submitted project was for an 89,988 SF, 5-story, 66’-O” tall, 27-unit condominium building with
no commercial uses and a floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 2.5:1, The design of the original submittal
incorporated a motor court on South Santa Monica Boulevard providing access to one level of
subterranean parking, which contained 74 parking spaces that were provided as a mix of standard,
tandem, and mechanical lift parking. On November 28, 2017 the Planning Commission reviewed
a modified version of the Project that consisted of 27 condominium units and 3,541 SF of ground
floor retail space with a revised FAR of 2.59:1 (93,374 SF of floor area). The November 2017
version of the project remained 5-stories and 66’ in height and was modified to have 2 levels of
subterranean parking with a total of 83 parking spaces. The November 2017 version of the Project
maintained the motor court on South Santa Monica Boulevard and added the commercial spaces

facing South Santa Monica Boulevard at the west and east ends of the building. On August 8,
201$ the Planning Commission reviewed another iteration of the Project, which consisted of 27
condominium units and 13,036 SF of retail and restaurant commercial space located at street level
along almost the entire length of the Project site’s South Santa Monica Boulevard frontage. The
August 2018 version of the Project remained 5-stories with the measured height of the building
modified to 52’-O”. The August 2018 version of the Project had a modified FAR of 2.76:1 (99,218
SF of floor area) with 2.394 of FAR devoted to residential uses and 0.362 of FAR devoted to
commercial uses. The August 2018 version of the Project replaced the South Santa Monica facing
motor court with a smaller motor court for residential uses with ingress from Charleville Boulevard
and egress on the adjacent alley, and a driveway to serve parking primarily for the building’s
commercial uses on South Santa Monica Boulevard.

At its August 8, 2018 hearing the

Commission provided direction to revise the Project as agreed to by the Applicant to reduce the
height of the building by one story and to relocate the rooftop pooi from the east side of the rooftop
to the west side of the rooftop.
The following is a general description of the Project, which has been modified to take into
account the Commission’s comments and direction:
•

25 residential condominium units (76,939 SF of residential floor area).

•

13,036 SF of ground-floor retail and restaurant commercial space.

•

4-story building with a building height of 47’ measured to the top of the

finished roof deck.
•

Pool deck surface located at no more than 52’ above project datum point,

top of 1,820 SF roof-top amenity room located no more than 57’ above the
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datum point, top of elevator enclosure is no more than 62’ above the datum
point.
•

Project FAR of 2.5:1 with 2.13$ of the FAR devoted to residential uses and

0.3 62 of the FAR devoted to commercial use.
•

3 levels of subterranean parking with access to the

1st

level (residential

parking) from a motor court located on Charleville Boulevard and access to the
2 and

3rd

levels (mixed commercial and residential parking) from a two-way

driveway located on South Santa Monica Boulevard.
•

A total of 176 parking spaces with 72 spaces required to meet residential

parking requirements, 63 spaces required to meet commercial parking
requirements and 41 additional excess parking spaces.
•

A relocated rooftop pool located on the west side of the building, now

screened from properties located to the east by the relocated amenity and
mechanical rooms.
•

A commercial loading space adequately sized to meet BHMC requirements

for a truck loading space (12’ by 35’). The loading space is located at the rear
of the building and runs parallel to the alley.
•

Dedication of a 2’-6” wide portion of the project site to the City to widen the
public alley located to the south.

Section 3.

The Project has been assessed in accordance with the authority and

criteria contained in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA
Guidelines, and the environmental regulations of the City. A Final Environmental Impact Report
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(final EIR) was prepared to analyze the potential environmental impacts of the Project. The
Planning Commission has reviewed the Final EIR and by separate Resolution No. 1857, which is

hereby incorporated by reference, (a) made certain CEQA findings and determinations, (b)
certified the EIR, and (c) adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The documents
and other materials that constitute the record on which this decision is based are located in the
Department of Community Development and are in the custody of the Director of Community
Development.

Section 4,

On August 19, 2016, a Notice of Public Hearing and Notice of

Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) was mailed to all property owners
and residential occupants within a 500-foot radius of the property plus block face, and posted on
the property. The hearing notice was also published in the Beverly Hills Courier on Friday, August
19, 2016 and the Beverly Hills Weekly on Thursday, August 25, 2016. On September 8, 2016, the
Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing to review and comment on the Draft EIR
prepared for the Project.
On November 17, 2016, a Notice of Public Hearing was mailed to all property
owners and residential occupants within a 500-foot radius of the property plus block face, and
posted on the property. The hearing notice was also published in the Beverly Hills Courier on
Friday, November 17, 2017 and the Beverly Hills Weekly on Thursday, November 23, 2017. On
November 28, 2017, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing and evidence,
both written and oral, was presented at the meeting. At the conclusion of that hearing, the Planning
Commission provided direction to the applicant on project changes and continued the public
hearing to January 11, 2018. On January 11, 2018 the Planning Commission considered the
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Project at a duly noticed public hearing and evidence, both written and oral, was presented at the
meeting.

At the January 11, 2018 hearing the Commission reviewed schematic floor plans

developed by the applicant, provided comments to the applicant, and continued the public hearing
to a date uncertain.
On July 19, 2018, a Notice of Public Hearing was mailed to all property owners

and residential occupants within a 1,000-foot radius of the property plus block face, and posted on
the property. The hearing notice was also published in the Beverly Hills Weekly on Thursday, July
19, 2018 and the Beverly Hilts Courier on friday, July 20, 201$. On August 8, 2018, the Planning
Commission held a duly noticed public hearing. Evidence, both written and oral, was presented
at the meeting. At the conclusion of that hearing, the Planning Commission directed the Applicant
to make ffirther revisions to the Project as agreed upon by the Applicant at the meeting, and
directed staff to return at a date certain on September 13, 2018 with resolutions conditionally
approving the Project and recommending approval of amendments to the City Council.
On September 13, 2018, the Planning Commission considered the project.
Evidence, both written and oral, was presented at the meeting.

Section 5.

Planned Development findings. Pursuant to BHMC §10-3-1843, in

reviewing the application for a Planned Development, the Planning Commission considered the
following: “The Planning Commission may approve a planned development if the commission
finds that the proposal will meet the requirements of this code and will advance objectives of the
zone in which it is located. The planning commission may impose such conditions and restrictions
on the approval as are necessary to ensure that the planned development will advance objectives
of the zone.”
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The objectives of the proposed M-PD-5 Overlay Zone are as follows:
1. To ensure that mixed use development in the M-PD-5 zone will
serve to maintain the vibrancy of local serving commercial uses along the South
Santa Monica commercial corridor;
2, To provide for mixed use development that encourages high quality
design and residential uses and amenities through appropriate height, modulation,
setbacks, and other similar measures;
3. To provide pedestrian friendly commercial uses and amenities along
the street level;
4. To encourage that mixed use development in the M-PD-5 zone will
enhance adjoining residential neighborhoods and minimize traffic impacts; and
5. To protect the public health, safety, and welfare.

Section 6.

Based on the foregoing, the Planning Commission hereby finds and

determines as follows with respect to the Planned Development:
1. As conditioned, the mixed use development Project will maintain
and enhance the vibrancy of local serving commercial uses along the South Santa
Monica commercial corridor. The project site is presently a parking area separated
from the public right-of-way by a hedge. The previous building at the project site,
the friars Club, was demolished in 2011. The 31,002 Sf project site has 300’ of
South Santa Monica Boulevard street frontage and is centrally located along that
street’s commercial corridor. The project will provide 13,036 square feet of
sidewalk facing retail and restaurant store-fronts along a 267’ portion of the South
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Santa Monica Boulevard corridor that currently does not have commercial uses.
Constructing a building containing a mix of multi-tenant ground level retail,
accessible from the sidewalk through individual entrances, and residential units
above will contribute to the vibrancy of the commercial corridor by filling in the
large gap in commercial development between the Peninsula Hotel and the retail
storefronts located to the west.

The Applicant will be required to prepare and

submit a construction management plan and to conform all construction activities
to said plan to minimize construction impacts on adjacent land uses while the
building is being constructed. Thus, the Project will maintain vibrancy on this
local serving commercial corridor during the short term project construction phase
and also contribute to vibrancy for the long-term operational life of the Project by
adding street level retail space to a long vacant parceL Further, for the reasons set
forth in Exhibit A, attached hereto, and incorporated by reference, the Project is
consistent with the General Plan as amended pursuant to the Commission’s
recommendation.
2. As conditioned, the Project is a mixed use development with a highquality design and provides for residential uses and amenities with appropriate
height, modulation, and setbacks. Based on Planning Commission direction the
Project has been reduced to 47’ in height, which is similar to the 45’ height limit
applicable to neighboring commercially zoned properties located on the South
Santa Monica Boulevard corridor and to neighboring multi-family residential
properties located on Durant Drive. The roof of the proposed rooftop amenity and
mechanical rooms will be no more than 57’ above the Project’s datum point. The
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height of the roof-top structures is roughly equivalent with the 60’ maximum
height for rooftop uses on neighboring commercial parcels and the 55’ maximum
height for mechanical penthouses on neighboring residential parcels. Thus, based
on the Commission’s direction and the Applicant’s willingness to modify the
project to four stories, the building design is of an appropriate height that is
generally commensurate with the allowable building height and roof-top structure
height applicable to neighboring commercial and residential properties. The M
PD-5 Overlay Zone allows for the Planning Commission to evaluate and define
the appropriate amount of building modulation for a project through the Planned
Development Permit. Approximately 13,350 SF of modulation area is proposed
for the subject property. If the City’s multi-family development standards were
applicable to the Project, then approximately 7,440 SF of modulation area would
be required. Therefore the amount of proposed modulation provided for this
mixed use project is well in excess of what would be required if multiple family
development standards were applicable. Thus the building design provides for an
appropriate amount of building modulation. The project provides a 3’ setback
from street-facing property lines, a 6’ setback from the alley-facing property line,
and a 0’ setback from the interior side yard lot line along the site’s western edge.
In addition, the upper 3 stories of the building are stepped-back a minimum of an
additional 1’ from the street-facing and alley property lines, and stepped-back an
additional 26’-9” from the interior side yard property line. The building’s ground
level setback requirements will place the front façade in an appropriate location
for pedestrians to easily access the individual street-level retail and restaurant
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spaces. The upper level step backs both differentiate the residential portion of the
building from the ground level and also move the residential uses farther away
from adjacent existing residential uses located to the south. Thus the building
design provides for appropriate setbacks for a mixed use project.

further, the

Project’s building façade, architectural details and landscaping are subject to
review and approval by the Architectural Commission.
3. As conditioned, the Project will provide pedestrian-friendly
commercial uses and amenities along the street level. Approximately 267’ of the
300’ long north parcel frontage along South Santa Monica Boulevard will be
devoted to pedestrian friendly commercial uses. Direct access to individual retail
and restaurant spaces will be provided from the South Santa Monica Boulevard
sidewalk. The Project will create continuity of retail development accessible from
the street along the south side of South Santa Monica Boulevard. Thus the Project
will fill in an existing large gap of retail development on the South Santa Monica
Boulevard commercial corridor, which stretches approximately 1500’ from Lasky
Drive to South Moreno Drive. The Project provides an opportunity to construct a
quality mixed-use development that would not otherwise be allowed by the
underlying zone, The Project will contribute to the completion of the urban fabric
of this commercial corridor by replacing the existing vacant lot with a mixed use
building specifically designed to provide retail amenities to pedestrians.
4. As conditioned, the Project will enhance adjoining residential
neighborhoods and minimize traffic impacts. As designed, the Project provides

two vehicle access points to the site. The majority of on-site subterranean parking
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and all dedicated commercial parking would be accessible from South Santa
Monica Boulevard. Retail and restaurant uses are the highest trip generating uses
proposed at the project site. The majority of residential parking will be accessible
from a motor court located on Charleville Boulevard.

The nearest adjacent

residential neighborhood is located south of the project site, starting on Durant
Drive. Designing vehicle access so that only residential parking is accessible from
Charleville Boulevard will potentially reduce the amount of vehicle trips travelling
to and from the site using the residential streets south of the project site because
parking for the Project’s highest trip generating uses would be accessed from
South Santa Monica Boulevard. In addition, the Project’s Final EIR included a
trip generation analysis of a code compliant commercial alternative to the Project
(Alternative 3).

This analysis identified that building a C-3 zone compliant

commercial project at the site would generate approximately 14% greater overall
daily trips, and approximately twice as many AM and PM peak period trips than
the proposed Project. Thus the Project as proposed would likely be less impactful
on local traffic, including traffic in the adjacent residential neighborhood, than a
commercial project built to the current FAR limit for the C-3 commercial zone.
The mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR include: a) review of all
project features for pedestrian safety; b) the implementation of pedestrian safety
features at driveways; c) a construction traffic management plan and a construction
worker parking plan; and, d) a cumulative construction traffic management plan.
These mitigation measures will help ensure that impacts on neighboring
properties, including neighboring residential properties, will be minimized during

1]

project construction, In particular, construction worker parking in the adjacent
residential neighborhood will be expressly prohibited during project construction.
The mitigation measures will also enhance the overall waikability around the
project site once the Project is operational because project design features will be
assessed for pedestrian safety and pedestrian safety features will be installed at
Project driveways.
5. As conditioned and designed, and as mitigated in the adopted Final

EIR for the Project, and consistent with the findings stated above, the Project will
protect the public health, safety, and welfare.

Section 7.

Vesting Tentative Tract Map Findings. Pursuant to the California

Subdivision Map Act (66474 and §66473.la) and the City’s subdivision requirements, the
Planning Commission considered the following findings:
1. Whether the proposed map is consistent with applicable general and

specific plans as specified in Section 65451;
2. Whether the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is
consistent with applicable general and specific plans;
3. Whether the site is physically suitable for the type of development;
4. Whether the site is physically suitable for the proposed density of
development;
5. Whether the

design of the

subdivision or the

proposed

improvements are likely to cause substantial environmental damage or substantially
or avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat;
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6. Whether the design of the subdivision or type of improvements are
likely to cause serious public health problems
7. Whether the design of the subdivision or type of improvements will
conflict with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access through or use
of, property within the proposed subdivision.
8. Whether the design of a subdivision for which a tentative map is
required pursuant to Section 66426 shall provide, to the extent feasible, for future
passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the subdivision.

Section 8.

The Planning Commission hereby finds and determines as follows

with respect to the Vesting Tentative Tract Map (the “Map”):
1. As conditioned, the proposed Map is consistent with applicable
general plan, and there are no applicable specific plans. The proposed Map is
consistent with the City’s General Plan of the City for the reasons set forth in
Exhibit A, attached hereto, and incorporated by reference.

The proposed map

complies with the maximum residential density requirement as well as the
commercial minimum density requirements of the proposed General Plan Land Use
Designation of M-PD-5. Therefore, The Planning Commission finds that the Map
is consistent with the General Plan.
2. As conditioned, the proposed Map and its design and improvements
are consistent with both the City’s General Plan of the City, and there are no
applicable specific plans. The proposed subdivision and improvements implement
the uses described in the Overlay Zone and comply with all applicable development
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standards of the M-PD-5 Overlay Zone and General Plan Land Use Designation,
including but not limited to height, use, and parking standards. The design and
improvements included dedication of right-of-way for an expanded alley adjacent
to the south side of the project site. Further, for the reasons set forth in Exhibit A,
attached hereto, and incorporated by reference, the Project is consistent with the
General Plan. For the foregoing reasons, the Planning Commission finds that the
projects design and improvements are consistent with the City’s General Plan, as
amended per the Planning Commission’s recommendation.
3. As conditioned, the site is physically suitable for the type of
development. The site is currently vacant.

The infrastructure serving the site is

generally adequate to support the development proposed on the site and the
Applicant shall be required to upgrade sewer capacity, if necessary, prior to
finalizing the tentative map. A fault hazard investigation report was completed at
the project site and no unusual seismic hazard was identified. The project site is
adjacent to parcels developed with both commercial and multi-family development.
Therefore, the Planning Commission finds that the site is physically suitable for the
proposed commercial and residential development project.
4. As conditioned, the site is suitable for the proposed density of
development. The 2.5 FAR of the proposed project is consistent with the maximum
allowable FAR in the Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay Zone (M-PD-5).
The proposed 0.362 commercial FAR exceeds the minimum required commercial
density (0.33 FAR) required in the recommended Mixed Use Planned Development
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Overlay Zone (M-PD-5). Therefore, the Planning Commission finds that the site
is suitable for the proposed density of development.
5. The final EIR prepared for the Project found no significant impacts
to fish, wildlife or habitat because the site was previously developed and is
currently vacant and lacking in any natural vegetation or habitat. Therefore, the
Planning Commission fmds that the proposed Project, as conditioned, will not
cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish
or wildlife or their habitat.
6. As conditioned, the design of the subdivision and the type of
improvements will not cause serious public health problems.

The final EIR

prepared for the Project evaluated Aesthetics (including the proposed building’s
shadow effects), Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, Noise, and Transportation and Traffic.

The EIR found that all

potentially significant impacts could be mitigated to below a level of significance.
After mitigation, any negative public health problems resulting from the Project’s
construction and operation would not exceed CEQA levels of significance. As
such, the Planning Commission finds that the design of the subdivision and the
type of improvements will not cause serious public health problems.
7. The design of the subdivision will not conflict with easements
acquired by the public at large for access through or use of property within the
proposed subdivision.

The Vesting Tentative Tract Map associated with the

Project has been preliminarily reviewed by the Public Works and Engineering
Department. In addition, encroachment permits will be obtained for all temporary
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and permanent encroachments into the public right-of-way. The public at large
has not acquired any other easement for access through or use of the property. The
Applicant is also required to provide a 2’-6” dedication to widen the alley in
compliance with the Streets Master Plan. for the foregoing reasons, the Planning
Commission finds that the design of the subdivision will not conflict with
easements acquired by the public at large for access through or use of property
within the proposed subdivision.
8. The design of the proposed subdivision for which a tentative map is
required pursuant to Subdivision Map Act §66426 will provide, to the extent
feasible, for future passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the
subdivision. The proposed subdivision design considers local climate, contours,
parcel configuration, and other design and improvement requirements.

The

proposed project includes large outdoor terraces for the majority of units and
provides for ample wall openings for all units, maximizing passive natural cooling
opportunities. Further, the subdivider is required to consider various building
construction techniques, green building standards, overhanging eaves, window
locations, insulation, and landscaping for building shade prior to final design and
obtaining building permits for the Project. As such, the Planning Commission
finds that the Project will provide, to the extent feasible, future passive or natural
heating or cooling opportunities.

Section 9.

Based on the foregoing, the Planning Commission hereby approves

a Planned Development and Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 74391 to allow construction of the
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mixed-use Project at the property located at 9908 South Santa Monica Boulevard subject to the
following conditions:
1. The conditions set forth in this Resolution shall run with the land
and shall remain in force for the duration of the life of the Project.
Covenant Recordation
2. This Resolution approving the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and
Planned Development to allow construction of a mixed-use development at the
property located at 9908 South Santa Monica Boulevard (collectively the
“Approvals”), shall not become effective until the owner of the project site records
a covenant, satisfactory in form and content to the City Attorney, accepting the
conditions of approval set forth in this Resolution. The covenant shall include a
copy of this Resolution as an exhibit.
The Applicant shall deliver a conformed copy of the executed covenant
to the Community Development Department within 60 days of the Planning
Commission’s decision. If the Applicant fails to deliver the executed covenant
within the required 60 days, this Resolution approving a Planned Development
and Vesting Tentative Tract Map shall be null and void and of no further effect.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Director of Community Development may,
upon a request by the applicant, grant a waiver from the 60-day time limit if, at the
time of the request, the Director determines that there have been no substantial
changes to any federal, state or local law that will affect the City’s ability to
approve the discretionary approvals.
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3. Approval of this Project is subject to all other discretionary
approvals required by the City for the Project.
Planning Project Conditions
4. The Project shall be built in substantial compliance with the plans
submitted for the September 13, 2018 Planning Commission meeting, on file with
the Department of Community Development, except as modified by these
conditions of approval, including Exhibit B, “Standard Conditions List,” and
Exhibit C “Mitigation Monitoring Program,” which are incorporated herein by
reference and made applicable to the Project, and subject to additional conditions
as may be imposed by the Architectural Commission. In no case shall the Project
include more than 25 multi-family residential units or less than 13,036 square feet
of commercial space. In addition, the ground floor space fronting on South Santa
Monica Boulevard shall be occupied by commercial uses, which, in the opinion of
the Director of Community Development, are pedestrian-friendly uses. Any minor
modifications to the plans shall be approved by the Department of Community
Development prior to any work being done on the Project pursuant to those
modifications.

Modification deemed major by the Director of Community

Development will require review and approval by the Planning Commission.
Review of modifications or corrections of the plans may trigger the need to pay
additional processing fees.
5. Prior to the issuance of any building permits, either the parcels
associated with the development of the Project shall be legally tied to form one
parcel, or the Final Vesting Tentative Tract Map shall be recorded. The lot-tie
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covenant is subject to review and approval by the City Attorney and shall be
recorded with the Los Angeles County Recorder’s Office.
6. Parking spaces for the residential units shall be permanently
assigned to each unit and shall be labeled as such. Parking spaces for residential
units shall be used solely for the parking of the personal vehicles of residents and
their guests. Parking spaces for residential units may not be leased, subleased,
sold, transferred, or otherwise separated from the unit for which the parking spaces
are required. Those parking spaces required to comply with the City’s Municipal
Code shall not be dedicated to or used to provide parking for any off-site use. Any
parking spaces not required to comply with the City’s Municipal Code and not
regularly used by residents, residents’ guests, and commercial tenants or visitors,
may be made available to serve off-site uses upon approval by the Planning
Commission of such use of the excess parking spaces. Each parking stall
designated to meet the numeric requirements of the Americans with Disabilities
Act (“ADA”) shall meet all ADA requirements for an accessible parking space.
The Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) for this Project shall
acknowledge and disclose the restrictions regarding parking contained in this
condition.
7. All parking stalls on subterranean parking level one, which is
accessible from Charleville Boulevard, may only be used to meet the residential
parking requirements of the Project. In addition, the individual stalls in each
tandem stall pairing located on parking level one must be assigned to the same
residential unit.
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8. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a
signage plan for review and approval by the Department of Community
Development/Planning, which plan shall include, but not be limited to, provision
of appropriate signage and precautionary devices inside the parking garage. All
sigiage shall conform to the signage plan.
9. Prior to issuance of any occupancy permit for the Project and subject
to the review and approval of the Director of Community Development, the
Applicant shall provide a Loading Management Plan to minimize loading..related
impacts from the Modified Project on adjacent land uses.

The Loading

Management Plan shall identify permissible hours for loading and shall designate
a delivery monitor to monitor the loading area and deliveries in order to control
the circulation activities and to prevent overcrowding in the loading area. The
City hereby retains the authority to impose additional conditions on the Project to
address loading, delivery and parking issues, including without limitation the
authority to require valet parking for patrons of the commercial uses.

The

Applicant shall comply with the approved Loading Management Plan and any
additional conditions imposed afler adoption of this Resolution and after adoption
of the Loading Management Plan, in order to address parking, loading and delivery
issues.
10. All common areas and facilities shall be clearly depicted, described,
or both, in the final plans reviewed by the Department of Community
Development/Planning, prior to issuance of a building permit.
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11. The Applicant shall cause the outdoor areas on the roof to be clearly
posted to prohibit rooftop activities except between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and
10:00 p.m., Monday through Friday and between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 10:00
p.m., Saturday and Sunday.
12. All electrical transformers and other such mechanical equipment
shall be clearly depicted, described, or both, in the final plans reviewed by the
Department of Community Development/Planning, prior to issuance of a building
permit. Screening and/or relocation may be required if the proposed locations
have the potential to adversely affect the appearance of the building from the
public right-of-way.
13. The Project shall conform to all requirements ofthe M-PD-5 overlay
zone that governs the Project site and authorizes construction of the Project.
14. No banquets or similar private receptions or events shall be held by
non-residents in the Project’s roof-top amenity room or other areas on the roof.
Project common rooms and areas should be used for their intended purpose as a
resident recreational area and community meeting room, provided that residents
shall be allowed to have private events for themselves and their guests, with a
maximum of 150 guests allowed per event.
15. Rooftop areas shall be used by Project residents and their guests

only. No commercial occupant of the Property shall use the rooftop facilities.
16. The CC&Rs for this Project shall acknowledge and disclose the fact
that, because this Project is located on South Santa Monica Boulevard, the
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maintenance ofpublic improvements (street payment, sidewalk, curb, gutter, water
and sewer lines) is usually performed at night.
17. New street frees consistent with the City’s master street tree plan
must be used for any new street trees or any street trees identified to be replaced
on the project plans. The Applicant must confer with and receive approval from
the City’s urban forester as to the tree species used and as to the installation method
for the new and/or replaced trees.
18. In accordance with the requirements set forth in City Council
Resolution 71-R-4269, the applicant shall file a formal written request with the
Civil Engineering Department for approval of any type of temporary construction
encroachment (steel tieback rods, etc.) within the public right-of-way. Shoring
plans and elevations prepared by a registered civil engineer must be submitted for
review by the Civil Engineering Department.

An indemnity bond must be

submitted and approved by the City Attorney prior to excavation.
19. The Applicant shall dedicate a 2’-6” wide strip of land along the
alley as depicted in the plan. The Applicant shall remove and reconstruct the
roadway pavement including a concrete gutter at the center of the alley in the
above-mentioned area in accordance with the specifications of the City Engineer.
This condition includes the relocation of any existing improvements such as meter
boxes, pull boxes, etc.
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Architectural Commission Review
20. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the design, materials and
finishes of the building and proposed landscaping shall be subject to the review
and approval of the Architectural Commission.
Landscaping and Irrigation
21. The Applicant shall submit fmal landscape, lighting and irrigation
plans to the Department of Community Development for review and approval
before the issuance of any building permit, The landscape plan shall be prepared
by a licensed landscape architect.
22. Prior to final building inspection, the Applicant shall install all
irrigation and landscaping, including irrigation controllers, staking, and mulching,
to the satisfaction of the Director of Community Development.
23. The building owner and successors in interest shall be responsible
for the maintenance of the site drainage system, sidewalks, parkways, street trees
and other landscaping, including irrigation, within and along the adjacent public
rights-of-way.
Other Departments’ Requirements
24. The Applicant shall comply with all applicable conditions and
permits required from the Public Works and Transportation Department and
Community Services-Recreation and Parks Department attached as Exhibit B.
The Applicant shall secure all necessary permits from the Engineering Division of
Public Works prior to commencement of any demolition or Modified Project
related work.
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25. An offsite improvement plan prepared by a registered civil engineer
must be submitted to the Civil Engineering Division prior to the issuance of
building permits. This plan must show all existing street furniture within the
public right-of-way (ROW) fronting the proposed improvement site. All new
construction and relocation of any existing street furniture must be clearly shown.
26. The Project shall comply with all applicable conditions from the Fire
Department as may be identified through the plan check process.
Construction Management
27. The Applicant shall comply with a Construction Management Plan
that must be submitted to and approved by the Department of Community
Development prior to issuance of a building permit.

The Construction

Management Plan shall include, at a minimum, the following:
a. Written information about the construction parking arrangements
and hauling activities at different stages of construction to be reviewed and
approved by the Engineering Division of Public Works and the Building and
Safety Division of Community Development.

On-street parking shall be

prohibited at all times during construction. The plan shall provide for construction
parking at a nearby site where workers can be transported to and from the Project
site.
b. Information regarding the anticipated number of workers, the
location of parking with respect to schedule during the construction period, the
arrangement of deliveries, hauling activities, the length of time of operation,
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designation of construction staging area and other pertinent information regarding
construction related traffic.
c. Information regarding the Project’s compliance with all applicable
fugitive dust/aft quality regulations, including SCAQMD’s Rule 403.
d. Information regarding public notification and construction signs that
will be used during Project construction.
e. The proposed demolition/construction staging for the Project to
determine the amount, appropriate routes and time of day of heavy hauling truck
traffic necessary for demolition, deliveries etc., to the subject site.
28. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit for the Project a cash
deposit of $10,000.00 shall be deposited with the City to ensure compliance with
the conditions of this Resolution regarding construction activities. Such deposit
shall be returned to the Applicant upon completion of all construction activities
and in the event that no more than two violations of such conditions of the Beverly
Hills Municipal Code andlor any of these conditions of approval occur. In the
event that three or more such violations occur, the City may: (a) retain the deposit
to cover costs of enforcement; (b) notify the Applicant that the Applicant may
request a hearing before the City within ten days of the notice; and (c) issue a stop
work notice until such time that an additional deposit of $25,000.00 is deposited
with the City to cover the cost associated with subsequent violations. Work shall
not resume for a minimum of two days after the day that the additional deposit is
received by the City. If the Applicant timely requests a hearing, said deposit will
not be forfeited until after such time that the Applicant has been provided an
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opportunity to appear and offer evidence to the City, and the City determines that
substantial evidence supports forfeiture. Any subsequent violation will trigger
forfeiture of the additional deposit, the issuance of a stop work notice, and the
deposit of an additional $25,000.00, pursuant to the procedure set forth herein
above. All amounts deposited with the City shall be deposited in an interest
bearing account. The Applicant shall be reimbursed all interest accruing on
monies deposited, if any. Requirements of this condition are in addition to any
other remedy that the City may have at law or equity and shall not be the sole
remedy of the City in the event of a violation of the conditions of this Resolution
and/or the Beverly Hills Municipal Code.
29. The Applicant shall maintain the site in an orderly condition prior to
commencement of and during construction, including but not limited to,
maintenance of the orderly appearance of existing landscaping on the site, dust
suppression for areas cleared by demolition, maintenance of safety barriers and
adjacent public sidewalks, and provision of a contact person directly accessible to
the public by telephone in the event that the public has any concerns regarding the
maintenance of the site. The name and telephone number of the contact person
shall be transmitted to the Director of Community Development and the Building
Official prior to commencement of any construction activities on the site,
including grading. In addition, the Applicant shall post the name and telephone
number of the contact person on the site in a location readily visible to the general
public as approved by the Director of Community Development. Said signs shall
also include the name and number of a City contact from the Community
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Development Department.

The Applicant representative’s telephone number

provided shall be manned during construction hours.
30. Within three working days after approval of this Resolution, the
Applicant shall remit to the City a cashier’s check, payable to the County Clerk,
in the amount of $3,168.00 for a document fee pursuant to the Fish and Game
Code for the filing of the Notice of Determination. If it is determined that the fee
is more than this amount, the Applicant shall be responsible for submitting
payment for the full amount of the required fees for filing the Notice of
Determination.
Property Maintenance
31. The property owners association shall be responsible for the
operation and maintenance of the private sewer connection to the public sewer in
the public right-of-way, the site drainage system, the maintenance of the common
areas and facilities, the exterior of the building, the abutting street trees, parkways
and any costs or corrections due to building or property maintenance code
enforcement actions. The covenants, codes and restrictions shall specifically
reflect this obligation.
Exterior LiEhting
32. Exterior lighting shall be as limited as feasible to minimize negative
light and glare impacts on the neighboring residential properties. All lighting shall
be shielded to prevent “spillover” and shall be directed away from surrounding
properties.
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Loading/Deliveries/Parking
33. Deliveries to the site are limited to the loading area located directly
adjacent to the rear alley on the project site’s south property line. Delivery trucks
shall not idle and/or park in the alley or on any residential street.
34. On-site parking shall be provided to all commercial and residential
tenants of the development and all employees shall be provided free, on-site
parking. All commercial patrons shall be provided with free, on-site validated
parking.
35. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, a Parking Management
Plan satisfactory to the Director of Community Development and the Director of
Public Works and Transportation shall be prepared by the Applicant. The parking
shall be operated in conformance with such plan.
36. Amplified sound, including amplified music, shall be prohibited on
outdoor rooftop areas at all times.
37. Biological Condition 1

—

Avoid Bird Nesting Season or Conduct a

Nesting Bird Survey and Provide Buffers. Vegetation removal and initial ground
disturbance must occur either:
a) Outside the bird and raptor breeding season,
which is typically february 1 through August31
(as early as January 1 for some raptors), or
b) If vegetation clearing occurs during the breeding
season, one pre-construction bird nesting survey
shall be conducted not more than one week prior
to vegetation clearing to determine the locations
of nesting birds.
38. Cultural Condition 1

—

Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural

Resources. Archaeological and Native American monitoring shall be conducted
2$

for all ground-disturbing activities with the project site. Monitoring shall be
performed under the direction of a qualified, city-approved archaeologist meeting
the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for
archaeology. If a discovery occurs and proves to be significant under CEQA, as
determined by the qualified Native American Tribal representative, data recovery
excavation, avoidance of the area of the fmd, documentation, testing, reburial,
archival review and/or transfer to the appropriate museum or educational
institution, or other appropriate actions may be warranted at the discretion of the
qualified archaeologist. The archeologist shall complete a report of excavations
and findings, and submit the report to the lead agency.

After the find is

appropriately mitigated, work in the area may resume.
39. Cultural Condition 2

—

Unanticipated Discovery of Human

Remains. If human remains are found, State of California Health and Safety Code
Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the County
coroner has made a determination of origin and disposition pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 5097.98,
40. Noise Condition 1

—

Interior Noise Attenuation features.

The

applicant shall incorporate building materials and techniques that reduce sound
transmission through walls, windows, doors, ceilings, and floors of on-site
residences for all floors facing South Santa Monica Boulevard or for floors one
through three facing Charleville Boulevard, in order to achieve interior noise
levels of a maximum of 45 dBA CNEL. Such building materials and techniques
may include double-paned windows, staggered studs, or sound-absorbing blankets
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incorporated into building wall design. Acoustical analysis shall be performed
prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit to demonstrate that noise levels in the
interior livable spaces do not exceed state standards for residences.

This

requirement shall be incorporated into the plans to be submitted by the applicant
to the City for review and approval prior to the issuance of building permits.

I
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Section 10.

The Secretary of the Planning Commission shall certify to the

passage, approval, and adoption of this resolution, and shall cause this resolution and his/her
Certification to be entered in the Book of Resolutions of the Planning Commission of the City.
Adopted: September 13, 2018

Licht
Chair of the Planning Commission of the
City of Beverly Hills
Attest:

retary of the Planning Commission
Approved As To Form:

Approved As To Content:

David M. Snow
Assistant City Attorney

R1l1ch, MCP
Asnt1)irector / City Planner
Community Development Department

,‘c

Exhibits:
A
B
C

—

-

—

General Plan Consistency Analysis
Standard Conditions List
Mitigation Monitoring Program
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EXHIBITA
GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS ATTACHMENT
The Planning Commission finds that the requested General Plan Amendment, Zone Text
Amendment, Planned Development, Vesting Tentative Tract Map and Development Agreement
to create a Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay Zone (M-PD-5) and allow a four-story,
mixed used project consisting of 25 condominium units and 13,036 SF of ground floor retail on a
property located at 9908 South Santa Monica Boulevard consistent with the General Plan as
follows:
LU 2.1 City Places: Neighborhoods, Districts, and Corridors. Maintain and enhance the
character, distribution, build form, scale, and aesthetic qualities of the City’s distinctive residential
neighborhoods, business districts, corridors, and open spaces.
The Project provides for new street-level commercial storefronts for 267’ of the 300’1ong South
Santa Monica street frontage of the Project site. The Project will enhance the commercial
character of this existing local seMng commercial corridor by filling in the large gap in
development between the Peninsula Hotel and the retail storefronts located to the west of the
Project site.
LU 2.4 Architectural and Site DesignS 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.
The Project exhibits a high level of architectural design as it is a building oriented towards luxury
buyers. The final design and materials are required to be vetted by the City’s Architectural
Commission, which will ensure that the proposed building is consistent with the City’s distinctive
image and complements development near the project site. The building is also required to
comply with the most current standards of the California Green Building Code and the California
Energy Code, which are some of the strongest green building standards in the country.
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 facades, 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.
Through the City’s entitlement review process the Project has gone through numerous iterations.
The changes to the project design has resulted in a mixed use project with ground level retail that
directly engages with the street and residential units located on the upper stories of the building.
The September 2018 revised version of the Project includes 13,036 SF of ground floor retail and
restaurant spaces with individual tenant space entrances from the sidewalk. The upper levels of
the project are designed to provide more than 13,000 SF of modulation area, which is well in
excess of what would be required of a building subject to the Citys multi-family residential
standards.
LU 2-10 Development Transitions and Compatibility. Require that sites and buildings be
planned, located, and designed to assure functional and visual transitions between areas of
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differing uses and densities by addressing property and height setbacks, window and entry
placement, lighting, landscape buffets, and service access.
The September 2012 version of the Project is 47’ tal which is roughly consistent and thus
compatible with the 45’ height limit of both the multifamily residential properties to the south and
the commercial properties that surround the other three sides of the project site. The Project has
a 3’ setback from the South Santa Monica property line and therefore functionally engages with
this commercial street and visually continues the ‘no street setback’ appearance of the existing
commercial street. Larger setbacks and upper stoty step-backs are incorporated in the design of
the southern elevation of the building, providing additional spacing from existing multifamily
properties to the south.
LU 9.5 CommerciallResidential Mixed Uses. The feasibility of allowing mixed
commercial/residential uses should be analyzed in order to expand the variety of housing types
available and in certain areas, to improve commercial! residential transitions.
The Project will expand the availability of multi-family housing in this neighborhood located in the
southwest portion of the City by allowing housing above new, local-salving retail space centrally
located on the South Santa Monica Boulevard commercial corridor. The allowed 47’ height limit
of the Project is roughly commensurate with the maximum height allowed on both neighboring C3 and R-4 zoned property and thus appropriately transitions between these two contiguous zoning
districts. The Final EIR studied the trip generation of the Project and identified it would be less
than for a strictly commercial project built to the maximum density allowed for the existing C-3
zoning. The reduced trip generation of the Project is consistent with providing a transition
between lower traffic generating residential uses and higher traffic generating commercial uses.
LU 10.1 Local-Serving Business. Promote appropriate development of businesses that serve,
are located in proximity to, and are accessible to adjoining residential neighborhoods, such as
grocery stores, dry cleaners, and personal care businesses.
The addition of 13,036 SF of additional commercial floor area that will be divided into relatively
small tenant spaces that are consistent in size with the existing commercial development located
on this locally serving commercial corridor and are appropriate spaces for small retailers and food
uses. These additional retail spaces will be located within easy walking distance of the existing
development located in the adjacent residential neighborhood.
LU 10.2 Commercial Common Interest Development. Prohibit common interest development
on commercially zoned properties and review City ordinances for appropriate amendments;
provided, however, that the City may decide by future ordinance to permit commercial common
interest developments on such terms and conditions as it deems appropriate, Consider allowing
an existing commercial building listed on a Federal, State or local register of historic sites to be
converted to a common interest development if substantial public benefits are provided and the
conversion will not adversely impact the economic viability of the adjacent area, or of the City as
a whole.
In this case, the Planning Commission has considered an ordinance that would allow the mixed
use project and contemplates subdivision of the Property consistent with the proposed project to
create 25 separate residential condominium units, and one commercial parceL As such, the City
has implemented Land Use Policy 70.2 in that the Planning Commission has recommended an
ordInance to allow the proposed common interest Project on the terms and conditions set forth in
the proposed M-PD-5 Overlay Zone.
2

LU 11.1 Preservation of Pedestrian-Oriented Retail Shopping Areas. Preserve, protect and
enhance the character of the pedestrian-oriented retail shopping area, 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 experiences.
The Project site is a vacant site that is centrally located on an existing commercial corridor. The
existing condition of the site does not contribute to the pedestrian experience of the area. The
Project will provide a variety of new street-Ieve pedestrian-oriented retail spaces along the
corridor.
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) 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; (U) 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.
The ground floor retail of the project is designed to be pedestrian oriented. The spaces are
oriented to directly engage the pub/ic sidewalk; the tenant spaces are individually accessible and
provide ample street facing fenestration; and there is both a 3 foot area on private property and a
relatively wide sidewalk fronting the project site that could be used to extend interior functions of
future tenants to the sidewalk.
LU 11.5 Retail Streetscapes. Maintain and, where deficient, improve street trees, planting,
furniture, signage, public art, and other amenities that promote pedestrian activity.
The Project is conditioned to submit an off-site improvement plan (Resolution No. 1859 Condition
25) for improvements adjacent to the project site in the public right of way and also to work with
the City’s Urban Forester for replacement or planting of new Street trees in the public right of way
adjacent to the Project site (Resolution No.1859, Condition 17). Both conditions will ensure the
project will maintain and improve the public right-of-way adjacent to the Project.
ES 1.3 Tax Base. Consistent with future economic sustainability plans, identify opportunities to
enable the expansion of the City’s tax base.
The Project will add new tax generating commercial and residential uses to the currently vacant
Project site. In addition, a Development Agreement will be negotiated between the project
applicant and City Council that will secure additional public benefits including, but not limited to,
additional General Fund and City special funds revenue.
CIR 3.1 Neighborhood Traffic Control Measures. Incorporate traffic control measures in
residential neighborhoods as part of proposed roadway improvement or development projects to
mitigate traffic impacts to residents and reduce the negative impacts of motor vehicle traffic on
quality of life. Require development projects to mitigate traffic impacts to residents and reduce
the negative impacts of motor vehicle traffic on residential roadways.
The Final EIR for the Project does not identiñj any significant and unavoidable traffic impacts.
The Final EIR includes five traffic mitigation measures including review of project features and
driveways for pedestrian safety; a requirement for a construction management plan that
incorporates measures to ensure reduced impacts on residential neighbors; a construction worker
3

parking plan that ensures workers will not park in adjacent residential neighborhoods; and a
cumulative construction traffic management plan that will ensure that other concurrent projects
will be taken into account during project construction. Combined these measures will reduce the
negative impacts of the Project’s motor traffic on adjacent residential roadways.
CIR 4.1 Parking Provisions. Ensure that adequate parking is provided for existing and future
uses while considering shared parking opportunities, Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) plans, and availability of alternate modes of travel, based on the site’s proximity to transit.
The Project provides 41 parking in excess of the City’s Code requirements for the proposed uses.
This excess parking provides opportunities for future more parking intensive uses to be located
at the site as well as a pool of parking that could be used in off-site parking arrangements for
other nearby commercial properties.
CIR 7.7 Pedestrian Network
encourage walking.

—

Private. Design access to new development and buildings to

As discussed earlier in this documenl, the project is a pedestrian oriented mixed use project that
enhances the walkability of the neighborhood in which it is proposed to be located.
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EXHIBIT B
CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS
STANDARD CONDITIONS LIST FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION
ENGINEERING, UTILITIES AND RECREATION & PARKS:
1. The applicant shall remove and replace all defective sidewalks surrounding the existing
and proposed buildings to the satisfaction of the Engineering Division of the City’s Public
Works Department.
2. The applicant shall remove and replace all defective curb and gutter surrounding the
existing and proposed buildings to the satisfaction of the Engineering Division of the City’s
Public Works Department.
3. The applicant shall remove all unused landings and driveway approaches. These parkway
areas, if any, shall be landscaped and maintained by the project owner or any successor in
interest. The landscape material shall not exceed six to eight inches in height and shall not
be planted against the street trees. Care shall be taken to not damage or remove existing
tree roots within the parkway area. Further the applicant shall remove and replace all
defective alley and driveway approaches surrounding the existing and proposed buildings,
to the satisfaction of the Engineering Division of the City’s Public Works Department.
4. The applicant shall protect all existing street trees adjacent to the subject site during
construction of the proposed project. Every effort shall be made to retain mature street
trees. No street trees, including those street trees designated on the conceptual landscape
or site plans, shall be removed or relocated unless written approval from the Recreation
and Parks Department and the City Engineer first is obtained. (See attached Trees and
Construction document.)
Removal and/or replacement of any street trees shall not commence until the applicant has
provided the City with an improvement security to ensure the establishment of any
relocated or replaced street trees. The security amount will be determined by the Director
of Recreation and Parks, and shall be in a form approved by the City Engineer and the City
Attorney.
5. The applicant shall provide that all roof andlor surface drains discharge to the street. All
curb drains installed shall be angled at 45 degrees to the curb face in the direction of the
normal street drainage flow. The applicant shall provide that all groundwater discharges
to a storm drain. All ground water discharges must have a permit (NPDES) from the
Regional Water Quality Control Board. Connection to a storm drain shall be accomplished
in the manner approved by the City Engineer and the Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works. No concentrated discharges onto the alley surfaces shall be permitted.
6. The applicant shall provide for all utility facilities, including electrical transformers
required for service to the proposed structure(s), to be installed on the subject site. No such
installations will be allowed in any City right-of-way.
7. The applicant shall underground, if necessary, the utilities in adjacent streets and alleys per
requirements of the Utility Company and the City.

$. The applicant shall make connection to the City’s sanitary sewer system through the
existing connections available to the subject site unless otherwise approved by the City
Engineer and shall pay the applicable sewer connection fee.

9. The applicant shall make connection to the City’s water system through the existing water
service connection unless otherwise approved by the City Engineer. The size, type and
location of the water service meter installation will also require approval from the City
Engineer.
10. The applicant shall provide to the Engineering Office the proposed demolitionlconstmction
staging for this project to determine the amount, appropriate routes and time of day of
heavy hauling truck traffic necessary for demolition, deliveries, etc., to the subject site.
11. The applicant shall obtain the appropriate permits from the Civil Engineering Department
for the placement of construction canopies, fences, etc., and construction of any
improvements in the public right-or-way, and for use of the public right-or-way for staging
andlor hauling certain equipment and materials related to the project.
12. The applicant shall remove and reconstruct any existing improvements in the public rightof-way damaged during construction operations performed under any permits issued by the
City.
13. During construction all items in the Erosion, Sediment, Chemical and Waste Control
section of the general construction notes shall be followed.
14. Condensate from HVAC and refrigeration equipment shall drain to the sanitary sewer, not
curb drains.
15. Organic residuals from daily operations and water used to wash trash rooms cannot be
discharged to the alley. Examples include but are not limited to grocery stores, mini
markets and food services.

16. All ground water discharges must have a permit (NPDES) from the Regional Water Quality
Control Board. Examples of ground water discharges are; rising ground water and garage
sumps.
17. Storm water runoff from automobiles going into a parking garage shall be discharged
through a clarifier before discharging into the storm drain system. In-lieu of discharging
runoff through a clarifier, parking lots can be cleaned every two weeks with emphasis on
removing grease and oil residuals which drip from vehicles. If parking area cleaning is
implemented, records of cleaning activities shall be retained for verification by a City
inspector.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
This document is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the 9908
South Santa Monica Boulevard Condominium Project, proposed in the City of Beverly Hills.
The purpose of the MIvWP is to ensure that the required mitigation measures identified in the
final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) are implemented as part of the overall Project
implementation. In addition to ensuring implementation of mitigation measures, the IvilvWP
provides feedback to agency staff and decision-makers during Project implementation, and
identifies the need for enforcement action before irreversible environmental damage occurs.
The following table summarizes the mitigation measures for each issue area identified for the
Proposed Project in the HR The table identifies each mitigation measure; the action required
for the measure to be implemented; the time at which the monitoring is to occur; the monitoring
frequency; and the agency or party responsible for ensuring that the monitoring is performed.
In addition, the table includes columns for compliance verification. These columns will be filled
out by the monitoring agency or party and would document monitoring compliance. Where an
impact was identified to be less than significant, no mitigation measures were required.

This MMRP will be used by City staff or the City’s consultant to determine compliance with
permit conditions. Violations of these conditions may cause the City to revoke the operating
permit.
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...easui... • logram. F ,ior
.Jsuance of a grading or budding permit,
whichever comes first, the applicant-submitted
program of implementation and operational
measures required by the Planned Development
Standards in the BHMC shall be reviewed and
approved by the appropriate City
DeparUnenWDMslons (e.g. Budding & Safety.
Planning, Transportation, etc.).

LU4
Construction Management Program.
Prior to Issuance of a grading or budding permit,
whichever comes first, as required by the Planned
Development Standards in the BHMC the
applicant shall submit a construction
management program that addresses issues a
through I listed below. The program will be
renewed and approved by the appropriate City
DepartmentslDMstons (e.g. Budding & Safety,
Planning, Transportation, etc.).
a) Fugitive dust
b) Noise attenuation
C) Air quality
d) Hours of operation
e) Street circulation and parking
I) Employee parking
g) Truck routing and staging
h) Public notifications
I) Pedestrian safety
j) Holiday season considerations
k) Truck traffic scheduling
I) Coordination with other construction
activities in the vicinity of the project
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During bur.....ng plan
check, the plans and
program for
implementation and
operational measures
shall be reviewed by
toe Community
Development
Department for
compliance with the
overlay zone,
submitted parking
plans, and Mitigation
Measures Traf-1 and
Traf-2.
During building plan
check, the construction
management program
shall be reviewed by
the Community
Development
Department and the
Building and Safety
DMsion to ensure
compliance with this
measure.

,,.rto
issuance of
grading
permit.

• ,,•,
Issuance
of grading
permit, periodic
reviews as
needed.

P,.4act
Applicant,
Community
Development
Department

Prior to
issuance of
grading or
building
pen*
whichever
comes first

Prior to Issuance
of gradIng or
budding permit,
whichever
comes first,
periodic reviews
as needed.

Project
Applicant,
Community
Development
Department
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Before
Issuance of a
building
permit

Issuance of
building permit

Applicant,
Department of
Public
WorkslCMl
Engineering
Division and
Community
Development
Department

During bulldlng plan
Check, the driveway
plan shell be reviewed
by the Community
Development
Department to ensure
compliance with this
measure.

Before
Issuance of a
building
permit

Once prior to
issuance of
building permit.

Project
Applicant,
Community
Development
Department

The Construction
Traffic Management
Plan and a
Construction Workers
Parking Management
Plan shall be reviewed
by to the Director of
Community
Development end the
Building and Safety
DMslonforcompliance

Before
issuance of a
grading permit

Prior to issuance
of grading
permit, and
periodic reviews
as needed.

Project
Applicant.
Community
Development
Department

constructing project features (such as walls or
landscaping) adjacent to the project driveways, the
City Traffic Engineer shall review the proposed
design to ensure that features are adequately
designed to not obstruct driver and pedestrian
visibWily.

shall Identify all project
features that could
conflict with driveway
visibility on project
plans. The City Traffic
Engineer, Public
Works Department and
Community
Development
Department will review
and approve the
project features to
ensure that their
locations comply with
all applicable location
and distance

TRAF-2 Driveway Plans. Prior to the issuance of
a building permit, the Developer shall submit
driveway plans for review and approval by the City
of Beverly l-ls, which shall include pedestrian
safety measures such as viaual andlor audible
warning to pedestrians along the South Santa
Monica Boulevard to indicate when vehicles are
exiting the Project driveway. The Project shall
include a stop sign for veitides leaving the Project
driveway prior te entering the public sidewalk.
ThAF3 Construction Traffic Management Plan.
The Developer shall create a Draft Construction
Traffic Management Plan to minimize traffic flow
Interference from construction activities. The Final
Construction Traffic Management Plan shell be
submitted to the City and shall include plans to
accomplish the following:
. Maintain existing access fariend uses in the
proxirriify of the Project site during Project
corüuction
. Sthed edeIve,ies and pick-ups of
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periods, to The maximum extent feasible;
• Coordinate haul bucks, deliveries and çsck-ups Field inspectors during
to reduce The potential for trucks waiting to load construction will also
or unload forprobscted penocis of lime;
review the work to
ensure that ft complies
• t.flnimize obstruction of throughwith the requirements
traffic lanes on Wtlshire Boulevard
set forth by the
and Santa Monica Boulevard;
Construction Traffic
• Construction equipment traffic from
Management Plan and
the contractors shall be controlled
the
Construction
by flagman;
Workers Parking
• Designated transpon’ mutes for
Management Plan.
heavytrucks and haul frucksto be
used over the duration of the
Proposed Project;
• Schedule vehicle movements to
ensure that them em 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 encumberect;
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; and
• Prohibit parking for construction
workers except on The Project site
and any designated oflite parking
locations. These off site locations

r

Continuously
during grading
and
construction.

MMRP4

Periodically
during grading
and
construction.

City of Beverly Hills
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of Beverly Hills. These offsfte
parking locations cannot include any
parking garage in the City of Beverly
Hills or any residential streets
including Chadeville Boulevaid
Durant Street, and those sUeets
which connect to Charleviule
Boulevard.
The Final Construction Traffic Management Plan
ahall be submitted and approved by the City prior
to issuance of a grading or building permit,
whichever comes first
TRAF4 Construction Workers Parking Plan.
The Developer shall submit a Construction Workers
Parking Man identifying parking locations for
construction workers. To the medmum extent
feasible, all worker parking shall be accommodated
on the project site. During construction activities
when construction worker parking cannot be
accommodated on the project site, the Man shall
identify alternate parking locations for construction
workers and specify the method of transportation to
and from the project site for approval by the City
prior to Issuance of a grading or building permit,
whichever comes first The Construction Workers
Parking Plan must include appropriate measures to
ensure that the parking location requirements for
construction workers will be sblctiy enforced, These
Include but are not limited to the following
measures:
All construction contractors shall be provided
with written infonnation on where their workers
and their subconfra clots are permitted to park
and pmide clear consequences to violators
for fature to follow these regulations. This
infom7ation will dear4’ state that no parking is
pemstfed on residential streets south of Santa
Monica Boulevard orin oubllc a4dn

r

The primary contractor
shall submit to the
Community
Development
Department a program
and affidavit attesting
to the compliance with
this measure as part of
the Construction
Workers Parking Plan.
which will be reviewed
by the Community
Development
Department
Building Inspectors will
review for compliance
with the requirements
set forth by the
Construction Traffic
Management Plan and
the Construction
Workers Parking
Management Ran
during field
inspections.

Before
issuance of a
grading permit

Continuously
during grading
and
construction.

MMRP-5

Pronto issuance
of grading
permit. end
periodic reviews
as needed.

Project
Applicant,
Community
Development
Department

Periodically
during grading
and
conatruction.
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No parking for construction v.v*ars shall be
pemstted within 500 feet of The nearest point of
the project site except within designated ames.
The contractor shall be responsible for
infoming subcontractors and consfrvof on
workers of this requirement, and if necassan,i
for hiring a securi4r guard to enforce these
parking provisions. The contractor shall be
responsible for all costs assodated with
enforcement of this hatigaWon measures; and
lnlieuoftheabove, the project
appllcant/construdtion contractor has the option
of phasing demolition and con sit lion
activities such that all construction worker
parking can be accommodated on the project
site throughout lire entire duration of
demolition, excavation end construction
activities

ThAF-6 Cumulative Consbuction Management
Plan. T eapplicantforthe Proposed Project shell
prepare a Cumulative Construction Management
Plan in efforts to coordinate with the construction
plans for One Beverly Hits, the Beverly Hllton
Revitaltzatlon nan, Metro Purple Line Extension,
10000 Sante Monica, Westfield Shopping Center,
and the City of Beverly Htls. The requirements of
the plan am as follows:
• Provide details regarding any ten,oraiy
roadway closufes in order to Emit ovaHap of
roadway closures
• Provide details regaiding all major deliveries to
limit the occurrence of simultaneous deliveries.
• Provide details regarding the loading and
unloading of delivery vehicles. Any offsile
staging areas for Hallvery vehicles shall be
consolidated end shared.
The City will review the plan, and any overlap in
construction activities wtl be addressed through
coordination with the Citv

r

A signed document
specifying the plan of
the project shall be

Before
issuance of a
grading permit

submlttedtothe

Community
Development
Department for review
to enforcement

Prior to issuance
of grading
permit

Project
Appllcant
Department of
Public
WorkslClvll
Engineering

DMslon and
Community
Development
Department
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

)

CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS

)

$5.

I, KAREN MYRON, Recording Secretary of the Planning Commission of the City of
Beverly Hills, California, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy
of Resolution No. 1859 duly passed, approved and adopted by the Planning Commission
of said City at a meeting of said Commission on September 13, 2018, and thereafter duly
signed by the Secretary of the Planning Commission, as indicated; and that the Planning
Commission of the City consists of five (5) members and said Resolution was passed by
the following vote of said Commission, to wit:
AYES:

Commissioner Shooshani, Vice Chair Block, Chair Licht

NOES:

Commissioners Ostroff Gordon

ABSTAIN:

None

ABSENT:

None

Recording ecretary of the
Planning Commission
City of Beverly Hills, California

Attachment 2
(Planning Commission Resolution
No. 1858– M-PD-5 Zone Approval
Recommendation)

RESOLUTION NO. 1858
A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE
CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS RECOMMENDING APPROVAL
OF A REQUEST FOR A GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT TO
ESTABLISH A MIXED USE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT (M
PD-5) LAND USE DESIGNATION AND APPLY IT TO THE
PROJECT SITE, AND A ZONE TEXT AMENDMENT AND
ZONE CHANGE TO CREATE A MIXED USE PLANNED
DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY ZONE (M-PD-5) AND APPLY IT
TO THE PROJECT SITE LOCATED AT 9908 SOUTH SANTA
MONICA BOULEVARD

The Planning Commission of the City of Beverly Hills hereby finds, resolves, and
determines as follows:

Section 1.

9908 Santa Monica Blvd., LLC (the “Applicant”), has submitted an

application for the following (collectively the “Project”):
•

A General Plan Amendment to create a new Mixed Use Planned Development (M-PD-5)
Land Use Designation and apply the new designation to the property located at 9908 South
Santa Monica Boulevard (“project site”).

•

A Zone Text Amendment to create the Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay Zone
(M-PD-5) and establish and add relevant standards and regulations to the Beverly Hills
Municipal Code (“BHMC”), and a Zoning Map amendment would apply the M-PD-5
Overlay Zone to the project site.

•

A Planned Development to allow construction of the proposed mixed use project, which
consists of 25 residential condominium units and 13,036 SF of ground floor commercial
space in a 4-story building with a height of 47’-O” and three levels of subterranean parking.

•

A Vesting Tentative Tract Map to allow the subdivision of 25 residential condominium
units and one commercial condominium unit.
A Development Agreement request to address vested rights to proceed with the project,
public benefit contributions to the City, and other issues, the terms of which have not yet
been negotiated.

The Planning Commission’s role as to the General Plan Amendment, Zoning Map and Zone Text
Amendment and Development Agreement is solely advisory to the City Council, however the
Commission has the role of approving, conditionally approving or denying the Planned
Development Permit and Vesting Tentative Tract Map components of the Project. The Planning
Commission’s action regarding approval of the Planned Development and Vesting Tentative Tract
Map is contingent on the City Council’s approval of the General Plan Amendment, Zone Text
Amendment, and Zoning Map Amendment, and each of those actions taking effect.

Section 2.

The Planning Commission has reviewed various iterations of the

Project since the initial submittal of an application to the City on July 1, 2015. The originally
submitted project was for an 89,922 SF, 5-story, 66’-O” tall, 27-unit condominium building with
no commercial uses and a floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 2.5:1. The design of the original submittal
incorporated a motor court on South Santa Monica Boulevard providing access to one level of
subterranean parking, which contained 74 parking spaces that were provided as a mix of standard,
tandem, and mechanical lift parking. On November 28, 2017 the Planning Commission reviewed
a modified version of the Project that consisted of 27 condominium units and 3,541 SF of ground
floor retail space with a revised FAR of 2.59:1 (93,374 SF of floor area). The November 2017
version of the project remained 5-stories and 66’ in height and was modified to have 2 levels of

subterranean parking with a total of 83 parking spaces. The November 2017 version of the Project
maintained the motor court on South Santa Monica Boulevard and added the commercial spaces
facing South Santa Monica Boulevard at the west and east ends of the building. On August 8,
2018 the Planning Commission reviewed another iteration of the Project, which consisted of 27
condominium units and 13,036 SF of retail and restaurant commercial space located at street level
along almost the entire length of the Project site’s South Santa Monica Boulevard frontage. The
August 2018 version of the Project remained 5-stories with the measured height of the building
modified to 58’-O”. The August 2018 version of the Project had a modified FAR of 2.76: 1(99,21 $
SF of floor area) with 2.394 of FAR devoted to residential uses and 0.362 of FAR devoted to
commercial uses. The August 2018 version of the Project replaced the South Santa Monica facing
motor court with a smaller motor court for residential uses with ingress from Charleville Boulevard
and egress on the adjacent alley, and a driveway to serve parking primarily for the building’s
commercial uses on South Santa Monica Boulevard.

At its August 8, 2018 hearing the

Commission provided direction to revise the Project as agreed to by the Applicant to reduce the
height of the building by one story and to relocate the rooftop pool from the east side of the rooftop
to the west side of the rooftop.

The following is a general description of the Project, which has been modified to take into
account the Commission’s comments and direction:
25 residential condominium units (76, 939 SF of residential floor area).
o

13,036 SF of ground-floor retail and restaurant commercial space.

•

4-story building with a building height of 47’ measured to the top of the

finished roof deck.
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•

Pool deck surface located at no more than 52’ above project datum point,

top of 1,820 SF roof-top amenity room located no more than 57’ above the
datum point, top of elevator enclosure is no more than 62’ above the datum
point.
•

Project FAR of 2.5:1 with 2.138 of the FAR devoted to residential uses and

0.3 62 of the FAR devoted to commercial use.
0

3 levels of subterranean parking with access to the

1st

level (residential

parking) from a motor court located on Charleville Boulevard and access to the
2 and

3rd

levels (mixed commercial and residential parking) from a two-way

driveway located on South Santa Monica Boulevard.
•

A total of 176 parking spaces with 72 spaces required to meet residential

parking requirements, 63 spaces required to meet commercial parking
requirements and 41 additional excess parking spaces.
•

A relocated rooftop pool located on the west side of the building, now

screened from properties located to the east by the relocated amenity and
mechanical rooms.
•

A commercial loading space adequately sized to meet BHMC requirements

for a truck loading space (12’ by 35’). The loading space is located at the rear
of the building and runs parallel to the alley.
•

Dedication of a 2’-6” wide portion of the project site to the City to widen

the public alley located to the south.

Section 3.

The Project has been assessed in accordance with the authority and
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criteria contained in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA
Guidelines, and the environmental regulations of the City. A final Environmental Impact Report
(Final EIR) was prepared to analyze the potential environmental impacts of the Project. The
Planning Commission has reviewed the Final EIR and, because of its actions on the Planned
Development Permit and Vesting Tentative Tract Map, by separate Resolution No, 1857, which is
hereby incorporated by reference, (a) made certain CEQA findings and determinations, (b)
certified the EIR, and (c) adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The documents
and other materials that constitute the record on which this decision is based are located in the
Department of Community Development and are in the custody of the Director of Community
Development.

The Planning Commission also recommends that the City Council consider and

certify the final EIR in conjunction with its consideration of the General Plan Amendment, Zone
Text Amendment, and Zone Change aspects of the Project.

Section 4.

On August 19, 2016, a Notice of Public Hearing and Notice of

Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) was mailed to all property owners
and residential occupants within a 500-foot radius of the property plus block face, and posted on
the property. The hearing notice was also published in the Beverly Hills Courier on Friday, August
19, 2016 and the Beverly Hills Weekly on Thursday, August 25, 2016. On September 8, 2016, the
Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing to review and comment on the Draft EIR
prepared for the Project.
On November 17, 2016, a Notice of Public Hearing was mailed to all property
owners and residential occupants within a 500-foot radius of the property plus block face, and
posted on the property. The hearing notice was also published in the Beverly Hills Courier on
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Friday, November 17, 2017 and the Beverly Hills Weekly on Thursday, November 23, 2017. On
November 28, 2017, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing and evidence,
both written and oral, was presented at the meeting. At the conclusion of that hearing, the Planning
Commission provided direction to the applicant on project changes and continued the public
hearing to January 11, 2018. On January 11, 2018 the Planning Commission considered the
Project at a duly noticed public hearing and evidence, both written and oral, was presented at the
meeting.

At the January 11, 2018 hearing the Commission reviewed schematic floor plans

developed by the applicant, provided comments to the applicant, and continued the public hearing
to a date uncertain.
On July 19, 2018, a Notice of Public Hearing was mailed to all property owners
and residential occupants within a 1,000-foot radius of the property plus block face, and posted on
the property. The hearing notice was also published in the Beverly Hills Weekly on Thursday, July
19, 2018 and the Beverly Hills Courier on Friday, July 20, 2018. On August 8, 2018, the Planning
Commission held a duly noticed public hearing. Evidence, both written and oral, was presented
at the meeting. At the conclusion of that hearing, the Planning Commission directed the Applicant
to make further revisions to the Project as agreed upon by the Applicant at the meeting, and
directed staff to return at a date certain on September 13, 2018 with resolutions conditionally
approving the Project and recommending approval of amendments to the City Council.
On September 13, 2018, the Planning Commission considered the project.
Evidence, both written and oral, was presented at the meeting.
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Section 5.

The objectives of the proposed Overlay Zone are set forth in BHMC

§10-3-1970.2 of the proposed ordinance, as fully set forth in the Draft Ordinance attached hereto
as Exhibit “B”.

Section 6.

The requested General Plan Amendment would amend the land use

portion of the General Plan, specifically Map LUY (General Plan Land Use Designations) to create
the Mixed Use Planned Development (M-PD-5) Land Use Designation and apply the designation
to the project site.

Section 7.

BHMC §10-3-3908 provides that the Planning Commission may

recommend General Plan Amendments, Zone Changes and Zone Text Amendments to the City
Council based on the following finding: “If, from the facts presented at the public hearing, or by
investigation by or at the instance of the planning commission, the planning commission finds that
the public interest, health, safety, morals, peace, comfort, convenience, or general welfare requires
the reclassification of the property involved or the reclassification of any portion of the property,
the planning commission shall so recommend to the council”.

Section 8.

The Planning Commission hereby finds and determines as follows

with respect to the requested General Plan Amendment, Zone Change and Zone Text Amendment:
1. During deliberations at the August 8, 2018 Planning Commission
hearing regarding the project, a majority of the Commission concluded that a
finding to recommend approval of the requested amendments to the City Council
could be made if the Project was reduced from 5-stories in height to 4-stories in
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height. The basis of the finding recommending approval of the amendments
includes the following: a) The specific area in which the Project is located lacks
vitality, and the subject Project would replace an existing empty lot with a building
that would serve as a catalyst and contribute to generating life and vitality for the
South Santa Monica Boulevard area of the City; 2) Construction of the Project
would align with the state-mandated regional goals that seek to increase the
production of housing; and, 3) Reclassifying the site to residential and commercial
mixed use would allow for an appropriate transition between the multi-family
residential land use located to the south of the Project site and the existing
commercial development located on South Santa Monica Boulevard.
2. Public interest. A majority of the Commission hereby finds and
determines that the public interest requires reclassification of the property to the
Mixed Use Planned Development (M-PD-5) land use designation and Mixed Use
Planned Development (M-PD-5) Overlay zoning designation and inclusion of
development standards for the M-PD-5 overlay zone in the City’s zoning
ordinance because it is in the public interest to rec1assif’ the Project site to allow
for appropriately scaled mixed use development on the Project site to contribute
to the vitality of an existing local-serving commercial corridor,

further, the

Project will increase the production of housing, and the Project is an appropriate
transition between the existing multi-family residential and commercial uses in the
area.

further for the reasons set forth in Exhibit A, attached hereto, and

incorporated by reference, the Project is consistent with the General Plan.
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3. Health

—

The majority of the commission hereby finds and

determines that the public’s health requires reclassification of the property to the

Mixed Use Planned Development (M-PD-5) land use designation and Mixed Use
Planned Development (M-PD-5) Overlay zoning designation and inclusion of
development standards for the M-PD-5 overlay zone in the City’s zoning
ordinance because reclassifying the Project site to allow for appropriately scaled
mixed use development is consistent with adopted local and regional policies that
seek to maintain and improve the public’s well-being and health through, among
other things, expanding residential opportunities in the City. The city’s adopted
Sustainable City Plan includes a Land-Use, Transportation and Open Space Goal
to “foster an energy efficient, walkable community that provides ample goods,
services and benefits to all residents while respecting the local environment”. The
mixed use project increases the proximity of residential uses to commercial uses
and thus provides opportunities for residents to walk instead of drive for local
goods and services. The replacement of a vacant lot with local serving retail will
provide both existing and future residents of the area the opportunity to obtain
goods and services in an energy efficient manner, and the public health will be
better served with the proposed project than the existing vacant lot, The Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) of the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) includes land use
strategies to achieve state mandated reductions on greenhouse gas emissions
through regional decreases in per capita vehicle miles traveled. The SCAG land
use strategies specifically identify that local policies that allow “mixed-use
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development standards that include local serving retail” are key in achieving
reductions in VMT and greenhouse gas emissions.

Section 9.

Based on the foregoing, the Planning Commission hereby

recommends that the City Council approve the proposed General Plan Amendment, approve the
Zone Text Amendment and apply the Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay Zone (M-PD-5)
to the Project Site as set forth in the Draft Ordinance attached hereto as Exhibit “B”.

/1

ii
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Section 10.

The Secretary of the Planning Commission shall certify to the

passage, approval, and adoption of this resolution, and shall cause this resolution and his
Certification to be entered in the Book of Resolutions of the Planning Commission of the City.
Adopted: September 13, 2018

Licht
Chair of the Planning Commission of the
City of Beverly Hills
Attest:

Ry
Se

G lich, AICP
ary of the Planning Commission

Approved As To Form:

Approved As To Content:

David M. Snow
Assistant City Attorney

R1IZMCr<”
Msiant Director / City Planner
Community Development Department

Exhibit:
A

-

General Plan Consistency Analysis

B Draft Ordinance
-
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EXHIBITA
GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS ATTACHMENT
The Planning Commission finds that the requested General Plan Amendment, Zone Text
Amendment, Planned Development, Vesting Tentative Tract Map and Development Agreement
to create a Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay Zone (M-PD-5) and allow a four-story,
mixed used project consisting of 25 condominium units and 13,036 SF of ground floor retail on a
property located at 9908 South Santa Monica Boulevard consistent with the General Plan as
follows:
LU 2.1 City Places: Neighborhoods, Districts, and Corridors. Maintain and enhance the
character, distribution, build form, scale, and aesthetic qualities of the City’s distinctive residential
neighborhoods, business districts, corridors, and open spaces.
The Project provides for new street-level commercial storefronts for 267’ of the 300’-long South
Santa Monica street frontage of the Project site. The Project will enhance the commercial
character of this existing local serving commercial corridor by filling in the large gap in
development between the Peninsula Hotel and the retail storefronts located to the west of the
Project site.

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.
The Project exhibits a high level of architectural design as it is a building oriented towards luxury
buyers. The final design and materials are required to be vetted by the City’s Architectural
Commission, which will ensure that the proposed building is consistent with the Citys distinctive
image and complements development near the project site. The building is also required to
comply with the most current standards of the California Green Building Code and the California
Energy Code, which are some of the strongest green building standards in the country.

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 facades, 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.
Through the City’á entitlement review process the Project has gone through numerous iterations.
The changes to the project design has resulted in a mixed use project with ground level retail that
directly engages with the Street and residential units located on the upper stories of the building.
The September 2018 revised version of the Project includes 13,036 SF of ground floor retail and
restaurant spaces with individual tenant space entrances from the sidewalk. The upper levels of
the project are designed to provide more than 13,000 SF of modulation area, which is well in
excess of what would be required of a building subject to the City’s multi-family residential
standards.

LU 2-10 Development Transitions and Compatibility, Require that sites and buildings be
planned, located, and designed to assure functional and visual transitions between areas of
1

differing uses and densities by addressing property and height setbacks, window and entry
placement, lighting, landscape buffets, and service access.
The September 2018 version of the Project is 47’ ta! which is toughly consistent and thus
compatible with the 45’ height limit of both the multifamily residential properties to the south and
the commercial properties that surround the other three sides of the project site. The Project has
a 3’ setback from the South Santa Monica property line and therefore functionally engages with
this commercial street and visually continues the rio street setback’ appearance of the existing
commercial street. Larger setbacks and upper story step-backs are incorporated in the design of
the southern elevation of the building, providing additional spacing from existing multifamily
properties to the south.
LU 9.5 CommerciallResidential Mixed Uses. The feasibility of allowing mixed
commercial/residential uses should be analyzed in order to expand the variety of housing types
available and in certain areas, to improve commercial! residential transitions.
The Project will expand the availability of multi-family housing in this neighborhood located in the
southwest portion of the City by allowing housing above new, local-serving retail space centrally
located on the South Santa Monica Boulevard commercial corridor. The allowed 47’ height limit
of the Project is roughly commensurate with the maximum height allowed on both neighboring C3 and R-4 zoned property and thus appropriately transitions between these two contiguous zoning
districts. The Final EIR studied the trip generation of the Project and identified it would be less
than for a strictly commercial project built to the maximum density allowed for the existing C-3
zoning. The reduced trip generation of the Project is consistent with providing a transition
between lower traffic generating residential uses and higher traffic generating commercial uses.
LU 10.1 Local-Serving Business. Promote appropriate development of businesses that serve,
are located in proximity to, and are accessible to adjoining residential neighborhoods, such as
grocery stores, dry cleaners, and personal care businesses.
The addition of 13,036 SF of additional commercial floor area that will be divided into relatively
small tenant spaces that are consistent in size with the existing commercial development located
on this locally serving commercial corridor and are appropriate spaces for small retailers and food
uses. These additional retail spaces will be located within easy walking distance of the existing
development located in the adjacent residential neighborhood.
LU 10.2 Commercial Common Interest Development. Prohibit common interest development
on commercially zoned properties and review City ordinances for appropriate amendments;
provided, however, that the City may decide by future ordinance to permit commercial common
interest developments on such terms and conditions as it deems appropriate. Consider allowing
an existing commercial building listed on a Federal, State or local register of historic sites to be
converted to a common interest development if substantial public benefits are provided and the
conversion will not adversely impact the economic viability of the adjacent area, or of the City as
a whole.
In this case, the Planning Commission has considered an ordinance that would allow the mixed
use project and contemplates subdivision of the Property consistent with the proposed project to
create 25 separate residential condominium units, and one commercial parcel. As such, the City
has implemented Land Use Policy 10.2 in that the Planning Commission has recommended an
ordinance to allow the proposed common interest Project on the terms and conditions set forth in
the proposed M-PD-5 Overlay Zone.
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LU 11.1 Preservation of Pedestrian-Oriented Retail Shopping Areas. Preserve, protect and
enhance the character of the pedestrian-oriented retail shopping area, 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 experiences.
The Project site is a vacant site that is centrally located on an existing commercial corridor. The
existing condition of the site does not contribute to the pedestrian experience of the area. The
Project will provide a variety of new street-level, pedestrian-oriented retail spaces along the
corridor.
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) 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.
The ground floor retail of the project is designed to be pedestrian oriented. The spaces are
oriented to directly engage the public sidewalk; the tenant spaces are individually accessible and
provide ample street facing fenestration; and there is both a 3 foot area on private property and a
relatively wide sidewalk fronting the project site that could be used to extend interior functions of
future tenants to the sidewalk.
LU 11.5 Retail Streetscapes. Maintain and, where deficient, improve street trees, planting,
furniture, signage, public art, and other amenities that promote pedestrian activity.
The Project is conditioned to submit an off-site improvement plan (Resolution No. 1859 Condition
25) for improvements adjacent to the project site in the public right of way and also to work with
the City’s Urban Forester for replacement or planting of new street trees in the public right of way
adjacent to the Project site (Resolution No.1859, Condition 17). Both conditions will ensure the
project will maintain and improve the public right-of-way adjacent to the Project.
ES 1.3 Tax Base. Consistent with future economic sustainability plans, identify opportunities to
enable the expansion of the City’s tax base.
The Project wili add new tax generating commercial and residential uses to the currently vacant
Project site. In addition, a Development Agreement will be negotiated between the project
applicant and City Council that will secure additional public benefits including, but not limited to,
additional General Fund and City special funds revenue.
CIR 3.1 Neighborhood Traffic Control Measures. Incorporate traffic control measures in
residential neighborhoods as part of proposed roadway improvement or development projects to
mitigate traffic impacts to residents and reduce the negative impacts of motor vehicle traffic on
quality of life. Requite development projects to mitigate traffic impacts to residents and reduce
the negative impacts of motor vehicle traffic on residential roadways.
The Final EIR for the Project does not identify any significant and unavoidable traffic impacts.
The Final EIR includes five traffic mitigation measures including review of project features and
driveways for pedestrian safety; a requirement for a construction management plan that
incorporates measures to ensure reduced impacts on residential neighbors; a construction worker
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parking plan that ensures workers will not park in adjacent residential neighborhoods; and a
cumulative construction traffic management plan that will ensure that other concurrent projects
will be taken into account during project construction. Combined, these measures will reduce the
negative impacts of the Project’s motor traffic on adjacent residential roadways.
CIR 4.1 Parking Provisions. Ensure that adequate parking is provided for existing and future
uses while considering shared parking opportunities, Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) plans, and availability of alternate modes of travel, based on the site’s proximity to transit.
The Project provides 41 parking in excess of the City’s Code requirements for the proposed uses.
This excess parking provides opportunities for future mote parking intensive uses to be located
at the site as well as a pool of parking that could be used in off-site parking arrangements for
other nearby commercial properties.
CIR 7.1 Pedestrian Network
encourage walking.

—

Private. Design access to new development and buildings to

As discussed earlier in this documenI, the project is a pedestrian oriented mixed use project that
enhances the walkabiity of the neighborhood in which it is proposed to be located.
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EXHIBIT B
DRAFT ORDINANCE

[DRAFT] ORDINANCE NO. 17-0AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE BEVERLY HILLS
MUNICIPAL CODE TO CREATE A MIXED USE PLANNED
DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY ZONE (M-PD-5) AND APPLY IT
TO THE PROJECT SITE LOCATED AT 9908 SOUTH SANTA
MONICA BOULEVARD.
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS HEREBY ORDAINS AS
FOLLOWS:
Section L

Legislative Findings.

Due to special circumstances surrounding the

property at 990$ South Santa Monica Boulevard, the City Council finds that certain commercially
zoned properties in the City may be appropriately used for residential and commercial mixed use
purposes and that such uses are unique and warrant specific development standards and criteria.
The objectives of the Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay Zone (M-PD-5) shall include
those objectives set forth in the proposed

§ 10-3-1970.2 of the overlay zone, as set forth in fill in

Section 5 below.
Section 2.

The Planning Commission Considered this Ordinance at duly noticed public

hearings on September 8, 2016; November 28, 2017; January 11, 2018; August 8, 2018; and
September 13, 2018. Evidence both written and oral was presented during the hearings. After
considering the evidence, a majority of the Planning Commission recommended that the City
Council adopt this Ordinance.
Section 3.
on

The City Council considered this Ordinance at a duly noticed public hearing
Evidence, both written and oral, was presented at said hearing.

Section 4.

The Project has been assessed in accordance with the authority and criteria

contained in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines, and
the environmental regulations of the City. A final Environmental Impact Report (final EIR) was
prepared to analyze the potential environmental impacts of the Project. The Planning Commission
has reviewed the Final EIR and by separate Resolution No.

----,

which is hereby incorporated by

reference, (a) made certain CEQA findings and determinations, (b) certified the EIR, and (c)
adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The City Council also considered the
final EIR, and by separate Resolution No.

made the necessary CEQA findings,

certified the Final EIR and adopted the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The
documents and other materials that constitute the record on which this decision is based are located
in the Department of Community Development and are in the custody of the Director of
Community Development.

Section 5.

A new Article 19.95 is hereby added to Chapter 3 of Title 10 of the Beverly

Hills Municipal Code to read as follows:
“ARTICLE 19.95. MIXED USE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY ZONE (M
PD-5 Overlay Zone)
10-3-1995.1: CREATION:
There is hereby created an overlay zone designated as the mixed use planned development
overlay zone (M-PD-5).
10-3-1995.2: APPLICATION OF ZONE:
The M-PD-5 overlay zone may only be applied to properties that meet all of the
-2-

following criteria:
A. The underlying zone on the property is C-3A.

B. The property contains a minimum of 30,000 square feet of lot area.
C. The property fronts on South Santa Monica Boulevard between Charleville
Boulevard and South Moreno Drive.
10-3-1995.3: OBJECTIVES:
The objectives of the M-PD-5 zone shall be as follows:
A. To ensure that mixed use development in the M-PD-5 zone will serve to maintain
the vibrancy of local serving commercial uses along the South Santa Monica
commercial corridor.
B. To provide for mixed use development that encourages high quality design and
residential uses and amenities through appropriate height, modulation, setbacks, and
other similar measures.
C. To provide pedestrian-friendly commercial uses and amenities along the street level.
D. To ensure that mixed use development in the M-PD-5 zone will enhance adjoining
residential neighborhoods and minimize traffic impacts.
E. To protect the public health, safety, and welfare.
10-3-1995.4: DEFINITIONS:
Unless the context plainly requires otherwise, the following definitions shall govern this

article:
ENTERTAINMENT USE: Any entertainment, other than “live musical accompaniment
to dining’ as defined in section 10-3-2703 of this chapter, and shall include, but not be
limited to, movie theaters, playhouses, video arcades, cabarets, nightclubs, adult
entertainment businesses, and similar uses.
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT: A development that is approved pursuant to the
procedures of article 18.4 of this chapter.
10-3-1995.5: USES PERMITTED:
No lot, premises, building or portion thereof in the M-PD-5 zone shall be used for any
purpose except multi-family dwellings and the usual and customary accessory and appurtenant
uses thereto, and permitted and conditional uses in the underlying C-3A zone.
10-3-1995.6: RESTRICTIONS:
The following restrictions shall apply to mixed use developments in the M-PD-5 zone:
A. No establishments whose primary purpose or business is to sell alcoholic beverages
for on-site consumption, otherwise referred to as bars, may be included in a mixed
use development.
B. No medical uses may be included in a mixed use development.
C. No entertainment uses including, but not limited to, cabarets, nightclubs, and adult
entertainment businesses, may be included in a mixed use development.
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D. No use shall be permitted in a mixed use development if that use would cause the
parking requirement for all uses in the mixed use development to exceed the
available parking on site as determined in accordance with this chapter.
F. Residential uses included as part of a mixed use development shall be permitted in
all portions of the development regardless of the underlying zone, except that
residential uses shall not be permitted within the area of the first floor facing South
Santa Monica Boulevard that is a minimum of thirty feet (30’) and an average of
forty feet (40’) as measured from the front building façade, and other areas of a
project as may be defined in a Planned Development Approval This provision shall
not apply to portions of the building containing building operating systems,
equipment, exiting stairs or corridors even if those areas serve the residential
portions of the building.
F. The planning commission shall have authority through conditions imposed on a
planned development to prohibit or allow other uses as it deems appropriate, on a
use by use basis.
1 03 -1995.7: APPLICABILITY OF UNDERLYING ZONE REGULATIONS:
Except as otherwise specifically provided in this article for mixed use developments or
as shown on the approved plans for a Planned Development, development in an M-PD-5 zone
shall comply with the zoning regulations applicable to the underlying zone.
Nothing in this article shall require a development to comply with the provisions of the M-PD
5 overlay zone if the development fully conforms to the requirements of the underlying zone.

10-3-1995.8: HEIGHT LIMITATIONS:
No mixed-use development shall be constructed, altered, or enlarged in the M-PD
5 zone except in accordance with the following height restrictions:
No building, structure, improvement, or any part thereof, erected, constructed or maintained
as part of a mixed use development in the M-PD-5 zone shall exceed forty seven feet (4T)
in height nor shall it exceed four (4) stories, measured as set forth in BHMC section 10-3100, Height, (A) Non-Residential Zones. Elements of a building that shall not be considered
when determining its height are also set forth in BHMC section 10-3-100, Height, (A) Non
Residential Zones, and in section 10-3-1970.16 below: “Rooftop Pool and Recreational
facilities.”
10-3-1995.9: DENSITY:
A. Maximum Floor Area Ratio: Notwithstanding any other provision of this code, a
mixed use development in the M-PD-5 zone, including all components, shall have
a maximum aggregate floor area ratio determined by the planning commission as

part of a planned development pursuant to article 18.4 of this chapter. In no event
shall the floor area ratio of a mixed use development in the M-PD-5 zone exceed a
maximum of 2.5:1. For the purposes of this article, floor area shall be calculated
using the lot area of the subject site prior to any required dedications or exactions.
B. Residential Density: The maximum number of residential units that may be included
in a mixed use development in the M-PD-5 zone shall be determined by the planning
commission as part of a planned development pursuant to article 18.4 of this chapter.

-6-

C. Minimum Commercial Density: In any mixed use development in the M-PD-5 zone,
the floor area on the ground floor facing South Santa Monica Boulevard must be
allocated for commercial purposes for a minimum of the first thirty feet (30’) and an
average of at least forty feet (40’) as measured from the front building facade. This
provision shall not apply to portions of the building containing building operating
systems, equipment, exiting stairs or corridors even if those areas serve the residential
portions of the building. In no event shall the floor area ratio of the commercial uses
in a mixed use development in the M-PD-5 zone be less than 0.33. for the purposes of
this article, floor area shall be calculated using the lot area of the subject site prior to
any required dedications or exactions.
10-3-1995.10: PARKING, ACCESS AND CIRCULATION:
Notwithstanding any other provision of this code, parking for mixed use developments
located in the M-PD-5 zone shall be provided in accordance with this section.
A. Except as provided otherwise in this article, parking for all uses in a mixed use
development shall be provided in accordance with the applicable provisions of this
chapter. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the planning commission may modify the
parking requirements for a mixed use development, as part of a planned
development, if it finds that such modifications would advance the objectives of the
M-PD-5 zone as set forth in this article.
B. Notwithstanding any other provision in this chapter, up to five percent (5%) of the
parking spaces provided in a mixed use development in the M-PD-5 zone may be
compact spaces and up to thirty percent (3 0%) of the total number of parking spaces
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provided for the residential units in a project may be provided through the use of
tandem parking spaces.
C. Tandem spaces permitted by this section may only be provided for residential units
requiring two or more spaces, and each set of tandem spaces shall only be assigned
to a single residential unit. The dimensions of each tandem space shall comply with
the parking standards adopted by the city council and on file in the community
development department-building and safety.
D. All parking spaces in a mixed use development in the M-?D-5 zone shall be
provided below grade. This provision does not prohibit above-grade truck loading
areas and residential drop off and valet areas.
10-3-1995.11: SETBACKS:
Mixed use developments in the M-PD-5 zone shall maintain the following minimum
setbacks:
A. South Santa Monica Boulevard (front) Setback: A minimum setback of three (3)
feet shall be required from the property line along the South Santa Monica frontage
of a mixed use development in the M-PD-5 zone.
B. Side Setback adjoining street: A minimum setback of three (3) feet shall be required
for any side property line adjoining a public street, such as Charleville Boulevard.
C, Side Setback adjoining interior lot line: No minimum setback shall be required for
any side property line adjoining another property.
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D. Alley (Rear) Setback: A minimum setback of six (6) feet shall be required from the
property line along the rear alley of a mixed use development in the M-PD-4 zone.
10-3-1995.12: PERMISSIBLE ENCROACHMENTS iNTO REQUIRED YARDS:
No structure or element of a building may encroach into any required yard except for the
following:
A. A fence, gate, or wall where the height and location is approved as part of a planned
development permit.
B. Architectural projections, such as eaves, windows and door accents, but excluding
balconies, projecting no more than twelve inches (12”) into such yard.
C. Subterranean basement garages located below a project’s building height datum point.
D. Garage exhaust vent stacks in side and rear yards.
E. Driveways accessing underground parking structures and loading areas.
F. Loading areas, but only within the rear setback.
G. Open air dining, subject to the requirements of BHMC Chapter 3, Article 35 (Open
Air Dining).
10-3-1995.13: MODULATION:
A mixed use development in the M-PD-5 zone shall be modulated as provided in the planned
development permit.

10-3-1995.14: LOADING FACILITIES:
A. Loading facilities for mixed use developments in the M-PD-5 zone shall be as
provided in the planned development.
B, Notwithstanding the foregoing, mixed use developments in the M-PD-5 zone shall
provide not less than one 12-foot in width by 35-foot in length truck loading space
accessible from a rear alley.
10-3-1995.15: OUTDOOR LIVING SPACE REQUIRED:
The residential component of all mixed use developments in the M-PD-5 zone shall
provide outdoor living space in accordance with the requirements of section 10-3-2803 of this
chapter, or as otherwise approved as part of a planned development.
10-3-1995.16: COMPATIBILITY STANDARDS:
The following design standards shall be incorporated into all mixed use developments in the
M-PD-5 zone:
A. Noise Attenuation:
1. All dwelling units shall be constructed with building materials with a minimum STC
rating of 30 in order to minimize interior noise levels.
2. The exterior walls of all dwelling units, and any interior walls or floor/ceilings that
separate dwelling units from commercial uses shall comply with the sound transmission

standards set forth in sections CBC 1207 Sound Transmission, or its successor.
3. All dwelling units shall be equipped with internal air conditioning and state of the art
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air filtering devices.
B. Odors: Air conditioning systems for the residential component shall be located and
designed to minimize impacts from odors generated by the commercial component.
10-3-1995.17: ROOfTOP POOL AND RECREATIONAL FACILITIES:
Notwithstanding any other provision of this code and subject to the restrictions set forth in
this section, the planning commission may permit, as part of a planned development pursuant to
article 18.4 of this chapter, mixed use developments in the M-PD-5 zone to include rooftop pools
and spas, pooi rooms, fitness rooms, and related restroom facilities (“Rooftop Pool and
Recreational Facilities”) provided that:
A. The planning commission finds that the Rooftop Pool and Recreational facilities will not
adversely affect the privacy of neighboring properties or access of neighboring properties
to light, nor will the subject structures significantly increase noise to adjacent properties.
B. The additional height of the Rooftop Pool and Recreational Facilities applicable to the
mixed use development will not exceed ten feet (10’) in height measured from the
adjacent roof deck.
C. Any Rooftop Pool or Recreational Facilities permitted pursuant to this section shall be
set back from the face of any exterior wall of the floor immediately below so that a forty
five degree (45°) angle to the vertical plane of the nearest outside wall is not intersected.
D, The Rooftop Pool and Recreational Facilities shall not include a commercial kitchen,
restaurant or cafe.

E. Use of the Rooftop Pool and Recreational Facilities shall be restricted to residents and
guests of residents of the mixed use development.

F. No admittance or use fees shall be charged to use the Rooftop Pool and Recreational
facilities. Nothing in this provision shall prohibit the imposition or collection of
homeowner association dues or fees on residents of a mixed use development which
offset the costs of operating and maintaining such rooftop facilities.
1 0-3.. 1995.18: APPLICATION OF TRANSITIONAL STANDARDS:
Section 6.

Unless otherwise provided in this article or approved as part of a planned

development, all commercial uses in a mixed use development in the M-PD-5 zone shall comply
with the General Operational Requirements set forth in Article 19,5, section 10-3-1956 of this
chapter, and with sections 10-3-57 (Transitional Use License) and 10-3-58 (Extended Hours
Permit). With respect to the setbacks, walls, and landscaping requirements of Article 19.5, the
requirements shall be as approved as part of a planned development, but at a minimum must
include a three foot high solid masonry wall along the rear alley, with openings as approved as
part of a planned development as necessary for loading dock access and other building
requirements. The official zoning map of the City is hereby amended to apply the M-PD-5 overlay
zone to the property known as 9908 South Santa Monica Boulevard, Beverly Hills, described as
follows: “Lots 740, 741, 742, 743, 744 and 745 of Tract No. 7710, in the City of Beverly Hills,
County of Los Angeles, State of California, as per Map recorded in Book 83 Pages 94 and 95 of
Maps, in the Office of the County Recorder of said County”, and also known as APN 4328-002010, -011, -012, -013, -034.
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Section 7

Severability.

If any section, subsection, subdivision, sentence, clause,

phrase, or portion of this Ordinance or the application thereof to any person or place, is for any
reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by the final decision of any court of competent
jurisdiction, the remainder of this Ordinance shall be and remain in full force and effect and shall
control as to each property to which the MPD-5 overlay zone has been applied.
Section 8.

Publication. The City Clerk shall cause this Ordinance to be published at

least once in a newspaper of general circulation published and circulated in the City within fifteen

(15) days after its passage in accordance with Section 36933 of the Government Code, shall certify
to the adoption of this Ordinance, and shall cause this Ordinance and his certification, together
with proof of publication, to be entered in the Book of Ordinances of the Council of this City.

I

/I

I

II

/

1/
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Section 9.

Effective Date. This Ordinance shall go into effect and be in full force and

effect at 12:01 a.m, on the thirty-first (31st) day after its passage.
Adopted:
Effective:

JULIAN A. GOLD, M.D.
Mayor of the City of
Beverly Hills, California
ATTEST:

BYRON POPE
City Clerk
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

APPROVED AS TO CONTENT:

LAURENCE S. WIENER
City Attorney

MAHDI ALUZRI
City Manager

SUSAN HEALY KEENE
Director of Community Development
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STATE Of CALIFORNIA

)

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

)

CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS

)

55.

I, KAREN MYRON, Recording Secretary of the Planning Commission of the City of
Beverly Hills, California, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy
of Resolution No. 1858 duly passed, approved and adopted by the Planning Commission
of said City at a meeting of said Commission on September 13, 2018, and thereafter duly
signed by the Secretary of the Planning Commission, as indicated; and that the Planning
Commission of the City consists of five (5) members and said Resolution was passed by
the following vote of said Commission, to wit:
AYES:

Commissioner Shooshani, Vice Chair Block, Chair Licht

NOES:

Commissioners Ostroff, Gordon

ABSTAIN:

None

ABSENT:

None

Recording Secretary of the
Planning Commission
City of Beverly Hills, California

Attachment 3
(Planning Commission Resolution
No. 1857– Final EIR Certification)

RESOLUTION NO. 1857
A RESOLUTION Of THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF
THE CITY Of BEVERLY HILLS CERTIFYING THE FINAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, ADOPTING
FINDINGS
PURSUANT
TO
THE
CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, AND ADOPTING A
MITIGATION
MONITORING
AND
REPORTING
PROGRAM FOR THE 9908 SOUTH SANTA MONICA
BOULEVARD MIXED USE PROJECT
Section 1.
The proposed Project involves the construction of a mixed use project
consisting of 25-unit residential condominium units and 13,036 square feet of ground floor
retail/commercial space on a vacant lot located at 9900-9916 South Santa Monica Boulevard on
the southwest corner of Charleville Boulevard and South Santa Monica Boulevard in the City of
Beverly Hills. The Project includes approximately 90,005 square feet of building area, ground
floor retail, three full stories of residential units, and three levels of underground parking with
176 parking spaces for customers, residents, and guests. The Project site is located in a C-3A
Commercial Zone, which does not allow multi-family residential uses. Thus, the proposed
Project would require amendments to the City’s General Plan and the Beverly Hills Municipal
Code in order to create a Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay Zone (M-PD-5), as well as a
Planned Development Permit (collectively, the ‘Project”). The Project reflects various revisions
made during the Planning Commission’s review of the proposal.
Section 2.
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (Public
Resources Code § 21000, et seq.) (“CEQA”) and the State CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg.
§ 15000, et seq.) (“CEQA Guidelines”), the City conducted an Initial Study and prepared an
Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) for the proposed project as set forth in the initial
applications (89,988 square feet, with 27 residential units, and 74 parking spaces; hereafter the
“Initial Project”).
Section 3.
On April 14, 2016, the City circulated a Notice of Preparation (“NOP”)
with the Initial Study for a 30-day public review period from April 14, 2016, through May 13,
2016, to receive input from interested public and private parties on issues to be addressed in the
EIR. In addition, a public scoping meeting was held on April 26, 2016, to provide information on
the Initial Project and receive additional comments on issues to be addressed in the EIR. The
Initial Study determined that the Initial Project would have a potential to result in significant
impacts to Aesthetics, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, Land Use and Planning, Noise, and Transportation and Traffic.
Section 4.
On August 19, 2016, a Draft EIR was completed and a Notice of
Availability (“NOA”) was issued. In accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, the City
analyzed the Initial Project’s potential impacts on the environment. In accordance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15105, the City circulated the NOA and Draft EIR, with its appendices, for a
45-day public comment period, from August 19, 2016, through October 3, 2016.
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Section 5.
The City prepared written responses to all comments received on the Draft
ER and those responses to comments are incorporated into the Final ER. No public agencies
submitted comments on the Draft ER, thus there are no agencies entitled to receiving copies of
responses to comments at least 10 days prior to certification of the Final FIR.
Section 6.
In November 2017 the applicant revised the Project to include a total of
93,374 square feet of building area including 27 residential units in 89,833 square feet of
residential floor area, 3,541 square feet of commercial floor area, and 85 parking spaces
(hereafter, the “2017 Revised Project”). Thereafter, in 201$, the applicant further revised the
project to include a total of 99,218 square feet including 27 residential units in 86,182 square feet
of residential floor area, 13,036 square feet of commercial floor area, and 176 parking spaces.
Upon considering the 2018 Revised Project at its August 8, 2018 meeting, the applicant agreed
to modify the project to remove the fifth floor of the project, resulting in the currently proposed
Project consisting of a total of 90,005 square feet of building area including 25 residential units
in 76,969 square feet of residential floor area, 13,036 square feet of commercial floor area, 176
parking spaces, and a reduction in building height to 47 feet (hereafter, the “2018 Revised
Project”).
Section 7.
The Final FIR includes the analysis in the Draft FIR, with clarifications,
revisions, and corrections to the Draft FIR. The Final ER also consists of all appendices to the
Draft EIR and Final EIR, the Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft FIR,
including Appendix 11 to the Final FIR analyzing the revisions that resulted in the Project as
modified in September 2018 and currently proposed, and the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program.
Section 8.
The Planning Commission considered the Project and FR at duly noticed
public hearings on November 28, 2017, January 11,2018, August 8,2018, and September 13,
201$. Evidence, both written and oral, including staff reports, supporting documentation, and
public comment letters, was presented at those hearings.
Section 9.
The findings made in this Resolution are based upon the information and
evidence set forth in the Final FIR and upon other substantial evidence that has been presented at
the hearings and in the record of the proceedings. The Final FIR, staff reports, technical studies,
appendices, including, but not limited to, Appendix 11 to the Final ER, plans, specifications,
and other documents and materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which this
Resolution is based are on file for public examination during normal business hours at the
Deparbnent of Community Development, Beverly Hills City Hall, 455 N. Rexford Drive,
Beverly Hills, California, 90210. The custodian of records is the City of Beverly Hills
Community Development Department. Each of these documents is incorporated herein by
reference.
Section 10.
The Planning Commission fmds that agencies and interested members of
the public have been afforded ample notice and opportunity to comment on the FR and the
proposed Project.
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Section 11.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 requires that the City, before approving
the Project, make one or more of the following written finding(s) for each significant effect
identified in the Final EIR, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding:
(a)
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the
Project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effects as identified in
the fmal EIR; or,
(b)
Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of
another public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted
by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency; or,
(c)
Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations,
including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the
mitigation measures or Project alternatives identified in the final EIR.
Section 12.
The required findings are set forth in Exhibit A, attached hereto and
incorporated herein by reference.
(a)
Environmental impacts identified in the Initial Study/NOP for the
proposed Project as no impact or less than significant are described in Exhibit A, Section W.
(b)
Environmental impacts identified in the Final ER as less than significant
without mitigation are described in Exhibit A, Section V.
(c)
Environmental impacts identified in the Final EIR as less than significant
with mitigation imposed are described in Exhibit A, Section VI.
(d)
There are no environmental impacts identified as significant and
unavoidable in the Final ER are described in Exhibit A, Section VII.
(e)
Alternatives to the Project that might eliminate or reduce significant
environmental impacts are described in Exhibit A, Section VIII.
Section 13.
Prior to taking action, the Planning Commission has heard, been presented
with, reviewed, and considered the information and data in the record, including oral and written
testimony presented to it for and during public hearings. The City’s independent environmental
consultants and City staff reviewed and analyzed the comments received on the Project’s
environmental review. No comments or any additional information submitted to the City have
produced any substantial new information requiring additional environmental review or re
circulation of the ER under CEQA because no new significant environmental impacts were
identified, nor was any substantial increase in the severity of any previously disclosed
environmental impacts identified.
Section 14.
The Planning Commission, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15090,
hereby certifies that (1) the Final EIR reflects the Commission’s independent judgement and
analysis; (2) the Final EIR was presented to, and reviewed and considered by, the Planning
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Commission; (3) the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the information contained
in the Final Em; and (4) the Final ER has been completed in compliance with CEQA.
Section 15.
Similar to the originaliy proposed project, the 201$ Revised Project,
would not result in any new or more significant impacts or new mitigation measures regarding
aesthetics, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, land use and
planning, noise and vibration, and transportation and traffic. Therefore, the changes associated
with the proposed Project do not require recfrculation of the Final ER.
Section 16.
The Planning Commission hereby adopts the findings and Facts in
Support of Findings attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by reference.
Section 17.
Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the Planning
Commission hereby adopts the “Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program,” attached hereto
as Exhibit B and incorporated herein by reference, adopts each mitigation measure set forth
therein, and imposes each mitigation measure as a condition of the proposed Project’s approval.
Section 18.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15093 requires that if a project will cause
significant unavoidable adverse impacts, the City must adopt a Statement of Overriding
Considerations prior to approving a project. As further discussed in sections V and VI of Exhibit
A, the Planning Commission finds that all impacts are less than significant without mitigation or
have been mitigated to less than significant. Consequently, no Statement of Overriding
Considerations is required prior to approving the Project.
Section 19.
The Planning Commission also recommends that the City Council, upon
consideratIon of the requested General Plan Amendment and zone text and map amendment,
certify the Final ER.
i

/I

Ii
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Section 20.
The Secretary of the Planning Commission shall certify to the passage,
approval, and adoption of this Resolution, and shall cause this Resolution and its certification to
be entered into the administrative record maintained by the Community Development
Department.

Adopted: September 13, 2018

Chair of the Planning Commission of the
City of Beverly Hills, California
ATTEST:

RiGilich, AICP
ecreiry of the Planning Commission

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

APPROVED AS TO CONTENT:

D vid M. Snow
Assistant City Attorney

lich, AICP
Director/City Planner
Community Development Department

S an Healy KeeneI P
Director of Community Development
Exhibits:
A
B

—

—

findings of Fact in Support of findings
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

-5B0785-I 580\221387tv5.doc

EXifiBIT A
Findings of Fact in Support of Findings
I.

Introduction

The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the State CEQA Guidelines (the
“Guidelines”) provide that no public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an
environmental impact report (“EIR”), or a supplement to the Em, has been certified which
identifies one or more significant effects on the environment that will occur if a project is
approved or carried out unless the public agency makes one or more of the following findings:
A.

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effects identified in the
ER.

B.

Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility of another public agency
and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.

C.

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations make
infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the ER.’

Pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, the decision-making body hereby makes the following
environmental findings in connection with the approval of the 990$ South Santa Monica
Boulevard Mixed Use Project, as revised by the project applicant in September 201$ to include a
total of 90,005 square feet of building area including 25 residential units in 76,969 square feet of
residential floor area, 13,036 square feet of retail/commercial floor area, 176 parking spaces, and
a reduction in building height to four stories and 47 feet. These findings are based upon evidence
presented in the record of proceedings, both written and oral, the Draft ER, the Comments and
Responses to Comments on the Draft ER, the Final ER, Final ER Appendix 11 analyzing the
September 2018 Revised Project that is the currently proposed Project, staff and consultants’
reports presented through the hearing process, and all of their contents.
H.

Project Objectives

As set forth in the EIR, the objectives of this Project (the “Project Objectives”) are as follows:

1

•

Redevelop a currently vacant urban in-fill site into a luxury residential Project that
is compatible with adjoining residential development and adjoining luxury hotel,
office and service businesses.

•

Enhance and activate a currently vacant site in an underutilized area of the City
with limited parking, limited circulation, and adjacent sensitive residential uses by
bringing high end 24-hour residential use to the site.

Cal.Pub.Res.Code210$1; l4Cal.CodeRegs,
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§ 15091, 15163.

III.

•

Support in-fill development in an existing urban area in a manner that minimizes
traffic impacts.

•

Enhance housing opportunities in the City, bring new residents to the area, and
provide an opportunity for downsizing Beverly Hills residents to remain in the
City.

•

Create luxury medium density urban housing with ample landscaped setbacks,
spacious living areas, high ceilings, private outdoor open space and luxury roof
top amenities.

•

Improve the aesthetic quality of the site by creating a first class architectural
building to replace vacant land.

•

Create construction jobs and increase housing opportunities in the City.

•

Improve public safety by bringing 24-hour residents and residential activity to an
underutilized area of the City.

•

Increase activity and the customer base for surrounding commercial
businesses by bringing residents to the area.

Backaround

In November 2017, the project applicant revised the project to include a total of 93,374 square
feet of building area including 27 residential units in $9,833 square feet of residential floor area,
3,541 square feet of commercial floor area, and 85 parking spaces. Thereafter, in 201$, the
applicant further revised the project to include a total of 99,218 square feet including 27
residential units in $6,182 square feet of residential floor area, 13,036 square feet of commercial
floor area, and 176 parking spaces. Upon considering the 2018 Revised Project at its August 8,
201$ meeting, the applicant agreed to modify the project to remove the fifth floor of the project,
resulting in the currently proposed Project (hereafter, the “Project” or “proposed Project”).
The proposed Project would involve construction of a 25-unit residential condominium building
with units ranging from one to four bedrooms. Construction would be on a vacant lot located at
9900-9916 South Santa Monica Boulevard, in the City of Beverly Hills. The Project would
include approximately 90,005 square feet of building area including 25 residential units in
76,969 square feet of residential floor area, 13,036 square feet of retaillcommercial floor area,
176 parking spaces, and a reduction in building height to four stories for a total height of 47 feet.
The Project site is comprised of five lots, and located at the southwest corner of the intersection
of Charleville Boulevard and South Santa Monica Boulevard. The site is located in a C-3A
Commercial Zone, which does not allow multi-family residential uses. Thus, the Proposed
Project would require amendments to the City’s General Plan and the Beverly Hills Municipal
Code (BHMC) in order to create a Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay Zone (M-PD-5), as
well as a Planned Development Permit. The proposed Overlay would include development
standards to accommodate the proposed Project.
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The proposed Project would be 47 feet in height and would have a FAR of approximately 2.5:1.
The proposed Project would also include three levels of underground parking with a total of 176
parking spaces for residents, commercial patrons, and guests. Rooftop areas of the Project would
include one common pool and an amenity garden on the western area of the fourth floor roof.
The proposed Project would comply with CalGreen and the California Energy Code. As a part of
California Energy Code 2013, the roof of the proposed Project would be “Solar Ready,” with
provision of pathways, connectivity and 15% of the total roof area designated for future
harnessing of solar energy via photovoltaic panels for onsite electricity generation and/or a solar
thermal system integrated with water heating system. The proposed Project would provide EV
charging stations, the number of stations will be determined at a later time.
W.

Effects Determined to be No Impact Without Mitination in the Initial Study/Notice
of Preparation and Not Analyzed in the Effi

The City conducted an Initial Study to determine potential significant effects of the
proposed Project. In the course of this evaluation, certain impacts of the Project were found to be
less than significant due to the inability of the Project of this scope to create such impacts or the
absence of Project characteristics producing effects of this type. The following effects were
determined not to be potentially significant for the reasons set forth in the Initial Study for the
FIR and were not analyzed in the FIR. These impacts are also summarized in Section 1.4, Table
1-2, of the FIR and include all impacts in the following categories: Aesthetics, Agricultural and
Forestry Resources, Mr Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning,
Mineral Resources, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, Transportation
and Traffic, and Utilities and Service Systems.
A.

B.

AESTHETICS

1.

The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.

2.

The Project would have no impacts associated with scenic resources.

3.

The Project would not create a significant impact to light and glare.

AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES
1.

The Project site is within an urbanized area of Beverly Hills that lacks
agricultural lands or forests. No impact to these resources would occur.

2.

The Project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Important to non-agricultural use.

3.

The Project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or
a Williamson Act contract.

4.

The Project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forestland, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production.
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C.

5.

The Project would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use.

6.

The Project would not involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to nonforest use.

MR QUALITY
1.

D.

The residential uses that make up the proposed Project would not create
odor impacts.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

1.

The Project would not have impacts to biological resources.

However, as described in Section 2.5, Project Characteristics, of the EIR, the applicant proposed
the following Environmental Measures to address nesting birds:
Biological Condition 1 Avoid Bird Nesting Season or Conduct a Nesting
Bird Survey and Provide Buffers. Vegetation removal and initial ground
disturbance must occur either:
—

•

Outside the bird and raptor breeding season, which is typically February 1
through August 31 (as early as January 1 for some raptors), or

•

If vegetation clearing occurs during the breeding season, one pre-construction
bird nesting survey shall be conducted not more than one week prior to
vegetation clearing to determine the locations of nesting birds. The bird
survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist. If a nesting bird or special
status species is located, consultation with the local California Department of
fish and Wildlife (CDfW) representative shall occur to determine what
avoidance actions may be taken. Generally, if an active bird nest is found, a
minimum 100-foot buffer (or as otherwise directed by CDFW) would be
established surrounding the nest(s), which shall be flagged for avoidance. The
results of the nesting bird survey(s) and any buffer efforts as a result of those
surveys shall be documented in a brief letter report and submitted to the City
and the CDFW prior to commencement of clearing.

This Environmental Measure is part of the Project as proposed and would be required as a
condition of Project approval.
2.

The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species.

4
807854580\2213683v5.doc

E,

3.

The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community.

4.

The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defmed by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

5.

The Project would not interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites

6.

The Project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance.

7.

The Project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
1.

The Project site is located in a highly urbanized area and has been
previously graded, disturbed and developed.

2.

The Project would adhere to the City’s Historic Preservation Program, and
not have significant impacts to cultural resources.

3.

The Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource.

4.

The Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource.

5.

The Project would not have significant impacts associated with destroying
a unique paleontological resource or site, or a unique geological feature.

6.

The Project would not have significant impacts associated with disturbing
any human remains.

However, as described in Section 2.5, Project Characteristics, of the EIR, the applicant proposed
the following Environmental Measures to address unanticipated discovery of cultural resources
and human remains:
Cultural Condition 1 Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural Resources. If
cultural resources as defmed by Section 21083.2 of the Public Resources Code, are
encountered during ground-disturbing activities, work in the immediate area must
halt and an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Qualifications Standards for archaeology (NPS, 1983) must be contacted
—
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immediately to evaluate the find, if the discovery proves to be significant under the
National Historic Preservation Act, additional work such as data recovery
excavation may be warranted.
Cultural Condition 2— Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains. If
human remains are found, State of California Health and Safety Code Section
7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the County coroner has
made a determination of origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code
Section 5097.98. In accordance with this code, in the event of an unanticipated
discovery of human remains, the Los Angeles County Coroner would be notified
immediately. If the human remains are determined to be prehistoric, the coroner
will notify the Native American Heritage Commission, which will determine and
notify a most likely descendant (MLD). The MLD would complete the inspection
of the area of potential effect (APE) within 48 hours of notification and will
negotiate with the lead agency concerning the treatment and disposition of any
identified human remains.
These Environmental Measures are part of the Project as proposed and would be required as a
condition of Project approval.
F.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS
1.

The Project site is not located on an identified fault, in an identified
liquefaction zone, on unstable soils, or in an area of expansive soils.

2.

The Project would be connected to the City’s wastewater disposal system.

3.

The Project would not have significant impacts associated with geology
and soil hazards.

4.

The Project would not substantially expose people or structures to
potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, or strong seismic
ground shaking.

5.

The Project would not have significant impacts resulting in seismic-related
ground failure or landslides.

6.

The Project site is not located on a geological unit or soil that is unstable
as a result of the Project, and will not potentially result in on or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.

7.

The Project site will not be located on expansive soil, creating a
substantial risk to life or property.

8.

The Project site does not have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where
sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater.
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G.

IL

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
I.

The Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, storage, or disposal of
hazardous materials.

2.

The Project site is not located within the vicinity of an airport, airport land
use plan, or private airstrip.

3.

The Project would be required to comply with all applicable City codes
and regulations pertaining to emergency response and evacuation plans
maintained by the police and fire department in the City of Beverly Hills
and does not include permanent street closures or changes in traffic flow.

4.

The Project implementation would not interfere with emergency response
or evacuation.

5.

The Project would not have significant impacts associated with hazards
and hazardous materials.

6.

The Project would not 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.

7.

The Project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile
of an existing or proposed school.

8.

The Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
1.

The Project site is generally flat and not near any rivers or streams and
would not substantially increase runoff volumes from the proposed Project
site.

2.

The Project would comply with the City’s dewatering requirements and the
construction of the subterranean parking structure would help to reduce
water quality impacts.

3.

The Project site would not result in the exceedance of the sustainable yield
of groundwater resources and would not result in contamination of
groundwater.

4.

The Project site does not require flood mitigation enforcement and is not
subject to inundation from tsunami, seiche, or mudflow.
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5.

The Project would not have significant impacts associated with hydrology
and water quality.

6.

The Project would not violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements.

7.

The Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge.

8.

The Project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area.

9.

The Project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream
or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site.

10.

The Project would not create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.

11.

The Project would not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area.

12.

The Project would not place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
which would impede or redirect flood flows.

13.

The Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving flooding.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

J.

1.

The proposed Project would not physically divide an established
community.

2.

The proposed Project would not conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.

MINERAL RESOURCES
1.

There are no mineral resources of value to the region or the residents of
the state that have been identified within the Project area.

2.

The Project area is not suited for resource extraction given the urban
location.

3.

The Project would not have significant impacts associated with mineral
resources.
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K

4.

The Project would not have signilicant impacts as a result of the loss of
availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and residents of California.

5.

The Project would not have significant impacts associated with the loss of
availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan.

NOISE
1.

The proposed Project site is not subject to noise from a public or private
airport or air strip. The Project site is not within an area covered by an
airport land use plan, nor is it located in the vicinity of a private air strip.
The nearest airport is the Santa Monica Municipal Airport, which is
approximately five miles away.

However, as described in Section 2.5, Project Characteristics, of the EIR, the applicant proposed
the following Environmental Measure to address noise levels:
Noise Condition 1 Interior Noise Aftenuation Features The applicant shall
incorporate building materials and techniques that reduce sound transmission
through walls, windows, doors, ceilings, and floors of on-site residences for all
floors facing South Santa Monica Boulevard or for floors one through three
facing Charleville Boulevard, in order to achieve interior noise levels of 45 dBA
CNEL. Such building materials and techniques may include double-paned
windows, staggered studs, or sound-absorbing blankets incorporated into
building wall design. Acoustical analysis shall be performed prior to the
issuance of an occupancy permit to demonstrate that noise levels in the interior
livable spaces do not exceed state standards for residences. This requirement
shall be incorporated into the plans to be submitted by the applicant to the City
of Beverly Hills for review and approval prior to the issuance of building
permits.
—

This Environmental Measure is part of the Project as proposed and would be required as a
condition of Project approval.
L.

POPULATION AND HOUSING

1.

The Project would not significantly induce substantial population growth.

2.

The Project would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitation the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

3.

The Project would not displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.
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M.

N.

0.

P.

PUBLIC SERVICES
1.

The proposed Project site is located in a highly urbanized area within the
City, and would be served by the Beverly Hills Fire Department, Beverly
Hills Police Department, and the Beverly Hills Unified School District.

2.

The proposed Project Applicant would be required to pay all applicable
school fees, which is considered adequate mitigation for any impacts.

3.

The Project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities,
including fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, or other public
facilities.

RECREATION
1.

The Project Applicant would be required to pay the standard Park and
Recreation Facilities Tax, which would offset any indirect impacts to
public parks.

2.

The residents added as a result of the proposed Project would not
significantly impact the parkiand ratio of the City.

3.

The Project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated.

4.

The Project does not include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have a
substantial adverse physical effect on the environment.

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
1.

The Project would have no impact with respect to air traffic.

2.

The Project would provide sufficient parking to meet City requirements.

3.

The Project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
1.

The proposed Project would have less than significant impacts on
wastewater collection and treatment, stonuwater management, water
supply, and solid waste management provided by the City’s Public Works
Department.
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V.

2.

The Project would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board.

3.

The Project would not require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities.

4.

The Project would not require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities.

5.

The Project would have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
Project from existing entitlements and resources.

6.

The Project would not result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments.

7.

The Project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the Project’s solid waste disposal needs.

8.

The Project would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste.

Effects Determined to Be Less Than Sianificant Without Mitigation for the
Proposed Project in the Effi

The FIR found that the Project would have a less than significant impact without the imposition
of mitigation on a number of environmental topic areas listed below. A less than significant
environmental impact determination was made for each of the following topic areas listed below,
based on the more expansive discussions contained in the EIR.
A.

AESTHETICS (Impact AES-1)
1.

While the proposed Project would not adversely change the visual
character and quality of the Project site, it would generally have a high
level of visual quality and would not conflict with the adopted visual
policies of the City.

2.

Light and glare impacts generated by the proposed Project would be less
than significant because the Project includes metal sun shades, panels, and
balcony railings that would prevent substantial amounts of glare.

3.

Shadow impacts generated by the proposed Project would be less than
significant because the only light-sensitive use in the direct vicinity of the
Project is the roofiop pool of the Peninsula Hotel located 150 east of the
Project site. Final FIR Appendix 11 analyzed the potential shade and
shadow impacts of the proposed Project concluding that at 47 feet tall the
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proposed Project is approximately two feet taller than the Peninsula Hotel,
thus any shadows cast on the hotel’s rooftop would occur for less than one
hour near dusk in winter conditions.

B.

4.

Shadow impacts generated by the proposed Project would also be less than
significant because shadows would not be cast onto light-sensitive uses for
a period greater than four hours between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 3:00
p.m. during summer solstice or a period greater than three hours between
the same hours during winter solstice. Appendix 11 of the Final EIR
concludes that proposed Project, at 47 feet in height, would not cast any
shadows on the nearby Peninsula Hotel rooftop during summer months.

5.

There are no City landmarks, hillside vistas or notable urban views from
public spaces through the Project site and therefore the proposed Project
would not conflict with General Plan Policy OS 6.1 Protection of Scenic
Views, which calls for the protection of “scenic views and vistas from
public places including City landmarks, hillside vistas and urban views of
the City.”

6.

Although the construction of the proposed Project would change the visual
character of the site from largely undeveloped to developed, it would
generally improve the visual quality of the site by providing new housing,
hardscape, and landscaping along the perimeter of the site.

7.

The aesthetic value of the proposed Project site would improve as
compared to the currently vacant status of the site.

8.

The proposed Project would comply with General Plan Policy 05 6.3
which requires that new developments are designed to visually
complement the urban setting by providing appropriate landscaping.

MR QUALITY
The proposed Project is consistent with the applicable Air Quality
Management Plan AQMP because it would not facilitate growth
exceeding the Southern California Association of Governments SCAG
forecasts. (Impact AQ- 1)
2.

The proposed Project’s construction emission would not exceed applicable
South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) regional or
local significance thresholds. (Impact AQ-2) Although the overall
duration of construction would increase when compared to the proposed
Project, maximum daily construction emissions would not exceed the
SCAQMD regional thresholds or Localized Significance Thresholds
(LSTs) for any criteria air pollutants. Therefore, construction of the
Project would have a less than significant impact on regional and local air
quality.
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C.

3.

The proposed Project’s daily operational air pollutant emissions would not
exceed the applicable SCAQMD thresholds, and the proposed Project
would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of toxic
aft contaminants. (Impact AQ-3)

4.

The proposed Project’s traffic-related emissions will not exceed the
significant thresholds. (Impact AQ-4)

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS/CLIMATE CHANGE (Impact GHG-1)
1.

D.

E.

The temporary construction and permanent operational greenhouse gases
(GHG) emissions as a result of the proposed Project would not exceed
SCAQMD thresholds and the proposed Project would be consistent with
applicable GHG plans and policies, including the Climate Action Team
GHG reduction strategies, the SCAG Sustainable Communities Strategy,
and the Beverly Hills Sustainable City Plan Goals.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (Impact HAZ-1)
1.

According to a Phase 1 assessment of the site, there is no evidence of use,
storage, disposal or generation of hazardous substance on the Project site.

2.

No evidence of underground storage tanks (USTs) or such UST releases
were found as a result of geophysical methods, backhoe excavations, and
borings. Therefore, impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials are
less than significant.

NOISE AND VIBRATION
1.

Construction activities associated with the proposed Project would
generate temporary noise increases that would be audible at nearby
sensitive receptors. Maximum and daily construction-related noise would
not result in an increase of 5 dBA or more outside the daytime hours
permitted by the City’s noise ordinance or at a school, hospital, church, or
institute of learning. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

2.

Noise associated with operation of the proposed Project, including noise
from traffic on nearby roads, common rooftop pooi activities, ventilation
and heating systems, trash hauling, and delivery trucks could be audible at
nearby receptor locations. However, the proposed Project’s operational
noise would not increase ambient noise levels beyond thresholds
established by the applicable policies of the General Plan Noise Element.
Therefore, operational noise impacts associated with the proposed Project
would be less than significant.

3.

Project construction would generate ground-borne vibration. Construction
vibration would be temporary and intermittent, and would not exceed FTA
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recommended thresholds. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.
4.

F.

Although the effect of ambient noise on a proposed project is not an
impact under CEQA, the potential noise levels at the proposed residences
are provided for public disclosure. The estimated noise levels could
exceed City standards for interior and exterior noise, 45 and 65 dBA
CNEL, respectively.

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
Implementation of the proposed Project would generate traffic at the
intersections; however, Project-generated traffic would not cause any
intersection to exceed City standards under existing plus Project traffic
conditions. Therefore, impacts associated with the proposed Project would
be less than significant.
2.

Implementation of the proposed Project would increase traffic on
residential streets north and south of the Project site. However, Proj ect
generated traffic would not exceed City thresholds under existing plus
Project traffic conditions on any street segment. Therefore, impacts to
residential streets would, therefore, be less than significant.

3.

The proposed Project does not include design features that would impede
emergency access vehicles. Therefore, impacts associated with the
proposed Project would be less than significant.

4.

The proposed Project would not add a substantial number of vehicles
entering the Project site from westbound South Santa Monica Boulevard
and, therefore, would not disrupt the flow of vehicles along South Santa
Monica Boulevard. As such, the proposed Project would not result in a
disruption to existing transit service along the Project frontage on South
Santa Monica Boulevard through the Metro 704 Line, 720 Line, 4 Line,
and 16/316 Line. Therefore, impacts to the existing transit service would
be less than significant.

5.

No major transit projects are planned on Charleville Boulevard or South
Santa Monica Boulevard. Therefore, the proposed Project would not
conflict with the applicable policies and would not adversely affect the
performance or safety of the Purple Line, and impacts to planned transit
service would be less than significant.

6.

There are no existing or planned bicycle facilities adjacent to the Project
site. Therefore, there would be no impacts under the proposed Project to
existing and planned bicycle facilities.

7.

There are no existing or planned bicycle facilities along the Project
frontage, there is no conflict with the adopted system, plan, or other
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standards. Therefore, there would be no impact under the proposed
Project associated with adopted bicycle system plans, guidelines, policies,
or standards
8.

G.

There are existing sidewalks along the Project frontage at South Santa
Monica Boulevard and Charleville Boulevard, and there are no adopted
plans to add any new pedestrian facilities along the Project frontage.
Therefore, there would be no impact to adopted pedestrian system plans,
guidelines, policies, or standards.

GROWTH INDUCEMENT
The proposed Project would add 25 residential units in Beverly Hills and
would accommodate approximately 52 new residents, increasing the
City’s population by 0.2 percent, which would not exceed SCAG’s 2020
population forecast of 35,800. The Project involves in-fill development on
a currently vacant site within an urbanized area that lacks significant
scenic resources, native biological habitats, known cultural resource
remains, surface water, or other environmental resources. Therefore,
population growth associated with the Project would not result in
significant long-term physical environmental effects. The Project would
not be expected to induce substantial economic expansion to the extent
that direct physical environmental effects would result and the Project
would not remove any obstacles to growth.

H.

ENERGY EFFECTS
The proposed Project would involve the use of energy during the
construction and operational phases of the Project. The energy use during
the construction phase would be in the form of fuel consumption (e.g.,
gasoline and diesel fuel) to operate heavy equipment, light-duty vehicles,
machinery, and generators for lighting. Additionally, temporary grid
power may also be provided to any temporary construction trailers or
electric construction equipment. Long-term operation of the proposed
Project would require permanent grid connections for electricity and
natural gas service to power internal and exterior building lighting, and
heating and cooling systems. Though the proposed Project would increase
overall energy use, it would not significantly affect local or regional
energy supplies, as further detailed in Tables 5-1 and 5-2 of the EIR.
2.

Compliance with Title 24 energy conservation requirements in
combination with Project features aimed at minimizing energy use would
ensure that energy is not used in an inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary
manner.
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VI.

Potentially Sianificant Environmental Impacts Determined in the Effi to Be
Mitiaated to a Less Than Sianificaut Level

The EIR identified the potential for the proposed Project to cause significant environmental
impacts and determined that mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant in
the areas of Land Use and Planning and Transportation and Traffic.
The decision-making body fmds that mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR would
reduce the Project’s impacts to a less than significant level. The decision-making body adopts all
of the feasible mitigation measures for the Project described in the Final EIR as conditions of
approval of the Project and incorporates those into the Project, as discussed more fully in
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.
A.

LAND USE AND PLANNiNG
1.

Necessary Amendments to the General Plan, Beverly Hills Municipal
Code, and Planned Development Permit

Impact LU-i. The proposed Project would involve amendments to the General Plan and
BHIvIC to create a Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay Zone (M-PD-5), as well as
approval of a Planned Development Permit. The proposed Project would be consistent
with applicable City policies, regulations, and standards with implementation of
mitigation measures to ensure compliance with the requirements for a Planned
Development Permit.

(a)

Findings

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed Project that
avoid or substantially lessen the significant related environmental effect as identified in the EIR.
Specifically, the following Mitigation Measures imposed upon the Project mitigate impacts to
less than significant levels:
Mitigation Measure LU-i Operational Measures Program. Prior to issuance
of a grading or building permit, whichever comes first, the applicant-submitted
program of implementation and operational measures required by the Planned
Development Standards in the BHIvIC shall be reviewed and approved by the
appropriate City Departments/Divisions (e.g., Building & Safety, Planning,
Transportation, etc.).
Mitigation Measure LU-2 Construction Management Program. Prior to
issuance of a grading or building permit, whichever comes first, as required by
the Planned Development Standards in the BHMC the applicant shall submit a
construction management program that addresses issues a through 1 listed
below. The program will be reviewed and approved by the appropriate City
Departments/Divisions (e.g., Building & Safety, Planning, Transportation, etc.).
a) fugitive dust
b) Noise attenuation
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c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)
i)

Air quality
Hours of operation
Street circulation and parking
Employee parking
Truck routing and staging
Public notifications
Pedestrian safety
j) Holiday season considerations
k) Truck traffic scheduling
1) Coordination with other construction activities in the vicinity of the project
(b)

facts in Support offinding

The proposed Project site is currently located in a C-3A Commercial Zone, which does not
allow multi-family residential uses. Thus, amendments are required to the City’s General Plan
and the BHMC in order to create a Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay Zone (M-PD-5)
and a Planned Development Permit.
Approval of the General Plan amendment by the City Council is required for the Project to be
consistent with the General Plan land use policies. Thus, the finding of “potentially
consistent” is appropriate when a General Plan amendment is required.
Further, an amendment to the BHMC for an addition of a Mixed Use Planned Development
Overlay Zone (M-PD-5) would permit multi-family residential uses to allow for the Project at
the Project site. Amendment of the BHMC in this regard would provide a buffer between
busy commercial corridors and residential neighborhoods; prevent adverse traffic and parking
impacts; provide an opportunity to locate additional high quality residential uses not
otherwise encouraged by the underlying zone; and encourage high quality design to ensure the
safety, privacy and desirability of residential properties. Moreover, the Architectural
Commission would need to approve the building design.
Also, the Project requires a Planned Development Permit, requiring materials and information
on the proposed distribution, location, and extent of the uses of land and major components of
public and private transportation, infiastructure, and other essential facilities; physical
improvements; implementation program and operational measures assuring advancement of
the subject zone objectives; and the construction management program addressing the
aforementioned environmental issues.
The General Plan’s nine elements contain a number of goals, objectives, recommendations,
and programs for land development. The proposed Project would maintain consistency with
the City’s applicable General Plan goals and policies, as summarized in Table 4.5-2 of the
EIR, and incorporated herein.
The proposed Project would be consistent with the General Plan’s Land Use Element because
it supports the City’s:
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•

GOAL LU 2 regarding Community Character and Quality as it would create a
first-class architectural building and would comply with CalGreen and the
California Energy Code with design review by the Architectural Commission;

•

GOAL LU 7 regarding Multi-Family Residential Neighborhoods providing
ownership and rental units that are well-designed, exhibit architectural
characteristics and qualities representative of the City, and that provide
amenities for their residents as it would create a first-class architectural building
and various onsite amenities;
GOAL LU 9 regarding Diverse District and Corridors as it consists of residences
that would provide patrons for existing and planned businesses in the adjacent
and local areas, contributing to a diversity of vital and active business and
commercial districts; and

•

GOAL LU 14 regarding Environmental Sustalnability and Carbon Footprint
because it will be located in an area that is well-served by public transit and
would comply with the Green Building Standards Code and be subject to
applicable water conservation requirements.

The proposed Project would be consistent with the General Plan’s Open Space Element
because it supports:
the City’s GOAL OS 6 on Visual Resource Preservation by including a 10-foot
landscape buffer that would visually improve the Project site as compared to
the current vacant status; and creating a first class architectural building as
compared to the site’s current vacant condition.
The proposed Project would be consistent with the General Plan’s Circulation Element
because it supports the City’s:
•

GOAL CIR 2 regarding Transit as it is located along an existing commercial
business corridor and is near transit facilities that provide walking or public
transit as comfortable, convenient travel options;

•

GOAL CR3 regarding Neighborhood Traffic Management as the proposed
Project will incorporate traffic control measures;

•

GOAL CR6 on Transportation Demand Management (TDM) as it includes
various bicycle storage facilities and is located near various transit facilities;

•

GOAL CR? regarding Pedestrians as it is located along an existing commercial
business corridor and is near transit facilities that provide walking or public
transit as comfortable and convenient travel options; and includes bicycle storage
facilities; and

•

GOAL CR 10 regarding funding as the applicant would pay applicable
transportation mitigation fees.
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The proposed Project would be consistent with the General Plan’s Conservation Element
because it supports the City’s:
•

GOAL CON 1 regarding its Water Supply System would also be supported by
the proposed Project as sufficient water would be available to meet the demand
for the proposed Project; the excavation activity would comply with appropriate
engineering and construction practices, and not degrade groundwater;

•

GOAL CON 2 regarding Water Conservation through System Improvements;

•

GOAL CON 3 regarding Water Conservation through Reduced Consumption as
the proposed Project would be subject to applicable water conservation
requirements pursuant to the Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance and Green
Building Standards Code;

•

GOAL CON 4 as the applicant would pay for water system improvements needed
to serve the proposed development;

•

GOAL CON? regarding Wastewater Treatment System as the applicant would
provide the required sewer analysis for City approvals, and the proposed Project
would connect to the municipal sewer system, not adversely affect system
operation, and comply with applicable water conservation efforts;

•

GOAL CON 10 regarding Storm Drainage System as the Project applicant would
prepare the required hydrologic studies and design onsite facilities that comply
with applicable requirements for building plans;

•

GOAL CON 11 regarding Storm Drainage System as it would comply with all
applicable requirements pertaining to surface runoff; would not significantly affect
surface or ground water quality; comply with NPDES General Construction
permit requirements; and the Project applicant would employ the most efficient
drainage technology to control drainage in accordance with applicable
requirements;

•

GOAL CON 12 regarding Storm Drainage Toxicity as it includes a 10-foot
landscape buffer along the perimeter of the site that would capture runoff, and be
subject to applicable stormwater regulations;

•

GOAL CON 13 regarding Solid Waste Collection and Disposal Operations and
Costs as there would be applicable solid waste bins at the Project;

•

GOAL CON 16 regarding Waste Reduction as the Project’s applicant would
comply with the City’s waste management plan and participate in the City’s solid
waste recycling programs under AB 939;

•

GOAL CON 17 regarding Natural Gas System as natural gas supplies would be
available to serve the proposed Project;
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GOAL CON 18 regarding Electrical Energy System as adequate electrical energy
capacity would be available to serve the proposed Project; and
•

GOAL CON 20 regarding Telecommunication Systems as the proposed
Project’s utilities would be undergrounded.

The proposed Project would be consistent with the General Plan’s Noise Element because it
supports the City’s:
•

GOAL N 1 regarding Land Use Conflicts as the proposed Project includes an
Applicant-Proposed Measure to ensure acceptable noise levels would be
maintained for the proposed Project residences and adjacent uses; and

•

GOAL N 2 regarding Motor Vehicles as the proposed Project includes an
Applicant-Proposed Measure to ensure acceptable noise levels would be
maintained for the proposed Project residences.

The proposed Project would be consistent with the General Plan’s Safety Elementbecause it
supports the City’s:
•

GOAL S 3 regarding safety at the Project site as the proposed Project would
incorporate all Municipal Code requirements regarding fire safety, including
incorporating an automatic fire extinguishing system;

•

GOAL $4 regarding Protection from Flood Hazards as it is not subject to
significant flood hazards, subject to applicable stormwater runoff requirements,
and utilizes approaches such as permeable surfaces to reduce runoff per
stomiwater runoff requirements; and

•

GOAL S 5 regarding Protection from Geologic Hazards as it will incorporate
seismic and geologic hazard safety standards.

Finally, the proposed Project is consistent with the City’s Housing Element because it would
involve the construction of 25 condominium units and be subject to applicable water
conservation requirements.
The Project would be consistent with the policies of the General Plan that are not related to the
proposed amendment. The Project is also potentially consistent with the policies associated
with multiple-family residential development in a commercial land use designation.
Any potential inconsistencies with the General Plan and BHMC would be mitigated to a less
than significant level upon approval of amendments to the General Plan and BHMC to create a
Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay Zone (M-PD-5). further, the Planned Development
Permit would require the implementation and operational measures required by the Planned
Development Standards in the BHMC, which shall occur prior to issuance of a grading or
building permit, whichever comes first, and upon review and approval by the appropriate City
Departments/Divisions; and the applicant’s submission of the foregoing construction
management program, which shall occur prior to issuance of a Planned Development Permit,
and upon review and approval by the appropriate City Departments/Divisions.
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My impacts to Land Use and Planning would be reduced to a less than significant level upon
approval of the General Plan Amendment, BHIvIC amendment, and approval of a Planned
Development Permit; with adherence to existing and proposed regulation and implementation
of Mitigation Measures LU-I and LU-2.
B.

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
1.

Driveway Site Access

Impact 1-3. Project driveways would provide adequate site access and would not
create hazardous traffic conditions.
(a)

Findings

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed Project that
avoid or substantially lessen the significant related environmental effect as identified in the EIR.
Specifically, the following mitigation measures imposed upon the Project mitigate impacts to
less than significant levels:
TRAF4 Review of Project Features. Prior to constructing project features (such
as walls or landscaping) adjacent to the project driveways, the City Traffic
Engineer shall review the proposed design to ensure that features are adequately
designed to not obstruct driver and pedestrian visibility.
(b)

facts in Support offinding

Upon entering the proposed Project, vehicles traveling west on South Santa Monica Boulevard
need to turn left across traffic without the benefit of a designated turn lane or pocket.
Similarly, vehicles turning left out of the Project would have to cross traffic on South Santa
Monica Boulevard. Traffic entering the Project site from westbound South Santa Monica
Boulevard would potentially disrupt the flow of traffic while slowing down to enter the
Project.
During the morning (AM) peak hours, the proposed Project would generate approximately 63
trips. During the evening (PM) peak hours, the Project would generate approximately 88 trips.
The Project would generate 1,034 average daily trips (ADT). These traffic levels, however, do
not exceed the City’s impact thresholds and, with the revised project ingress and egress will
not be concentrated in only one location.
My potential hazardous conditions associated with the driveways at the proposed Project would
be mitigated to a less than significant level with the implementation of Mitigation Measure
TRAF-l because any building design features adjacent to the project driveways located on both
South Santa Monica Boulevard and Charleville Boulevard will be reviewed by the City Traffic
Engineer to ensure that features are adequately designed to not obstruct driver and pedestrian
visibility (Mitigation Measure TRAF- 1), as explained in Final EIR Appendix 11.

21
B0785-1580’2213683v5.doc

Therefore, the Project wouid result in less than significant impacts associated with driveway site
access with the implementation of Mitigation Measure TRAF- 1.
2.

Local Active Transportation System and Public Transit

Impact T-5. The proposed Project woi.ild not involve any disruptions to the local active
transportation system. Further, the proposed Project would not conflict with applicable
policies associated with public transit.
(a)

findings

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed Project that
avoid or substantially lessen the significant related environmental effect as identified in the ETR.
Specifically, the following mitigation measures imposed upon the Project mitigate impacts to
less than significant levels:
Mitigation Measure TRAF-2 Driveway Plans. Prior to the issuance of a
building permit, the Developer shall submit driveway plans for review and
approval by the City of Beverly Hills, which shall include pedestrian safety
measures such as visual andlor audible warning to pedestrians along the South
Santa Monica Boulevard to indicate when vehicles are exiting the Project
driveway. The Project shall include a stop sign for vehicles leaving the Project
driveway prior to entering the public sidewalk.
(b)

facts in Support of finding

The proposed Project site plan would maintain the existing sidewalks along the Project frontage
on South Santa Monica Boulevard and Charleville Boulevard. The Project would require one
curb cut along South Santa Monica Boulevard to accommodate the Project driveway, along with
the ingress and egress points on Charleville Boulevard and the adjacent alley. However, the curb
cut would comply with all ADA accessibility requirements and would not diminish the
performance or safety of the existing sidewalks. The Project driveway along the South Santa
Monica Boulevard would potentially pose a hazard to pedestrians along the existing sidewalks
due to the visual obstructions to traffic leaving the Project that could result in potentially
significant impacts associated with pedestrian safety along South Santa Monica Boulevard and
would require mitigation.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRAF-2 would reduce impacts to pedestrian safety to a
less than significant level by alerting pedestrians to the presence of cars exiting the proposed
Project’s driveway. Additionally, installation of a stop sign at the exit of the proposed Project
would reduce speed of vehicles crossing the public sidewalk.
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Traffic Flow Interference

3.

Impact T-6. Construction activities for the proposed Project would result in traffic
impacts due to haul truck traffic, equipment and material deliveries, worker traffic, and
worker parking.
(a)

Findings

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed Project that
avoid or substantially lessen the significant related environmental effect as identified in the EIR.
Specifically, the following mitigation measures imposed upon the Project mitigate impacts to
less than significant levels:
Mitigation Measure TRAF-3 Construction Traffic Management Plan. The
Developer shall create a Draft Construction Traffic Management Plan to minimize
traffic flow interference from construction activities. The Final Construction
Traffic Management Plan shall be submitted to the City and shall include plans to
accomplish the following:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

Maintain existing access for land uses in the proximity of the
Project site during Project construction;
Schedule deliveries and pick-ups of construction materials for nonpeak travel periods, to the maximum extent feasible;
Coordinate haul trucks, deliveries and pick-ups to reduce the
potential for trucks waiting to load or unload for protracted periods
of time;
Minimize obstruction of through-traffic lanes on Wilshire
Boulevard and Santa Monica Boulevard;
Construction equipment traffic from the contractors shall be
controlled by flagman;
Designated transport routes for heavy trucks and 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; and
Prohibit parking for construction workers except on the Project
site and any designated offsite parking locations. These off site
locations will require the approval of the City of Beverly Hills.
These offsite parking locations cannot include any parking garage
in the City of Beverly Hills or any residential streets including
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Charleville Boulevard, Durant Street, and those streets which
connect to Charleville Boulevard.
The Final Construction Traffic Management Plan shall be submitted and approved by
the City prior to issuance of a grading or building permit, whichever comes first.
Mitigation Measure TRAF-4 Construction Workers Parking Plan.
The Developer shall submit a Construction Workers Parking Plan
identifying parking locations for construction workers. To the maximum
extent feasible, all worker parking shall be accommodated on the project
site. During construction activities when construction worker parking
cannot be accommodated on the project site, the Plan shall identify
alternate parking locations for construction workers and specify the
method of transportation to and from the project site for approval by the
City prior to issuance of a grading or building permit, whichever comes
first. 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:
•

•

•

All construction contractors shall be provided 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 residential streets south of
Santa Monica Boulevard or in public parking structures;
No parking for construction workers shall be permitted 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. The contractor shall be
responsible for all costs associated with enforcement of this
mitigation measures; and
In lieu of the above, the project applicant/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, excavation
and construction activities.
(b) facts in Support of finding

Construction traffic impacts associated with the proposed Project include trucks traveling to and
from the site to remove debris, fill, and other items (haul trucks); equipment and material
delivery and staging; worker traffic; and worker parking. These impacts would be temporary and
limited to the approximately 26-month construction schedule. During construction of the
proposed Project, haul trucks would be regularly traveling to and from the site to remove debris
and fill, and other items. These trucks would utilize the local street system to access and egress

24
5o785-1580u213683v5.doc

the Project site throughout the 26-month construction duration. The increase in truck traffic
could potentially impact traffic on local roadways.
Another source of construction traffic would derive from the transportation of materials and
equipment to the site. One example would be concrete, of which substantial quantities would be
required for the parking garage and the buildings on-site. Other materials could include plumbing
supplies, electrical fixtures, and items used in furnishing the residential units. These materials
would have to be delivered to the site and stored on-site as well. These deliveries would occur
through variously sized vehicles including small delivery trucks to cement mixer trucks, and
possible 12-wheel trucks.
Additionally, heavy construction equipment would have to be delivered to the site. This
equipment could include cranes, bulldozers, excavators, and other large items of machinery.
Most of the heavy equipment would be transported to the site on large trucks such as 1$wheelers or other similar sized vehicles, and the heavy equipment would remain on-site until it is
no longer needed.
The number of workers on the Project site would vary through different phases of construction.
Construction workers would require adequate parking on or near the Project site that would
allow them to park for the duration of the work day. Workers parking off-site could impact
parking in adjacent areas, including residential areas along Charleville Boulevard and Durant
Street, as well as parking for commercial uses along Santa Monica Boulevard.
As discussed above the construction period under the proposed Project would occur over 26
months.
Mitigation Measures TRAF-3 and TRAF-4 would minimize traffic interference from
construction activities and potential parking impacts, and avoid any impedance of emergency
vehicle access to a less than significant level by requiring a plan for construction traffic and
construction worker parking that achieve specific standards.
4.

Cumulative Traffic Impacts

Construction activities for the Project could result in traffic impacts due to hauling
truck traffic, equipment and material deliveries, work traffic, and worker parking.
Construction could contribute to cumulative construction-related traffic impacts.
(a)

findings

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed
Project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant related environmental effect as identified
in the ER. Specifically, the following mitigation measures imposed upon the Project mitigate
impacts to less than significant levels:
Mitigation Measure TRAF-5 Cumulative Construction Management Plan.
The applicant for the proposed Project shall prepare a Cumulative Construction
Management Plan in efforts to coordinate with the construction plans for One
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Beverly Hills, the Beverly Hilton Revitalization Plan, Metro Purple Line
Extension, 10000 Santa Monica, Westfield Shopping Center, and the City of
Beverly Hills. The requirements of the plan are as follows:

•

Provide details regarding any temporary roadway closures in
order to limit overlap of roadway closures;
Provide details regarding all major deliveries to limit the occurrence
of simultaneous deliveries; and
Provide details regarding the loading and unloading of delivery
vehicles. Any offsite staging areas for delivery vehicles shall be
consolidated and shared.

The City will review the plan, and any overlap in construction activities will be
addressed through coordination with the City.
(b)

Facts in Support offinding

Construction activities for the proposed Project would result in traffic impacts due to hauling
truck traffic, equipment and material deliveries, worker traffic, and worker parking. Construction
would also contribute to cumulative construction-related traffic impacts.
Cumulative construction-related impacts could occur as the result of simultaneous construction
of the proposed Project, the One Beverly Hill Project at 9900 Wilshire Boulevard, the
reconstruction of Santa Monica Boulevard, Extension of the Metro Purple Line, 10000 Santa
Monica, the Westfield Shopping Center, and the Beverly Hilton Revitalization Plan (9876
Wilshire Boulevard), since construction schedules would likely overlap. Potential impacts
include:
•

Simultaneous arrival and departure of haul trucks The increased volume of haul
truck traffic and number of trucks entering/exiting roadways surrounding the two
Project sites could result in congestion on those roadways.

•

Simultaneous arrival and departure of delivery trucks Equipment and supply
delivery vehicles could impact adjacent roadways by creating additional congestion.
There may also be temporary queuing of these delivery vehicles if large numbers of
vehicles arrive or depart at once.

•

Simultaneous construction worker parking Construction workers for both Projects
could potentially park in areas adjacent to the site.

-

-

-

Mitigation Measure TRAF-5 would minimize the cumulative construction-related impacts that
could occur as the result of simultaneous construction of the proposed Project and the foregoing
developments to a less than significant level by limiting the overlap of simultaneous roadway
closures, and occurrence of major deliveries, all the while coordinating the plan and any
construction activity overlap with the City.
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VIL

Environmental Effects that Remain Significant and Unavoidable After Mitigation

All impacts are either less than significant without mitigation or have been mitigated to less than
significant, as discussed above in sections V and VI. Consequently, no Statement of Overriding
Considerations is required should the proposed Project be approved.
VIII. Project Alternatives
The E considered and analyzed four alternatives to the proposed Project: Alternative 1 No
Project/Development; Alternative 2— Mixed Use Residential and Commercial (27 residential
units and 5,000 square feet of ground floor retail); Alternative 3 Mixed Use Office and
Commercial (67,004 square feet of office and 5,000 square feet of ground floor retail); and
Alternative 4—Office building with minimal retail use to serve building.
—

—

The four alternatives that were analyzed in the EIR are discussed below, including the basis for
rejecting each alternative. A more detailed analysis of Alternative 3 was also completed, and is
contained in Final EIR Appendix 10. In addition, comparison of the alternatives is available in
Table 6-1 of the EIR and Table 14 of Appendix 10 of the Final EIR. Each alternative’s
environmental impacts, and specifically impacts to Aesthetics, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Land Use and Planning, Noise and Vibration, and
Transportation and Traffic, are considered and analyzed, along with an analysis of whether it
achieves any of the Project Objectives as shown below.
•

Redevelop a currently vacant urban in-fill site into a luxury residential Project that
is compatible with adjoining residential development and adjoining luxury hotel,
office and service businesses.

•

Enhance and activate a currently vacant site in an underutilized area of the City
with limited parking, limited circulation, and adjacent sensitive residential uses by
bringing high end 24-hour residential use to the site.

•

Support in-fill development in an existing urban area in a manner that minimizes
traffic impacts.

•

Enhance housing opportunities in the City, bring new residents to the area, and
provide an opportunity for downsizing Beverly Hills residents to remain in the
City.

•

Create luxury medium density urban housing with ample landscaped setbacks,
spacious living areas, high ceilings, private outdoor open space and luxury roof
top amenities.

•

Improve the aesthetic quality of the site by creating a first class architectural
building to replace vacant land.

•

Create construction jobs and increase housing opportunities in the City.
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A

•

Improve public safety by bringing 24-hour residents and residential activity to an
underutilized area of the City.

•

Increase activity and the customer base for surrounding commercial businesses by
bringing residents to the area.
ALTERNATIVE 1—NO PROJECT / DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE
I.

Summary of Alternative

Alternative 1 is the “no build” alternative in which no new development or changes would occur
on the Project site. The proposed Project’s condominium building, subterranean parking, and
other accessories would not be constructed. The current site, which is currently vacant, would
remain.
2.

Reasons for Rejecting Alternative

As discussed above, the proposed Project would result in less than significant or no impacts in
the categories of Aesthetics, Air Quality, Agricultural and forestry Resources, Biological
Resources, Geology and Soil, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Noise, Mineral Resources, Population
and Housing, Public Services, Transportation and Traffic, Recreation, and Utilities and Service
Systems. In these impact categories, Alternative 1 and the proposed Project would result in
similar, less than significant, impacts.
Impacts to Air Quality would be reduced or avoided under Alternative 1 because no construction
would take place on the Project site. However, fugitive dust to be generated by exposed portions
of the vacant lot would potentially persist.
Impacts related to Greenhouse Gas Emissions would be less with Alternative 1 compared to the
proposed Project due to the elimination of construction and project operation emissions. Further,
Impacts to Hazards and Hazardous Materials would be lower with Alternative 1 because the site
would remain vacant and no soil would be disturbed.
In comparison to the proposed Project, the impact of Alternative 1 on Land Use and Planning
would be lower because the vacant lot would be consistent with the current commercial zoning
or General Plan designations. Similarly, the impact of Alternative 1 on Noise and Vibration
would be less than those of the proposed Project because this alternative eliminates the
temporary construction-related noise and vibration impacts from the proposed Project. Finally,
under Alternative 1, Transportation and Traffic would remain at current conditions because
increased traffic delays and the number of vehicle trips associated with the proposed Project
would be eliminated.
However, Alternative 1 would not fulfill the Project Objectives because the existing conditions
would not promote any of the nine Project Objectives identified above because the current site,
which is currently vacant, would remain.
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Thus, the decision-making body finds that Alternative 1 would not meet the Project Objectives.
The decision-making body hereby finds that each of the reasons set forth above would be an
independent ground for rejecting Alternative 1, and by itself, independent of any other reason,
would justify rejection of Alternative 1.
B.

ALTERNATIVE 2—MIXED USE RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL
ALTERNATIVE
1.

Summary of Alternative

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would involve construction of a building at the
proposed Project site. The proposed Project would be four stories tall with a total height of 47
feet, replacing the undeveloped project site with 76,969 square feet of residential space
consisting of 25 residential units; and approximately 13,036 square feet of retail/commercial
space on the ground floor for a total of 90,005 square feet of floor space. Alternative 2 includes
27 residential units encompassing a total of $9,988 square feet of building area with the addition
of up to 5,000 square feet of ground floor retail uses. The building for Alternative 2 would be
five stories with a total height of 66 feet.
The proposed Project would include three levels of subterranean parking and provide 176
parking spaces for residents, commercial patrons, and guests. However, the addition of retail in
the scope of Alternative 2 would increase the parking requirement by an additional 15 stalls,
requiring a second level of subterranean parking that would extend the construction/excavation
period in comparison to the original Project, and would eliminate the parking lifts that were
included as part of the original Project. Alternative 2 also requires separate secure parking areas
with additional driveway access points for the residential and commercial users, as well as a
loading area for commercial trucks and deliveries.
2.

Reasons for Rejecting Alternative

As discussed above, the proposed Project would result in less than significant or no impacts in
the categories of Aesthetics, Air Quality, Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological
Resources, Geology and Soil, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Noise, Mineral Resources, Population
and Housing, Public Services, Transportation and Traffic, Recreation, and Utilities and Service
Systems. In these impact categories, Alternative 2 and the proposed Project would result in
similar impacts.
Overall, impacts associated with Alternative 2 are similar to impacts resulting from the proposed
Project. However, Alternative 2 would not fulfill all of the Project Objectives because the retail
use associated with Alternative 2 would result in a different character from the proposed Project
and the commercial uses would reduce the setbacks and eliminate some of the landscape areas
that would be included under the proposed Project. Further, Alternative 2 would generate an
estimated 394 ADT, including 20 AM peak hour trips and 37 PM peak hour trips.
Given the above, Alternative 2 would be larger in size and taller than the proposed Project.
Because of the reduction in height, the proposed Project is preferable and less impactfiil than
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Alternative 2. However, the proposed Project would include additional grading and export
associated with a third level of subterranean parking, Additionally, the Aesthetics and Land Use
Planning of the proposed Project are less impactflil than both the original project and Alternative
2. Therefore, Alternative 2 and the original project are less preferred.
In addition, Alternative 2 would not fulfill the Project Objectives to support in-fill development
in an existing urban area in a manner that minimizes traffic impacts; and create luxury medium
density urban housing with ample landscaped setbacks, and spacious living areas.
Thus, the decision-making body finds that Alternative 2 would not meet all the Project
Objectives. The decision-making body hereby finds that each of the reasons set forth above
would be an independent ground for rejecting Alternative 2, and by itself, independent of any
other reason, would justify rejection of Alternative 2.
C.

ALTERNATIVE 3—MIXED USE OFFICE AND COMMERCIAL
ALTERNATIVE

1.

jternative

Similar to Alternative 2 and the proposed Project, Alternative 3, as further detailed in Appendix
10 to the Final EIR, would involve a mixed-use building that includes both commercial and
office land uses on the proposed Project site. The building would be three stories tall with a total
height of 45 feet. Alternative 3 would replace the residential component of the proposed Project
with 67,004 square feet of office space, and include 5,000 square feet of commercial space on
the ground floor. However, the scope of Alternative 3 would require 205 parking stalls per City
requirements, necessitating a four-level subterranean parking structure and elimination of
parking lifts, which would extend the excavation activities in comparison to the proposed
Project. Access to the Project site would be provided by one driveway, with one inbound and
outbound direction of travel, located at the northeastern boundary of the Project site along
Charleville Boulevard. In addition, Alternative 3 would include a loading dock area for
commercial vans and deliveries along the southeastern boundary of the Project site via a one-way
eastbound City alley with access from South Moreno Drive.
2.

Reasons for Rejecting Alternative

As discussed above, the proposed Project would result in less than significant or no impacts in
the categories of Aesthetics, Air Quality, Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological
Resources, Geology and Soil, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Noise, Mineral Resources, Population
and Housing, Public Services, Transportation and Traffic, Recreation, and Utilities and Service
Systems. In these impact categories, Alternative 3 and the proposed Project would result in
similar impacts.
Impacts to Aesthetics would be reduced under Alternative 3 because the Project site would be
used for ground-floor retail with office space on the first, second and third floors, which
would represent a different character from the proposed Project. Under this alternative, the
structure would be reduced to three stories, reducing the visual impact of the Project.
Therefore, this alternative would represent a change in character of the site similar to that of
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the proposed Project, but the reduced building height would have slightly less impact than the
proposed Project.
Impacts to Air Quality associated with Alternative 3 would be greater than those of the proposed
Project because the overall amount of time needed for the construction would be increased to
accommodate the four levels of subterranean parking. Alternative 3 would generate 1,002 more
daily vehicle trips than the proposed Project, an increase of approximately 550%, due to the
inclusion of retail and office space rather than the proposed residential uses.
In Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Alternative 3 would result in greater GHG impacts due to the
increased amount of subterranean parking construction. Additionally, emissions associated with
the increased 550% vehicle trips as compared against the proposed Project would be greater
under this alternative.
Impacts to Noise and Vibration, and Transportation and Traffic, are also increased as a result of
Alternative 3 because this alternative would generate 1,1 $2 ADT (compared to the 180 ADT for
the proposed Project), including 143 AM peak hour trips and 172 PM peak hour trips. As such,
the long-term noise impacts associated with this alternative would increase in comparison to the
proposed Project due to increased traffic. As such, Alternative 3 would also result in 128 more
AM peak hour trips, and 154 more PM peak hour trips as compared to the proposed Project,
potentially resulting in increased impacts to study intersections beyond those associated with the
proposed Project, though additional analysis would be required to determine the severity of such
impacts.
Overall, given the foregoing, impacts associated with Alternative 3 would be increased compared
to the proposed Project. Additionally, Alternative 3 would not fulfill all Project Objectives
because its scope no longer includes residential uses; enhances or increases housing
opportunities in the City; or creates luxury medium density urban housing.
Thus, the decision-making body finds that Alternative 3 would be more impactful than the
proposed Project, and would not meet the Project Objectives. The decision-making body hereby
fmds that each of the reasons set forth above would be an independent ground for rejecting
Alternative 3, and by itself, independent of any other reason, would justify rejection of
Alternative 3.
ft

ALTERNATIVE 4—OFFICE ALTERNATIVE
1.

Summary of Alternative

Alternative 4 would also involve construction of a building at the proposed Project site, but the
residential units of the proposed Project would be replaced with 69,002 square feet of office
space. Alternative 4 would also include 999 square feet of restaurant space and 2,000 square feet
of retail space. However, the scope of Alternative 4 would require 205 parking stalls per City
requirements, necessitating a four-level subterranean parking structure and elimination of
parking lifts, which would extend the excavation activities in comparison to the proposed
Project.
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2.

Reasons for Rejecting Alternative

As discussed above, the proposed Project would result in less than significant or no impacts in
the categories of Aesthetics, Air Quality, Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological
Resources, Geology and Soil, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Noise, Mineral Resources, Population
and Housing, Public Services, Transportation and Traffic, Recreation, and Utilities and Service
Systems. In these impact categories, Alternative 4 and the proposed Project would result in
similar impacts.
Impacts to Aesthetics would be reduced under Alternative 4 because the building would be
reduced to three stories as compared to the proposed Project, reducing the visual impact of the
Project. Therefore, this alternative would represent a change in character of the site similar to
that of the proposed Project, but the reduced building height would have slightly less impact than
the proposed Project.
Impacts to Air Quality associated with Alternative 4 would be greater than those of the proposed
Project because the overall amount of time needed for the construction would be increased to
accommodate the four levels of subterranean parking. Alternative 4 would generate 895 more
daily vehicle trips than the proposed Project, an increase of approximately 500%, due to the
inclusion of office space rather than the proposed residential uses.
In Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Alternative 4 would result in greater GHG impacts due to the
increased amount of subterranean parking construction. Additionally, emissions associated with
the increased 500% vehicle trips as compared against the proposed Project would be greater
under this alternative.
Impacts to Noise and Vibration and Transportation and Traffic, are also increased as a result of
Alternative 4 because this alternative would generate 1,075 ADT (compared to the 120 ADT for
the proposed Project), including 143 AM peak hour trips and 163 PM peak hour trips. As such,
the long-term noise impacts associated with this alternative would increase in comparison to the
proposed Project due to increased traffic. As such, Alternative 4 would also result in 128 more
AM peak hour trips, and 145 more PM peak hour trips as compared to the proposed Project,
potentially resulting in increased impacts to study intersections beyond those associated with the
proposed Project, though additional analysis would be required to determine the severity of such
impacts.
Overall, given the foregoing, impacts associated with Alternative 4 would be increased compared
to the proposed Project. Additionally, Alternative 4 would not fulfill all Project Objectives
because its scope does not include residential uses; enhance or increase housing opportunities in
the City; or create luxury medium density urban housing.
Thus, the decision-making body fmds that Alternative 4 would be more environmentally
impactffil than the proposed Project, and would not meet the Project Objectives. The decision
making body hereby finds that each of the reasons set forth above would be an independent
ground for rejecting Alternative 4, and by itself, independent of any other reason, would justify
rejection of Alternative 4.
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E.

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

Alternative 1 No Project/Development Alternative would avoid both the temporary
construction impacts and the long-term operational impacts associated with the proposed Project
because the site would remain undeveloped. However, the Project site is an in-fill site in a highly
urban area. Therefore, it can be assumed that a future project would be developed on the Project
site, which would have impacts similar to those of the proposed Project.
—

Moreover, Alternative 1 No Project/Development Alternative fails to meet any of the basic
Project Objectives, as detailed above. Should the No Project be the Environmentally Superior
Alternative, CEQA requires the identification of the next Environmentally Superior Alternative.
For all the reasons discussed in this Section VIII, the proposed Project would be the next
Environmentally Superior Alternative.
—
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
This document is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the 9908
South Santa Monica Boulevard Condominium Project, proposed in the City of Beverly Hills.
The purpose of the MMRP is to ensure that the required mitigation measures identified in the
final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) are implemented as part of the overall Project
implementation. In addition to ensuring implementation of mitigation measures, the MMRP
provides feedback to agency staff and decision-makers during Project implementation, and
identifies the need for enforcement action before irreversible environmental damage occurs.
The following table summarizes the mitigation measures for each issue area identified for the
Proposed Project in the Effi. The table identifies each mitigation measure; the action required
for the measure to be implemented; the time at which the monitoring is to occur; the monitoring
frequency; and the agency or party responsible for ensuring that the monitoring is performed.
In addition, the table includes columns for compliance verification. These columns will be fified
out by the monitoring agency or party and would document monitoring compliance. Where an
impact was identified to be less than significant, no mitigation measures were required.
This MMRP will be used by City staff or the City’s consultant to determine compliance with
permit conditions. Violations of these conditions may cause the City to revoke the operating
permit.

r

MMRP.i

City of Beverly Hills
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

to issuance of a grading or building permit
whichevercomea first, the applicant-submitted
program of implementation and operational
measures required by the Planned Development
Standards in the BHMC shall be reviewed and
approved by the appropriate City
DepartrnentslDivisions (e.g. Building & Safety,
Planning, Transportation, etc.).

Consbuction Management Program.
Prior to issuance of a grading or building permit,
whichever comes first, as required by the Planned
Development Standards In the BHMC the
applicant shall submit a construction
management program that addresses Issues a
through I hsted below. The program will be
reviewed and approved by the appropriate City
Departments!DMsions (e.g. Building & Safety,
Planning, Transportation, etc.).
a) Fugitive dust
b) Noise attenuation
c) Air quality
d) Hours of operation
a) Street circulation and parking
f) Employee parldng
g) Truck routing and staging
h) Public notifications
i) Pedestrian safety
j) Holiday season considerations
k) Truck traffic scheduling
I) Coordination with other construction
sctMties in the vicinity of the project
LU-2

t

check, the plans and
program for
implementation and
operational measures
shall be reviewed by
the Community
Development
Department for
compliance with the
overlay zone,
submitted parking
plans, and Mitigation
Measures Traf-1 and
Traf-2.
During building plan
check, the construction
management program
shall be reviewed by
the Community
Development
Department and the
Building and Safety
Division to ensure
compliance with this
measure.

issuance of
grading
permit

r
of grading
permit, periodic
reviews as
needed.

Prior to
Issuance of
grading or
butiding
permit
whichever
comes first

Prior to issuance
of grading or
building perm
whichever
comes first,
periodic reviews
as needed.

Applicant,
Community
Development
Department

Project
Applicant,
Community
Development
Department

City of Beverly Hills
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I Revlewc
eattires Prior to
constructing project features (such as walls or
landscaping) aojacent to the project driveways, the
City Traffic Engineer shall review the proposed
design to ensure that features are adequately
designed to not obstruct driver and pedestrian
visibility.

shall Identity all project
features that could
conflict with driveway
visibility on project
plans. The City Traffic
Engineer, Public
Works Department and
Community
Development
Department will review
and approve the
project features to
ensure that their
locations comply with
all applicable location
and distance

—----a
Issuance of a
building
permit

issuance of
building permit

A...
Department of
Public
Works/Civil
Engineering
Division and
Community
Development
Department

P

TRAf-2 Driveway Plans. Prior to the issuance of
a building permit the Developer shall submit
driveway plans for review and approval by the City
of Bevedy Hills. which shall indude pedestrian
safety measures such as visual and/or audible
warning to pedestrians along the South Santa
Monica Boulevard to indicate when veNdes are
exiting the Project driveway. The Project shall
include a stop sign for vehicles leaving the Project
driveway prior to entering the public sidewalk

During building plan
Check, the driveway
plan shall be reviewed
by the Community
Development
Department to ensure
compliance with this
measure.

Before
issuance of a
building
permit

Once prior to
issuance of
building permit

Project
Applicant,
Community
Development
Department

TRAF-3 Construction Traffic Management Plan.
The Developer elieP create a Draft Construction
Traffic Management Plan to minimize traffic flow
Interference from construction activities. The Final
Construction Traffic Management Plan shail be
submitted to the City and shail Include plans to
accomplish the following:
. Maintain ax/sling access for land uses in the
proximity of the Project site during Project
construction;
. Schedule deliveries and pick-ups of

The Construction
Traffic Management
Plan and a
Construction Workers
Parking Management
Plan shall be reviewed
by to the Director of
Community
Development and the
Building and Safety
Division for compliance

Before
issuance of a
grading permit

Prior to issuance
of grading
permit, and
periodic reviews
as needed.

Project
ApplIcant.
Community
Development
Department

r

—

—

—

—

—

—
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•
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

maten.,.,.
periods, to the maximum extent feasible;
Coordinate haul trucks, deliveries and pick-ups Field Inspectors during
to reduce the potential for trucks wailing to load construction will also
or unload for protracted periods of lime;
review the work to
ensure that it complies
Minimize obstruction of throughwith the requirements
traffic lanes on Wlshire Boulevard
set forth by the
and Santa Monica Boulevard
Construction Traffic
Construction equipment traffic from
Management Plan and
The contractors shall be controled
the Construction
by flagman;
Workers Parking
Designated transport routes for
Management Plan.
heavy trucks and haul trucks to be
used over the duration of the
Proposed Project
Schedule vehicle movements to
ensure That there am no vehicles
walling offsite and impeding public
traffic flow on The surrounding
streets;
Establish requirements for
loading/unloading and storage of
matenals on The Project si where
parking spaces would be
encumbered, length of time traffic
travel lanes can be encumberecr
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; and
Prohibit parking for construction
workers except on the Pmject site
and any designated offsite parking
locations. These off site locations

r

Continuously
during grading
and
construction.

Periodically
during grading
and
construction.

City of5everly Hills
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ofBeverIyHt..s.Thr,..site
parking locations cannot include any
parking garage in the City of Beverly
Hills or any residential streets
including Chadevitle Boulevard,
Durant Street, and those streets
which connect to Char(evllle
Boulevard.
The Final Construction Traffic Management Plan
ahail be submitted and approved by the City prior
to Issuance of a grading or building permit,
whichever cornea first
ThAF4 Construction Workers Parking Plan.
The Developer shall submits Construction Workers
Parking Plan identifying parking locations for
construction workers, To the meamum extant
feasible, at worker parking shall be accommodated
on the project site. During construction activities
when conaterction worker parking cannot be
accommodated on The project she, the Plan shall
identify alternate parking locations for construction
workers and specify the method of transportation to
and from the project site for approval by the City
prior to issuance of a grading or building permit
whichever comes first 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:
• All construction contractors shall be provided
with xq’iften information on where their workers
and th&rsubconhactors are permitted to park
and provide clear consequences to violators
forfeiture to follow these regulations. This
information eli dearly state that no parking is
permitted on resdential streets south of Santa
Monica Boulevard orin public parking

r

The primary contractor
shall submit to the
Community
Development
Department a program
and affidavit attesting
to the compliance with
this measure as part of
the Construction
Workers Parking Plan,
which will be reviewed
by the Community
Development
Department
Building Inspectors will
review for compliance
with the requirements
set forth by the
Construction Traffic
Management Plan and
the Construction
Workers Parking
Management Plan
during field
inspections.

Before
issuance of a
grading permit

Prior to issuance
of grading
permit, and
penoctc reviews
as needed.

Project
Applicant,
Community
Development
Department

Continuousiy

during grading
and
construction.

MMRP-5

Periodically

during grading
and
construction.
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St

Nopa#dngforconsUuction workers shall be
pemiifad within 500 Met ofthe nearest point of
the project site except within designated areas.
The contraciorshall be responsible for
infomiing subcontractors and construction
workers of This requirement, and ifnecessary
for hinng a security guard to enforce these
parking provisions. The contractor shall be
responsible for all costs associated with
enforcement of this rrritigetion measures; and
In lieu of the above, theproject
applicanctonsfrudffon contradorhas the option
ofphasing demolition and construction
activities such that all construction worker
parking can be accommodated on the project
site throughout the entire duration of
demolition, excavation and construction
activities.
TRAF-6 Cumulative Construction Management
Plan. The applicant for the Proposed Project shall
prepare a Cumulative Constaiction Management
Plan in efforts to coordinate with the construction
plana for One Beverly Hula, the Beverly Hilton
Revitatczatlon Plan, Metro Purple line Extension,
10000 Santa Monica, Westfield Shopping Center,
and the City of Beverly Hills. The requirements of
the plan are as follows:
• Provide details regarding any temporary
roadway closures In onierto linvi ovedap of
roadway closures.
• Provide details regarding all major deliveries to
limit tire occurrence of simultaneous deliveries.
• Provide details regarding the loading and
unloading of delivery vehicles. Any offsita
staging areas for delivery vehicles shall be
consolidated and shared.
The City will review the plan, end any overlap in
construction activities will be addressed through
coordination with the Cliv.

r

A signed document
specifying the plan of
the project shall be
submitted to the
Community
Development
Department for review
to enforcement

Before
Issuance of a
grading permit.

MMRP-6

Prior to issuance
of grading
permit.

Project
Applicant,
Department of
Public
Work&Civll
Engineering
Division and
Community
Development
Department
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STATE Of CALIFORNIA

)

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

)

CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS

)

SS.

I, KAREN MYRON, Recording Secretary of the Planning Commission of the City of
Beverly Hills, California, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy
of Resolution No. 1257 duly passed, approved and adopted by the Planning Commission
of said City at a meeting of said Commission on September 13, 2018, and thereafter duly
signed by the Secretary of the Planning Commission, as indicated; and that the Planning
Commission of the City consists of five (5) members and said Resolution was passed by
the following vote of said Commission, to wit:
AYES:

Commissioner Shooshani, Vice Chair Block, Chair Licht

NOES:

Commissioners Ostroff’, Gordon

ABSTAIN:

None

ABSENT:

None

Recording Secretary of the
Planning Commission
City of Beverly Hills, California

Attachment 4
(Appeal Petition, Dated September
24, 2018)

F
I

APPEAL PETITIONS MUST BE FILED WITH THE CITY CLERK’S OFFIC
E WITHIN
14 CALENDAR DAYS AFTER THE DATE OF THE DECISION
APPEAL TO

COMMISSION OR CITY COUNCIL

PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT CLEARLYINBMCK INK

September 24, 2018

Date
In accordance with the appeals procedure as authorized by the provisions of
the Beverly Hills Municipal Code,
the undersigned hereby appeals from the decision of Planning Commission
(Official, Board
or Commission involved) rendered on
September 13, 2Q18
; which decision consisted of:
The grounds submitted for this appeal are as follows: (WARNING: State
g groundsfor appeal. Describe
how decision is inconsistent with law. Use extra paper if necessary.)
Appeal of the Planning Commission’s Approval of Revised 9908 S. Santa Monic
a Blvd. Project on
September 13, 2018, including:
1) Certifying the Revised 9908 Project’s Final Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”
);

2) Recommending approval to the City Council of a General Plan Amendment, Zone
Change, and Zone
Text Amendment to create a Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay Zone
and apply it to the Revised
9908 Project site; and
3) Conditionally approving a Planned Development and Vesting Tentative Tract
Map for the Revised 9908
Project.
See the attached “Appeal to Beverly Hills City Council” pages 1 through
7, plus Exhts.
The undersigned discussed the decision being appealed with:
Ryan Golich and Masa Alkire
(Department Head(s) Involved)

on September 21,2018

Date

It is requested that written notice of the time and place for the hearing
on this appeal before the C Cncil be
sent to:
Robert Zarnegin do Probity International Corp. 421 N. Beverly Drive Suite 350 Bev.
Hills, CA 90210
Name

Address The Belvedere Hotel Partnership
By: 707, LCd, Its Managing Gen. Partner
By: Robert Zamegin, President

Signature of appealing party
421 N. Beverly Dr. Suite 350 Bev. Hills,
Address
PH 310 888 1882 FAX 310 888 8838
Telephone Number & Fax Number

Fee Paid

$5,325.16

LOG NO. 55x18

(For City Clerk’s use)

DATE RECEIVED

Written Notice mailed to appellant:

Copies to: City Council, City Manager, City Attorney,

Planning
Involved Department

,‘
A 90210

APPEAL TO BEVERLY HILLS CITY COUNCIL
September 24,2018
The Belvedere Hotel Partnership owns The Peninsula Beverly Hills
(“The “Peninsula”), located
on the corner of South Santa Monica Blvd. and Charleville Blvd.,
on the same side of South Santa
Monica Blvd. as the Revised 9908 Project and directly across Charle
ville Blvd. from the Revised 990$
Project.
In accordance with the appeal procedure as authorized by the provis
ions of the Beverly Hills
Municipal Code and the Subdivision Map Act, Belvedere hereby
appeals from the decision of the
Planning Commission approving the Revised 9908 S. Santa Monic
a Blvd. Project (the “Revised 990$
Project”), rendered on September 13, 2018. The decision consisted
of the following:
1) Certifying the Revised 9908 Project’s final Environmental Impact
Report (“EIR”);
2) Recommending approval to the City Council of a General Plan
Amendment, Zone Change,
and Zone Text Amendment to create a Mixed Use Planned Development
Overlay Zone and apply it to
the Revised 990$ Project site; and
3) Conditionally approving a Planned Development and Vesting Tentat
ive Tract Map for the
Revised 9908 Project.
The Planning Commission’s approval of the Revised 9908 Projec
t is poor planning that will
negatively impact the City of Beverley Hills, its residents, and The
Peninsula for years to come. The
Revised 990$ Project converts already limited commercial space into
a mixed-use development in the
heart of the City’s commercial center. This will result in the loss
of more than two floors of potential
tax revenue generating retail/office space. The Revised 9908 Projec
t will dramatically impact TOT
provided by The Peninsula, one of the City’s largest TOT genera
tors. Moreover, the Revised 990$
Project was approved despite insufficient environmental analysis, includi
ng project additions that were
slipped in by the developer at the last minute, and overinflated, incorre
ct financial projections. The City
Council should overturn the Planning Commission’s approval of the Revise
d 990$ Project.
A. Background
On August 8, 201$, the Planning Commission held a hearing regard
ing the proposed mixed-use
project at 990$ South Santa Monica Boulevard. After conducting
the public hearing, the Planning
Commission was prepared to deny the project 3-2. The developer
then spoke to the Commission and
agreed to make changes to the project to address the Commission’
s concerns. After Commissioner
deliberations, a majority of the Commission members directed
the applicant to make further
modifications to the Project for review and approval, and directe staff
d
to prepare draft resolutions to
1

certify the final Environmental Impact Report, recommend approval of the requested General
Plan
Amendment, Zone Change, and Zone Text Amendment to the City Council, and conditionally approve
a
Planned Development Permit and Vesting Tentative Tract Map for the Project. Staff prepared
a report
that was released to the public on September 7, 2018 that summarizes the revisions submitted
by the
Applicant pursuant to the Planning Commission’s direction.
On September 13, 2018, the Planning COmmission approved the Revised 9908 Project 3-2. The
Planning Commission noted it was approving the Revised 9908 Project with a restriction that
limits the
number of people allowed on roof deck and amenity garden to 150.
B. The Revised 9908 Project is a New Project.
The Revised 9908 Project eliminates one story of residential units from the original project,
as
directed by the Planning Commission at the hearing on August 8, 2018. However, the Revised
9908
Project included the following additions that were not requested or required by the Planning
Commission:
•

•

•

The rooftop pool has been expanded in size from 1,250 SF to 1,875 SF.
The pool deck area has been expanded from 2,355 SF to 3,623 SF and is now located on the
west side of the building to the east by the relocated amenity and mechanical rooms.
The rooftop amenity garden has been moved from the west side of the rooftop to the east side
and has been expanded from 2,779 SF in area to 5,944 SF in area.
The rooftop amenity room has been increased in size from 1,494 Sf to 2,613 Sf.
The Revised 9908 Project as submitted will contain a total of 12,180 Sf of “amenity space”.

The rooftop pool has increased in size by 50%. The pool deck area has increased in size by
approximately 54% and the amenity room has increased in size by 75%, and is now nearly twice
the size
of The Peninsula’s largest ballroom. The amenity garden has increased in size more than 100%.
These
bootstrapped additions to the project amounted to a new project and invoked the need for a new
EW, or
at the very least a supplemental EIR. furthennore, The Revised 9908 Project identified these rooftop
areas as “public” without any indication as to the extent to which they will be accessible by the public
or
their attendant uses. These changes are significant. These increases in and of themselves make
the
Revised 9908 Project a new project that require a completely new EIR, new staff analysis, and
all
attendant analyses. Yet the Planning Commission chose to certify the insufficient EIR anyway.
Moreover, there is no discussion about the proposed uses for the amenity garden, which is on the
east side of the building and is in direct sight line of The Peninsula and its guest rooms. The “amenity
garden”. is almost 6,000 Sf, completely unrestricted, and could be used to assemble people for
any
purpose. The Planning Commission approved the Revised 9908 Project with a maximum capacity of
150 people on the roof deck and amenity garden. However, there is no analysis in the E with respect
to a 150-person event in addition to the residential and commercial uses. The potential roof
deck uses

2

and the noise, parking, and cumulative impacts of such uses must be analyzed in a new,
or at the very
least, a subsequent or supplemental, ER.
The Revised 990$ Project as approved may dramatically and negatively impact the TOT
generated
by The Peninsula if the rooftop use of 9902 5. Santa Monica is allowed to affect the tranqu
ility and
privacy of The Peninsula guests and its guestrooms. The Planning Commission should have
thoroughly
analyzed the multitude of unidentified uses, including almost 6,000 square feet of amenit
y garden,
another 5,000 square feet of pooi and pool deck area, and a 2,613 square foot amenity room.
Each of
these could be used to accommodate large gatherings of people, which will have a negative impact
on
the already existing uses in the Revised 9908 Project neighborhood.
Based on the foregoing, the City Council should decertify the ER and instruct the
Planning
Commission to undertake further environmental review, analyzing these last-minute additio
ns.
C. Revised 9908 Project’s Rezoning does not Benefit the Public.
BHMC § 10-3-3908 provides that the Planning Commission may recommend Genera
l Plan
Amendments, Zone Changes and Zone Text Amendments to the City Council based on the
following
finding: “If, from the facts presented at the public hearing, or by investigation by or at the instanc
e of the
planning commission, the planning commission finds that the public interest, health, safety,
morals,
peace, comfort, convenience, or general welfare requires the reclassification of the proper involv
ty
ed or
the reclassification of any portion of the property, the planning commission shall so recomm
end to the
council.” (emphasis added). Nothing about the Revised 9908 Project requires the reclass
ification of
the property for the public interest, health, safety, morals, peace, comfort, convenience, or
general
welfare of the citizens of Beverly Hills.
9908 South Santa Monica Blvd. is currently zoned C-3A, a commercial zone that will genera
te tax
revenue and significant economic activity upon development. The Revised 9908 Projec
t results in a
zone change to mixed use, with retail and a residential lobby on the ground floor and residen
tial units on
the upper floors. This will result in the loss of more than two floors of potential tax revenu genera
e
ting
retaillofflce space, where commercially-zoned property is already limited. It is in the
City and
taxpayer’s best interest for this property to remain commercially zoned. The economic studies
prepared
by KMA and HR&A (see section G, below) focused entirely on projected tax revenues to
the City and
neglected to analyze the multiplier effect that a code compliant project would have on the
neighboring
business. A code compliant office building on the subject site would populate the
area with
approximately 200 people that would use and support the local merchants on a daily basis.
Business license tax revenue is generally a steady stream of income for the City; such steady tax
revenue should not be traded for speculative, infrequent revenue on the potential sales of
condos. A
commercial office building would provide jobs for 200 people and provide multiplier effect
for the
business and retailers in the area, helping with their rents and business license tax payments.
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The Peninsula is permitted to have “after-hours” events on its rooftop pool deck.
This permit is
subject to bi-annual review by the City’s Planning Department. The Peninsula is very
careful to comply
with the conditions of the permit, to minimize the possibility of disturbing the
residents nearby.
Residents within 500 feet of the hotel are notified when the permit is subject to review
, and are given the
opportunity to address any problems or concerns the hotel’s after-hours activities have
caused them. The
development of residential units immediately across the street from the hotel will create
a new potential
for conflict between the residents of those units and the commercial activities for
which South Santa
Monica Blvd. has been designated.
In addition, the Revised 990$ Project requires an amendment to the General Plan,
the Zoning Map
and Zone Text Amendment, and Vesting Tentative Tract Map. This impermissible “spot
zoning” will
allow for a Planned Development Overlay Zone (M-PD-5) for the Revised 990$ Projec
t an entirely
new zoning category that does not exist at this time and does not benefit the City of Beverl
y Hills or its
residents. See foothill Communities Coalition v. County of Orange (2014) 222 Cal.
App. 4th 1302,
1314. This sets bad precedent in the City, and will incentivize other developers to
seek spot zoning. It
allows the Planning Commission to override the General Plan and zoning to benefit
specific projects,
and create an entirely new zoning category without review by the City Council or input
from taxpayers.
This is a slippery slope for the City. This poor planning will result in a patchw
ork of mismatched
developments throughout the City, ultimately reducing our quality of life. The Genera
l Plan and zoning
code establish the rules and regulations by which development can be established in the
City of Beverly
Hills. Creating this new mixed-use overlay zone circumvents these requirements.
Moreover, as
described throughout this appeal, the Revised 9908 Project does not benefit the genera
l public it takes
away revenue generating commercial property, will dramatically impact TOT genera
ted by The
Peninsula, is based on insufficient environmental analysis, and overinflated financial project
ions.
—

—

The current City Treasurer, Howard S. Fisher, and Former City Treasurer, Eliot M. Finkel
, oppose
the Revised 9908 Project and have addressed the fiscal damage the Revised 990$ Projec
t will cause the
City via public comment and written comment to the Planning Commission. See Finkel
letter dated
November 2$, 2017 and Fisher Email dated January 11, 2018 attached hereto as Exhibi
t A. 990$ S.
Santa Monica Blvd. should remain a commercially zoned property. The Peninsula
requests the City
Council overturn the Planning Commission’s approval of the Revised 990$ Projec
t.
I). Height!FAR Requirements.
The Planning Commission’s approval attempts to minimize the drastic allowable height
increase of
the Revised 9908 Project. Under the current zoning restrictions, the maximum buildin
g height is 45 feet
and 3 stories and the maximum Floor Area Ratio (“FAR”) is 2.0. In an apparent attemp
t to minimize the
impact of the actual height of the project versus the allowable height under the code,
the Planning
Commission resolutions incorrectly state the height of the Revised 9908 Project
is 47 feet. The correct
height of the Revised 990$ Project is approximately 57 feet tall to the roof of the
amenity/fitness room,
4

and is more than 25% higher than the currently allowable height. In addition, it is four
stories plus the
pooi deck and fitness room, more than two (2) levels higher than allowed under the zoning
code. The
Revised 9908 Project includes a FAR of 2.51, a 25% increase in the allowable FAR. It
should be noted
that while the applicant seeks to build residential units within a commercial zone, the City’s
zoning code
contains transition zones where commercial zones abut residential zones. These transition
zones limit
development to two stories and 35 feet in height, and a 1.33 FAR. The Revised 9908 Projec
t not only
creates an exception to the General Plan, but demonstrates a complete disregard for
the philosophy
behind it. The additional 0.51 fAR or 18,000 sf is a pure up-front gift worth approximatel
y $9 million,
based on the Applicant’s purchase price. Converting from commercial to for-sale residen
tial is an
additional gift to the Applicant.
The Peninsula is particularly concerned that the Revised 990$ Project will result in an
invasion of
privacy of guests using the hotel’s rooftop pooi area. Currently The Peninsula’s rooftop
pooi area does
not have any buildings overlooking it. Guests can swim and lounge discreetly without
being watched
from a nearby window or rooftop. If the Revised 9908 Project is built as proposed, The
Peninsula’s
rooftop pool area will be in the line of sight of the project’s undefined amenity garden and
will be lower
than the interior amenity room. This is an untenable situation for The Peninsula and its guests
and it
could dramatically impact TOT generated by The Peninsula.
The Revised 9908 Project is out of character for the commercial corridor in which it is propos
ed. At
the very least, City Council should require the Planning Commission to instruct the Applic
ant to
decrease the height of its project to 45 feet to the top of the amenity room.
E. Ingress/Egress
The Revised 9908 Project’s ingress and egress is on both South Santa Monica Blvd. and Charle
ville
Blvd., a secondary street that separates the Revised 9908 Project from The Peninsula.
The ingress and
egress on Charleville Blvd. will create a bottleneck issue on the street, and increase noise
and traffic
directly adjacent to The Peninsula’s guest rooms. The Planning Commission should have instruc
ted the
Applicant to relocate the ingress and egress to the alleyway behind the project, in accord
ance with the
City’s preferred development standards.
F. Traffic and Parking
The Traffic Study only studied two signalized intersections
1) S. Santa Monica Blvd. &
Charlevifle Blvd. and 2) S. Santa Monica Blvd. and Moreno Drive. While these two interse
ctions are
closest to the Revised 990$ Project, the study should have included the major intersections
of S. Santa
Monica Blvd & Wilshire (less than 1000 feet from the Revised 9908 Project) and Santa Monic
a Blvd. &
Century Park East (just over 1000 feet from the Revised 9908 Project). Ignorin
g these major
intersections skews the results of the Traffic Study to appear as if the Revised 9908 Projec
t will have
—

little impact on traffic in the area. The Traffic Study should be redone to protect the
community from the
unintended consequences of deficient analysis.
The Traffic Study does not include a hypothetical in which the newly expanded rooftop
public areas
are used for event space. If the Revised 9908 Project is used to host events with 150 people
, traffic will
be a substantial issue, especially if it coincides with events occurring in the neighb
orhood at The
Peninsula Beverly Hills and/or the Beverly Hilton/Waldorf Astoria. Adding a potent
ial event space
venue will only increase the burden on S. Santa Monica and Santa Monica Blvd.
The Planning
Commission should require additional study of the traffic issues invoked by the Revise
d 9908 Project.
In addition, there is no analysis with respect to parking that contemplates the
newly proposed
amenity garden, the expanded pool and pool deck, and the expanded amenity room. The
rooftop space
is over 12,000 square feet, which could hold hundreds of people for any number of unspec
ified events.
The Revised 9908 Project is severely under parked for use of the rooftop as potential
event space. The
Planning Commission must require staff to study this issue before making any decisio
n on the Revised
990$ Project.
G. Financial Analysis
Keyser Marson Associates (“KMA”) performed a financial analysis for the City with
respect to the
project. The developer hired HR&A to conduct a financial analysis of the project
. During the August 8,
201$ hearing on the Revised 9908 Project, Commissioner Ostroff questioned HR&A
’s representative
about its financial conclusions with respect to the Revised 9908 Project. After questio
ning, HR&A’s
representative essentially admitted the fmancials were inaccurate and overstated.
This is unacceptable.
The developer is attempting to make the Revised 990$ Project appear to be a greater revenu
e generator
for the City than it will be, in order to get it approved by the City.
Moreover, both KMA and I{R&A performed their financial analyses before the develo
per was
required by the Planning Commission to lop off the 5th floor of the project, which
contained the two 5bedroom penthouse suites, over 10,000 square feet of saleable condo space. These two
penthouse suites
were the largest potential sales generators and will result in lower revenue genera
ted by the Revised
990$ Project. The Revised 9908 Project is even less fiscally viable than it was before
these changes. A
financial analysis of the Revised 9908 Project without the two largest condos has
not been conducted.
The City Council must require an updated, more robust, accurate fmancial report to filly unders
tand the
economics of the Revised 990$ Project.
Neither financial analysis addressed the economic benefits of a code compliant comme
rcialloffice
project would have on the neighboring business, or the increased revenues the City
would reap from that
economic activity. In comparing the proposed project to an all commercial alternative,
both the KMA
and }{R&A reports are inaccurate and deficient.
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H.

Ati Negotiations with the Applicant Must Be Stayed Pending Appeal.

The City must not start negotiations with Applicant regarding any Development Agreement,
including fees for sales of condos. Such negotiations would taint the City Council’s judgement
and
prematurely commit the City to the project, to the detriment of the neighboring businesses. The scope
of
the project, if it is to go forward, must first be approved before any financial deal is contemplated.
Any
and all negotiations with the Applicant must be stayed pending review of this Appeal and any
other
actions that may be taken by the City Council with respect to the Revised 9902 Project.
CONCLUSION
Based on the foregoing, the City Council should overturn the Planning Commission’s approval
of the Revised 9908 Project as currently proposed.
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EXHIBIT A

Eliot M Finkel

ItO North Maple Drive, Beverly Hills, Californi
a 90210

Telephone: 310-271-8988

Noveniber 28, 2017
Beverly Hills Planning Commission
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, California 90210
Re:

9908 Santa Monica Boulevard Proposed Proj
ect

Dear Chair Gordon and Members of the Plan
ning Commission:
I urge you not to approve the proposed
9908 Santa Monica Boulevard project. In
addition to
exceeding the current height and FAR limit
s, the project’s costs far outweigh the bene
fits.

Three-quarters of Beverly Hills revenue com
es
zoned. Commercial property produces busi from the 9% of our land which is commercially
ness taxes on income and property
rentats, hotel
taxes, sales tax and property tax. Our commerc
ial businesses strongly support our restauran
retail stores; visitors come from around
ts and
the world to eat and shop here.
Though Beverly Hilts is financially healthy
today it was not the case in 2009, We shou
ld not
jeopardize our financial future by conv
erting commercial property to condomin
iums.
Condominiums are the only form of deve
lopment which lasts forever. Can you imag
ine 27
homeowners agreeing to sell their property
for a higher and better commercial
use? A
commercial property or apartment building own
er could easily do so.
As a reminder of how things can change searc
h no farther than Beverly Hills pension oblig
ations.
Shortly after the turn of the century, CaIP
ERS persuaded California governments their
surpluses
would last forever and benefits should
be increased. Since then, Beverly Hills
pension
obligations have gone from an $86 million surp
lus to a $200 million unfimded liability.
The Planning Commission is our first line of
defense against the fiscal damage that wou
ld be
caused by the conversion of our commerc
ial property to developments entailing cond
ominiums.
We can ill afford to jeopardize Beverly Hill’
s financial future by removing commercial prop
erty
from the City’s inventory. Please think of our
City’s future and deny this proposed project.
Thank you.

I”)

SincereLy,

\ Eliot M. Finkel
$uhrmffp t the Planning

Crnisiot meeng if:
lIJG4/i7
By.

—_________

frre4ô,
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Masa Mkire
From:
Sent
To:
subject:

Howard Fisher
Thursday, January 11, 2018 12:21 PM
Masa Alkire
FW: Friars Club Project

From: Howard Fisher
Sent: Thursday, January ii, 2018 11:22 AM
To: Lad Gordon; andrewlicht@gmall.com
Cc: Andre Sahakian; Ryan Gahilch
Subject: Friars Club Project

Dear Chair Gordon and Vice-Chair Licht,
Although there have been improvements to the Friars’
Club protect, from the perspective of the City
Treasurer, I still oppose the project for the same reaso
ns that I articulated when last before the
Commission.
Thank you for your considerations.
Howard S. Fisher
Howard S. Fisher,
Treasurer
City of Beverly Hills
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly Pills, CA 90210
c (310) 980-5974
t (310) 285-2611
f (310) 285-2441

Submitted at the Planning

Commission 7fl1g0f.

I
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Attachment 5
(Planning Commission Staff Report
(w/o attachments)– September 13,
2018)

City of Beverly Hills
Planning Division

çBEVRLYRLY

455 N. Rexford Drive Beverly Hills, CA 90210
TEL. (310) 285-1141
FAX. (310) 858-5966

Planning Commission Report

Meeting Date:

September 13, 2018

Subject:

9908 SOUTH SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
Mixed Use Overlay Zone (PLI 5091 26)
Request for a General Plan Amendment, Zone Change, Zone Text
Amendment, Planned Development, Vesting Tentative Tract Map and
Development Agreement to create a Mixed Use Planned Development
Overlay Zone (M-PD-5) and allow a four-story, mixed-use project
consisting of 25 residential condominium units and 13,036 SF of ground
floor retail in a Commercial Zone on the property located at 9908 South
Santa Monica Boulevard. Pursuant to the provisions set forth in the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planning Commission
will also consider a Final Environmental Impact Report. Continued from
the August 8, 2018 Planning Commission Hearing.

Project Applicant:

9908 Santa Monica Blvd., LLC

Recommendation:

That the Planning Commission:
1. Conduct a public hearing and receive testimony on the Project;
2. Provide direction on Planning Commission recommendations to the
City Council regarding the proposed Development Agreement; and,
Adopt
3.
the attached resolutions:
a) certifying the Projects Final Environmental Impact Report;
b) recommending approval to the City Council of a General Plan
Amendment, Zone Change, and Zone Text Amendment to create a
Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay Zone and apply it to the
Project site; and,
c) conditionally approving a Planned Development and Vesting
Tentative Tract Map for the Project.

Attachment(s):
A. Required Findings
B. Draft Resolution certifying the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Project.
C. Draft Resolution recommending approval of a General Plan Amendment, Zone
Change, and Zone Text Amendment to the City Council
D. Draft Resolution conditionally approving a Planned Development and Vesting
Tentative Tract Map for the Project.
E. August 8, 2018 Planning Commission Staff Report (Without Attachments)
F. January 11, 2018 Planning Commission Staff Report (Without Attachments)
G. November 28, 2017 Planning Commission Staff Report (Without Attachments)
H. September 8, 2016 Planning Commission Staff Report (Without Attachments)
Correspondence Received from the Public
I.
Applicant Submitted Draft Development Agreement
J.
K. Final EIR, including Appendix I I September 2018 Revised Project Analysis
(Provided as Separate Attachment)
L. Architectural Plans, including tentative tract map, dated 9.4.2018 (Provided as
Separate Attachment)
M. Architectural Plans reviewed by Planning Commission on 8.8.2018 (Provided as
Separate Attachment)

Report Author and Contact Information:
Masa Alkire, AICP, Principal Planner
(310) 285-1135
malkire@beverlyhills.org

—
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Planning Commission Report
9908 S. Santa Monica Blvd. Mixed Use Project
September 13, 2018
Page 2 of 6

REPORT SUMMARY
On August 8, 2018, the Planning Commission held a hearing regarding the proposed mixed-use
project at 9908 South Santa Monica Boulevard. After conducting the public hearing and
Commissioner deliberations regarding the Project, a majority of the Commission members
directed the applicant to make further modifications to the Project and directed staff to prepare
draft resolutions to certify the Final Environmental Impact Report, recommend approval of the
requested General Plan Amendment, Zone Change, and Zone Text Amendment to the City
Council, and conditionally approve a Planned Development Permit and Vesting Tentative Tract
Map for the Project. This report summarizes the revisions submitted by the Applicant pursuant to
the Planning Commission’s direction; describes modifications to the attached Final EIR for the
Project, including a new Appendix 11 containing analysis of the modified reduced Project currently
being considered by the Planning Commission (the “September 2018 Revised Project”); provides
clarification to the August 8, 2018 Planning Commission staff report and presentation; and
requests comment from the Commission regarding recommendations to the City Council on a
potential Development Agreement for the Project.
The recommendation in this report is for the Planning Commission to conduct a public hearing,
review the proposed changes to determine whether they are consistent with the Commission’s
direction, and if so, adopt the attached resolutions certifying the Final EIR, approving the Planned
Development and Vesting Tentative Tract Map and recommending that the City Council approve
the General Plan Amendment, Zone Change and Zone Text Amendment.
PROJECT MODIFICATIONS
At the August 8, 2018 hearing, the majority of the Planning Commission directed the applicant to
reduce the height of the project by one level and move the location of the rooftop pool from the
east side of the building to the west side of the building.
The applicant submitted revised architectural plans for the project to the City on August 19, 2018.
After review and comment by City Staff, the applicant re-submitted revised architectural plans on
September 4, 2018. The proposed Project plans (“September 2018 Revised Project”) are
included as Attachment L to this report. Also attached (Attachment M) for the Commission’s
reference are the plans reviewed by the Planning Commission on August 8, 2018 (“July 2018
Revised Project”). In summary, the applicant has made the following changes between the July
2018 Revised Project and the September 2018 Revised Project:
•

Removed the partial 5th story of the building, thus reducing the height of the building to
47’ when measured to the top of the finished roof deck. The revised height of the pool
deck surface is now 52’ above the project datum point, the top of the amenity room is
now 57’ above the datum point, and the top of the elevator enclosures is 62’ above the
datum point.

•

Reconfiguration of the rooftop open space. The pool is now located on the west side of
the building and is screened from the Peninsula Hotel to the east by the relocated
amenity and mechanical rooms. The rooftop pool has been expanded in size from 1,250
SF to 1,875 SF. The pool deck area has been expanded from 2,355 SF to 3,623 SF.
The rooftop amenity garden has been moved from the west side of the rooftop to the east
side and been expanded from 2,779 SF in area to 5,944 SF in area.
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•

The project FAR has been reduced to 2.5:1 with 2.138 of the FAR devoted to residential
uses and 0.362 of the FAR devoted to commercial use.

•

Reduction in the number of residential units from 27 to 25.

•

Increase in the size of the proposed rooftop amenity room from 1,494 SFto 2,613 SF.

•

There is no change in the number of parking spaces provided (176 parking spaces in 3
subterranean levels). However the reduction in the number of residential units reduces
the residential parking requirement from 80 spaces to 74 spaces. Therefore the number
of excess parking spaces provided has increased from 33 spaces to 41 spaces.

•

Relocation of 3 required ‘short-term bicycle parking’ spaces to be located on the Project
site and not on the adjacent public right-of-way.

The table on the following page summarizes and compares the July 2018 Revised Project with
the September 2018 Revised Project that is currently being considered by the Commission.
Modified Project features are high-lighted in yellow:

557

Planning Commission Report
9908 S. Santa Monica Blvd. Mixed Use Project
September 13, 2018
Page 4 of 6

CD

Table I

—

Project Changes

July 2018
Revised Project

September 2018
Revised Project

Change between July and.
September Versions

Project Site Area

36,002 SF (0.83
ac)

36,002 SF (0.83 ac)

No Change

Alley Dedication

2.5’

2.5’

No Change

Residential Floor
Area

86,182SF

76,969SF

-9,213SF

Commercial Floor
Area

13,036SF

13,036 SF

0 SF

Total Floor Area

99,218 SF

90,005 SF

-9,213 SF

Floor Area Ratio (FAR)

2.76

2.5

-0.26

Building Height
Pool Decksurface

63’

52’

-11’

Roof Deck surface

58’

47’

-11’

Elevator Enclosure
roof

73’

62’

-11’

5

4

-1

Setbacks
Front (Santa Monica)

3’

3’

No Change

Side (Chadeville)

3’

3’

No Change

Side (Interior)

0’

0’

No Change

Rear (Alley)

6’

6’

No Change

Total Residential Units

27

25

No Change

I Bedroom Units

6

6

No Change

2Bedroom Units

8

8

No Change

3Bedroom Units

3

3

No Change

4 Bedroom Units

8

8

No Change

5 Bedroom Units

2

0

-2

176

176

No Change

Residential Parking

80

72

-8

Commercial Parking

63

63

No Change

Surplus Parking

33

41

+8

I Truck

1 Truck

No Change

Stories

Total Parking

Loading Space
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
The Project has been assessed in accordance with the authority and criteria contained in the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines, and the environmental
regulations of the City. A revised version of the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR)
has been attached (Attachment K) to this staff report for the Commission’s review. The revisions
to the Final EIR include a supplemental analysis of the Project changes that were made by the
applicant in response to the Commission’s direction at the August 8, 2018 hearing. This
supplemental analysis is included as Appendix 11 in the Final EIR. The revised Project is
identified as the September 2018 Revised Project in the supplemental analysis.
The
supplemental analysis compares the potential environmental impacts of the Project with the
impacts of previous iterations of the Project. Also included in the supplemental analysis is a traffic
memorandum prepared by Fehr and Peers that identifies the projected trip generation of the
September 2018 Revised Project.
The draft version of a Planning Commission Resolution certifying the Final EIR for the Project is
attached (Attachment B) for the Planning Commission’s consideration. The attached August 8,
2018 staff report (Attachment E) includes a more detailed discussion of the analysis and findings
of the Project’s Final EIR.
PUBLIC OUTREACH AND NOTIFICATION
At the conclusion of the publicly noticed August 8, 2018 meeting, the Planning Commission
continued the matterto September 13, 2018 at 7 PM. As of the writing of this report, staff has not
received any additional public comment beyond what was provided for past hearings. All
correspondence received to date is included as Attachment I.
AUGUST 8, 2018 STAFF REPORT ERRATA AND CLARIFICATIONS
The following clarifications are required regarding the August 8, 2018 Staff Report and staff
presentation:
•

It is stated on Page 6 that “The loading space has been sized to BHMC requirements for
a truck loading space (12’ by 50’)”. The BHMC required size for a truck loading space is
12’ by 35’. The Project meets this size requirement.

•

It is stated on Page 20 that “approximately 9% of all buildable land area in the City of
Beverly Hills is zoned for commercial use, from which the City generates in excess of 50%
of its general fund revenue...” It can be more precisely stated that that City generates
more than 70% of its general fund revenue from its commercial land area.

•

It was stated during the staff presentation that the 5-story version of the Project would
have shade effects on portions of the Peninsula Hotel rooftop during portions of the day,
but not to a degree that would exceed a CEQA significance threshold. This statement
was made based on the building shadow diagrams included in Appendix 9 of the Final
EIR. The shade diagrams in Final EIR Appendix 9 have been updated to accurately reflect
the height of buildings surrounding the Project site, including the Peninsula Hotel. These
updated diagrams indicate that the 5 story version of the Project would cast a shadow on
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the Peninsula Hotel rooftop during the winter condition only for an approximately one hour
period that starts shortly before 4 PM and ends at sundown (approximately 4:48 PM).
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS
A Development Agreement is being proposed by the applicant in conjunction with this project.
Should the Commission recommend approval of an overlay zone to the City Council and
conditionally grant approval of the Planned Development and Tentative Tract Map, a
Development Agreement will be negotiated between the applicant and City Council. This
Development Agreement would vest the rights of a Project approval in exchange for public
benefits to the City.
The City Council, or their designee, is responsible for negotiating a Development Agreement with
the Applicant. Recommendations of the Planning Commission could be taken into account during
the Development Agreement negotiation process. Some discussion of the Applicant’s submitted
Development Agreement took place at the August 8, 2018 public hearing. However specific
Planning Commission recommendations regarding the terms of the Development Agreement
were not identified at the hearing. Staff seeks Planning Commission input as to any specific
recommendations that the Commission has regarding the Development Agreement. These items
will be identified for the City Council’s consideration when Staff reports the Planning
Commission’s Project recommendations to the Council. Attached for the Planning Commission’s
review is the applicant’s submitted initial proposal for the Development Agreement (Attachment
J).

NEXT STEPS
It is recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and receive testimony
regarding the September2018 Revised Project, and adopt the attached resolutions that a) certify
the Final EIR; b) recommend approval of a General Plan Amendment, Zone Change and Zone
Text Amendment to the City Council; and c) conditionally approve a Planned Development and
Vesting Tentative Tract Map for the Project.
Alternatively, the Commission could:
1. Provide further direction to the applicant regarding additional project changes and
continue the item to a future hearing;

Masa

AICP, Principal Planner
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(Planning Commission Staff Report
(w/o attachments) – August 8, 2018)

City of Beverly Hills
Planning Division

BEV1RLRLY

455 N. Rexford Drive Beverly Hills, CA 90210
TEL. (310) 285-1141
FAX. (310) 858-5968

Planning Commission Report

Meeting Date:

August 8, 2018

Subject:

9908 SOUTH SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
Mixed Use Overlay Zone fPLI 5091 26)
Request for a General Plan Amendment, Zone Text Amendment, Planned
Development, Vesting Tentative Tract Map and Development Agreement
to create a Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay Zone (M-PD-5) and
allow a five-story, mixed-use project consisting of 27 residential
condominium units and 13,036 SF of ground floor retail in a Commercial
Zone on the property located at 9908 S. Santa Monica Blvd. Pursuant to
the provisions set forth in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
the Planning Commission will also consider a Final Environmental Impact
Report. Continued from the ]anuanj 11, 2018 Planning Commission
Heating.

Project Applicant:

9908 Santa Monica Blvd., LLC

Recommendation:

That the Planning Commission:
1. Conduct a public hearing and receive testimony on the Project; and
2. Direct staff to prepare resolutions memorializing the Commission’s
findings relative to the requested entitlements.

REPORT SUMMARY
This report describes a proposed mixed-use project at 9908 South Santa Monica Boulevard,
which requires the creation of an overlay zone in order to allow a mixed-use project with 27
residential units and 13,036 SF of ground floor retail uses in a commercial zone. This report
includes analysis of various issues relating to the proposal and provides an overview of the
revised environmental analysis included in the attached Final Environmental Impact Report (“Final
EIR”). The recommendation in this report is for the Planning Commission to hold a public hearing
Attachment(s):
A. Required Findings
B. Draft Text for the Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay Zone (M-PD-5)
C. January 11, 2018 Planning Commission Staff Report (Without Attachments)
D. November 28, 2017 Planning Commission Staff Report (Without Attachments)
E. September 8, 2016 Planning Commission Staff Report (Without Attachments)
F. Public Notice
G. Correspondence Received from the Public
H. Summary of Existing Overlay Zones
I.
Applicant provided Draft Development Agreement
HR&A Net Fiscal Impact Analysis, dated 4/25/2018
J.
K. KMA Comparative General Fund Analysis, dated 6/20/2018
L. Final EIR, including Appendix 9 —2018 Revised Project Analysis (Provided as
Separate Attachment)
M. Architectural Plans, including tentative tract map, dated 6.21 .2018 (Provided as
Separate Attachment)
N. Architectural Plans reviewed by Planning Commission on 11.28.2017 (Provided
as Separate Attachment)

Report Author and Contact Information:
Masa Alkire, AICP, Principal Planner
(310) 285-1135
malkirebeverIyhills.org
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to receive testimony on the project, provide direction to staff regarding the Planning Commission’s
findings for the project and direct staff to prepare resolutions memorializing the Commission’s
findings regarding the requested entitlements.
The Planning Commission previously considered this project at its November 28, 2017 and
January 11, 2018 meetings. At the conclusion of the November 28, 2017 meeting, the
Commission continued the project’s public hearing after providing comments to the applicant
regarding the design of the building and the proposed mix of uses. The public hearing for the
project continued on January 11, 2018 when revised schematic floor plans were reviewed by the
Commission. The applicant has now fully developed the concept first seen by the Commission
on January 11, 2018. The fully developed concept is referred to in this report as the “2018
Revised Project”.

BACKGROUND
File Date
Application Complete

71112015, revised applications filed 9/5/2017 and 2/15/2018
7/12/18

Subdivision Deadline

Within 50 days after CEQA determination
Environmental Impact Report (if project is approved), or Statutory
Exemption (if project is denied)

CEQA
Recommendation

CEQA Deadline
Permit Streamlining
Applicant(s)
Owner(s)
Representative(s)1

Generally one year from date application deemed complete
Not Applicable (legislative action)
9908 Santa Monica Blvd., LLC (GPI Companies)
9908 Santa Monica Blvd., LLC (GPI Companies)
Thomas S. Levyn (Glaser Well)
Clare Bronowski (Glaset Well)
Matthew Stone (Glaser Weil)
Elisa Paster (Glaser Well)
Shahiedah Palmer (Glaser Well)
Thomas Juul-Hansen (Thomas Juul-Hansen, LLC)
Brian Ha (Thomas Juul-Hansen, LLC)
Linda Briskman tUB Consulting)
Gaby Reims Alexander

PROPERTY AND NEIGHBORHOOD SETTING
Property Information
Address

9900-9916 South Santa Monica Boulevard

‘Legislative Advocates registered with the City Clerk’s office as of 8/1/2018
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Assessor’s Parcel No.

4328-002-010; 4328-002-011; 4328-002-012; 4328-002-013;
4328-002-034

Zoning District

C-3A Commercial Zone

General Plan

Commercial

Existing Land Use(s)

None (vacant)

Lot Dimensions & Area

300’ width x 120’ depth
36,002 SF (0.83 acres)

Year Built

n/a

Historic Resource

None

Protected Trees/Grove

None

-

—

Low Density General

Adjacent Zoning and Land Uses
North
C-3 Commercial (restaurants and shops); 1-1
Parking/Transportation
East
C-3 Commercial (Peninsula Hotel, retail and offices)
South
R-4 Multi-Family Residential; S School (BHHS)
—

—

—

—

West

C-3A

—

—

Commercial Zone (JEM Community Sports Center)

Circulation and Parking
Adjacent Street(s)
Traffic Volume

South Santa Monica Boulevard and Charleville Boulevard
Please refer to the following sections of the Final EIR for detailed
information regarding traffic volumes: Section 4.7 (Transportation
and Traffic); Appendix 5 (Transportation Impact Analysis); and
Appendix 9 (2018 Revised Project analysis including revised
transportation impact analysis).

Adjacent Alleys

15’ Wide One-Way Eastbound Alley to the rear of the project site
South Santa Monica Blvd 60’ street width with 10’ North and South
parkways.
Charleville Blvd 40’ street width with 10’ North and South
parkways.

Parkways & Sidewalks

—

—
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BEVERLY
HILLS,,i

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The originally proposed project, submitted in 2015, consisted of construction of a 27-unit
condominium building with units ranging from one to four bedrooms, with no commercial or retail
uses, and one level of subterranean parking (‘Proposed Project”). The Proposed Project
consisted of 89,988 square feet of residential floor area in a 5-story building measuring 66’ tall
when measured to the surface of the rooftop pool deck. The floor area ratio (FAR) of the Proposed
Project, which is the ratio of building floor area to the area of the project site, was proposed at
2.5:1. The design of the Proposed Project incorporated a large motor court on South Santa
Monica Boulevard for use by the building’s residents and for providing access to one level of
subterranean parking. A mix of standard, tandem and mechanical lift parking totaling 74 parking
spaces was proposed in the subterranean parking area. The Proposed Project incorporated
building ‘step-backs’ at the 5th floor level resulting in a partial 5th floor containing two penthouse
units with the massing of this level located towards the tear (south) of the building. (See page 8
figure 2 for rendering of the originally Proposed Project).
-

In 2017, subsequent to the preparation of the Project’s Draft EIR, the applicant submitted revised
project plans that were reviewed by the Planning Commission on November 28, 2017 (“November
2017 Proposal”). The November 2017 Proposal included 27 condominium units and
approximately 3,541 square feet of retail on the ground floor, a total of approximately 93,374
square feet of floor area. The November 2017 Proposal included ground-level retail spaces
located at the west and east ends of the building. The majority of the ground-level floor area
remained allocated to residential use with three full stories of residential units above the ground
level plus an additional partial 5th story containing two penthouse residential units. Shared open
space and rooftop amenities were proposed on top of the 5th story of the building. The rooftop
open space consisted of two surfaces, a 5,227 SF ‘amenity garden’ level located at 62’ above the
project datum point and a pool and pool deck (4,033 SF) located 66’ above the datum point.
Building height for the November 2017 Proposal was measured to the pool deck surface. The
November 2017 Proposal included two levels of subterranean parking containing a total of 83
parking spaces for residents, guests, and retail customers. Access to both commercial and
residential parking was proposed through a South Santa Monica Boulevard facing motor court,
as the site configuration remained essentially unchanged from the originally Proposed Project.
Two van-sized loading spaces to service the building’s commercial uses were proposed on the
first level of parking. The building was proposed to be set back at least 10’ from the project site
property lines, except at the northwest and northeast corners where the two retail spaces would
be built contiguous to the sidewalk with a 0’ setback. The FAR of the November 2017 Proposal
was 2.59:1. (See page 8 figure 3 for rendering of the November 2017 Proposal)
-

In response to Commissioner comments at the November 28, 2017 hearing, the applicant
designed another iteration of the project with ground-floor commercial retail space along the entire
frontage of South Santa Monica Boulevard. Schematic floor plans of this iteration of the Project
were reviewed by the Commission on January 11, 2018. The applicant has now fully developed
architectural plans for this concept (referred to in this report and the FEIR as the “2018 Revised
Project”). The 2018 Revised Project contains 27 residential units and 13,037 square feet of retail
and restaurant floor area located at street level along almost the entire length of South Santa
Monica Boulevard. The FAR of the 2018 Revised Project is proposed at 2.76:1 with 2.39 of the
FAR devoted to residential uses and 0.37 of the FAR devoted to commercial floor area. The 2018
Revised Project remains five stories with a proposed reduction in building height. The 2018
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Revised Project is 58’ feet in height when measured to the height of the roof deck surface. The

text of the proposed overlay zone has been revised to use the roof deck as opposed to the pool
deck as the measurement point for building height. The revised height of the pool deck surface,
which was the measurement point used for building height for previous iterations of the project,
is now 63’ (3’ lower than previous iterations of the project). At the ground level, building setbacks
have been reduced to 3’ feet along the South Santa Monica Boulevard and Charleville Boulevard
frontages, to 0’ adjacent to the commercially-zoned property to the west and 6’ on the alley-facing
building elevation. The modifications to ground-floor building setbacks and the removal of the
motor court feature on South Santa Monica Boulevard has resulted in the massing of the building
shifting to the north. The proposed building would now fill in areas formerly proposed to be a
landscaped setback area and the motor court. The design now incorporates building step-backs
at the second through fourth floor levels as wetl as at the fifth floor penthouse level. Three levels
of subterranean parking are now proposed, with access to parking for the commercial uses
(located on parking levels 2 and 3) from a two-way driveway located at the west end of the site
on South Santa Monica Boulevard and access to residential parking (located on parking level 1)
from a motor court tucked under the upper levels of the building and facing Charleville Boulevard.
A total of 176 parking spaces are proposed, with 63 of the spaces required for the proposed
commercial floor area and 80 spaces required for the residential use. The revised proposal
includes 33 spaces above the amount required to meet commercial and residential parking
requirements. The revised design includes a new commercial loading dock located at the rear of
the building, running parallel to the alley. The loading space has been sized to BHMC
requirements for a truck loading space (12’ by 50’). (See page 8 figure 4 for a rendering of the
2018 Revised Project)
-

The architectural plans for the 2018 Revised Project are included as Attachment M to this report.
The architectural plans previously reviewed by the Planning Commission on November 28, 2017
(November 2017 Proposal) have been provided for comparison purposes and are included as
Attachment N to this report.
Table I on the following page summarizes and compares the project characteristics of the
originally Proposed Project, the November 2017 Proposal, and the 2018 Revised Project:
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Table I

—

Project Iterations Comparison (3 versions)

Proposed
Project

November
2017
Proposal

2018
Revised
Project

2018 Revised
vs. Proposed
Project

2018 Revised
vs. 2017
Proposal

Project Site Area

36,002 SF
(0.83 ac)

36,002 SF
(0.83 ac)

36,002 SF
(0.83 ac)

No Change

No Change

Alley Dedication

None

None

2.5’

+2.5’

÷2.5’

Residential FloorArea

89,988SF

89,833 SF

86,182 SF

-3,806 SF

-3,651 SF

Commercial FloorArea

0 SF

3,541 SF

13,036 SF

÷13,036 SF

+9,495 SF

89,988 SF

93,374 SF

99,218 SF

+9,230 SF

+5,844 SF

Floor Area Ratio (FAR)

2.5

2.59

2.76

+0.26

+0.17

Building Height
Pool Deck surfac&

66’

66’

63’

-3’

-3’

Roof Deck surfac&

62’

62’

58’

-4’

4’

ElevatorEnclosuremof

81’

81’

73’

-8’

-8’

5

5

5

No Change

No Change

Setbacks
Front (Santa Monica)

12’

0’

3’

-9’

+3’

Side (Chadeville)

10’ 5”

0’

3’

-7’ 6”

+3’

Side (Interior)

10’ 5”

0’

0’

No Change

-10’ 5”

Rear (Alley)

106”

10’6”

6’

-4’6”

Total Residential Units

27

27

27

No Change

No Change

I Bedroom Units

5

4

6

+1

+2

2Bedroom Units

18

20

8

-10

-12

3 Bedroom Units

0

0

3

+3

+3

4 Bedroom Units

4

3

8

+4

+5

5Bedroom Units

0

0

2

+2

+2

74

85

176

+102

+91

Residential Parking

74

74

80

+6

+6

Commercial Parking

0

11

63

+63

÷52

Surplus Parking

0

0

33

+33

+33

None

2 Van

1 Truck

Provided

Expanded

Total Floor Area

Stories

Total Parking

Loading Space

2

The proposed overlay zone for the Proposed Project and the November 2017 Proposal measured building height to
the pooi deck surface
The proposed overlay zone for the 2018 Revised Project measures building height to the roof deck surface.
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Figure 2— Proposed Project

1——

,

-J
Figure 3— November 2017 Proposal

1*’.II
Figure 4—2018 Revised Proposal
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I

Ii.
Figure 5— 2018 Revised Project

—

Site Plan
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REQUIRED ENTITLEMENTS.
As proposed, the 2018 Revised Project requires the following entitlements:
•

General Plan Amendment. The subject property currently has a Low Density General
land use designation and is zoned C-3A. The 2018 Revised Project seeks to amend the
General Plan Land Use Map to create a new Mixed Use Planned Development (M-PD-5)
Land Use designation that allows for a maximum building height of 58 feet and a maximum
floor area ratio of 2.8:1 and apply the new designation to the subject property. The
Planning Commission would make a recommendation to the City Council regarding this
legislative act.

•

Zoning Map and Zone Text Amendment. The subject property is currently zoned C-3A.
The applicant is requesting a zone text amendment to create the Planned Development
Overlay Zone (M-PD-5) that could be enacted on properties zoned C-3A, have a minimum
of 30,000 square feet in lot area, and have frontage on South Santa Monica Boulevard
between Charleville Boulevard and South Moreno Drive. Enacting the overlay zone on a
qualifying property would allow for development that contains a mix of residential and
commercial uses. The proposed zone text amendment would establish development
standards and other relevant provisions for the Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay
Zone (M-PD-5) in the Beverly Hills Municipal Code and amend the City’s zoning map to
apply the Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay Zone (M-PD-5) zoning designation to
the 9908 South Santa Monica Boulevard project site. The Planning Commission would
make a recommendation to the City Council regarding this legislative act.

•

Planned Development. The proposed Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay Zone
(M-PD-5) includes language requiring a Planned Development to allow construction of the
proposed mixed-use project, which consists of 27 residential condominium units and
13,036 square feet of ground floor commercial space in a 5-story building with a height of
58’-O” and three levels of subterranean parking. The 2018 Revised Project would have a
floor area ratio of 2.76:1. The Planning Commission is the approval authority for the
requested Planned Development; however, any action rendered by the Planning
Commission would be contingent on City Council approval of the abovementioned
legislative actions.

•

Vesting Tentative Tract Map. The Revised Project includes a request for a Vesting
Tentative Tract Map to allow the subdivision of 27 residential condominium units and 1
commercial condominium unit. The Planning Commission is the approval authority for the
requested Vesting Tentative Tract Map; however, any action rendered by the Planning
Commission would be contingent on City Council approval of the abovementioned
legislative actions.

A Development Agreement is also being proposed by the applicant in conjunction with the 2018
Revised Project. The Planning Commission does not have a formal role in negotiating the terms
of the proposed Development Agreement; however, the Commission may wish to highlight items
for consideration by the City Council should negotiations be undertaken, and must provide a
review of the document for consistency with the General Plan. Should the entitlements for the
2018 Revised Project gain a positive recommendation from the Planning Commission, the City
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Council will determine whether, and how, development agreement negotiations should be
undertaken.
GENERAL PLAN POLICIES
The General Plan includes numerous goals and policies relevant to the Planning Commission’s
review of the project. An analysis of the Proposed Project’s consistency with the General Plan is
provided in Final EIR Section 4.5 Land Use and Planning. Updates to the land use analysis for
the 2018 Revised Project are provided in Appendix 9 of the Final EIR (FEIR pages 9-8 to 9-10).
A select number of relevant General Plan Policies for the Planning Commission’s consideration
are listed below:
•

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

•

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.

•

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 facades, 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.

•

LU 2-10 Development Transitions and Compatibility. Require that sites and buildings
be planned, located, and designed 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.

•

LU 9.1 Uses for Diverse Customers. Accommodate retail, office, entertainment, dining,
hotel, and visitor-serving uses that support the needs of local residents, attract customers
from the region, and provide a quality experience for national and international tourists.

•

LU 9.5 CommerciallResidential Mixed Uses. The feasibility of allowing mixed
commercial/residential uses should be analyzed in order to expand the variety of housing
types available and in certain areas, to improve commercial/ residential transitions.

•

LU 10.1 Local-Serving Business. Promote appropriate development of businesses that
serve, are located in proximity to, and are accessible to adjoining residential
neighborhoods, such as grocery stores, dry cleaners, and personal care businesses.
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LU 11.1 Preservation of Pedestrian-Oriented Retail Shopping Areas. Preserve,
protect and enhance the character of the pedestrian-oriented retail shopping area, 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 experiences.
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) transparency of
and direct access to the ground floor elevation from the sidewalk; (c) articulation of streetfacing 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.
•

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

•

LU 15.1 Economic Vitality and Business Revenue. Sustain a vigorous economy by
supporting businesses that contribute revenue, quality services and high-paying jobs.

•

ES 1.3 Tax Base. Consistent with future economic sustainability plans, identify
opportunities to enable the expansion of the City’s tax base.

•

CIR 3.1 Neighborhood Traffic Control Measures. Incorporate traffic control measures
in residential neighborhoods as part of proposed roadway improvement or development
projects to mitigate traffic impacts to residents and reduce the negative impacts of motor
vehicle traffic on quality of life. Require development projects to mitigate traffic impacts to
residents and reduce the negative impacts of motor vehicle traffic on residential roadways.

•

CIR 4.1 Parking Provisions. Ensure that adequate parking is provided for existing and
future uses while considering shared parking opportunities, Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) plans, and availability of alternate modes of travel, based on the site’s
proximity to transit.

•

CIR 7.7 Pedestrian Network
buildings to encourage walking.

—

Private.

Design access to new development and

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
The Project has been assessed in accordance with the authority and criteria contained in the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines, and the environmental
regulations of the City. The City prepared an Initial Study to determine the Proposed Project’s
potential impact on the environment. The Proposed Project consisted of 27 residential units, was
five stories and 66’ in height, had one level of subterranean parking and had a proposed FAR of
2.5:1. After reviewing the Initial Study, the City has determined that the Proposed Project may
have a significant effect on the environment. Accordingly, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
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was prepared. The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period from August 19,
2016 to October 3, 2016. During the public review period the Planning Commission of the City of
Beverly Hills held a noticed public hearing on September 8, 2016 to provide an opportunity for the
public to comment on the Draft EIR and/or the Proposed Project, as well as for the Planning
Commission to become familiar with the Proposed Project and offer comments on the Draft EIR.
Upon closing of the public comment period, one comment letter was received.
After the circulation of the Draft EIR, the applicant submitted a revised version of the project
(November 2017 Proposal). The November 2017 Proposal consisted of the same number of
residential units and building height, but added approximately 3,500 square feet of floor area for
commercial uses (FAR was revised to 2.59:1) and one additional level of subterranean parking.
Updates to the EIR analysis to take into account the project modifications included in the
November 2017 Proposal are included as Appendix 8 of the Final EIR.
After the November 28, 2017 Public Hearing on the project, the applicant prepared a revised
iteration of the project, the 2018 Revised Project. The 2018 Revised Project maintains the same
number of residential units, expands the commercial component of the project to encompass the
entire frontage of South Santa Monica Boulevard (13, 036 SF of retail and restaurant floor area)
and adds a third level of subterranean parking. The revised FAR for the 2018 Revised Project is
2.76:1. Updates to the EIR analysis to take into account the 2018 Revised Project modifications
are included as Appendix 9 of the Final EIR.
The Final EIR addresses impacts identified by the Initial Study and Draft EIR to be potentially
significant. The following issues were found to include potentially significant impacts and have
been studied in the Final EtR for the Proposed Project and 2018 Revised Project:
•
•
•
•

Aesthetics
Air Quality
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials

•
•
•
•

Land Use & Planning
Noise
Transportation and Traffic
Mandatory Findings of Significance

The alternatives section of the Final EIR (Section 6.0), which is intended to study the potential
environmental impacts associated with alternative development scenarios in lieu of the proposed
Project, 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. Appendix 10 has been added to the Final EIR, which is an
expanded analysis of “Alternative 3: Mixed Use Office and Commercial Alternative”, which was
originally discussed in EIR Subsection 6.3.
In preparing the Final EIR, use was made of pertinent City policies and guidelines, previously
completed technical studies provided by the applicant, and background documents prepared by
the City. A reference list is contained in Section 7.0 of the Final EIR, References and Report
Preparers. Appendices 8, 9 and 10 also include additional reference lists that refer to documents
used to prepare the expanded analysis included in the Final EIR.
Based on the studies and analysis contained in the Final EIR, the following issue areas were
found to result in Potentially Significant Impacts, and with mitigation measures, were found to be
Less Than Significant:
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Land Use Planning
The Final EIR studied the potential for land use and planning impacts resulting from the Proposed
Project. The analysis found that both the Proposed Project and the 2018 Revised Project would
involve amendments to the General Plan and BHMC to create an Overlay Zone, as well as a
Planned Development. The Proposed Project and 2018 Revised Project would both be potentially
consistent with applicable City policies, regulations, and standards with implementation of
mitigation measures to ensure compliance with the requirements for a Planned Development.
These mitigation measures include a requirement that the applicant submit a program of
implementation and operational measures to assure that the objectives of the Overlay Zone are
advanced (LU-I), including a parking program, as well as preparation of a Construction
Management Program (LU-2). This impact would be less than significant with mitigation under
both project scenarios, however the land use and planning impacts would be further reduced with
the 2018 Revised Project due to the inclusion of commercial uses on the ground floor. The
inclusion of ground floor uses in the 2018 Revised Project would be more aligned with applicable
General Plan goals and policies than the originally Proposed Project.
Transportation and Traffic
The Final EIR studied the potential for transportation and traffic impacts resulting from the
Proposed Project and the 2018 Revised Project. The following intersections were studied as part
of this analysis:
•
•

South Santa Monica Boulevard and Charleville Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard and Moreno Drive

Additionally, the following residential roadway segments were also studied as part of this analysis:
•
•

Charleville Boulevard between South Santa Monica Boulevard and Durant Drive
Durant Drive between Moreno Drive and Charleville Boulevard

The trip generation resulting from the Proposed Project is provided in Table 4.7-4 of the Final EIR,
and the trip generation resulting from the 2018 Revised Project is provided in Appendix 9 to the
Final EIR. A summary of the intersection level of service analysis and residential street impact
analysis is as follows:
•
•

•

Both the Proposed Project and 2018 Revised Project would result in additional total daily
trips (See Table 13 of Appendix 9).
While the 2018 Revised Project would result in incrementally greater impacts to the study
intersections and roadway segments than the Proposed Project (due to the inclusion of
commercial floor area), neither the Proposed Project (See Tables 4.7-5, 4.7-6, 4.7-7 and
4.7-8 of Final EIR Section 4.7) nor the 2018 Revised Project (See Tables 15, 16 and 17
of Appendix 9) would result in significant traffic impacts to these intersections and
roadway segments.
Similar to the Proposed Project, the 2018 Revised Project would also require
implementation of Mitigation Measures TRAF-1 through TRAF-5 to ensure review of
project features by a City Traffic Engineer (TRAF-1); review of driveway plans for safety
measures (TRAF-2); and implementation of a Construction Traffic Management Plan
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(TRAF-3), Construction Workers Parking Plan (TRAF-4), and a Cumulative Construction
Management Plan (TRAF-5).
PUBLIC OUTREACH AND NOTIFICATION
Type of Notice

Required Period

Actual Period

Requited
Notice Date

Actual Notice
Date

Newspaper Notice

20 Days

20 Days

7/19/2018

7/19/2018

Mailed Notice (Owners
& Occupants 11000’
Radius + blockface)

20 Days

20 Days

7/19/2018

7/19/2018

Property Posting

20 Days

20 Days

7/19/2018

7/19/2018

Agenda Posting

24 Hours

6 Days

8/7/2018

8/2/2018

Website

24 Hours

6 Days

8/7/2018

8/2/2018

-

Public Comment
Correspondence previously distributed to the Commission, including correspondence related to
the November 28, 2017 and January 11, 2018 hearings on the project, is included in Attachment
G to this report. In addition, eight correspondence in support of the 2018 Revised Project were
received prior to the publication of this report and ate also included in Attachment G to this report.

ANALYSIS
Project approval, conditional approval, or denial is based upon specific findings for each
discretionary application requested by the applicant. The required findings are included in this
report as Attachment A and may be used to guide the Planning Commission’s deliberation on the
subject project. Additionally, staff’s analysis is provided below for the Commission’s consideration.
Prior Planning Commission Review. Public hearings regarding the project were
conducted by the Planning Commission on September 8, 2016, November 28, 2017 and
January 11, 2018. The following is a summary of Commissioner comments made at the
three previous hearings, as well as a short response (in italics) after each comment
identifying whether there is any new information or project changes responsive to the
comment.
September 8, 2016. This hearing provided the public and the Commission an opportunity
to comment on the project’s environmental analysis during the 45-day public review period
required by CEQA for a Draft EIR. Commissioner comments at this heating included:
•

Consider a project alternative in the EIR within lower residential density, ground-floor
retail, and reduced height. (A short analysis of a “Reduced Mixed Use Residential and
Commercial Alternative” is included on Pages 8-3 to 8-8 of Final EIR Section 8.)
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•

•
•

•
•

The requested zone change to develop 27 condominium units in a predominately
commercial area would change the “feel of the area”. (The 2018 Revised Project still
includes residential development, however ground floor commercial development is
now proposed along South Santa Monica Boulevard.)
Applicant should consider collaborating with Beverly Hills High School to address
parking issues in the area. (The 2018 Revised Project includes 33 parking spaces in
excess of the required number of residential and commercial parking spaces. At the
January 11, 2018 hearing the applicant discussed making excess spaces available to
customers of other retailers on South Santa Monica Boulevard.)
Another level of subterranean parking should be provided to eliminate the stacked
parking. (The 2018 Revised Project includes three levels of subterranean parking, no
stacked (i.e. mechanical parking] is proposed.)
No left turns from the project driveway onto South Santa Monica during peak hours.
(Study of a restricted left turn movement for a previous project iteration is included in
FEIR Appendix 6B. The 2018 Revised Project proposes two driveways, a driveway
for use predominately by the commercial component of the building and a driveway
on Charleville Boulevard for use by residents. As proposed, left turn movements are
not restricted from either driveway.)
Concern was expressed that the 2.5 FAR was above the 2.0 FAR currently allowed
on the site. (The 2018 Revised Project proposes a 2.76 FAR).
A concern was expressed that traffic and parking are a problem in this area of the City,
and the project could increase these problems (The 2018 Revised Project increases
project trip generation compared to previous iterations of the project [see Table 13 of
Appendix 9]. The 2018 Revised Project does not exceed the City’s impact thresholds
for intersection operations or the City’s volume threshold for street segments. No
CEQA impact is identified. The 2018 Revised Project has been designed to include
33 spaces above BHMC parking requirements.)

November 28, 2017. This hearing considered a revised version of the project consisting
of 27 condominium units and 3,541 square feet of ground-floor retail. Direction provided
by the Commission included:
•

•
•

•

Building height should be reduced by one full story. A partial forth story, with stepbacks from the main building wall and consistent with the current design of the fifth
story, could be considered. (The 2018 Revised Project is five stories. Building height
has been reduced by 3’ to the pool deck surface, 4’ to the roof deck surface, and 8’ to
the top of the elevator enclosures and other rooftop structures.)
The entire ground level of the building should be devoted to retail uses. (Almost the
entire Santa Monica ground-level frontage of the 2018 Revised Project is devoted to
retail/restaurant use.)
Ground-level retail tenant spaces need to be designed with a sufficient depth to be
viable commercial spaces. A minimum of 60 to 70 feet in depth would be preferable.
(The 2018 Revised Project proposes an approximately 45 ft. depth for the majority of
the retail space, with a 95-deep restaurant space on the west side of the building.)
A 2’6”-wide alley dedication must be provided as part of the project design. (The 2018
Revised Project provides a 2’6” alley dedication.)
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Parking in excess of code requirements should be provided as a public benefit. (33
spaces in excess of code requirements are provided in the 2018 Revised Project.)
Vehicle access should be taken from the alley or Charleville Boulevard. (Residential
parking access to the first level of subterranean parking is provided from Charleville
Boulevard in the 2018 Revised Project. Commercial parking access is provided from
South Santa Monica Boulevard.)
Viable commercial parking access must be included in the project design.
(Commercial parking has been separated from the majority of residential parking in
the 2018 Revised Project. Commercial parking is located on the second and third
parking levels and access is provided from South Santa Monica Boulevard.)
Proposed overlay zone regulations that control wall heights must be mote restrictive
to reduce maximum allowable height. The goal is to avoid creating a ‘fortress-like’
effect at the Project site. (The proposed overlay zone is modified to give the
Commission discretionary approval over the height of all walls. The 2018 Revised
Project is modified to remove walls from the majority of the project’s property line
perimeter.)
The commercial portion of the building should not have a condominium form of
ownership. (The proposed tract map for the 2018 Revised Project does not include
individual commercial condominium units that could be sold separately.)
City needs to be made financially ‘whole’ if commercial development is precluded by
residential development. (Two studies are attached to this report, one produced for
the applicant by HR&A and the other produced for the City by KMA. Both reports are
a comparison of the General Fund revenue implications of the 2018 Revised Project
vs. a retail/office project that meets current C-3A zoning requirements. A more
detailed discussion of these reports is included in this staff report.)

January 11, 2018. Schematic floor plans for a mixed use project with ground-floor retail
along the South Santa Monica Boulevard frontage of the parcel were reviewed at this
hearing. The schematic floor plans included 87,749 SF of residential floor area and 15,500
square feet of retail/commercial floor area (2.87:1 FAR). Elevation drawings were not
submitted, but the applicant indicated that the building height would be revised to 58 feet.
Since the January 11, 2018 hearing, the applicant has fully developed the concept
illustrated in the schematic floor plans into the 2018 Revised Project currently being
considered by the Commission. The Commission provided general comments at the
January hearing, both on the merits of the project and on the details of the schematic
information provided, and these comments included:
•

•
•

The revised plans include more commercial floor area and this change is responsive
to comments previously made by members of an ad hoc City Council/Planning
Commission liaison committee.
The lower anticipated traffic volumes for the proposal compared to a code compliant
project is a positive project attribute.
Multiple Commissioners remained concerned with the proposed FAR and building
height of the project. It was noted that an FAR closer to 2.5, as well as a reduction in
building height were appropriate.
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•

•

•

•

•
•
•

Questions were raised regarding the appropriateness of a zone change given that the
general plan designates the property for commercial use. It was further noted that the
General Plan was last updated in 2010 and thus is not an outdated document. The
loss of land area devoted to commercial uses could have a permanent negative effect
on City revenue.
Concern that revising the project to include retail resulted in an increase in the size of
the building, whereas the applicant could have reduced the number of residential units
so as not to increase floor area.
The project continues to differ substantially from the existing general plan designation
and zoning standards for the site. This iteration continues to increase FAR. Building
height remains above what is currently allowed. The request is not a minor change in
zoning and a compelling reason would be needed to make the requited findings for
the zoning and general plan amendments. The direction of the project does not
provide that compelling reason.
The building is high quality and could be a model for a certain type of development
sought in the area, and is in tine with other high-end development occurring nearby in
Los Angeles.
This iteration of the project has design improvements such as the provision of parking
access on Charleville Boulevard and adding substantial ground floor retail.
The project is providing housing and increasing inventory for higher end multifamily
housing.
Questions remain about the project’s economic implications on the City.

Change in Land Use. The property has the C-3A commercial zoning designation and is
identified on the General Plan Land Use Map as Low Density General Commercial. The
following table compares the BHMC commercial zone regulations currently applicable to
the project site with the proposed Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay Zone (M-PD
5) regulations. The full text proposed for the M-PD-5 zone is included as Attachment B.
Table 2— Comparison of C-3A and proposed M-PD-5 regulations
C4A and other commercial regulations
Proposed M-PD-5 regulations
currently applicable to the site
Permitted Uses: Various retail, personal service,
small scale personal training, entertainment and

office uses
Conditionally Permitted Uses: Alternative parking
facilities, theme parks, breweries, car washes,
childcare, clubs, convenience stores, drivethroughs, educational uses, hotels, mini-

Permitted Uses: All uses allowed in the C3A zone plus multi-family residential uses

Conditionally Permitted Uses: All uses
conditionally permitted in the C-3A zone,
however the expanded list of prohibited
uses in the M-PD-5 zone could limit some

shopping centers, museums off-site parking,
gyms, public utilities, religious institutions,
vehicle sales, service or fueling.

of the conditionally permitted uses of the
C-3A zone.

Prohibited Uses: Medical Uses

Prohibited Uses: Bars, Medical Uses,
Entertainment Uses
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C4A and other commercial regulations

Proposed M-PD-5 regulations

currently applicable to the site

Height Limitations: 45 feet. 3 stories1 hotels may
be 4 stories.

Height Limitations: 58 feet. 5 stories.

Allowable Height Exceptions: The following may
exceed building height by up to 15’: elevator
enclosures, stairwell enclosures, mechanical
penthouses, skylights, antennas, satellite dishes.
Other allowable height exceptions are vent
pipes, chimneys, and 45” tall parapets.
Rooftop Uses: Rooftop gyms and lunchrooms
up to 15’ tall may be permitted through a
Development Plan Review.

Allowable Height Exceptions: All height
exemptions allowed for commercial zones
(see column to left). In addition rooftop
pools and spas, pool rooms, fitness rooms,
and restroom facilities may exceed height
limits by 10’ if they do not intersect a 45°
angle from the building wall.

Density: 2.0:1

Density: 2.8:1. A minimum commercial
density of 0.33:1.

Setbacks: 6’ setback from alley required.
Setback must also be provided below grade to 8’
in depth. No other required setbacks.

Setbacks: 3’ from South Santa Monica
Blvd., 3’ from Charleville Blvd., no interior
setback, 6’ from alley setback. No
subterranean setback requirement.

Existing Land Use. The portion of South Santa Monica Boulevard located west of Lasky
Drive and east of South Moreno Drive (a 1,500’ long street segment) can be characterized
as a pedestrian—friendly, low-density commercial corridor primarily developed with oneand two-story commercial buildings. The Peninsula Hotel at 9882 South Santa Monica
Boulevard and the Sonya Dakar building at 9975 South Santa Monica Boulevard are the
only two buildings currently developed to the 45’ height limit along this commercial
corridor. Uses located on this low-rise commercial corridor are mostly neighborhood
serving and include small restaurants, hair salons and other personal services, clothing
stores and other small retailers. A long-operating recreational use, currently called the
JEM community sports center, is located directly west of the project site. The existing
uses in the project vicinity are consistent with the existing General Plan land use
designation as well as with the permitted and conditionally permitted uses allowed in the
C-3A zone. The project site, the Peninsula Hotel site, and the JEM community sports
center site are the largest parcels of land on this portion of South Santa Monica Boulevard.
The parcels on the south side of the street are typically 50’ wide by 120’ deep (6000 SF in
area) and the parcels on the north side of the street are typically 75 feet wide by 40 feet
deep (3000 SF in area). In comparison, the project site is 36,000 SF in area. The project
site is currently undeveloped (all prior buildings have been demolished), which results in
300 feet of street frontage with no existing commercial activity. This distance is
approximately 20% of the street frontage on the south side of this commercial corridor.
Effect of Overlay Zone on Land Use. The proposed change in land use from commercial
to mixed-use would result in lasting changes to the character of this existing commercial
corridor. In recent years it has become more common for cities in the Los Angeles region
to revise zoning regulations to allow for buildings with street-level commercial and
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multifamily housing on floors above. Some neighboring cities, such as West Hollywood,
Los Angeles, Santa Monica, and Culver City have rezoned commercial corridors to allow
for this typology of building. However, within the City of Beverly Hills, a zoning district that
specifically allows for this type of development does not exist. Within the City of Beverly
Hills mixed-use developments have only been approved in a limited fashion through the
adoption of overlay zones for specific project sites. Attachment H lists the various overlay
zones that have been approved in the City. Two previously approved overlay zones have
allowed for development that is analogous to the 2018 Revised Project. These are the M
PD-3 (8600 Wilshire Boulevard) and M-PD-4 (9200 Wilshire Boulevard) overlay zones.
The project at 8600 Wilshire Boulevard was approved in 2007 and is currently under
construction. The project at 9200 Wilshire Boulevard was originally approved in 2007 with
the Planning Commission reviewing amendments to the project in 2017 and 2018. The
9200 Wilshire Boulevard project has submitted for building permits and is currently in plan
check review. While mixed-use projects are becoming more common in the region,
especially in dense urban locations well served by a variety of transportation modes, this
type of project is rare within the City of Beverly Hills.
The applicant has substantially increased the amount of proposed commercial floor area
in comparison to the November 2017 Proposal. The amount of floor area devoted to
commercial use has increased from 3.7% (3,541 SF) of the project floor area to 13.1%
(13,037 SF). Providing commercial storefronts for 267’ of the 300’-long South Santa
Monica Boulevard street frontage of the project site will substantially modify the effect of
this project on this commercial corridor and help to fill in the large gap in development
between the Peninsula Hotel and the retail storefronts located to the west.
In a broader land use context, approximately 9% of all buildable land area in the City of
Beverly Hills is zoned for commercial use, from which the City generates in excess of 50%
of its general fund revenue to fund high-quality City services. Adopting a mixed-use
overlay zone for the property could result in a lower amount of commercial floor area being
developed on the property than would otherwise be developed under the existing C-3A
zoning.

Building Design. Compared to previous iterations of the project the 2018 Revised Project
would have a building facade closer to the public right of way, which is consistent with the
existing pattern of commercial development on South Santa Monica Boulevard. The
November 2017 Proposal had 10’ building setbacks on all sides as well as the majority of
the buitding facing South Santa Monica Boulevard being located 25 feet away from the
property line to allow for a large motor court area. The 2018 Revised Project has
eliminated the motor court on the South Santa Monica Boulevard side of the building and
the building is now built to within 3’ of the north property line, which allows for the ground
floor commercial component of the project to interlace directly with the public street.
Elimination of the motor court also allows for the fifth level of the building to be relocated
further north so it is now further away from the residential properties south of the project
site. The fifth floor is now located 26’ 6” from the alley property line and 44’ away from the
property lines of residential parcels to the south. Property line walls have been eliminated
from the design, except along portions of the alley property line.
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Height. Building height was discussed at both the November 28, 2017 and January 11,
2018 public hearings. The Commission indicated a 3-story building with a partial 4th story
would be preferable at the November 28, 2017 hearing. At the January 11, 2018 hearing
the applicant indicated that the building would be revised to be 58’ in height. Various
Commissioners indicated that the revised building height was still a concern. A full set of
architectural drawings are now available for the 2018 Revised Project and the following
table identifies the proposed height changes to various building elements:
Table 3 Building Height Modifications
Building Element
Proposed November
Project
2017
Proposal
Top of tallest elevator
81’
81’
bulkhead
Top of Mechanical
and
Amenity
76’
76’
Structure(s)
Pool Deck Surface
66’
66’
—

Roof Deck Surface

62’

62’

Comparison (3 project iterations)
2018
Height
Height
Revised Change: 2018 Change: 2018
Project vs.Proposed vs.2017
-

73’

8’

-8’

68’

-8’

-8’

63’

-3’

-3’

58’

-4’

-4’

-

A reduction in height to all building elements has occurred, however a reduction in overall
building height from 66’ to 58’, as discussed at the January 11, 2018 hearing, appears to
have been achieved through a combination of physically reducing the overall height of the
building and also through changing the reference point for measuring building height from
the pool deck surface to the roof deck surface. Rooftop structures, such as elevator
bulkheads, mechanical rooms and rooftop amenity structures, are proposed to be 8’ lower
than in the previous iteration of the project.
Open Space and Rooftop Uses. The 2018 Revised Project proposes moving the elevated
3,605 SF pool deck and 1,250 SF pool (63’ elevation) to the east side of the roof. The
pool and pool deck location would be closer to the Peninsula Hotel when compared to the
previous iterations of the project where this feature was located on the west side of the
roof. Additionally, the 2018 Revised Project does not have elevator enclosures or the
rooftop mechanical rooms screening the elevated pool deck area from the Peninsula
Hotel. The ‘amenity garden’ located at the 58’ elevation would be screened from
residential properties to the south by a 10’ tall mechanical room and a 10’ tall rooftop
amenity room. The amenity garden is proposed to be 2,779 SF in area and the rooftop
amenity room is proposed to contain 1,032 SF of floor area. Appendix 9 includes a re
analysis of the shadowing effects of the modified building design (starting on page 9-6 of
Appendix 9). The shadow effects of the 2018 Revised Project on nearby sensitive
receptors, such as the Peninsula Hotel rooftop pool area and nearby residential outdoor
space, were found to be less than significant. Private open space for the individual units
is proposed to be provided through terraces of varying sizes. Two large terraces (over
5,000 SF in area) are proposed for the two 5th floor penthouse units and each of the
penthouse terraces also includes a private 480 SF swimming pool. The eastern
penthouse terrace would not be buffered by rooftop structures from either the Peninsula
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Hotel or the residential properties to the south, and the western penthouse terrace would
not be buffered by rooftop structures from the residential properties to the south.
Modulation. The proposed overlay zone does not require a set amount of modulation
based on a formula or other specific standard. Instead, the proposed regulations require
the Planning Commission to review and approve the project’s proposed amount of
modulation. The 2018 Revised Project provides a total of over 30,265 SF in modulation
area, which is more modulation than would be required if multifamily modulation
requirements were applicable to this project. Approximately 4,413 SF of modulation area
would be provided per floor on floors 2 through 4 and 16,909 SF of modulation area would
be provided on the fifth level.
Urban Design and Pedestrian Experience. The originally Proposed Project contained no
commercial floor area. The building façade of the Proposed Project was almost
completely walled off from both the South Santa Monica Boulevard and Charleville
Boulevard street frontages. The only access points from South Santa Monica Boulevard
to the site were two driveways to the motor court and two pedestrian gates in the perimeter
wall. The design of the November 2017 Proposal essentially maintained the privacy walls
at the property perimeter and continued to devote 200 feet of the building’s frontage on
South Santa Monica Boulevard to a motor court and vehicle ramps to access subterranean
parking. The November 2017 Proposal added two 50’ wide commercial spaces at the
west and east ends of the building facing South Santa Monica Boulevard. Staff’s analysis
of the November 2017 Proposal concluded that the automobile-oriented approach to the
building’s street frontage would be detrimental to the pedestrian experience and
permanently disrupt the creation of a continuous commercial environment on South Santa
Monica Boulevard.
The 2018 Revised Project has been redesigned to provide for direct engagement between
the ground level of the building and the street. Multiple storefront entrances are proposed
to access the building’s commercial floor area. 7,113 SF of the commercial space is
identified as retail and these spaces will be approximately 45’ deep. 4,141 SF of the
commercial space is identified as restaurant and is proposed to be 95 feet in depth. The
re-design of the 2018 Revised Project also improves pedestrian safety because the
automobile-oriented motor court with two driveways is replaced with one 30’ wide driveway
for commercial uses at the western end of the site. Overall the 2018 Revised Project is
designed in a manner that positivety contributes to the pedestrian experience on South
Santa Monica Boulevard.
Parking. The 2018 Revised Project provides 176 parking spaces in three subterranean
levels underneath the building. The first subterranean level would be accessible from the
new residential motor court location on Charleville Boulevard. This redesigned motor
court would be smaller than the one proposed in the previous iterations of the project and
would be located under the upper levels of the building. The vehicle ingress to the motor
court would occur directly from Charleville Boulevard and vehicle egress from the motor
court would exit into the alley and then to Charleville Boulevard. 53 parking spaces would
be provided on the first parking level, which is 27 less than the 80 parking spaces required
by the BHMC for the residential units in the building. Therefore, a portion of the residential
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parking must be provided on at least one of the two other subterranean parking levels.
The 20 proposed tandem parking stalls would only be located on parking level one.
Therefore, tandem stalls would only be used to meet residential parking requirements.
Parking levels two and three would be accessible from a 30’ wide two-way driveway on
South Santa Monica Boulevard. 123 parking spaces are located on the two levels. The
parking available on these two levels would provide the 63 spaces required to meet the
parking requirements for the proposed mix of retail and restaurant floor area; the 27
required residential parking spaces not provided on parking level one; and have 33 excess
parking spaces. At the January 11, 2018 hearing the applicant discussed making the
excess spaces available to other South Santa Monica Boulevard retailers as a public
benefit, however, the attached draft development agreement does not currently include
this item.
The 2018 Revised Project includes a commercial loading zone along the south property
line, parallel to the alley. The proposed loading space meets BHMC dimension
requirements for a truck loading stall (12’ wide by 50’ long with 10’ overhead height). The
commercial receiving area and residential move-in staging area are located directly
contiguous to the proposed loading space location. The proposed loading space location
and design is improved when compared to the previous iteration of the project, where two
van-sized loading spaces were proposed on the first level of subterranean parking.
Traffic and Circulation. Appendix 9 of the Final EIR contains an analysis of the trip
generation and traffic impacts of the 2018 Revised Project. The table below provides a
comparison of the trip generation of the originally Proposed Project, the November 2017
Proposal, and the 2018 Revised Project:
Table 4
Project Scenario

—

Trip Generation Comparison (3 Project Iterations)
Average
AM Peak Hour
PM Peak Hour Trips
Daily Trips
Trips

2018 Revised Project

1,058

65

89

November2017 Proposal

331

18

31

Proposed Project

180

15

18

The 2018 Revised Project would generate 878 more daily trips, 50 more AM peak hour
trips, and 71 more PM peak hour trips than the originally Proposed Project. The 2018
Revised Project would generate 727 more daily trips, 47 more AM peak hour trips, and 58
more PM peak hour trips than the November 2017 Proposal.
While the 2018 Revised Project would generate more trips than previous iterations of the
project, the Final EIR traffic analysis found that this iteration of the project would not have
a significant impact to the level of service at any of the study intersections or studied
residential roadway segments. The cumulative analysis for the 2018 Revised Project,
which takes into account ongoing and future development in Beverly Hills and nearby
cities, found that the 2018 Revised Project would result in a maximum net increase in
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Vehicle to Capacity (V/C) ratio of 0.017 in the PM peak hour at the intersection of South
Santa Monica Boulevard and Charleville Boulevard. This increase is below the City’s
adopted impact threshold of 0.030 for intersections currently operating at a “D” Level of
Service. The maximum roadway segment increase that would result from the 2018
Revised Project is on Charleville Boulevard between South Santa Monica and Durant
Drive. The project would increase average daily trip traffic volumes by 2.4%, which is
below the City’s adopted significance threshold of 8%.
Code Compliant Alternative. The applicant requested that a more detailed analysis of
Alternative 3 (Mixed Use Office and Commercial Alternative) be included in the Final EIR.
This enhanced alternatives analysis of a 45’ tall, 3-story zoning code compliant project is
included as Final EIR Appendix 10. Alternative 3 consists of 5,000 SF of commercial retail
floor area and 67,004 SF of office floor area. The enhanced analysis supplements the
analysis contained in Final EIR Subsection 6.3 and includes a full traffic analysis of the
Mixed Use Office and Commercial Alternative, as well as modeling of air quality impacts,
and a more complete analysis of aesthetics, hazards and hazardous materials, land use
and planning, and noise and vibration.

Alternative 3
Traffic and Circulation. The traffic analysis included in Appendix 10
compares the trip generation of Alternative 3 with the 2018 Revised Project and the
originally Proposed Project. Trip Generation is summarized as follows:
—

Table 5— Trip Generation Comparison (Code Compliant Alternative)
Project Scenario
Average
AM Peak Hour
PM Peak Hour Trips
Daily Trips
Trips

Alternative 3

1,182

143

172

2018 Revised Project

1,058

65

89

180

15

18

Proposed Project

Alternative 3 would generate 124 more daily trips, 78 more AM peak hour trips and 65
more PM peak hour trips than the 2018 Revised Project. Alternative 3 would generate
1,002 more daily trips, 128 more AM peak hour trips and 154 more PM peak hour trips
than the originally Proposed Project. The Alternative 3 traffic analysis found that the
project would have a significant level of service impact at the intersection of South Santa
Monica Boulevard and Charleville Boulevard. Under cumulative conditions (taking into
account other projects under construction or under review) a 0.074 increase in V/C ratio
would occur, which exceeds the City’s adopted impact threshold of 0.030 for an
intersection operating at Level of Service “D”. The traffic study also found that adding a
dedicated right turn lane to eastbound South Santa Monica Boulevard at Charleville
Boulevard as mitigation would reduce the impact level to below the threshold of
significance. However, the City’s Transportation Division would have concerns with the
use of such a mitigation because there is limited right-of-way width at the intersection and
a dedicated right turn lane at that location could have the effect of increasing traffic into a
residential area.
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Alternative 3 Other Issue Areas. Appendix 10 concludes that the implementation of
Alternative 3 would result in a lower level of Aesthetics and Land Use impacts when
compared to the 2018 Revised Project. Alternative 3 would be at least 13 feet shorter
than the 2018 Revised Project and thus would have less shading effects. Alternative 3
would not require an amendment to the General Plan and Zoning Code or a Tentative
Tract Map for condominium purposes. Approval of Alternative 3 would require a
Development Plan Review for which the Planning Commission is the reviewing authority.
The Noise, Green House Gas and Air Quality impacts from Alternative 3 would be higher
than the 2018 Revised Project, however, Alternative 3 would not exceed the City’s impact
thresholds for those issue areas.
—

Development Agreement. A Development Agreement is being proposed by the
applicant in conjunction with this project. Should the Commission recommend approval
of an overlay zone to the City Council and conditionally grant approval of the Planned
Development and Tentative Tract Map, a Development Agreement will be negotiated
between the applicant and City Council. The applicant has submitted an initial proposal
for the Development Agreement. The submitted draft Development Agreement has not
been reviewed or commented on by City Staff or the City Council and is still subject to
negotiation between the City and the Applicant. The draft document is attached for the
Commission’s information.
The following table compares some of the proposed terms of the applicant’s draft
development agreement against the executed development agreement for the 9200
Wilshire project, which was the last mixed use overlay zone project approved by the City.
Table 6- Draft Development Agreement Comparison with 9200 Wilshire DA
Proposed Development
9200 Wilshire Project
Agreement
Term of Agreement

10 year term

5 year term

Time extensions

Developer may extend term
by up to 3 years based on
making payments to the City.

Agreement Amended in 2012
to allow for 3 years of
extensions based on making
payments to the City.

Expedited Processing Fee

Provision Included.

No Expedited
Provision.

Public Benefit Contribution

Not yet defined

$3,248,000

Payment of Public Benefit
Contribution

Prior
to
issuance
of
Certificate of Occupancy.

Prior to
issuance.

EMS fee

Not yet defined.

$4.50 per $1,000 of sales price.

Life of EMS fee

Required for only the first
sale of the condominium
units.

Required at the close of all
future
sales
of
the
condominium units.

Processing

Building

Permit
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General Fund Revenue There has been an on-going discussion at the Planning
Commission hearings regarding the implications of this project on City revenue. Two
studies are attached, one produced by HR&A advisors for the applicant (Attachment J)
and the other produced by Keyser Marston Associates for the City (Attachment K). Both
studies analyze and compare the General Fund revenue that could be potentially
generated by the proposed 2018 Revised Project with the General Fund revenue that
would be generated by a code compliant project with the characteristics of Alternative 3
(5,000 SF of retail and 67,003 SF of Office). In brief, both studies found that the 2018
Revised Project would generate more general fund revenue over 20 years than the studied
code compliant project (Alternative 3). The table below summarizes and compares the
findings of both studies:

Table 7— General Fund Revenue Comparison (Two Studies)
KMA (City)
HR&A (Applicant)
20 Year Projection Nominal Dollars
-

2018 Proposed Project

$18,904,000

$21,561,000

Alternative 3 Project

$17,700,000

$18,264,000

Total Revenue Increase

$1,204,000

$3,297,000

6.4%

15.3%

KMA (City)

HR&A (Applicant)

Percentage Revenue Increase

20 Year Projection Net Present Value at 6% Discount Rate
-

2018 Proposed Project

$8,399,000

$8,899,000

Alternative 3 Project

$8,148,000

$8,086,000

$251,000

$813,000

3%

9.1%

Total Revenue Increase
Percentage Revenue Increase

Note: The information in this table compares all applicable revenue sources identified by HR&A in their
report. KMA did identify an additional revenue source, the ‘Public Safety Pension Assessment’ which is
not included in this table in order to provide the most conservative comparison between the two reports.
See pages 12-14 of the KMA report for a General Fund analysis that includes the additional revenue
source. Taking the additional revenue source into account results in a 12% revenue increase in nominal
dollars and a 7% increase in net present value terms when comparing the 2018 Proposed Project with
the Code Compliant Project.
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NEXT STEPS
It is recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public heating and receive testimony
regarding the 2018 Revised Project, direct staff to prepare resolutions memorializing the
Commission’s findings relative to the requested entitlements and return to the Commission at a
date certain.
Alternatively, the Commission could:

1. Provide further direction to the applicant regarding additional project changes and
continue the item to a future hearing; and/or,
2. Set up an Ad Hoc committee to work with the applicant on further developing a revised
project.

Report Reviewed By:

Assaf,t Director of Community Development
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(Planning Commission Staff
Report(w/o attachments) – January
11, 2018)

City of Beverly Hills
Planning Division

çy

455 N. Rexford Drive Beverly Hills, CA 90210
TEL (310)285-1141
FAX (310) 858-5966

Planning Commission Report

Meeting Date:

January 11, 2018

Subject:

9908 SOUTH SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
Residential Overlay Zone (PU 509126)

Request for a General Plan Amendment, Zone Text Amendment, Planned
Development, and Vesting Tentative Tract Map to create a Residential
Overlay Zone and allow a five-story, mixed-use project consisting of 27
residential condominium units and ground floor retail in a Commercial Zone
on the property located at 9908 S. Santa Monica Blvd. Pursuant to the
provisions set forth in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the
Planning Commission will also consider a Final Environmental Impact
Report. Continued from the November 28, 2017 Planning Commission
Hearing.
Project Applicant:

9908 Santa Monica Blvd., LLC

Recommendation:

That the Planning Commission:
1. Conduct a public hearing and receive testimony on the development of
a revised version of the Project; and
2. Provide direction, which could include:
a. Providing further direction to the applicant regarding additional
project changes and continue the item to a future hearing;
and/or,
b. Set up an Ad Hoc committee to work with the applicant on
further developing a revised project; or,
c. Direct staff to prepare resolutions denying the requested
General Plan/Zone Text Amendment and the requested
Planned Development and Vesting Tentative Tract Map and
return to the Planning Commission at a date certain.

REPORT SUMMARY
The Planning Commission previously considered this mixed use project at its November 28,
2017
meeting. At the conclusion of that meeting, the Planning Commission directed the applica
nt to
make modifications to the Project and continued the item to January 11, 2018 to allow
the
applicant time to develop responses to the Planning Commission’s concerns. This
report
discusses the Project revisions developed by the applicant in response to the issues identified
by
the Planning Commission. The applicant has submitted schematic floor plans to illustrate
the
revisions they are developing for the Project. This report provides a brief evaluation
of the
Attachment(s):
A. Required Findings
B. Correspondence Received from the Public
C. November 28, 2017 Planning Commission Staff Report (VVithout Attachments)
0. Revised Schematic Floor Plans for review on January 11, 2018
E. Architectural Plan reviewed by the Planning Commission on November 28, 2017

Report Author and Contact Information:
Masa Alkire, AICP, Principal Planner
(310) 285-1135
malkire©beverlyhills.org
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applicant’s submitted revised material. This evaluation is based upon the direction provid
ed by
the Planning Commission at the November 28, 2017 hearing. The recommendation
of this report
is for the Planning Commission to conduct a public hearing, review the revised materi
al, and
provide the applicant and staff with direction. This direction could include:
•

Provide additional direction to the applicant and direct them to return to the Comm
ission
with a more developed revised Project; and/or,

•

Establish an Ad Hoc Committee to work with the applicant on further developing a
revised
Project; or,

•

Direct staff to return to the Planning Commission at a date certain with a resolution denyin
g
the Project.

BACKGROUND
For a full project background, please refer to the November 28, 2017 Staff Report
(Attachment
C).
The originally proposed project consisted of construction of a 27-unit luxury condominium
building
with units ranging from one to four bedrooms, with no commercial or retail uses, and
74 parking
spaces in one level of subterranean parking (Proposed Project). The originally propos
ed project
consisted of 89,988 square feet of residential floor area (2.5 FAR) in a 66-foot
tall, five-story
building. Subsequent to the preparation of the Draft EIR, the applicant submitted a revised
version
of the proposed Project (Revised Project). The Revised Project proposed the constru
ction of a
new 27-unit luxury condominium building with units ranging from one to four bedroo
ms, along with
approximately 3,541 square feet of retail on the ground floor. The Revised Projec
t included a total
of approximately 93,374 square feet of floor area (2.59 FAR) and consisted of a ground
floor with
a mix of retail and residential units, three full stories of residential units and a partial
fifth level of
stepped back penthouse residential units, for a total of five stories and a building
height of 66’-O.
The Revised Project also included two levels of underground parking contain
ing a total of 85
parking spaces for residents, guests, and retail customers accessed via a one-wa
y driveway ramp
system with two entrances along South Santa Monica Boulevard. The Planning
Commission
reviewed the Revised Project at its November 28, 2017 meeting, and directed the
Applicant to
make extensive revisions to the Project and return to the January 11, 2018 Planni
ng Commission
meeting.
The following is a summary of direction provided by the Planning Commission:
•

Reduce building height by one full story. A partial forth story, with step-backs from
the
main building wall and consistent with the current design of the fifth story, could
be
considered.

•

The entire ground level of the building should be devoted to retail uses.

•

Ground level retail tenant spaces need to be designed with a sufficient depth
to be
viable commercial spaces. A minimum of 60 to 70 feet in depth would be prefera
ble.
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•

A 2’6” wide alley dedication must be provided as part of the project design.

•

Parking in excess of code requirements should be provided as a public benefit.

•

Vehicle access should be taken from the alley or Charleville Boulevard.

•

Viable commercial parking access must be included in the project design.

•

Proposed overlay zone regulations that control wall heights must be more restrictive
to reduce maximum allowable height. The goal is to avoid creating a ‘fortress-like’
effect at the Project site.

•

The commercial portion of the building should not have a condominium form of
ownership.

•

City needs to be made financially ‘whole’ if commercial development is precluded by
residential development.

The applicant has developed preliminary material (Attachment D) with project revisions
responding to the Commission’s comments (Modified Revised Project). The Modified Revised
Project is a 27 unit residential project redesigned with retail space located at street level along
the entire length of South Santa Monica Boulevard. The Modified Revised Project is proposed to
contain a total of 103,500 square feet of floor area (2.88 FAR) with 88,000 square feet dedicated
to residential uses and 15,500 square feet allocated to commercial uses. The Modified Revised
Project remains five stories in height, however the applicant is proposing to reduce overall building
height to 58’-O”. The Modified Revised Project is proposed to contain 178 parking spaces on
three levels of underground parking with a South Santa Monica Boulevard entrance dedicated to
the proposed commercial portion of the Project and a Charleville Boulevard entrance dedicated
to the residential use.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The following table summarizes the characteristics of the Project reviewed by the
Planning
Commission on November 28, 2017 and compares that Project against the information
submitted
by the applicant for review at the January 11, 2018 Planning Commission hearing:
Table I

-

Comparison of 1112812017 Plans with Current Iteratio
n

Project Site Area

Revised Project
(1112812017 Version)

Modified Revised Project
fill 1120f 8 Version)

Change
No Change

36,002 SF (0.83 ac)

36,002 SF (0.83 ac)

Residential FloorArea

89,833 SF

87,749 SF

Retail FloorArea

3,541 SF

10,500 SF

+

6,959 SF

Restaurant FloorArea

-

2,084 SF

0 SF

5,000 SF

+

5,000 SF

93,374 SF

103,249 SF

+

9,875 SF

2.59:1

2.87:1

I Bedroom Units

4

Info Not Provided

2 Bedroom Units

20

Info Not Provided

?

4 Bedroom Units

3

Info Not Provided

?

Total Residential Units

27

27

No Change

66 feet! 5 stories

58 feet 15 stones

0’ commercial/lB1
residential

2’-4’ commercial, residential
above is stepped back.

Entire frontage at 2’-4’

0’ commercial! 10’S”
residential

0’ commerciall 10’ for
residential above 1 floor

l floor setback
reduced by 10’5”

0’ commercial/10’S”
residential

0’ commerciaV32’
motorcouitl 2’ residential
above 1floor

32’ 1 floor setback
(motorcowt), reduced
by 8’ 6” above 1floor

12’

6’/20’ at loading docWO’ at
garage entrance

Generally reduced rear
setback

None Provided

Required 2’G” provided

85 Spacesl2 Levels

178 Spacesl3 Levels

+93 Spaces! +1 Level

2 Van Loading
Spaces

Alley adjacent loading
dock

Size of loading area
increased

Total Floor Area
Floor Area Ratio (FAR)

Building Height

+0.28 FAR

4 feet! = stories

Setbacks
Front (Santa Monica)
.

.

Side (intenor)
.

Side (Charleville)

Rear(Alley)
Alley Dedication
Total Parking
Loa d ing pa e

.

Add 2’6” t
exIsting 15’ alley

The architectural plans previously reviewed by the Planning Commission on Novem
ber 28, 2017
have been provided as Attachment E to this report. The revised schematic plans
the applicant
has submitted for review at the January 11, 2018 hearing are provided as Attachment
D to this
report.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Previous iterations of the project (the Proposed Project and Revised Project) have been assesse
d
in accordance with the authority and criteria contained in the California Environmental Quality
Act
(CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines, and the environmental regulations of the City. The
City
prepared an Initial Study to determine the Proposed Project’s potential impact on the enviro
nment.
After reviewing the Initial Study, the City has determined that the Proposed Project may
have a
significant effect on the environment. Accordingly, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
was
prepared. The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period from August 19,
2016
to October 3, 2016. During the public review period the Planning Commission of the City
of
Beverly Hills held a noticed public hearing to provide an opportunity for the public to comm
ent on
the Draft EIR and/or the Proposed Project, as well as for the Planning Commission to becom
e
familiar with the Proposed Project and offer comments on the Draft EIR. Upon closing of the
public
comment period, one comment letter was received. Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft
EIR,
the applicant submitted the Revised Project, which consists of the same number of residen
tial
units and building height, but with approximately 3,500 square feet of additional floor area
for
commercial use and one additional level of subterranean parking. An appendix evalua
ting the
Revised Project and comparing its impacts with the originally Proposed Project was includ
ed in
the version of the Final EIR reviewed by the Commission at its November 28, 2017 hearing
. If
the applicant moves forward with further developing a Modified Revised Project, then this
new
iteration of the Project will be requited to be evaluated for potentially significant enviro
nmental
impacts. This revised CEQA evaluation may be in the form of a new appendix
to the
environmental documentation already prepared for this Project and may, dependent on the
extent
and nature of the Project changes, require recirculation of the EIR pursuant to §15088.5
of the
State CEQA guidelines.
PUBLIC OUTREACH AND NOTIFICATION
Type of Notice

Requited Period

Actual Period

Required
Notice Date

Actual Notice
Date

Newspaper Notice
Mailed Notice (Owners
& Occupants 500’
Radius + blockface)

10 Days

11 Days

11/18/17

11/17/17

10 Days

11 Days

11/18117

11/17117

Property Posting
Agenda Posting

10 Days
24 Hours

11 Days

11/18/17

11/17/17

7 Days

11/27/2017

11/21/2017

Website

24 Hours

7 Days

11/27/2017

I 1/21/2017

-

Public Comment
Correspondence previously distributed to the Commission as an attachment to the Novem
ber 28,
2017 staff report, as well as correspondence directly distributed to the Commission at that
hearing
have been attached to this report. In addition, one additional letter, received December 26,
2017,
has also been included in Attachment B to this report.
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ANALYSIS
Based upon the direction provided by the Commission summarized earlier in
this report, the
following is the staff analysis of the responses to the Commission that is provided
the applicant’s
submitted material:
Building Height. During Planning Commission deliberation it was identified that the
height of the
building should be reduced by one full story. It was also stated that if a fourth story was
going to
be proposed, then that forth story should be a partial level with a ‘stepped-back’ config
uration
similar to the currently proposed fifth story of the building. The submitted schematic revised
floor
plans are for a five-story building. The applicant has identified that the overall buildin
g height will
be reduced from 66’ to 58’. Staff cannot verify whether building height has been reduce
d by the
8’ amount claimed by the applicant, as revised building elevations have not been provid
ed. The
submitted schematic plans appear to show substantial step-backs for the proposed partial
fifth
story. Along the front building edge (South Santa Monica Boulevard) the fifth story appear
s to be
stepped back approximately 18 feet from the wall of the lower residential levels and
at least 30 to
34 feet from the wall of the first floor retail level and front property line. The fifth floor also
appears
to be stepped back at least 40 feet from the Charleville property line and approximatel
y 25 to 27
feet from the alley property line.
Building Size and Location. The Modified Revised Project is 103,249 square
feet in size,
inclusive of 87,749 square feet of residential floor area and 15,500 square feet in comme
rcial floor
area. There is a 9,875 square foot increase in overall floor area, increasing the propos
ed Floor
Area Ratio (FAR) to 2.87:7. This is a 0.28 increase in FAR over the 2.59 FAR propos
ed in the
previous version of the Project. The schematic plans generally show a reducti
on in building
setbacks when compared to the previous iteration of the Project. Along the teat (alley)
elevation
the building setback has been reduced to 6 feet, with the closest point of the ground
level at a 0’
setback from the alley to facilitate the siting of a Charleville Boulevard entrance
to underground
parking. An on-grade loading dock has also been added on the alley side of the
Project. The
loading dock, which runs perpendicular to the alley, has not been reviewed by
the City’s traffic
engineer for compliance with the City’s ingress and egress requirements. The propos
ed building
setback on the ground level facing South Santa Monica Boulevard appears to be 2’
to 4’ in depth.
The reduced setback from the previously proposed 30’ to 37’ foot setback corresp
onds with the
modification of this area from residential motor-court to ground floor retail storefr
ont use. A
smaller residential motorcourt is now proposed to be located on the Charleville Boulev
ard side of
the building, adjacent to the residential underground parking entrance. The comme
rcial portion of
the Charleville Boulevard facing building wall is proposed at a 0’ setback and
the ground level of
the residential portion of the building fronting on Charleville Boulevard is propos
ed to be set back
32’ feet to accommodate the residential motorcourt. The upper residential levels
are proposed to
be set back 2’ from Charleville Boulevard.
Additional Parking. In response to the request that more parking be provided
at the site and be
made publically available, the applicant’s submitted schematic information
indicates that the
amount of on-site parking will be increased from 85 spaces located in two levels
of underground
parking to 178 spaces located in three levels of underground parking. The submit
ted schematic
information does not include plans for the three proposed parking levels. The
applicant indicates
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that 123 parking stalls will be made available for the retail portion of the project and 55 parking
stalls will be available for the residential component. As information on the configuration of the
parking area and information on the number of bedrooms in each of the proposed 27 residential
units has not been provided, staff cannot verify the total number of parking spaces necessary to
meet the parking requirements for the residential component of the Modified Revised Project.
The previous 27 residential unit iteration of the Project required 74 parking spaces to meet the
residential parking requirement. The parking requirement for the 15,500 square foot commercial
component of the Project cannot be definitively established without information as to whether any
of the commercial floor area will be devoted to restaurant dining area. Based on the provided
information a minimum of 45 parking spaces will be needed to meet code requirements for retail
parking, however any configuration with more than 1000 square feet of dining area would increase
the amount of parking required for the commercial portion of the Project. Based on the provided
information, the amount of parking the applicant is declaring will be included in the Modified
Revised Project will exceed the amount of Code required parking needed for the revised amounts
of residential and commercial floor area and could potentially be used as publicly available
parking.
Vehicle Access. The submitted schematic plans include a two-way driveway ramp to access
underground residential parking from Charleville Boulevard and another two-way driveway ramp
to access commercial underground parking from South Santa Monica Boulevard. The applicant
has verbally expressed to staff that their intention is to provide residential parking (with access
from Charleville Boulevard) on the first level of underground parking and provide publicly
accessible commercial parking on the second and third levels of underground parking accessible
from South Santa Monica Boulevard.
Expanded Retail. The applicant has provided commercial retail frontage along the entire South
Santa Monica Boulevard frontage of the project site. 15,500 square feet of the 20,812 square
foot ground floor of the proposed building are designated for commercial use (approximately
75%). The majority of the revised retail space is approximately 55’ in depth with a portion of the
retail on the western side of the building spanning the entire width of the building (approximately
110’).
Alley Dedication. It was made clear in the direction provided by the Planning Commission at the
November 28, 2017 meeting that the 2.5 foot alley dedication required by the Municipal Code
needed to be included in the Project. The ground floor sheet of the submitted schematic plans
identifies the 2.5 foot wide alley dedication area.
City Revenue. A statement was made in applicant testimony at the November 28, 2017 hearing
that the City would not be out “one dollar” through lost tax revenue from commercial uses being
displaced by residential development at the site.
No additional information regarding
commitments to replacing any projected revenue from future commercial use of the site has been
submitted by the applicant for this meeting. However, a Development Agreement is being
proposed by the applicant in conjunction with the Project. If a modified version of the Project is
further developed and brought back to the Commission for review, the Planning Commission may
discuss and provide recommendations on the terms to be included in the proposed Development
Agreement for the Project. Should the entitlements for the Revised Project gain approval, and a
Development Agreement be negotiated between the applicant and the City Council, the Planning
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Commission will be requited to hold a public hearing to review the Development Agreement,
including a review for consistency with the General Plan.

NEXT STEPS
It is recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and receive testimony
on the development of a revised version of the Project and provide direction, which could include:
1. Providing further direction to the applicant regarding additional project changes and
continue the item to a future hearing; and/or,
2. Set up an Ad Hoc committee to work with the applicant on further developing a revised
project; or,
3. Direct staff to prepare resolutions denying the requested General Plan/Zone Text
Amendment and the requested Planned Development and Vesting Tentative Tract Map
and return to the Planning Commission at a date certain.
Report Reviey)ed By:

Masa Alkire, AICP, Principal Planner

49

Attachment 8
(Planning Commission Staff Report
(w/o attachments)– November 28,
2017)

City of Beverly Hills
Planning Division

çBRLYRLY
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TEL. (310) 285-1141
FAX, (310)858-5966

Planning Commission Report

Meeting Date:

November 28, 2017

Subject:

9908 SOUTH SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
Residential Overlay Zone (PLI 5091 26)
Request for a General Plan Amendment, Zone Text Amendment, Planned
Development, and Vesting Tentative Tract Map to create a Residential
Overlay Zone and allow a five-story, mixed-use project consisting of 27
residential condominium units and ground floor retail in a Commercial Zone
on the property located at 9908 S. Santa Monica Blvd. Pursuant to the
provisions set forth in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the
Planning Commission will also consider a Final Environmental Impact
Report.

Project Applicant:

9908 Santa Monica Blvd., LLC

Recommendation:

That the Planning Commission:
1. Conduct a public hearing and receive testimony on the Project; and
2. Direct staff to prepare resolutions denying the requested General
Plan/Zone Text Amendment and the requested Planned Development
and Vesting Tentative Tract Map and return to the Planning
Commission at a date certain.

REPORT SUMMARY
This report describes the proposed mixed-use project at 9908 South Santa Monica Boulevard,
which requires the creation of an Overlay Zone in order to allow a mixed-use project with 27
residential units and 3,541 square-feet of ground floor retail uses in a commercial zone. The report
also provides an overview of environmental issue areas studied in the Environmental Impact
Report, and includes analysis on various issues relating to the proposed project. The
recommendation in this report is for the Planning Commission to hold a public hearing to receive
testimony on the project, and direct staff to return to the Planning Commission at a date certain
with a resolution denying the Project.

Attachment(s):
A. Required Findings
B. Public Notice
C. Correspondence Received from the Public
D. September 8, 2016 Planning Commission Staff Report (Without Attachments)
E. Draft Residential Overlay Zone Language
F. Vesting Tentative Tract Map
G. Final EIR (Provided as a Separate Attachment)
H. Final EIR Appendix 8 Revised Project Analysis (With Attachments)
I.
Architectural Plans (Provided as a Separate Attachment)

Report Author and Contact Information:
Andre Sahakian, AICP, Senior Planner
(310) 285-1127
asahakian@beverlyhills.org

—
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BACKGROUND
File Date
Application Complete

711/2015, revised application filed 9/5/2017
10/5/17

Subdivision Deadline

Within 50 days after CEQA determination

CEQA
Recommendation

Environmental Impact Report (if project is approved), or Statutory
Exemption (if project is denied)

CEQA Deadline

Generally one year from date application deemed complete

Permit Streamlining

Not Applicable (legislative action)

Applicant(s)

9908 Santa Monica Blvd., LLC

Owner(s)

9908 Santa Monica Blvd., LLC

Representative(s)

Thomas S. Levyn (Registered Legislative Advocate)

PROPERTY AND NEIGHBORHOOD SETTING
Property Information
Address

9900-9916 South Santa Monica Boulevard

Assessor’s Parcel No.

4328-002-010; 4328-002-011; 4328-002-012; 4328-002-013;
4328-002-034

Zoning District

C-3A Commercial Zone

General Plan

Commercial

Existing Land Use(s)

None (vacant)

Lot Dimensions & Area

300’ width x 120’ depth
36,002 SF (0.83 acres)

Year Built

n/a

Historic Resource

None

Protected Trees/Grove

None

-

—

Low Density General

Adiacent Zoning and Land Uses
North
C-3 Commercial (restaurants and shops); T-1
Parking/Transportation
East
C-3 Commercial (Peninsula Hotel, retail and offices)
South
R-4 Multi-Family Residential; S School (BHHS)
—

—

—

—

West

C-3A

—

—

Commercial Zone (Beverly Hills Community Sports Center)

Circulation and Parking
Adjacent Street(s)

South Santa Monica Boulevard and Charleville Boulevard
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iLLS

Traffic Volume

Please refer to Section 4.7 (Transportation and Traffic) of the Final
EIR, as well as Appendix 5 (Transportation Impact Analysis) for
more detailed information regarding traffic volumes.

Adjacent Alleys

15’ Wide One-Way Eastbound Alley to the rear of the project site

Parkways & Sidewalks

South Santa Monica Blvd 60’ street width with 10’ North and South
parkways.
Charleville Blvd 40’ street width with 10’ North and South
parkways.
—

—

Project Location
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The originally proposed project consisted of construction of a 27-unit luxury condominium building
with units ranging from one to four bedrooms, with no commercial or retail uses, and one level of
subterranean parking (Proposed Project). Subsequent to the preparation of the Draft EIR, the
applicant submitted a revised version of the proposed Project (Revised Project). The Revised
Project would involve the construction of a new 27-unit luxury condominium building with units
ranging from one to four bedrooms, along with approximately 3,541 square feet of retail on the
ground floor. The Project includes a total of approximately 93,374 square feet of floor area and
consists of a ground floor with a mix of retail and residential units, three full stories of residential
units plus an additional story with stepped back penthouse residential units, for a total of five
stories with a height of 66’-O”. The Revised Project would also include two levels of underground
parking containing a total of 83 parking spaces for residents, guests, and retail customers
accessed via a one-way driveway ramp system with two entrances along South Santa Monica
Boulevard. The two underground levels also contain areas devoted to a gym use, building
storage, wine storage, bike storage, and building mechanical and utility uses. Landscaping is
proposed in the 10’-O” setback areas around the perimeter of the Project site, except at the
northwest and northeast corners where the retail areas would be located. Amenities on the rooftop
areas of the Revised Project include one common pool and a garden on the roof of the fifth floor
as well as private terrace space and two private pools on the fourth floor (penthouse level). The
Revised Project would have a floor area ratio of approximately 2.6:1. The table below summarizes
the characteristics of the Revised Project as compared to the Proposed Project:
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Comparison of the Proposed Project and Revised Project
Proposed Project

Revised Project

Change

36,002 SF (0.83 ac)

36,002 SF (0.83 ac)

No Change

89,988 SF

89,833 SF

-155 SF

0 SF

3,541 SF

+

3,541 SF

89,988 SF

93,374 SF

+

3,386 SF

Floor Area Ratio (FAR)

2.5:1

2.59:1

+0.09 FAR

1 Bedroom Units

5

4

-7

2 Bedroom Units

18

20

+2

4 Bedroom Units

4

3

-1

Total Residential Units

27

27

No Change

Standard Parking1

43 Spaces

85 Spaces

+42 Spaces

Tandem Parking

13 Spaces

0 Spaces

-13 Spaces

Stacker Parking

18 Spaces

0 Spaces

-16 Spaces

74 Spaces

85 Spaces

+11 Spaces

Building Height

66 feet! 5 stories

66 feet I 5 stories

No Change

Loading Space

None

2 Van Loading
Spaces

Project Site Area
Residential Floor Area
Commercial/Retail Floor Area
Total Floor Area

Total Parking

+

2 Van Loading
Spaces

REQUIRED ENTITLEMENTS.
As proposed, the Revised Project requires the following entitlements:
•

General Plan and Zone Text Amendment. The subject property is currently zoned C
3A. The Revised Project seeks to amend the General Plan and General Plan Land Use
Map to create a Residential Overlay Zone and apply it to the subject property to allow
residential uses in the zone in addition to commercial uses. A Zone Text Amendment is
also requested to amend the Beverly Hills Municipal Code to establish the Residential
Overlay Zone and associated development standards and other relevant provisions.

•

Planned Development. The proposed Residential Overlay Zone includes language
requiring a Planned Development to allow construction of the proposed mixed-use project,
which consists of 27 residential condominium units and 3,541 square feet of ground floor
commercial space in a 5-story building with a height of 66’-O” and two levels of
subterranean parking. The Revised Project would have a floor area ratio of 2.59:1.

•

Vesting Tentative Tract Map. The Revised Project includes a request for a Vesting
Tentative Tract Map to allow the subdivision of 27 residential condominium units and 2
commercial condominium units for individual sale.

Including ADA-required accessible spaces
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A Development Agreement is also being proposed by the applicant in conjunction with the
Revised Project. The Planning Commission may discuss and provide recommendations on the
terms to be included in the proposed Development Agreement, and should the entitlements for
the Revised Project gain approval, and a Development Agreement be negotiated between the
applicant and the City Council, the Planning Commission will be requited to hold a public hearing
to review the Development Agreement, including a review for consistency with the General Plan.
GENERAL PLAN POLICIES
The General Plan includes numerous goals and policies relevant to the Planning Commission’s
review of the project. A full analysis of the Proposed Project’s consistency with the General Plan
is provided in EIR Section 4.5 Land Use and Planning. A select number of particularly relevant
General Plan Policies for the Planning Commission’s consideration are listed below:
•

Policy LU 2 Community Character and Quality. A built environment that is distinguished
by its high level of site planning, architecture, landscape design, and sensitivity to its
natural setting and history.

•

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

•

Policy 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.

•

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 facades, 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.

•

LU 3.1 Conservation. Conserve existing residential neighborhood, and non-residential
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.

•

LU 9.1 Uses for Diverse Customers. Accommodate retail, office, entertainment, dining,
hotel, and visitor-serving uses that support the needs of local residents, attract customers
from the region, and provide a quality experience for national and international tourists.

•

LU 9.5 Commerciall Residential Mixed Uses. The feasibility of allowing mixed
commercial/residential uses should be analyzed in order to expand the variety of housing
types available and in certain areas, to improve commercial! residential transitions.
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•

LU 10.1 Local-Serving Business. Promote appropriate development of businesses that
serve, are located in proximity to, and are accessible to adjoining residential
neighborhoods, such as grocery stores, dry cleaners, and personal care businesses.

•

LU 11.1 Preservation of Pedestrian-Oriented Retail Shopping Areas. Preserve,
protect and enhance the character of the pedestrian-oriented retail shopping area, 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 experiences.

•

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) transparency of
and direct access to the ground floor elevation from the sidewalk; (c) articulation of streetfacing 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.
LU 11.5 Retail Streetscapes. Maintain and, where deficient, improve street trees,
planting, furniture, signage, public art, and other amenities that promote pedestrian
activity.

•

•

LU 15.1 Economic Vitality and Business Revenue. Sustain a vigorous economy by
supporting businesses that contribute revenue, quality services and high-paying jobs.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
The Proposed Project and Revised Project have been assessed in accordance with the authority
and criteria contained in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA
Guidelines, and the environmental regulations of the City. The City prepared an Initial Study to
determine the Proposed Project’s potential impact on the environment. After reviewing the Initial
Study, the City has determined that the Proposed Project may have a significant effect on the
environment. Accordingly, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared. The Draft EIR
was circulated for a 45-day public review period from August 19, 2016 to October 3, 2016. During
the public review period the Planning Commission of the City of Beverly Hills held a noticed public
hearing to provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the Draft EIR and/or the Proposed
Project, as well as for the Planning Commission to become familiar with the Proposed Project and
offer comments on the Draft EIR. Upon closing of the public comment period, one comment letter
was received. Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, the applicant submitted the Revised
Project, which consists of the same number of residential units and building height, but with
approximately 3,500 square feet of additional floor area for commercial use and one additional
level of subterranean parking.
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The Final EIR addresses impacts identified by the Initial Study and Draft EIR to be potentially
significant. The following issues were found to include potentially significant impacts and have
been studied on the Final EIR for the Proposed Project and Revised Project:
•
•
•
•

Aesthetics
Air Quality
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials

•
•
•
•

Land Use & Planning
Noise
Transportation and Traffic
Mandatory Findings of Significance

Analysis of these issue areas for the Revised Project is included in Appendix 8 of the Final EIR.
The alternatives section of the Final EIR (Section 6.0), which is intended to study the potential
environmental impacts associated with alternative development scenarios in lieu of the proposed
Project, 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.
In preparing the Final EIR, use was made of pertinent City policies and guidelines, previously
completed technical studies provided by the applicant, and background documents prepared by
the City. A full reference list is contained in Section 7.0 of the Final EIR, References and Report
Preparers.
Based on the studies and analysis contained in the Final EIR, the following issue areas were
found to result in Potentially Significant Impacts, and with mitigation measures, were found to be
Less Than Significant:
Land Use Planning
The Final EIR studied the potential for land use and planning impacts resulting from the Proposed
Project. The analysis found that both the Proposed and Revised Projects would involve
amendments to the General Plan and Beverly Hills Municipal Code to create an Overlay Zone,
as well as a Planned Development. The Proposed and Revised Projects would be potentially
consistent with applicable City policies, regulations, and standards with implementation of
mitigation measures to ensure compliance with the requirements for a Planned Development.
These mitigation measures include a requirement that the applicant submit a program of
implementation and operational measures to assure that the objectives of the Overlay Zone are
advanced, including a parking program, as well as preparation of a Construction Management
Program. This impact would be less than significant with mitigation under both project scenarios,
however the land use and planning impacts would be further reduced with the Revised Project
due to the inclusion of commercial uses on the ground floor. The inclusion of ground floor uses
in the Revised Project would be more aligned with applicable General Plan goals and policies
than the originally Proposed Project.
Transportation and Traffic
The Final EtR studied the potential for transportation and traffic impacts resulting from the
Proposed Project and the Revised Project. The following intersections were studied as part of
this analysis:
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•
•

South Santa Monica Boulevard and Charleville Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard and Moreno Drive

Additionally, the following residential roadway segments were also studied as part of this analysis:
•
•

Charleville Boulevard between South Santa Monica Boulevard and Durant Drive
Dutant Drive between Moreno Drive and Charleville Boulevard

The trip generation resulting from the Proposed Project is provided in Table 4.7-4 of the Final EIR,
and the trip generation resulting from the Revised Project is provided in Appendix 8 to the Final
EIR. In summary, both the Proposed and Revised Projects would result in additional total daily
trips, while the Revised Project would result in incrementally greater impacts to the study
intersections and roadway segments than the Proposed Project. Nevertheless, neither the
Proposed Project nor the Revised Project would result in significant traffic impacts to these
intersections and roadway segments. Similar to the Proposed Project, the Revised Project would
also require implementation of Mitigation Measures TRAF-1 through TRAF-5 to ensure review of
project features by a City Traffic Engineer (TRAF-1); review of driveway plans for safety measures
(TRAF-2); and implementation of a Construction Traffic Management Plan (TRAF-3),
Construction Workers Parking Plan (TRAF-4), and a Cumulative Construction Management Plan
(TRAF-5).

PUBLIC OUTREACH AND NOTIFICATION
Type of Notice

Required Period

Actual Period

Required
Notice Date

Actual Notice
Date

Newspaper Notice

10 Days

11 Days

11/18/17

11/17/17

Mailed Notice (Owners
& Occupants 500’
Radius ÷ blockface)

10 Days

11 Days

11/18/17

11/17/17

Property Posting

10 Days

11 Days

11/18/17

11/17/17

Agenda Posting

24 Hours

7 Days

11/27/2017

11/21/2017

Website

24 Hours

7 Days

11/27/2017

11/21/2017

-

732

LLS

Ptanning Commission Report
9908 S. Santa Monica Blvd. Condominium Project
November 28, 2017
Page 11 ofl7

Public Comment
Staff received three letters during the Notice of Preparation 30-day public comment period, and
these letters are included in Appendix I C of the Final EIR.
During the Draft EIR public circulation period, Staff received one comment letter from the public.
This letter, and response to its content, is provided in the Final EIR in Section 8 Responses to
Comments on the Draft EIR.
—

Subsequent to the closing of the Draft EIR comment period, and prior to the publishing of this
report, Staff received numerous comment letters from the public indicating support for the Revised
Project. All correspondence received subsequent to the Draft EIR circulation period is included in
Attachment C to this report.

ANALYSIS
Project approval, conditional approval, or denial is based upon specific findings for each
discretionary application requested by the applicant. The required findings are included with this
report in Attachment A and may be used to guide the Planning Commission’s deliberation on the
subject project. Additionally, staff’s analysis is provided below for the Commission’s consideration.
Change in Land Use. The subject property is currently zoned C-3A, which is a General
Commercial land use designation. Additionally, the General Plan Land Use Map identifies
the subject property as a Low Density General Commercial land use.
Existing Land Use
The Zoning Code specifies the types of uses that ate allowed in the C-3A zone. These
uses are primarily commercial uses, and include cafes, galleries, cinemas, exercise clubs,
office uses (excluding medical use), tailors, retail shops, and similar uses.
In addition to specifying allowed uses he Zoning Code also allows for certain conditionally
permitted uses which require discretionary review due to the nature of their operations.
Examples of conditionally permitted uses in the C-3A zone include auto dealerships and
auto-related uses, educational institutions, hotels, convenience stores, religious
institutions, and museums, among others.
As a result of these use restrictions, residential uses cannot be allowed in the C-3A zone
without a zone change. In order to accommodate the proposed residential uses, the
applicant has proposed amending the General Plan and Zoning Code to create a new
overlay zone (Residential Overlay Zone) and apply it to the subject property. The
Residential Overlay Zone code language, as drafted by the applicant, is included in
Attachment E.
The western end of South Santa Monica Boulevard (west of Wilshire Boulevard), which is
the area surrounding the subject property, is currently developed as a low-density,
walkable commercial corridor, characterized mostly by one and two-story commercial
buildings, with the exception of the Peninsula Hotel, which is four stories. The majority of
the corridor consists of buildings containing ground floor retai’ uses. In addition, there are
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some commercial office buildings and a few surface parking lots located on this corridor.
Ground floor retail spaces include a variety of neighborhood-serving and pedestrianoriented tenants such as hair and nail salons, dry cleaners, jewelry stores, art galleries,
clothing stores, restaurants, and coffee shops. These types of retail uses are conforming
with the existing General Plan land use designations and zoning code, and are the types
of uses envisioned for the subject property prior to any change in zoning.
Effects of Land Use Changes
The proposed change in land use from commercial to mixed-use with majority residential
condominium would result in lasting changes to the character of the existing commercial
corridor. In general, commercial/residential mixed use development can have positive
results in urban areas, provided the development contains an appropriate mix of uses and
thoughiful design features for its context. Integrating housing and retail uses can result in
increased pedestrian activity, reduce traffic (particularly when in close proximity to public
transit), and contribute to a thriving commercial environment. However, the Revised
Project’s majority residential use with minimal area dedicated to commercial use (3.7% of
total project floor area) represents an unbalanced mix of uses given its location on a
primarily low-rise commercial corridor, and warrants more pedestrian-oriented treatment
of the ground floor to maintain consistency with the building wall along the street. Based
on the existing General Plan designation and built environment, the expectation would be
that any project on the subject property contain, at the very least, an entire ground floor
dedicated to commercial or retail use to maintain consistency with the street frontages of
other buildings along the corridor.
In a broader land use context, approximately 9% of all buildable land area in the City of
Beverly Hills is zoned for commercial use, from which the City generates in excess of 50%
of its general fund revenue to fund City services such as Police and Fire. Creation of the
Residential Overlay Zone and application of the zone to the subject property to establish
27 residential condominiums would effectively result in a permanent loss of buildable,
revenue-generating commercial area.

Proposed Commercial Spaces. As previously described, the Revised Project includes
two separate ground-floor commercial spaces, with approximately 2,316 square feet of
floor area in the northeast corner unit and approximately 1,225 square feet of floor area in
the northwest corner unit totaling 3,541 square feet. Both commercial spaces have 50’-O”
of frontage along South Santa Monica Boulevard, totaling 100’-O” of the overall 300’-O”
property frontage along that street. The northeast commercial unit also has 50’-O” of
frontage along Charleville Boulevard, out of the overall 120’-O” frontage along Charleville
Boulevard.
Urban Design and Pedestrian Experience
Although it is noted that the Revised Project includes two ground-floor retail uses on
opposite ends of the project totaling approximately 100,-a” of the building frontage on
South Santa Monica Boulevard, the remaining 200’-O” majority of the ground floor frontage
on that street would be used for driveways and motor court access for the residential
component of the Revised Project, and would be enclosed by walls and hedges. A code
compliant project that conforms to the existing General Plan land use designation could
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have contained 300’-O” of ground floor retail or commercial office use on South Santa
Monica Boulevard that would be accessible to pedestrians, neighboring residents, and the
public at large. In contrast, the Revised Project separates the retail uses at either end of
the building, with the majority of the center of the site dedicated to driveways. This
automobile-oriented approach to the street frontage would be detrimental to the pedestrian
experience, and is disruptive to the continuous commercial character of the street with its
focus on vehicle access rather than pedestrian-oriented amenities.
The Revised Project also includes relocation of two existing curb cuts on the site to be
used for driveways into and out of the subject property’s motor court and garage ramps.
Although prior development on the site included two curb cuts, only one of those curb cuts
led to parking and was actively used for vehicular access. Thus, the Revised Project would
result in one additional activated vehicular driveway, and would create two driveways 38’2” apart across which pedestrians would need to navigate. In general, urban design
principtes of pedestrian-oriented environments discourage the proliferation of curb cuts
that may result in pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, and encourage separation of pedestrian
areas from vehicular access areas. Although the Revised Project’s driveways would be
requited to be designed with pedestrian safety measures such as mirrors, signs, and/or
lights, the increased number of usable driveways is not as conducive to pedestrian activity
as what currently exists on the subject property or elsewhere on the corridor.
Commercial Condominiums
It should also be noted that the proposed Vesting Tentative Tract Map calls for subdividing
the two commercial spaces into individual commercial condominium units, resulting in 27
residential condominiums and 2 commercial condominiums. For context, General Plan
Land Use Policy 10.2 states the following with respect to commercial condominiums:
Commercial Common Interest Development. Prohibit common interest
development on commercially zoned properties and review City ordinances
for appropriate amendments; provided, however, that the City may decide
by future ordinance to permit commercial common interest developments
on such terms and conditions as it deems appropriate. Consider allowing
an existing commercial building listed on a Federal, State or local register
of historic sites to be converted to a common interest development if
substantial public benefits are provided and the conversion will not
adversely impact the economic viability of the adjacent area, or the City as
a whole.
Based on the language in Land Use Policy 10.2, it has not been the City’s practice to allow
commercial condominiums, except in specific circumstances where it may be appropriate
to preserve historic buildings while not adversely impacting the surrounding economy.
Generally, commercial condominiums have been discouraged in the City due to the
potential difficulties associated with multiple condominium owners agreeing on making
upgrades, repairs, redeveloping, or maintaining general upkeep of commercial buildings.
Since commercial buildings require more frequent redevelopment or improvement in order
to remain competitive in the market, splitting up the ownership of commercial buildings
has been discouraged. It should be noted, however, that these considerations would also
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apply to the project regardless of the commercial condominiums due to the proposed
subdivision of residential condominiums. These residential condominiums would
inherently limit the ability to redevelop the building as a whole commercial use in the future.
However, if a mixed-use project were to be built on the subject property, maintaining the
flexibility for partial redevelopment of either use would provide more opportunity for
frequent improvements and rehabilitation. For example, the 9200 Wilshire Boulevard
project’s ground floor commercial spaces have not been subdivided as individual
condominiums but rather included in an overall lot encompassing all ground floor uses,
including residential and common areas. This allows the opportunity for a single owner to
rehabilitate the entire ground floor of the building, including the commercial/retail
component, to accommodate a single large tenant or a number of smaller tenants, leading
to more flexibility and ultimately less likelihood of vacancy or stagnation of the commercial
space. Based on these considerations, Staff recommends not allowing the subdivision of
any commercial spaces on the subject property into individual condominiums, but
combining the commercial spaces into a single lot capable of being more easily
reconfigured to adapt to market and neighborhood needs.
Residential Building Design. The majority of the Revised Project is intended to be
dedicated to residential uses, including 27 condominium units with the associated
common areas and open spaces, including ground floor gardens, above-grade patios, and
rooftop areas.
Height, Setbacks, and Modulation
The maximum height currently allowed in the existing C-3A zoning designation is three
stories or 45’-O”, whichever is less. For comparison with multi-family development
standards, the maximum height allowed in the tallest height districts for multi-family zones
is five stories and 55’-O”. The Revised Project consists of five stories and 66’-O” in height,
which exceeds existing development standards for both commercial and multi-family
residential zones throughout the City. The proposed Residential Overlay Zone would
establish alternative development standards that would allow the proposed height of the
Revised Project, and establish setbacks for the building among other standards.
With respect to compatibility with existing multi-family residential development in the
vicinity, there are five multi-family residential buitdings located directly to the rear of the
subject property across the existing 15’-O” alley. Four of these buildings are two-story
structures with parking at the ground level, while the fifth is a three-story building. All five
buildings are built to the rear property lines along the alley. The Revised Project would
provide a 1 2’-O” rear setback, at which point the four-story portion of the building would be
built. The fifth story would be further set back for a total of 18’-O” from the rear property
line. This results in a total distance of 27’-O” at the closest point of the proposed building,
including the alley and setback to the four-story portion of the Revised Project, and a total
distance of 33’-O” to the five-story portion of the Revised Project.
The Streets Master Plan requires that the existing 1 5’-O” alley located to the rear of the
subject property be widened to 20’-O”. This is to be achieved by requiring a 2’-6” alley
dedication from all properties along the alley when major redevelopment occurs on each
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property. Both the Proposed Project and Revised Project would be required to provide this
alley dedication. However, as proposed, the Residential Overlay Zone would exempt the
subject property from granting the requited 2’-6” alley dedication, and the Revised Project
has been designed assuming no such dedication. Current development standards for
code-compliant multi-family development would require a minimum tear setback of I 5’-O”,
or 10’-O” with discretionary approval, resulting in a minimum total distance of 27’-6” when
taking the width of the improved alley into account. Given that the Revised Project does
not meet the current development standards for rear setbacks, and has a total height that
exceeds existing multi-family zoning standards, it is unlikely that the proposed building
setbacks along the alley will adequately mitigate the appearance of bulk and mass
resulting from the additional height of the building beyond the existing municipal code
maximum of three stories or 45’-O” for the C-3A zone. These bulk and mass impacts would
be further exacerbated by the lack of alley dedication.
With respect to the front façade of the building, existing multi-family development
standards have requirements for a total modulation area as well as a minimum amount of
the first two stories that must be built to the front setback line. The Revised Project
provides front façade modulation area of 7,350 square feet, which is well in excess of the
1,500 square feet that would be required by existing multi-family development standards.
However, the subject property is located in a commercial zone and retail corridor, which
has a different urban form than would be expected in a multi-family zone, with a prevailing
zero front setback on one- and two-story buildings resulting in improved pedestrian
orientation. In contrast, the Revised Project has 33% of the first floor and 27% of the
second floor built to the front property line, and the majority of the street frontage is
dedicated to vehicular driveways and circulation, resulting in the building façade retreating
further away from the street. As a result, the front modulation provided is inconsistent with
the prevailing development pattern along the corridor, which is characterized by buildings
being fully built to the front property line.
Open Space and Rooftop Uses
The Revised Project contains private gardens for ground floor units facing the alley. Units
in levels two through four would have access to private patios facing South Santa Monica
Boulevard and Charleville Boulevard. Two of the penthouse units located on the fifth floor
would have access to larger private terraces with pools located on the west and east ends
of the building. Finally, the entire rooftop of the building is a common area consisting of a
rooftop pool with surrounding terrace and an amenity garden.
The proposed ground floor private gardens and mid-level private patios would not be likely
to result in noise or privacy impacts to neighboring multi-family residential properties
across the alley and the Peninsula Hotel across Charleville Boulevard. The rooftop
common area is also buffered on the west and east (facing the Peninsula Hotel) by stair
shafts, restroom, mechanical, and storage structures that have a height of 11 ‘-0” from the
roof deck, as well as the distance provided by the setback of these areas and the width of
ChaclevUle Boulevard itself. However, the rooftop common area does not have similar
buffering from the residential uses to the rear, not do the private terraces associated with
the fifth floor penthouses. The openness, height, size, and distribution of the penthouse
private terraces and rooftop common area have the potential to negatively impact the
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privacy and quiet enjoyment of these neighboring uses, and consideration should be given
as to whether additional setback, noise buffets, and use limitations would be appropriate
to reduce any potential impacts.

Traffic, Access, and Circulation. The Final SEIR assessed the trip generation and traffic
impacts resulting from the originally Proposed Project, the Revised Project, and various
project alternatives including fully code-compliant projects. The table below provides a
summary comparison of the most relevant scenarios:
Project Scenario

Average
Daily Trips

AM Peak
Hour Trips

PM Peak
Hour Trips

Proposed Project

180

15

18

Revised Project
(Similar to FEIR Alternative 2)

331

18

31

Mixed-Use Commercial and Office
(FEIR Alternative 3)

1,182

143

172

Office Building
(FEIR Alternative 4)

1,075

143

163

Based on this analysis, the Revised Project would generate 151 more average daily trips,
3 mote AM peak hour trips, and 13 more PM peak hour trips when compared to the fullyresidential Proposed Project. When compared with the code-compliant, Mixed-Use
Commercial and Office project, the Revised Project would generate 851 less average daily
trips, 125 less AM peak hour trips, and 141 less PM peak hour trips.
It is cleat based on this analysis that a code compliant commercial project would generate
more trips than the Revised Project or the Proposed Project. Notwithstanding this
comparison, the traffic analysis in the Final EIR also found that neither the Proposed
Project nor the Revised Project would generate enough trips to result in a significant
impact to any nearby study intersections or residential roadway segments. The cumulative
analysis for the Revised Project, which takes into account ongoing and anticipated
development projects throughout Beverly Hills and nearby cities, found that the Revised
Project would result in a maximum net increase in Vehicle to Capacity (V/C) ratio of 0.005,
which would occur in the PM Peak Hour at the South Santa Monica Boulevard and
Charleville Boulevard intersection. For reference, the City’s established threshold for what
would constitute an impact at that intersection is a V/C ratio increase of 0.030 or more.
When looking at residential street segment impacts, the Revised Project is anticipated to
result in a maximum increase of 0.52% to the total traffic volume of the study roadways.
The City’s established impact threshold for significance is an increase of 12%.
In conclusion, although the Revised Project would generate substantially less trips than a
code-compliant project, it is unclear that a code-compliant project would necessarily result
in a significant traffic impact at nearby intersections or residential roadways. Further
analysis would be warranted to determine whether a code-compliant project would result
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in significant impacts, or if those impacts could be mitigated to a level that is less than
significant.
Finally, as described earlier in this report, the Revised Project would create an additional
activated vehicular driveway for building access, resulting in two driveways 38’-2” apart
across which pedestrians would need to navigate. Additionally, walls are proposed along
the project’s South Santa Monica Boulevard Drive frontage ranging in height from 3’-8” to
1 0’-O” in between the two driveways, and as tall as 1 3’-O” immediately adjacent to the
driveways. Although the Revised Project’s driveways would be requited to be designed
with pedestrian safety measures such as mirrors, signs, and/or lights, the increase in the
number of driveways along with the proposed wall along South Santa Monica Boulevard
increases the potential for pedestrian-vehicle conflicts.

NEXT STEPS
It is recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and receive testimony
on the project, and direct Staff to prepare resolutions denying the requested General Plan/Zone
Text Amendment, Planned Development, and Vesting Tentative Tract Map, and return to the
Planning Commission at a date certain.
Alternatively, the Planning Commission may consider the following actions:
1. Direct staff to prepare a resolution approving the requested entitlements;
2. Direct staff or applicant as appropriate and continue the hearing to a date (un)certain,
consistent with permit processing timelines.
Report Reviewed By:

hlich,,city Pinner
Assistant Director of Community Development
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FAX. (310) 858-5966
TEL. (310)285-1141

Planning Commission Report

Meeting Date:

September 8, 2016

Subject:

9908 South Santa Monica Boulevard Condominium Project
Pursuant to the provisions set forth in the California Environmental Quality
Act, the Commission will review and comment on a Draft Environmental
Impact Report (Draft EIR) prepared for a request to create a Residential
Overlay Zone to allow a five-story, 27-unit condominium project in a
Commercial Zone on the property located at 9908 5. Santa Monica Blvd.

Project Applicant:

9908 Santa Monica Blvd., LLC

Recommendation:

That the Planning Commission:
1. Receive public comments on the Draft EIR
2. Provide Commission comments on the Draft EIR

REPORT SUMMARY
This report describes the proposed condominium project at 9908 South Santa Monica Boulevard,
which requires the creation of a Residential Overlay Zone in order to allow residential uses in a
commercial zone. The report also outlines how the environmental review process fits into the
decision-making process for this Project, provides an overview of environmental issue areas
studied in the Draft EIR, and includes a summary of the project alternatives that were considered
in the Draft EIR. The purpose of this report is to provide information to the public, any interested
outside agencies, and the Planning Commission regarding the content and adequacy of the Draft
EIR. The recommendation in this report is for the Planning Commission to accept public comment
and provide Commission comments regarding the content and adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Attachment(s):
A. Notice of Public Hearing and Notice of Availability
B. Draft Environmental Impact Report (Separate Attachment)
C. Architectural Plans (Separate Attachment)

Report Author and Contact Information:
Andre Sahakian, Associate Planner
(310) 285-1127
asahakianbeverIyhills.org
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BACKGROUND
File Date
Application
Complete

7/1/2015
9/8/2015

Applicant(s)
Owner(s)
Representative(s)

9908 Santa Monica Blvd., LLC
9908 Santa Monica Blvd., LLC
Thomas S. Levyn (Registered Legislative Advocate)

PROPERTY AND NEIGHBORHOOD SETTING
Property Information
Address
Assessor’s Parcel No.
Zoning District
General Plan
Existing Land Use(s)
Lot Dimensions &
Area
Year Built
Historic Resource
Protected
Trees/Grove

9900-9916 South Santa Monica Boulevard
4328-002-010; 4328-002-011; 4328-002-012; 4328-002-013;
4328-002-034
C-3A Commercial Zone
Commercial Low Density General
None (vacant)
300’ width x 120’ depth
36,002 SF (0.83 acres)
n/a
None
None
-

—

Adjacent Zoning and Land Uses
North
C-3 Commercial (restaurants and shops); T-1
Parking/Transportation
East
C-3 Commercial (Peninsula Hotel, retail and offices)
South
R-4 Multi-Family Residential; S School (Beverly Hills High School)
West
C-3A Commercial Zone (Beverly Hills Community Sports Center)
—

—

—

—

—

—

Circulation and Parking
Adjacent Street(s)
Traffic Volume

South Santa Monica Boulevard and Charleville Boulevard
Please refer to Section 4.7 (Transportation and Traffic) of the Draft
EIR, as well as Appendix 5 Transportation Impact Analysis for more
detailed information regarding traffic volumes.
—

Adjacent Alleys
Parkways & Sidewalks

15’ Wide One-Way Eastbound Alley to the rear of the project site
South Santa Monica Blvd —60’ street width with 10’ North and South
parkways.
Charleville Blvd 40’ street width with 10’ North and South parkways.
—
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Proposed Site Plan
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed Project would involve the construction of a new 27-unit luxury condominium
building with units ranging from one to four bedrooms. The Project includes approximately 89,988
square feet of floor area and consists of four full stories of residential units plus a stepped back
fifth penthouse level. The Project would also include one level of underground parking containing
a gym, bike storage, and a total of 74 parking spaces for residents and guests. Landscaping is
proposed in the 10-foot setback areas around the perimeter of the Project site. Amenities on the
rooftop areas of the project include one common pool and a garden on the roof of the fifth floor
as well as private terrace space and two private pools on the penthouse level. The Project would
be 66 feet in height and would have a floor area ratio of approximately 2.5:1. Table 2-1 below
summarizes the characteristics of the proposed Project:

Table 2-f Project Characteristics
Project Site Area
Floor Area

36,002 SF (0.83 ac)
89,988 SF

Floor Area Ratio (FAR)

2.5:1

I Bedroom Units

5

2 Bedroom Units

18

4 Bedroom Units

4

Total Residential Units

27

Standard Parking1

46 Spaces

Tandem Parking

11 Spaces

Stacker Parking

17 Spaces

Total Parking

Building Height

74 Spaces
66 feet! 5 stories

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
This project is being assessed in accordance with the authority and criteria contained in the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines, and the environmental
regulations of the City. The City prepared an Initial Study to determine the proposed project’s
potential impact on the environment. After reviewing the Initial Study, the City has determined that
this project may have a significant effect on the environment. Accordingly, a Draft Environmental
Impact Report (Draft EIR) has been prepared. The 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR
is August 19, 2016 to October 3, 2016. The public review period is currently underway, and the
purpose of this staff report and public hearing is to provide an opportunity for the public to
comment on the Draft EIR and/or project, as well as for the Planning Commission to become
1

Includes 3 ADA Accessible Spaces
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familiar with the project and offer comments on the Draft EIR. No formal action can be taken on
the proposed Project until the conclusion of the public comment period.
The Draft EIR addresses impacts identified by the Initial Study to be potentially significant. The
following issues were found to include potentially significant impacts and have been studied on
the Draft EIR:

•
•
•
•

Aesthetics
Air Quality
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials

•
•
•
•

Land Use & Planning
Noise
Transportation and Traffic
Mandatory Findings of Significance

The alternatives section of the Draft EIR (Section 6.0), which is intended to study the potential
environmental impacts associated with alternative development scenarios in lieu of the proposed
Project, 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.
In preparing the Draft EIR, use was made of pertinent City policies and guidelines, previously
completed technical studies provided by the applicant, and background documents prepared by
the City. A full reference list is contained in Section 7.0 of the Draft EIR, References and Report
Preparers.

PUBLIC OUTREACH AND NOTIFICATION
Type of Notice

Required
Period

Required Notice
Date

Actual Notice
Date

Actual Period

N/A

N/A

9/1/2016

7 Days

Newspaper Notice

10 Days

8/29/2016

8/19/2016

20 Days

Mailed Notice (Owners
& Occupants 500’
Radius + blockface)

10 Days

8/29/2016

8/19/2016

20 Days

Property Posting

10 Days

8/29/2016

8/19/2016

20 Days

N/A

N/A

9/1/2016

7 Days

Posted Notice

-

Website

Public Comment
Staff received three letters during the Notice of Preparation 30-day public comment period, and
these letters are included in Appendix IC of the Draft EIR. Since the release of the Draft EIR, no
written comments have been received.
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CEQA PROCESS AND PROJECT REVIEW
The proposed Project requires a Zone Text Amendment to create a Residential Overlay Zone; a
Ptanned Development Review; a Tentative Tract Map; and a Development Plan Review. The
City Council is the decision-making authority with regard to legislative matters, including General
Plan amendments, and the Planning Commission is responsible for making recommendations to
the City Council regarding land use issues. Prior to any recommendations or final decisions being
made on the requested entitlements, the proposed Project is subject to environmental review
under the provisions of CEQA. The chart below provides an overview of the CEQA process as it
relates to the City’s overall decision-making process:

City prepares Initial
Study

City circulates Notice of
Prepa ration

Planning Commission
provides
recommendations on
CEQA findings and
entitlements

I

City Council makes final
decision on CEQA
findings and
entitlements

City prepares Final EIR

(30-Day Minimum)

City prepares Draft EIR

City files Notice of
Completion/Availability
(45-Day Minimum)

At this time, the Draft EIR has been prepared and is currently within the 45-day circulation and
public comment period. The purpose of this Planning Commission hearing is to provide an
opportunity for members of the public, interested agencies, and the Planning Commission to
comment on the Draft E1R. The Notice of Availability was filed on August 19, 2016, and the public
comment period is scheduled to close on October 3, 2016. Upon completion of the public
comment period, the City will prepare responses to any comments received, and prepare a Final
EIR. The Final EIR, as well as the requested entitlements, will then be scheduled for future public
hearings with the Planning Commission for a recommendation on the CEQA findings as well as
findings related to the requested entitlements. Once a resolution is adopted by the Planning
Commission with its recommendation, the Final EIR and the requested entitlements will be
scheduled for public hearings with the City Council for final decisions.
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CEQA ISSUES NOT STUDIED IN DRAFT EIR
The Initial Study identified potentially significant environmental impacts related to six
environmental issue areas, but found no potential for significant impacts for the remaining
environmental checklist issues. The Initial Study findings for the issues for which it was
determined that additional analysis in this Draft EIR was not warranted are summarized in
Table 1—2 of the Draft EIR. More detailed discussion can be found in the Initial Study.

Issue Area

Table 1—2
Issues Not Studied in the Draft EIR
Initial Study Finding

Aesthetics

This EIR includes Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which analyzes the
impacts associated with substantially degrading the visual
character and quality of the Project site. However, the Initial
Study found that the Project would have less than significant
impacts to scenic vistas and light and glare, and there ate no
impacts associated with scenic resources. Therefore, analyses
of these issues are not included in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR.

Agriculture and Forestry
Resources

The Project site is within an urbanized area of Beverly Hills that
lacks agricultural lands or forests. No impact to these resources
would occur.

Air Quality

Although this EIR analyzes potential air quality impacts in
Section 4.2, the Initial Study determined that the residential
uses that make up the proposed Project would not create odor
impacts.

Biological Resources

The Project site is within an urbanized area that lacks native
biological habitats. Therefore, the proposed Project would have
no impacts to biological resources. However, the applicantproposed conditions of approval addressing Biological
Resources are described in Section 2.0, Project Description

Cultural Resources

The Project site is located in a highly urbanized area and has
been previously graded, disturbed and developed. The Project
would adhere to the City’s Historic Preservation Program.
Impacts to cultural resources were found to be less than
significant. However, the applicant-proposed conditions of
approval addressing Cultural Resources are described in
Section 2.0, Project Description, of this EIR.

Geology and Soils

The Initial Study found that the Project site is not located on an
identified fault, in an identified liquefaction zone, on unstable
soils, or in an area of expansive soils. In addition, the Project
would be connected to the City’s wastewater disposal system.
Therefore, impacts associated with geology and soils hazards
were found to be less than significant.
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Table 1—2
Issues Not Studied in the Draft EIR
Initial Study Finding

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Potential of hazardous material impacts to soils and
groundwater within the Project site are analyzed in Section 4.4
of this EIR. The Project site is within a quarter mile of Beverly
Hills High School. However, the Initial Study found that the
proposed Project would not involve the routine transport, use,
storage, or disposal of hazardous materials. Furthermore, the
Project site is not located within the vicinity of an airport, airport
land use plan, or private airstrip. The proposed Project would
be required to comply with all applicable City codes and
regulations pertaining to emergency response and evacuation
plans maintained by the police and fire department in the City
of Beverly Hills and does not include permanent street closures
or changes in traffic flow. Project implementation would not
interfere with emergency response or evacuation. These
impacts would be less than significant.

Hydrology and Water
Quality

The Initial Study found that the Project site is generally flat and
not near any rivers or streams and would not substantially
increase runoff volumes from the Project site. Further, the
Project would comply with the City’s dewatering requirements
and the construction of the subterranean parking structure
would help to reduce water quality impacts. Additionally, the
Project site would not result in the exceedance of the
sustainable yield of groundwater resources and would not result
in contamination of groundwater. The Project site does not
require flood mitigation enforcement and is not subject to
inundation from tsunami, seiche, or mudflow. The Initial Study
found that Hydrology and Water Quality impacts are less than
significant; therefore these issues were not studied in the EIR.

Land Use and Planning

Impacts associated with conflicts to applicable land use plan
policies or regulations are analyzed in Section 4.5 of this EIR.
However, the Initial Study found that the Project would not
divide an established community or conflict with an applicable
habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation
plan.

Mineral Resources

The Initial Study found that no mineral resources of value to the
region or the residents of the state have been identified within
the Project area and the Project area is not suited for resource
extraction given the urban location. The Initial Study found that
Mineral Resources impacts would be less than significant, and
therefore these issues were not studied in the EIR.
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Issue Area

Table 1—2
Issues Not Studied in the Draft EIR
Initial Study Finding

Noise

Noise impacts are addressed in Section 4.6 of this EIR, but the
Project site is not subject to noise from a public or private
airport. Therefore, noise issues related to airports are not
studied further in this EIR.

Population and Housing

Population generated by the proposed Project would be within
the SCAG growth forecasts for Beverly Hills. Additionally,
because the site is vacant, the Project would not displace any
housing or people residing in the Project site. Impacts would be
less than significant and Population and Housing issues are not
discussed in this EIR.

Public Services

The Project site is located in a highly urbanized area within the
City of Beverly Hills. The Project site would be served by the
Beverly Hills Fire Department, Beverly Hills Police Department,
and the Beverly Hills Unified School District. The Project
Applicant would be required to pay all applicable school fees,
which is considered adequate mitigation for any impacts. The
Initial Study found the impacts to public services from the
proposed Project would be less than significant. These issues
are not analyzed further in this EIR.

Recreation

The Project Applicant would be required to pay the standard
Park and Recreation Facilities Tax, which would offset any
indirect impacts to public parks. Further, the residents added as
a result of the Project would not impact the parkland ratio of the
City of Beverly Hills. Impacts would be less than significant.
These issues are not analyzed further in this EIR.

TransportationlTraffic

Transportation/traffic issues are studied in Section 4.7 of this
EIR. However, the proposed Project would have no impact with
respect to air traffic and would provide sufficient parking to meet
City requirements. Consequently, these issues are not analyzed
further in this EIR.

Utilities and Service
Systems

Utilities are provided to the Project site by the City of Beverly
Hills Public Works Department. The Initial Study found that the
proposed Project would have less than significant impacts on
wastewater collection and treatment, stormwater management,
water supply, and solid waste management provided by the
City’s Public Works Department. Therefore, these issues are
not analyzed further in this EIR.
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CEQA ISSUES STUDIED IN DRAFT EIR
Aesthetics
The Draft EIR studied the potential for aesthetic impacts resulting from the proposed Project. This
included an analysis of the visual character of the project site and its vicinity; a survey of any
potential scenic resources and existing viewsheds; and a shade and shadow study with the
massing of the proposed Project. Based on these analyses, the Draft EIR concluded the following
with respect to potential Aesthetics impacts:
•

While the proposed Project would change the visual character and quality of the project
site and, to a lesser degree, its surroundings; it would generally have a high level of visual
character and quality and would not conflict with adopted policies of the City of Beverly
Hills related to visual character and quality. The project would therefore have a less than
significant impact related to visual character and quality.

Air Quality
The Draft EIR studied the potential for air quality impacts resulting from the proposed Project, and
concluded the following:
•

The proposed Project would not directly or indirectly generate population growth beyond
SCAG forecasts. Impacts related to AQMP consistency would be, therefore, less than
significant.

•

On-site construction activity would generate temporary emissions. Such emissions may
result in temporary adverse impacts to local air quality. However, the Project’s construction
emissions would not exceed SCAQMD’s regional or local significance thresholds. Impacts
would be less than significant.

•

Operation of the proposed Project would generate air pollutant emissions in the long-term,
but daily emissions associated with the proposed Project would not exceed SCAQMD
thresholds. In addition, operation of the proposed Project would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial concentrations of toxic air contaminants. Therefore, impacts would
be less than significant.

•

Project traffic would generate CO emissions that have the potentiat to create high
concentrations of CC, or CO hotspots. However, proposed Project traffic would not cause
the level of service (LOS) of an intersection to change to E or F, nor would it increase the
volume to capacity ratio (V/C) by two percent or more for intersections rated D or worse.
Therefore, localized air quality impacts related to CO hotspots would be less than
significant.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The Draft EIR studied the potential for greenhouse gas (GHG) emission impacts resulting from
the proposed Project. The proposed Project would generate temporary construction and
permanent operation GHG emissions, which would incrementally contribute to climate change.
Emissions would not, however, exceed SCAQMD thresholds and the Project would be consistent
with applicable GHG plans and policies including the Climate Action Team GHG reduction
strategies, the SCAG Sustainable Communities Strategy, and the Beverly Hills Sustainable City
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Plan Goals. Therefore, the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative climate change impacts
would be less than significant.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
The Draft EIR studied the potential for impacts resulting from Hazards and Hazardous Materials
resulting from construction of the proposed Project. The project site is listed on standard
government databases for generation and disposal of asbestos waste and as an historic auto
repair facility. However, a Phase I ESA for the Project site found no evidence of use, storage,
disposal or generation of hazardous substances on the Project site. Furthermore, assessment
work (geophysical methods, backhoe excavations, and borings) found no evidence of USTs or
releases from USTs on the Project site. Therefore, impacts related to the presence of hazardous
materials in the soil or groundwater beneath the Project site would be less than significant.
Land Use Planning
The Draft EIR studied the potential for land use and planning impacts resulting from the proposed
Project. The analysis found that the proposed Project would involve amendments to the General
Plan and Beverly Hills Municipal Code to create a Residential Overlay Zone, as well as a Planned
Development Permit. The proposed Project would be potentially consistent with applicable City
policies, regulations, and standards with implementation of mitigation measures to ensure
compliance with the requirements for a Planned Development Permit. These mitigation measures
include a requirement that the applicant submit a program of implementation and operational
measures to assure that the objectives of the Overlay Zone are advanced, including a parking
program, as well as preparation of a Construction Management Program. This impact would be
less than significant with mitigation.
Noise
The Draft EIR studied the potential for noise impacts resulting from the proposed Project, and
concluded the following:
•

Construction activities associated with the proposed Project would generate temporary
noise increases that would be audible at nearby sensitive receptors. Maximum and daily
construction-related noise would not result in an increase of 5 UBA or mote outside the
daytime hours permitted by the City’s noise ordinance or at a school, hospital, church, or
institute of learning. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

•

Noise associated with operation of the proposed Project, including noise from traffic on
nearby roads, common rooftop pool activities, ventilation and heating systems, trash
hauling, and delivery trucks could be audible at nearby receptor locations. However, the
proposed Project’s operational noise would not increase ambient noise levels beyond
thresholds established by the Policy N 1.5 of the General Plan Noise Element (2010).
Therefore, operational noise impacts associated with the proposed Project would be less
than significant.

•

Project construction would generate ground-borne vibration. Construction vibration would
be temporary and intermittent, and would not exceed ETA recommended thresholds.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
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•

Although the effect of ambient noise on a proposed Project is not an impact under CEQA,
the potential noise levels at the proposed residences are provided for public disclosure.
The estimated noise levels could exceed City standards for interior and exterior noise, 45
and 65 UBA CNEL, respectively.

Transportation and Traffic
The Draft EIR studied the potential for transportation and traffic impacts resulting from the
proposed Project. The following intersections were studied as part of this analysis:
•
•

South Santa Monica Boulevard and Charleville Boulevard
South Santa Monica Boulevard and Moreno Drive

The trip generation resulting from the proposed Project is provided in Table 4.7-4 of the Draft EIR
(as shown below). In summary, the proposed Project would result in an additional 180 total daily
trips, with a total of 15 AM peak hour trips and 18 PM peak hour trips.
Analysis of the intersection levels of service is provided in Table 4.7-5 of the Draft EIR. In
summary, the net change in intersection levels of service resulting from the proposed Project
would not have a significant impact on either of the intersections that were studied.
A comparison of baseline residential street traffic with baseline residential street traffic plus the
proposed Project is provided in Table 4.7-6 of the Draft EIR. In summary, the proposed Project
would not result in a significant impact on any of the residential roadway segments studied. These
segments include the following:
•
•

Charleville Boulevard between South Santa Monica Boulevard and Durant Drive
Durant Drive between Moreno Drive and Charteville Boulevard

Based on these and other relevant analyses, the Draft EIR concluded the following with respect
to potential impacts to Transportation and Traffic:
•

Implementation of the proposed Project would generate traffic at study area intersections;
however, Project-generated traffic would not cause any intersection to exceed City
standards under existing plus Project traffic conditions. Impacts associated with the
proposed Project would be less than significant.

•

Implementation of the proposed Project would increase traffic on residential streets north
and south of the Project site. However, Project-generated traffic would not exceed City
thresholds under existing plus Project traffic conditions on any street segment. Impacts to
residential streets would, therefore, be less than significant.

•

Project driveways would provide adequate site access and would not create hazardous
traffic conditions. Therefore, impacts associated with the proposed Project would be tess
than significant with implementation of mitigation.
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•

The proposed Project does not include design features that would impede emergency
access vehicles. Impacts associated with the proposed Project would be less than
significant.

•

The proposed Project would not involve any disruptions to the local active transportation
system. Further, the proposed Project would not conflict with applicable policies
associated with public transit. In order to ensure that the proposed Project’s driveway
designs will not cause safety hazards to pedestrians, a mitigation measure is included
which requires the developer to submit driveway plans for review and approval by the City,
which include pedestrian safety measure such as visual and/or audible warning to
pedestrians along the south Santa Monica Boulevard frontage to indicate when vehicles
are exiting the Project driveway. The mitigation measure also requires that the Project
include a stop sign at the public sidewalk to control vehicles leaving the Project driveway.
Therefore, impacts in this regard would be less than significant with implementation of
mitigation.

•

Construction activities for the proposed Project would result in traffic impacts due to haul
truck traffic, equipment and material deliveries, worker traffic, and worker parking.
Mitigation measures are proposed which require the preparation of a Construction Traffic
Management Plan, a Construction Workers Parking Plan, and a Cumulative Construction
Traffic Management Plan. Impacts associated with the proposed Project would be less
than significant with implementation of mitigation.

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES STUDIED IN THE DRAFT EIR
As required by CEQA, this Draft EIR examines alternatives to the proposed Project. Studied
alternatives include the following.
Alternative 1: No Proiect
This alternative assumes that the proposed Project is not constructed and the site would remain
in its current condition. The project site is currently vacant, and is being used for parking. The No
Project/Development Alternative would avoid both the temporary construction impacts and the
tong-term operational impacts associated with the proposed Project because the site would
remain undeveloped. However, the Project site is a vacant infill lot in a highly urban area.
Therefore, it can be assumed that a future project would be developed on the Project site, which
would have impacts similar to those of the proposed Project.
Alternative 2: Mixed Use Residential and Commercial
Under this alternative, the proposed Project would be a mixed use building, including both
commercial and residential uses. This alternative would have 27 residential units occupying
89,988 square feet, and would add 5,000 square feet of retail uses. The overall square footage
of the project would be 94,988 square feet. The building would remain five stories and have a
total height of 66 feet, with two levels of underground parking and a total of 89 parking spaces,
as required by the City’s parking standards. Setbacks along Santa Monica Boulevard would also
be reduced to allow storefront retail on the ground floor.
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The Mixed Use Residential and Commercial Alternative would have similar impacts as the
proposed Project with slightly greater impacts associated with air quality and greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions due to increased amount of excavation required for the two levels of
subterranean parking as well as the increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) associated with
Project operation. The increase in Average Daily Traffic (ADT) would result in increased impacts
to transportation and traffic as well as an incremental increase in traffic generated noise on local
streets (see Table 6-2 below). Impacts associated with aesthetics and hazards and hazardous
materials would be similar as the proposed Project. The commercial development associated with
this alternative would comply with the intended use of the site and would result in slightly less
impacts with respect to land use and planning. Overall, impacts would be slightly greater than
those of the proposed Project, and the Mixed Use alternative would not be considered
environmentally superior.
Alternative 2

—

Table 6—2
Trip Generation Comparison

proposed
Project

Mixed Use Residential and
Commercial (Alternative 2)

Difference

Average Daily Traffic (ADT)

180

394

+214

A.M. Peak Hour Trips

15

20

+5

P.M. PeakHourTrips

18

37

+19

Source: Trip Generation, 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), 2012.

Alternative 3: Mixed Use Office and Commercial
Under this alternative, the residential units of the proposed Project would be reptaced with 67,002
square feet of office space and 5,000 square feet of retail space on the ground floor. This
alternative would reduce the building to three stories and a maximum building height of 45 feet,
with four levels of underground parking and a total of 205 parking spaces, as required by the
City’s parking standards. This alternative would be compliant with the City’s commercial height
requirements and would met the current FAR maximum of 2.0.
The Mixed Use Office and Commercial Alternative would have impacts similar to those of the
proposed Project associated with hazards and hazardous materials. The commercial use of this
alternative would reduce impacts with respect to land use and planning, as the construction and
operation of commercial and office space are allowed under the current C-3A zoning and would
not require amendments to the General Plan or Zoning Ordinance. Further, the reduced building
height to three stories would have reduced impacts to aesthetics when compared to the proposed
Project. However, as discussed above, the Office Alternative would have increased impacts
associated with air quality and GHG emissions due to the increased excavation required for four
levels of subterranean parking and the increased VMT associated with the office land use.
Further, the increase in ADT would result in slight increases in impacts associated with noise and
substantial increases in impacts associated with transportation and traffic (see Table 6-3 below).
Overall, land use and aesthetics impacts would remain less than significant while impacts
associated with air quality, GHG emissions, and transportation and traffic would increase in
comparison to the Project. Therefore, overall impacts associated with the Mixed Use Office and
Commercial Alternative would be greater than the proposed Project and would not be
environmentally superior.
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Alternative 3

—

Table 6—3
Trip Generation Comparison

proposed
Project

Commercial and Office
(Alternative 3)

Difference

Average Daily Traffic (ADT)

180

1,182

+1,002

AM. PeakHourTrips

15

143

+128

P.M. PeakHourTrips

18

172

+154

Source: Trip Generation, 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), 2012.

Alternative 4: Office
Under this alternative, the residential units of the proposed Project would be replaced with 69,002
square feet of office space. In addition to the office space, the proposed Project would include
999 square feet of restaurant space and 2,000 square feet of retail space (FAR of 2.0). The small
restaurant and retail areas would be used to service the office uses within the building.
Additionally, this alternative would reduce the building to three stories and a maximum building
height of 45 feet consistent with current zoning requirements, with four levels of underground
parking and a total of 205 parking spaces, as required by the City’s parking standards.
The Office Alternative would have impacts similar to those of the proposed Project associated
with hazards and hazardous materials. The commercial use of this alternative would reduce
impacts with respect to land use and planning, as the construction and operation of office space
is allowed under the current C-3A zoning and would not require amendments to the General Plan
or Zoning Ordinance. Further, the reduced building height to three stories would have reduced
impacts to aesthetics when compared to the proposed Project. However, as discussed above,
the Office Alternative would have increased impacts associated with air quality and GHG
emissions due to the increased excavation required for four levels of subterranean parking and
the increased VMT associated with the office land use. Further, the increase in ADT would result
in slight increases in impacts associated with noise and transportation and traffic (see Table 6-4
below). Overall, land use and aesthetics impacts would remain less than significant while impacts
associated with associated with air quality, GHG emissions, and transportation and traffic would
increase in comparison to the Project. Therefore, overall impacts associated with the Office
Alternative would be greater than the proposed Project and would not be environmentally
superior.

Table 6—4
Alternative 4— Trip Generation Comparison
proposed Project

Office (Alternative 4)

Difference

Average Daily Traffic (ADT)

180

1,075

+895

A.M. Peak Hour Trips

15

143

+128

P.M. PeakHourlrips

18

163

+145

Source: Trip Generation, 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), 2012.
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NEXT STEPS
It is recommended that the Planning Commission open the public hearing, receive public
comments on the Draft EIR and/or project, and provide staff with comments as appropriate.
Report Reviewed By:

Masa Alkie, AICP, Principal Planner
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NOTICE Of PUBLIC HEARING
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Council. of the City of Beverly Hills, at its meeting to be held

on Tuesday, January 8, 2019, at 7:00 p.m., in the Council Chamber of the City Hall, 455 N. Rexford
Drive, Beverly Hills, California, 90210, will hold a public hearing to consider:
AN APPEAL OF A DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
CONDITIONALLY APPROVING A PLANNED DEVELOPMENT AND VESTING
TENTATIVE TRACT MAP TO ALLOW A FOUR-STORY, MIXED-USE PROJECT
CONSISTING OF 25 CONDOMINIUM UNITS AND 13,036 SQUARE FEET OF
GROUND FLOOR RETAIL IN A COMMERCIAL ZONE ON THE PROPERTY
LOCATED AT 990$ SOUTH SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD; AND
RELATED
COMMISSION’S
PLANNING
THE
OF
CONSIDERATION
RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL OF A GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT,
ZONING MAP AMENDMENT, AND ZONE TEXT AMENDMENT TO CREATE A
MIXED USE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY ZONE (M-PD-5).
The proposed project involves the construction of a new mixed-use building containing a total of 25
residential condominium units and 13,036 square feet (SF) of ground floor retail on the property
located at 990$ South Santa Monica Boulevard. The proposed four-story project is 47’ in height
when measured to the top of the finished roof deck, with a rooftop pooi deck 52’ above the project
height datum point. The top of a rooftop amenity room is 57’ above the datum point and the top of
elevator enclosures is 62’ above the datum point. Proposed rooftop residential uses include a 1,850
SF rooftop pooi with a 3,623 SF rooftop deck and a 5,944 SF rooftop amenity garden deck area.
Three levels of underground parking containing 176 parking spaces with one vehicle entrance on
Charleville Boulevard and another entrance on South Santa Monica Boulevard are proposed.
The Planning Commission, at its regular meeting on September 13, 2018, voted 3-2 to conditionally
approve the requested Planned Development and Vesting Tentative Tract Map and to recommend
that the City Council approve a General Plan Amendment, Zoning Map Amendment and Zone Text
Amendment to create a Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay Zone (M-PD-5). On September
24, 201$ an appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision was filed. On November 6, 201$, the City
Council scheduled the appeal hearing of the Planning Commission’s decisions regarding the Planned
Development and Vesting Tentative Tract Map for the project, as well as consideration of the
Planning Commission’s recommendation that the City Council amend the general plan, the zoning
code, and zoning map to create a Mixed Use Planned Development Overlay Zone (M-PD-5), for the
January 8, 2019 City Council meeting.
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
This project has been assessed in accordance with the authority and criteria contained in the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines, and the environmental
regulations of the City. The City of Beverly Hills has prepared a Final Environmental Impact Report
(Final EIR) to analyze potential environmental impacts associated with development of the project.
On September 13, 2018, the Planning Commission reviewed and certified a final EIR for the project
The appellant has appealed the Planning
(Planning Commission Resolution No. 1857).
Commission’s certification of the Final EIR, however regardless of the appeal of the Final EIR, the
City Council would consider certification of the Final EIR as part of its consideration of the requested
legislative changes. Responses to the appellants CEQA related comments included in the appeal
petition will be included in the Final EIR in an additional appendix (Appendix 12), which will be
reviewed by the City Council at the January 8, 2019 hearing.
At the public hearing, the City Council will hear and consider all comments. All interested persons
are invited to attend and speak on this matter. Written comments may also be submitted and should
be addressed to the City Council, do City Clerk, 455 N. Rexford Drive, Beverly Hills, CA 90210. The
comments should be received prior to the hearing date.
Please note that if you challenge the Council’s action in regards to this matter in court, you may be
limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this
notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City, either at or prior to the public hearing.
If there are any questions regarding this notice, please contact Masa Mkire, Principal Planner in the
Beverly Hills Community Development Department at 310.285.1135, or by email at
malkire@beverlyhffls.org. The case file, including the project plans, environmental documentation,
and associated documents, is on file in the Community Development Department and can be
reviewed by any interested person at 455 N. Rexford Drive, Beverly Hills, California 90210.

LOURDES SY-RODRIGUEZ, CRM, MMC
Assistant City Clerk

Mailed: December 19, 2018
In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, the Council Chamber is wheelchair
accessible and is equipped with audio equipment for the hearing impaired. If you need special
assistance to attend this meeting, please call the City Clerk’s Office at (310) 285-2400 or TTY
(310) 285-6881. Please notify the City Clerk’s Office at least forty-eight (48) hours prior to the
meeting if you require captioning service so that reasonable arrangements can be made.
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Attachment 11
(Correspondence Received from the
Public (as of December 26, 2018))

Eliot Finkel

110 NORTH MAPLE DRIVE  BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA 90210  (310) 271-8988

August 8, 2018
The Planning Commission
City of Beverly Hills
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, California 90210
Re:

The 9908-9916 South Santa Monica Boulevard Project

Dear Chair Licht and Commission Members:
I urge you not to approve the proposed 9908-9916 South Santa Monica Boulevard project.
Commercial property is the financial life blood of Beverly Hills, we should not jeopardize
our financial future by converting commercial property to residential/mixed-use.
Commercially zoned property constitutes less than 9% of our available land. Yet this 9%
produces 75% of our $237 million annual General Fund revenues. The other 25% comes
from the residents. At the same time, businesses consume about one-third of General Fund
expenses, the remaining two-thirds support our residents.
In other words, Beverly Hills spends $99 million more supporting our residents then we
receive from them in revenues. This translates to an annual excess of costs over revenues
totaling $2,900 per resident.
Keyser Marston Associates reviewed the proposed project for the city. They estimate it will
increase annual revenues by 3% versus a code compliant project. This is accomplished by
increasing the size of the project 50%. Not a good deal at all.
Extrapolating this result, Beverly Hills should be able to increase annual, General Fund
revenues by 3% if it by converts all commercial property to residential/mixed-use while
increasing the building density 50%. Not an attractive scenario.
It is virtually impossible to repurpose condominiums. Other properties with single
ownership, whether commercial, retail or residential (apartments), can be repurposed if
financial considerations warrant. Condominiums are forever.
I am business owner renting office space in Beverly Hills. Rental rates double in the past
several years. There is, obviously, no lack of demand for office space.
As a reminder of how things can change consider Beverly Hills pension obligations. Shortly
after the turn of the century, CalPERS persuaded California governments that their
surpluses would last forever and benefits should be increased. Since then, Beverly Hills
pension obligations have gone from an $86 million surplus to a $200 million unfunded
liability.

The Planning Commission - August 8, 2018

page 2

The Planning Commission is our first line of defense against the fiscal jeopardy caused by
the conversion of commercial property to condominiums. We can ill afford to risk Beverly
Hill’s financial future by removing commercial property from the inventory. Please think
of our City’s future and deny this proposed project.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
Eliot Finkel

From: Howard Fisher
Sent: Wednesday, August 8, 2018 3:26 PM
To: andy licht < >; Lori Gordon < Joe Shooshani < >; Alan Block < >; Peter Ostroff
<postroff@beverlyhills.org>
Cc: Masa Alkire <malkire@beverlyhills.org>; Ryan Gohlich <rgohlich@beverlyhills.org>; Eliot Finkel < >;
Tatiana Szerwinski <tszerwinski@beverlyhills.org>; Mahdi Aluzri <maluzri@beverlyhills.org>; Julian A.
Gold >
Subject: 9900 Santa Monica Project

Chair Licht and August Members of the Planning Commission:
On behalf of the Treasurer’s office I would like to share with you the following comments that
relate solely to the fiscal issues of the proposed project at 9900-9916 Santa Monica Boulevard.
These comments do not, and are not intended to address the planning or development aspects of
the project.
From a fiscal and revenue perspective, this is not a good project for the City for several reasons:
1.
There is a lack of commercial/business space in the City. The City relies heavily on the
commercial/business sector to support the residential needs of our community. Taking away
commercial/business space is not good for the fiscal well-being of the City.
2.
Mr. Finkel, our former Treasurer of 12 years, appropriately points out in his letter that
once a project is turned into a condominium it is impossible to convert it to any other use, even
though times and needs may change. And the revenue from condominiums are substantially less
than revenue generated by an office, where there is an on-going revenue stream. And the
proposed in-lieu of a recording fee is not an adequate substitute.
3.
The financial analysis that has been presented by the applicant's and the City's
consultants is defective, and should not be relied upon. They underestimate the cost/burden on
the City from this project by several million dollars. Principal issues in both of the reports
include:
A.
The reports compare a code-compliant building to a non-code compliant project - three
vs. five-story (the proverbial ‘apples to oranges’ comparison, aka a false analogy).
A proper analysis would look at two comparable sized developments. If you compared a 5story mixed-use, especially condos, with a 5-story office building, that has re-occurring revenue
from both a business tax on rent, as well as business license fees from the tenants, it should show
how many millions of dollars the City is losing from this project.
An office building will continue to generate fees to the City long after the projections periods
being used by the consultants (which fees will be adjusted to reflect inflation). An office
building keeps on giving, while residential property consumes resources.

B.
Some of the assumed data which underlies the projection apparently was not obtained in
coordination with the City’s Finance Department, so actual facts and figures were not used,
although available.
C.
The discount rate being utilized is higher than what has been recommended by an
independent actuary, resulting in showing a lower loss to the City, when in actuality, the loss will
be substantially greater.
4.
It appears that the developer will reap a near $30 million in additional net profit from the
added two floors. There is no corresponding economic benefit to the City.
5.
Modifying the General Plan for this one project can have an adverse impact on
development of the entire area because there is no comprehensive development plan for this area
of the City. This could negatively impact the City’s revenue.
6.
At the very least, due to the lack of benefit to the City from the project, and the long term
burden that goes well beyond the time frame of consultant’s projections, any development
agreement for this project should contemplate fees from the developer in excess of $20-25
million.
7.
Another consideration for the development agreement is the impact of the proposed use
of the property on the resources of the Fire Department, and the added load such use will
generate (e.g., paramedics, the resources needed to address 5 story structural issues).
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely yours,

//Howard S. Fisher//

-----------------------------Howard S. Fisher,
Treasurer

City of Beverly Hills
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
c (310) 980-5974
t (310) 285-2411
f (310) 285-2441
HFisher@BeverlyHills.org

9908 Santa Monica Blvd., LLC
11777 San Vicente Blvd., Suite 550
Los Angeles, CA 90049

August 6, 2018

Beverly Hills Planning Commission
Chair Andy Licht
Vice Chair Alan Robert Block
Commissioner Lori Greene Gordon
Commissioner Farshid Joe Shooshani
Commissioner Peter Ostroff
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, California 90210

Re:

9908 S. Santa Monica Boulevard Mixed-Use Project

Dear Chair Licht, Vice Chair Block and Honorable Commissioners,
This letter is submitted in support of your approval of the 9908 S. Santa Monica
Boulevard Mixed-Use Project (Project) to demonstrate the evidence supporting the
required findings for the Project, including General Plan consistency findings.
Required Findings:

As you know, the Project is requesting amendments to the Beverly Hills General
Plan and the Beverly Hills Municipal Code (Code) to create a Mixed Use Planned
Development Overlay Zone (M-PD-5) to be applied to the current C-3A Zone on the
site. In order to approve a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change, your Planning
Commission must make the following findings, pursuant to BHMC 10-3-3908:
If, from the facts presented at the public hearing, or by investigation by or at the
instance of the planning commission, the planning commission finds that the
public interest, health, safety, morals, peace, comfort, convenience, or general
welfare requires the reclassification of the property involved or the
reclassification of any portion of the property, the planning commission shall so
recommend to the council. The recommendation of the planning commission to
the council shall be in writing and shall set forth fully the findings and
determinations of the planning commission on the matter involved.

Beverly Hills Planning Commission
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Here, the proposed Overlay Zone would facilitate the development of a new
mixed use building with continuous ground floor retail uses fronting South Santa
Monica Boulevard and 27-unit luxury condominiums. Without the Overlay Zone, the
property would be limited to commercial uses, including an office building.
The following Project benefits support the determination that the public
interest, health, safety, morals, peace, comfort, convenience, or general welfare
requires the reclassification of the property:

•

Generates less traffic during peak periods than a commercial project
built to current zoning;

•

Provides surplus parking for the neighborhood with in excess of 30
extra spaces above those required by Code to fully accommodate the
proposed retail, restaurant and residential uses in the building;

•

Southwest residents will enjoy the ability to walk to the property's high
quality retail and restaurant offerings;

•

Full time residents of the Project will bring additional financial support
to existing and new businesses on the street;

•

Boosts the vibrancy of this commercial corridor with retail and
restaurant uses that will serve the neighborhood, the vicinity, and the
City as a whole;

•

Enhances the pedestrian experience along South Santa Monica,
encouraging the growing adjacent populations to walk into Beverly Hills
to enjoy our local dining and shopping;

•

Meets a need for luxury low-rise boutique condominium living that is
currently lacking in the City, enabling long time Beverly Hills residents
to stay in the City when they are ready to downsize, and enjoy a mixed
use walkable development not available elsewhere;

•

Fiscally benefits the City and generates additional revenue for the City
over a 20 year period versus a Code compliant office building; and

•

Meets General Plan policies and goals, as further outlined below.

Beverly Hills Planning Commission
August 6, 2018
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In sum, the reclassification of the property serves the public interest and
general welfare because the Overlay Zone will allow a mixed use development that
will enhance the vibrancy of local-serving commercial uses along the S. Santa Monica
commercial corridor, where currently there is a lack of continuity, parking and
pedestrian traffic. By bringing full time residents to the property and improving the
site with a mixed use project with surplus parking and pedestrian friendly commercial
uses, the Overlay Zone will serve the neighborhood, the vicinity and the City as a
whole. In addition, the development standards in the new Overlay Zone will ensure
that the development of the property will respect adjoining residential
neighborhoods, minimize traffic impacts and protect pedestrian safety. The
residential area will also be protected by the setback of the taller elements of the
building and by overall landscape and setback requirements around the property.
Thus, the Overlay Zone is designed to enhance the general welfare, comfort and
health of the immediate area and the entire City.
General Plan Consistency:
With the implementation of the Overlay Zone, the Project will be consistent
with the City's General Plan. As outlined in the Project's EIR, the addition of
residential uses at this location and mixed-use ground floor commercial components
would advance many goals and policies of the General Plan Land Use Element. Listed
below are just a few of the General Plan goals and policies which clearly support the
Project design and the addition of this innovative mixed use project within the City:
GOAL LU 9 Diverse Districts and Corridors. A diversity of vital and active
business and commercial districts providing a choice of uses and activities for the
City's residents and visitors.
LU 9.3 Anchor Locations. It is also recommended that certain anchor locations
be set aside to permit development of a higher intensity type of development which is
not otherwise provided in the community. ...A variety of land uses such as
commercial, residential, and mixed use should be considered for the gateway
locations. A change of use from commercial to residential or mixed use should be
allowed only if such change provides an adequate transition to adjacent single family
neighborhoods.
LU 9.5 Commercial/ Residential Mixed Uses. The feasibility of allowing mixed
commercial/residential uses should be analyzed in order to expand the variety of
housing types available and in certain areas, to improve commercial/ residential
transitions.

Beverly Hills Planning Commission
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LU 11.1 Preservati on of Pedestrian-Oriented Retail Shopping Areas.
Preserve, protect and enhance the character of the pedestrian-oriented retail
shopping area, 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 experiences.
LU 11.3 Retai l Street Frontages. Require that development and street
frontages in districts containing retail uses be designed and developed to promote
pedestrian activity ...
GOAL LU 12 Business Districts Adjoining Residential Neighborhoods.
Compatible relationships between commercial districts and corridors and adjoining
residential neighborhoods, assuring that the integrity, character, and quality of both
commercial and residential areas are protected and public safety and quality of life
are maintained.
The consistency of the Project with these goals and policies is ensured by the
objectives of the Overlay Zone and the Project design. The Overlay Zone will
strengthen the vibrancy of local serving commercial uses along the South Santa
Monica commercial corridor, provide high quality design with residential uses and
amenities, ensure pedestrian-friendly commercial uses at the street level, and
enhance adjoining residential neighborhoods with minimal traffic impacts.
We look forward to presenting the Project to you at the August 8, 2018
Planning Commission meeting.
Respectfully submitted,

1

Cl1ff Goldstem

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Thomas A. White
Masa Alkire
Karen Myron
Please forward to the Planning Commission in Advance of Tonight"s Meeting - Thank You.
Wednesday, August 8, 2018 1:47:44 PM

PLANNING COMMISSION SPECIAL MEETING
Wednesday, August 8, 2018
7:00 p.m.
Agenda Item 1

REQUEST TO BE READ INTO THE RECORD
Dear Chair Licht, Vice Chair Block and Commissioners –
As in the past, The Municipal League of Beverly Hills continues to
oppose the rezoning and expansion of the former Friars Club.
Converting commercial land use to residential, while increasing height
and density, is contrary to the interests of Beverly Hills residents, voters
and taxpayers.
Our City has a continuing need for all of its existing commercial zoning
for short, mid-term and strategic revenue generation, within its
longstanding low rise, code compliant standards, to maintain municipal
services and to offset costs to taxpayers.
Additionally, it is obvious that Beverly Hills already has an abundance of
housing, with significant increases anticipated, including those which do
not seek conversion and rezoning.
To acquiesce to an applicant’s transparent profit motives, even when
argued by the most charming of former Mayors and lobbyists, is not
sufficient justification to alter the critical balance of our City’s economics
and community development principles.
We depend upon the Planning Commission to stand firmly against the
reduction and dilution of Beverly Hills’ vital commercial assets, and at all
times to preserve our residential quality of life.

Thank you for considering our views.
Sincerely,
The Municipal League of Beverly Hills
by: Thomas A. White
Chairman, Board of Governors

Masa Alkire
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ryan Gohlich

Wednesday, August 1, 2018 3:35 PM
Masa Alkire
FW: Friar’s Club project

Ryan Gohlich, AICP
Assistant Director! City Planner
Community Development Department
City of Beverly Hills
455 N. Rextord Dr.
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Direct: (310) 285-1118
Fax: (310) 858-5966
rohlichbeverlyhills.orp

From.
l
[mailL
Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2018 3:30 PM
To: Ryan Gohlich
Subject: Friar’s Club project
.

1’

Dear Mr. Gohlich,
My husband Jeff and I have resided in Beverly Hills for over 50 years, we love the community.
I just retired as CEO of Jewish Vocational Services. As all of our children have moved out, we have thought about
downsizing. To our dismay, we find that there are no luxury low rise condominiums in the Southwest, where our
grandchildren live.
To our surprise, and it is quite wonderful, our friends told us about the GPI-Friar’s Club project, which would fit the
needs of those of us who want to stay in Beverly Hills and especially live in the Southwest.
Please help us and others who may think about downsizing and want to stay in Beverly Hills by approving the project.
Thank you,
Vivian Seigel
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ROXBURY MANAGEMENT COMPANY
P.O. BOX 1345
BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90213-1345
(310) 274-4142

JuLy 20, 2018
Ryan Gohtich
City Ptanner/Assistant Director of Community DeveLopment
City of BeverLy Hitts
455 N. Rexiord Drive
BeverLy HiLts, CA 90210
And via email: rgolilich@beverlyhills.org

Dear Mr. Gohtich,
My father, Maynard Brittan, wrote Last year to express support for the proposed
project at 9908 S. Santa Monica Btvd. Understanding the project has changed
since it Last appeared in front of the PLanning Commission, I want to take this
opportunity to express our continued support.
As commerciaL property owners on the same bLock, (9949 Santa Monica
BouLevard, its adjacent parking tot on LittLe Santa Monica as weLt as the parking
tot at 9900 Big Santa Monica BouLevard) we very strongLy urge the City to

approve the project as proposed and move the devetopment of this vacant Lot

forward. This new buitding wilt be a boost for the area and heLp support its
revitatization.
Kind regards,

Graydon Bnttan
cc via emaiL:
Mahdi Atuzri, City Manager, City of Beverty Hilts (matuzri@bevertyhitts.org)
Susan Heaty Keene, Community DeveLopment Director
fskeene@bevettyhitts.org)
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July 24, 2018
Community Development Department
City of Beverly Hills
455 N. Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210

To Whom It May Concern:
I live on the corner of Olympic and South Spalding, just a few blocks from the currently vacant
site on Charleville and South Santa Monica. I am writing to support the mixed-use project
proposed for the location. I think the building is attractive and that it will also improve the quality
of life in our neighborhood. It would also be great to add more retail and food options to this
stretch of Santa Monica before having to cross Wilshire.
On a given weeknight we typically think walking across Wilshire is a bit far, so we order in from a
wide range or places. Having more options like Otro Dia Tacos and Nerano on Santa Monica
would encourage us to walk over for dinner more often. Overall, I think this building will enhance
the experience on South Santa Monica Blvd and get us to walk down South Santa Monica more
often.
I encourage the Planning Commission to approve the project.

Jeff Sause
350 S Spalding Drive., Unit 1
Beverly Hills, CA 90212
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Audrey Frantz
140 S. Roxbury Drive, #17
Beverly Hills, CA 90212

July 26, 2018
Planning Department
City of Beverly Hills
455 N. Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Attention Planning:
I have lived in the Southwest area of Beverly Hills for
over 10 years, and at my current address on South
Roxbury for 6. I work on Little Santa Monica right
across from the Peninsula hotel and my clients are all
locals. I walk every day to avoid the traffic congestion
in our area that my clients complain about all the
time.
I have seen the plans for what is being planned at the
vacant lot at 9908 Santa Monica, and really want to
express my support and hope for its approval. The
stores and restaurants will be a great addition to the
neighborhood, and the condos will bring more
residents to support my and other nearby businesses
along the street.
Thank you for passing on my comments to anyone
making this decision.
n an you,

/F

JM

Audrey (jn
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July 31, 2018
Planning Commission
City of Beverly Hills
455 N Rexford Dr
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Dear Membcts of the Planning Commission:

As a lifelong resident of Beverly Hills, I am excited to see the proposed project for
the corner of Santa Monica Blvd and Charleville, and I hope it is approved. After
recent injuries left me less mobile than usual, I have been considering housing
options that would be easier for me to manage than my multistory house in the hills.
I looked into lull service condominiums in Beverly Hills, but the available units are
extremely limited and most recluire updating. Since I haven’t been able to find an
attractive option, I will probably either retrofit my house for handicap accessibility
or move into a different single family home. My strong preference would have been
to stay in Beverly Hills and downsize into a condominium without all the
maintenance of being a homeowner. I don’t want to leave Beverly Hills it is my
home and community. I am a Commissioner on the Fine Art Commission and on the
Board of Directors for the Wallis Annenberg Center for the Performing Arts. I
encourage you to approve this project so people like me can stay in the City as our
housing needs change.
—

Thank you,

Stephanie Vahn
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July

,

201$

Community Development Department
City of Beverly Hills
455 N. Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210

To Whom It May Concern:
I live on Roxbury Drive between Wilshire and Charleville. I am writing to express my support for
the proposed project on Little Santa Monica and Charleville. It is an attractive project and would
benefit the neighborhood. I look forward to walking to its retail shops in the future.
I love walking through the southwest and am concerned about additional traffic during peak traffic
hours. I am preparing to stan a family and keeping the streets safe is a priority for me.
I encourage the Planning Commission to approve the project.
Best,

Amanda Witman
144 South Roxbury Drive, Apt 2
Beverly Hills, CA 90212
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July 20, 2018
Planning Commission
City of Beverly Hills
455 N Rexford Dr
Beverly Hills, CA 90210

Dear Members of the Planning Commission:

I am writing to follow up on my October 2017 letter to the Community Development Department.
I have seen the re-design of the proposed mixed use project at 990$ S. Santa Monica Blvd. I am
writing to reiterate my support. I am very excited about the project, and most importantly,I would
like to see something approved and built on the site. The vacant lot continues to remain an
eyesore for the community.

This building will be a significant benefit to the community. I hope it is approved.

Thank you,

Jay Levine
321 South Roxbury Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90212
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AVA

MD

SANTA MONICA

July 25, 2018

Masa Alldre
Community Development Department
City of Beverly Hills
455 N. Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 902101

Dear Masa,

I am writing to support tife proposed mixed use project at 9908 South Santa Monica Blvd. I have
operated my medical dernatology practice at 9915 South Santa Monica Blvd for over ten years.
In addition to operating thy business out of this location, I also own the building.
The revised mixed use pijoject proposed for the corner is appropriate for the location. Street
fronting retail and extra parking will make the building a needed addition to the neighborhood. In
addition, I hope that the building’s residents will support nearby businesses, like mine.
I hope the project gets aproved. I am looking forward to a continued improvement in the quality
of the nearby retail destirations on the street.

Thank you,

Ava Shamban, MD
9915 Santa Monica Blvd
Beverly Hills, CA 90212

M. \

.

.
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Jessica Farinella
25$ South Spalding Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90212

January 9, 2018

Beverly Hills Planning Commission
City of Beverly Hills
455 N. Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Dear Commissioners:

I live on South Spalding Drive between Charlevifie and Gregory. Every day, I drive past the vacant
lot at Charleville and South Santa Monica Blvd and think about the potential for this site and this
stretch of Santa Monica. I have reviewed the project proposed for 9908 Santa Monica and am
writing to express my support.

I am excited about the potential for a mixed use project to further encourage the revitalization of
this stretch of Santa Monica. Despite it being a five minute walk from my house, I rarely walk to
Little Santa Monica. New residential units with first class retail would be a great addition to the
street and provide a compelling reason to walk this direction. In addition, the project is attractive
and importantly would limit new rush hour traffic on Spalding.

I support the proposed development and urge you to approve the project.

Thank you for your consideration,

thM

&&

Jessica Farinella
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January 5,201$
Community Development Department
City of Beverly Hills
455 N. Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing to support the proposed mixed use project at 990$ South Santa Monica Blvd. I live
near the corner of South Linden and Gregory Way with my husband Steven and our two kids.
After growing up in Beverly Hills, I was eager to move back when we bought our house in 2006.

We are excited about the potential addition of a beautiful mixed use project on Little Santa
Monica. We love walking in our neighborhood and would welcome any project that makes Little
Santa Monica more walkable. In particular, we are looking forward to having more nearby
neighborhood retail destinations to walk to.

I also want to note that one of our primary concerns is traffic in the neighborhood, especially
during rush hour, so would hope that reducing the impact of new traffic on the neighborhood is a
priority.

Thank you,

Andrea F irtel
261 5. Linden Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90212
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January 9, 2078
Planning Commission I Department
City of Beverly Hills
455 N. Rexford Dr.
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Dear City Planning:
We recently moved to 215 S. Peck from the 400 block of Peck and have been
following the project at 9908 Santa Monica for a while now. We are very
concerned with traffic congestion and speeds in our neighborhood, particularly
with an 8 year old in the house and playing outside. We strongly support the
proposed project, even more so with the recent changes of added retail and extra
parking for the area.
Not only will it be a beautiful addition to the area and hopefully inspire more
upgrades on Little Santa Monica, but it will also generate less traffic in the
neighborhood than a commercial project built as zoned. We really look forward to
walking to the new shops there, and hope you will listen to the views of the
nearby neighbors. We want this project approved as proposed. Thank you for
your consideration.
Best regards,

Eric Cohen
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Masa Alkire
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Howard Fisher
Thursday, January 17, 2078 12:21 PM
Masa Alkire
FW: Friars Club Project

from: Howard Fisher
Sent: Thursday, January 11, 2018 11:22 AM
To: Lori Gordon; andrewlicht@gmail.com
Cc: Andre Sahakian; Ryan Gohlich
Subject: Friars Club Project

Dear Chair Gordon and Vice-Chair Licht,
Although there have been improvements to the Friars’ Club protect, from the perspective of the City
Treasurer, I still oppose the project for the same reasons that 1 articulated when last before the
Commission.
Thank you for your considerations.
Howard S. Fisher
Howard S. Fisher,
Treasurer
City of Beverly Hills
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
c (310) 920-5974
t (310) 285-2411
f (310) 285-2441

Submitted at the planning
ssionet1n!
By
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DEC 2 52017

J .Y. PROP E RTI ES, LLC.

planning Ulvision
communityDevelonment

195 S. Beverly Dr.
Suite #404
Beverly Hills, CA 90212
Tel (310) 246-1400
Fax (310) 246-1402
December 18, 2017
Planning Division
AUN: Andre Sahakian
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
RE:

Concerning the proposed development of the project located at:
9908 5. Santa Monica Blvd. Beverly Hills, CA (the “Project”)

Dear Mr. Sahakian,
I am the managing member of i.Y. Properties, LLC, the owner of the apartment building located at 9901
Durant Drive, Beverly Hills, CA (the “Durant Property”). The Durant Property, which has been owned by
our family for over 35 years, is adjacent to the Project.
I am informed that at a recent special meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Beverly Hills
concerning the Project, the proposal was made for ingress and egress to and from the Project to be
constructed on Charleville (as opposed to 5. Santa Monica).
J.Y. Properties, LLC, as the owner of the Durant Property, hereby objects to ingress and egress to and
from the Project to be constructed on Charleville for the following reasons: (a) Durant and Charleville
are residential streets and a project of the size and nature as the Project, which includes retail, should
not be permitted to enter and exit on Charleville; fb) it will result in additional noise and disturbance of
the quiet enjoyment of the residents on Durant and Charleville; (c) it will detract from existing
residential neighborhood; and (d) it will adversely affect the desirability, tenancy, and value of the
residential properties on Durant and Charleville, including the Durant Property.
In view of the foregoing, I urge the City to reconsider its current position and require, as part of any
approval of the Project, for the ingress/egress and entry and exit into and from the Project to be
constructed on S. Santa Monica Boulevard. I thank you for your consideration of the foregoing.

R
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J.Y. P operties, LLC.
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HENRY’S SHOE REPAIR
9901 SOUTH SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90212
(310) 2773 120
November 28,2017

Mr. Andre Sahakian
Planning Commissioners
City of Beverly Hills
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly HiLls, CA 90210

Re:

990$ South Santa Monica (former Friar’s Club site)

Dear Mr. Sahakian and Planning Commissioners:
I am the owner of Henry’s Shoe Repair, and have been doing business across the street from the
proposed project for many years.
Little Santa Monica Boulevard is zoned commercial, and it needs to stay that way. When retail
businesses are located near each other, they can thrive. Otherwise, they will die on the vine. I
oppose this project because I am opposed to any residential development on the street, especially
one as tall and massive as this one. It is completely out of character with our neighborhood, it is
not pedestrian friendly, and it is a violation of our zoning laws.
I urge you to reject this project!

Sincerely yours,

Henry Harb

Suhniittcd at the Planning
Cnmniision meçting f:
It/S)i7
By: catre frJtcL

—

IC)

-

104

_____
_

Eliot M. Fmkel
110 North Maple Drive, Beverly Hills, California 90210

Telephone: 310-271-8988

November 28, 2017
Beverly Hills Planning Commission
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, California 90210
Re:

9908 Santa Monica Boulevard Proposed Project

Dear Chair Gordon and Members of the Planning Commission:
I urge you not to approve the proposed 990$ Santa Monica Boulevard project. In additio
n to
exceeding the current height and FAR limits, the project’s costs far outweigh the benefit
s.
Three-quarters of Beverly Hills revenue comes from the 9% of our land which is comme
rcially
zoned. Commercial property produces business taxes on income and property rentals
, hotel
taxes, sales tax and property tax. Our commercial businesses strongly support our restaur
ants and
retail stores; visitors come from around the world to eat and shop here.
Though Beverly Hills is financially healthy today it was not the case in 2009. We should
not
jeopardize our financial future by converting commercial property to condom
iniums.
Condominiums are the only form of development which lasts forever. Can you imagin
e 27
homeowners agreeing to sell their property for a higher and better commercial use?
A
commercial property or apartment building owner could easily do so.
As a reminder of how things can change search no farther than Beverly Hills pension obligations.
Shortly after the turn of the century, CaIPERS persuaded California governments their surplu
ses
would last forever and benefits should be increased. Since then, Beverly Hills pensio
n
obligations have gone from an $86 million surplus to a $200 million unfunded liability.
The Planning Commission is our first line of defense against the fiscal damage that would be
caused by the conversion of our commercial property to developments entailing condominiums
.
We can ill afford to jeopardize Beverly Hill’s financial future by removing commercial proper
ty
from the City’s inventory. Please think of our City’s future and deny this proposed project.
Thank you.
Sincerely,

Eliot M. Finkel

Suhrnitt t fh Planning
Cr”miesion meeting

I1)Lt7
By:tte2atdeM.c2
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November 28, 2017
To the Planning Commission
From: Marjorie Blatt (BH resident)
Re-: the Friars’ Club Development Project
I urge the Commission to consider whether we are going to follow our Master Plan or amend it
informally by continually granting variances on a project by project basis.
I have not determined whether I support this project in its current form, am pro-development and
also support our current Master Plan, which took a considerable amount of time and effort on
the part of bright, thoughtful, devoted people. Yet virtually every major project seems to be
presented with extra height, reduced parking, reduced FAR, zoning change, change of use, etc.
In this project please consider two things which deserve this Commission’s thought and
attention.
1) Granting the extra two stories on Little Santa Monica sets a precedent, despite my
applauding the developer’s decision to set back the top floor. Will we eventually have a
checkerboard appearance with some buildings taller than others on any given
commercially-zoned street in our City? Is this specific mixed use beneficial to the
neighborhood? Will it add spark or are we going down a path of exceptions?
2) Should we favor this project because it purportedly will have less traffic than a fully
commercial project? This seems to be a skewed basis for approving a project. Again
we seem to approve variances project by project, rather than holding to a clear, longterm vision. I live in Southwest Beverly Hills and heaven knows we need traffic in out
neighborhood relieved immensely, but should I support this or any project because it will
benefit my geographical area, rather than because the project benefits the City in
appropriate proportion to the benefit enjoyed by the developer?
It is difficult to support projects that are disproportionately tall or large or that request reduced
parking or a zoning change or that benefit the developer beyond the project’s benefit to the City.
I am open to being persuaded otherwise. Thank you for your attention.
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Andre Sahakian
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject

Allyson Wittner <allyson@rttewin.com>
Tuesday, November 28, 2017 9:14 AM
Andre Sahakian
Andre for 11/28/17 Heating Re Friars’ Club Proposed Project
-

Dear Andre,
I hope you had a nice holiday and long weekend. Would you kindly forward my below revised
email to Chairwoman Gordon to read at the 11/28 hearing.
Thank you.
Allyson

Dear Chairwoman Gordon and Planning Commissioners,
I am unable to make the November 28, 2017 hearing concerning the proposed project at the
old Friars’ Club. Therefore, please read into the record my position as follows:
As a Beverly Hills resident I support the General Plan.
I object to spot zoning and especially object to this Project’s 5 stories.
There is no reason whatsoever to permit an exception to the 3 story, 45 foot height limit,
nor allow for a higher than allowable FAR.
Exceptions for developers do not improve our City, they only serve to line the developers’
pockets.
Thank you,
Allyson Wittner
Siihmitfpd t he Planning
‘‘sn meetingn

(4:
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TO:

HONORABLE CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS

FROM;

STEVE MAYER

DATE:

NOVEMBER 27, 2017

RE:

AGENDA ITEM 1-9908 SANTA MOMCA BOULEVARD

It is important to note the expectations of both the Commission and the Council.
It is reflected in the public record at a City Council meeting, a Planning
Commission meeting, and a Council / Planning Commission Liaison meeting.
January 4, 2016 City Council Meeting:

When approving the funding / reimbursement of the EIR, there was considerable
discussion about the project, beginning at 29:15 of the tape:
hflp://beverlvhills.granicus.com/MediaPlaver.php?view_id=2&dip_id=4673&met
a_id=28 1098
What was made clear by all five Councilmembers was that, based upon the
proposed project description, that it would be virtually impossible to approve a five-story
project, much less than one that incorporated a residential element.
Sentember 8,2016 Plannin2 Commission Meeting:

The EIR made note of “comments” by Commissioners. The response sometimes
took pages and was all but unrelated to the comment (Exhibit A).
It should also be noted that the “comments” were not inclusive of all of the true
and unfiltered “comments” by the Commissioners.
Greene Gordon Comment 1
Vice Chair Greene Gordon requested consideration ofa Project
alternative that includes lower residential density (fewer
condominiums), ground-floor retail ttses, and reduced height.
Greene Gordon Comment 2
Vice Chair Greene Gordon stated that the requested zone change
for a residential overlay to develop 27 condominium units in a
predominately commercial area would change the ‘feel of the
area, “which gets lost when zone changes are allowed.

Suhmitfci
Planning
‘sinn mpeting ‘:

r

I
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HONORABLE CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS
Agenda Item 1: 9908 Santa Monica Boulevard
Page 2.

Greene Gordon Comment 3
Vice Chair Greene Gordon requested that the applicant consider
collaborating with Beverly Hilts High School to address parking
issues in the area.
Greene Gordon Comment 4
Vice Chair Greene Gordon requested consideration ofan
alternative with another levelofsubterranean parking to eliminate
the stacked parking ttnder the Proposed Project.
Greene Gordon Comment 5
Vice Chair Greene Gordon reqttested consideration of no left turns
from the project driveway onto Soztth Santa Monica Blvd during
peak hours.
Block Comment 1
Commissioner Block noted that the allowed floor-to-Area Ratio
(FAR) is 2.0 and stated concern about the Proposed Project’s FAR
of2.5.
Block Comment 2
Commissioner Block stated that traffic andparking in this area of
the City are major problems and that the project wottld increase
these problems.
Shooshani Comment I
Chair Shooshani voiced concerned that an all-residentialproject
wottid change thefeel ofthe commercial street. He stated the
sitrrounding residents need services, so the project should be a
mixed-use development that inclztdes retail.
Shooshani Comment 2
Chair $hooshani requested consideration ofan economic impact
analysis to determine the effect ofthe Proposed Project.
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January 4. 2017 Liaison Committee Highlights:

did

Twice, the Liaison Committee met with the Applicant, and twice the Applicant
return with what was requested.

Meeting twice with a Liaison Committee for a project this size may be
unprecedented.
Excerpts of the January 4, 2017 (Exhibit B), included:

All members of the Liaison Committee expressed concern at the lack of
commercial space in the proposed project. Councitmember Bosse
specflcatty pointed out that at the Liaison Committee meeting in January
2016, the Committee expressed the desirefor pedestrian-friendly retail
space along the entire groundfloor, which the cztrrentproposedproject
does not provide. Mayor Mirisch noted the proposed project would be
more appropriatefor an R-4 Residential Zone. Additional comments from
the Committee indicated the needfor public parking, as well as the
proposedproject’s incompatibility with the surrounding neighborhood.
Concerns noted by staff included the placement of the proposed motor
court and its entrance location on South Santa Monica Boulevard, the lack
ofstçfficient, compatible commercial space, and the increased height ofthe
proposed project.
The Committee suggested the proposed project be restudied, with
consideration given to the needfor appropriate, pedestrian-friendly retail
space, parking beyond the code-required minimum, and sufficient public
benefit in exchangefor a proposed zone change. In addition, Mayor
Mirisch suggested that the project be completely redesigned in order to
comply with all applicable Municipal Code standards.
The applicant team thanked the Committee and stafffor their time and
willingness to engage, and advised they would work on revisions based on
the comments received.
What revisions, if any, took place from January 4th? If effectively none, is that a
slap-in-the-face to the Liaison Committee members?
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There are other concerns that were not addressed in the EW and/or in the
comments submitted by the public:
(1)

LEVEL OF SERViCE Will this be a “full-service” condominium
project?
—

Several public commenters stated they could not fmd condominium
projects befitting their life style in Beverly Hills.
Assuming that they can afford the $5 million for a unit, are they willing to
pay $5000 $10,000 per month for a location that fronts on a retail
boulevard?
-

Is this “full service” concept what the City wants in this location? And, if
so, how will a full-service, high-end building impact the immediate
neighborhood and the City?
(2)

PARKING There is an insufficiency of parking that would require, at the
minimum, another floor of subterranean parking.
-

(A)

Condominium Apartment Employee Parking How many
employees will there be, and where will they park?
—

The level of service dictates the number of employees who service
the residents. Also, will the parking for employees be free?
(B)

Guest Parking

(C)

Retail Employee Parking

—

How will a guest access the guest parking spots?
—

Where will they park?

Are the 11 spaces sufficient for both customers and their
employees? Will the developer charge the retailers for parking?
Will the retailers charge their employees for parking? Should
parking for the retail employees be free?
(D)

Valet Parking Should there be any charge? To discourage street
parking, should the valet parking for the retail element be free?
—
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(E)

(3)

Bicycle Spaces Where are they? And since this is a
“transit stop-oriented” development (being within a mile of the
Purple Line extension, the expectation is that there should be
bicycle spaces approaching 25% (or more) of the parking spaces.
Where are 42 spaces for bicycles?
-

COMMERCIAL USE RESTRICTIONS What use restrictions will be
incorporated into the development agreement?
-

In this neighborhood, there is no street parking available. This project will
be an undue impact, no matter what the type of commercial use. If a
restaurant of 1500 sqft is sought, it might be a non-starter, because there is
no longer any in-lieu parking available (due to pre-existing agreements).
But what about a food use of less than 1000 sqfl, which by code only
needs three parking spaces?
If a Jimmy Johns franchisee decides to compete against the Subway across
the street, where will the four or five employees and twenty noon hour
customers park? This one particular type of use could completely
overwhelm the area.
As to other commercial uses, for the sake of argument, let us assume that
the commercial space is divided into 6 tenants of 500 sqft each. If each of
those 6 retailers had just one employee, and only two customers each
(which is an unrealistic assumption), how do the needed 18 parking spaces
fit into the allocated 11 spaces?
(4)

COMMUNITY BENEFITS What will they be, and by whom will they
be negotiated?

(5)

SUSTAINABILITY- Will this project incorporate the latest sustainability
technological advancements?

-

Will this be the first Platinum LEED building in Beverly Hills? If not,
why not?

112

HONORABLE CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS
Agenda Item 1: 9908 Santa Monica Boulevard
Page 6.

(6)

AFFORDABLE HOUSING Should, say, 10% of the units be allocated
for affordable senior housing, in return for being under-parked for those
units?
—

As part of the RSO process, the Council has indicated that they want
seniors who are renters to be able to live in the City, affordably. Certainly
a former Mayor representing the Applicant is attuned to the Council’s
desire. How can affordable senior housing be incorporated into a revised
project?
(7)

HISTORIC RESOURCE Perhaps the most egregious oversight is the
lack of any recognition much less the incorporation into the project
design of the iconic Friars Club.
-

The structure itself was deemed to be a historic resource in 2006 by the
City (Exhibit C), being a representative work of master architect Sidney
Eisenshtat, who also designed the Temple Emanuel and the Union Bank
building. It also received a special recognition from the Los Angeles
Conservancy (https://www.laconservancy.org/issues/friars-club-building)
But it also was “the” entertainers’ social club, the extent of which its
history was documented by Milton Berle in his best-selling book entitled,
B.S. ILove You, Sixty Years With The Famous and Infamous.
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The book is described as: “This autobiography ofMilton Berte’s fifty
years in the Friars Clubfeatures one-lines, ad tibs, and risque roasts of
America past and present celebritiesfrom thefields ofentertainment,
sports, politics and crime.”
It held sufficient allure that when the structure was being razed (before the
City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance was adopted) the Hollywood
Reporter described its unique history and contribution to Hollywood:
https://www.hollywoodreporter.com/news/iconic-friars-club-beverly-hills-93820
A Los Angeles Times article from 1995 (Exhibit D) reports the special
nature of the Friars Club. Independent of the building, the Friars Club, as
a lessee, could qualify the property as a Historic Resource.
That the historic aspect of the property was not uncovered during the
initial environmental assessment of the EIR (after all it is called the “Friars
Club” site), is a factor that can still be rectified.

Exhibit A:

EIR Excerpts

Exhibit B:

January 4, 2017 Liaison Committee Highlights

Exhibit C:

State of California The Resources Agency
Department of Parks and Recrecation Primary Record

-

September 8, 2016 Planning Commission Meeting

--

-

-

Exhibit D:

“Mi Joking Aside... : You Hear the One About the Friars Club Getting a
Face-Lift?. Los Angeles Times. July 16, 1995
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9908 South Santa Monica Boulevard Condominium Project
Section 8 Response to Comments on the Draft EIR

Responses to Comments at the
September 8, 2016 Planning Commission Hearing
The Proposed Project was reviewed by the City’s Planning Commission during a public
hearing on September 8, 2016. Comments provided by the Commissioners and one
member of the public are summarized below. Responses to each comment have been
provided.
COMMENTER

I on Greene Gordon, Vice chair

Greene Goxdon Comenti
Vice Chair Greene Gordon requested consideration of a Project alternative that includes
lower residential density (fewer condominiums), ground-floor retail uses, and reduced
height.
Response
Per this request, below is an analysis of an alternative similar to the “Mixed Use
Residential and Commercial Alternative” (Alternative 2), however with lower
residential density, ground-floor retail uses, and reduced height. In summary, impacts
under this alternative related to air quality, greenhouse gases (GHGs), noise and traffic
would incrementally increase compared to the Proposed Project. Impacts associated
with aesthetics and land use would decrease, and potential hazards impacts would be
the same as under the Proposed Project. Overall, this alternative would result in
increased impacts; therefore, it would not be environmentally superior to the Proposed
Project.
Reduced Mixed Use Residential and Commercial Alternative
The reduced height and density alternative involves a mixed-use building that would
include 5,000 SF of ground-floor commercial space and 67,004 SF of residential use. The
overall building area under this alternative would be 72,004 SF, which complies with the
maximum floor-to-area ratio (FAR) of 2:1 of the project site’s existing C-3A zoning
designation. The building would be three stories tall with a total height of 45 feet, which
would comply with the existing height regulations applicable to the project site. In
comparison, the Proposed Project would be five stories tall with a total height of 66 feet
and the FAR would be 2.5:1. Amendments to the General Plan and Beverly Hills
Municipal Code would be required to allow residential units on the Project site.
The average square footage of the residential units under the Proposed Project was used
to estimate the number of residential units under this alternative. The average is
approximately 3,333 SF per unit (89,988 Sf divided by 27 units); therefore, the following
analysis is based on 20 residential units and 5,000 SF of commercial retail space.
Aesthetics
Under this alternative, commercial uses would be added to the site, which would be
compatible with the surrounding commercial corridor along South Santa Monica
Boulevard. In addition, this alternative would reduce the height from five stories to
three stories tall. This reduced height would be consistent with the height of existing

r
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commercial and residential development in the area. Therefore, visual impacts under
this alternative would incrementally decrease in comparison to the Proposed Project.
Air Quality
The reduced building area under this alternative would result in a reduction of
construction emissions compared to the Proposed Project. It was assumed for this
analysis that the alternative would follow a similar 21-month construction schedule.
Table 84 shows a comparison of construction emissions between the Proposed Project
and this alternative.
Table 8-f
Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Air Pollutant Emissions

[

Year

Emissions (Ibsiday)

tROG

NOx

CO

SO

PM10

PM.5

Proposed Project
2016

3.2

36.9

24.6

<0.1

3.0

2.0

2017

10.6

33.7

23.9

<0.1

3.5

2.0

2018

10.3

15.5

14.2

<0.1

1.6

1.0

Maximum lbslday

10.6

36.9

24.6

<0.1

3.5

2.0

Maximum Daily On-Site
Construction Emissions

9.1

25.9

15.4

<0.1

1.8

1.5

Reduced Mixed Use Residential and Commercial Alternative
2017

3.0

33.7

23.9

<0.1

2.6

1.7

2018

8.2

12.0

10.0

<0.1

1.1

0.8

2019

8.2

3.3

4.0

<0.1

0.5

0.3

Maximum Ibslday

8.2

33.7

23.9

<0.1

1.6

1.7

SCAQMD Thresholds

75

100

550

150

150

55

Threshold Exceeded?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Maximum Daily On-Site
Construction Emissions

81

23 6

15 0

<0 1

1 $

1 5

Local Significant Threshold
(on-site only)

N!A

103

562

NIA

4

3

Threshold Exceeded?
No
No
No
No
No
No
calculations
Notes: All
were made using CaIEEMoU winter calculations for mitigated construction, which takes Into
account compliance with SCAQMD Rules 403, 1113, and 445. See Appendix 6A for calculations. Grading, Building
Construction and Architectural Coating totals include worker trips, construction vehicle emissions, and fugitive dust.
Emission totals shown may not sum exactly as a result of rounding.

The addition of commercial uses under this alternative would add daily vehicle trips,
while the reduced number of residential units would decrease daily vehicle trips. This
would result in a net increase in daily vehicle trips (see Table 8-5 below) and associated
air pollutant emissions compared to the Proposed Project. Table 8-2 shows a comparison
of operational emissions between the Proposed Project and this alternative. Overall,

r
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implementation of this alternative would result in an incremental increase in operational
air pollutant emissions compared to the Proposed Project; however, emissions under
this alternative would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds and impacts would remain less
than significant.

Table 8-2
Estimated Operational Emissions of the Proposed Project
Maximum Emissions (ibslday)
ROG

NOx

Area Emissions

2.8

<0.1

Energy Emissions

<0.1

0.1

Mobile Emissions

0.5

1.4

Total Emissions

3.3

1.5

Source

CO

PM10

PM2.5

2.2

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

5.6

1.0

0.3

7.9

1.0

0.3

Proposed Project

Reduced Mixed Use Residential and Commercial Alternative

Area Emissions

2.3

<0.1

1.7

<0.1

<0.1

Energy Emissions

<0.1

0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

Mobile Emissions

1.0

2.0

8.8

1.6

0.4

Total Emissions

3.3

2.1

10.5

1.6

0.4

$CAQMD Thresholds

55

55

550

150

55

Threshold Exceeded?
No
No
No
No
No
Source: All calculations were made using CaIEEMod winter calculations for mitigated operational emissions, which takes
into account compliance with SCAQMD’s Architectural Coating Rule 7713 and project design features. See Appendix 6A.
Note: Emission totals shown may not sum exactly as a result of rounding.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The reduced building area under this alternative would result in an incremental
reduction of construction related GHG emissions. Table 8-3 below shows a comparison
of construction related emission between the Proposed Project and this alternative. It
was assumed for this analysis that the alternative would follow a similar 21-month
construction schedule.
The addition of commercial retail uses under this project alternative would result in a
net increase in the number of daily trips and associated GHG emissions. Table 84 ShOWS
a comparison between operational GHG emissions of the proposed project and this
alternative.
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Table 8-3
Estimated Construction Emissions of Greenhouse Gases
Construction Year

(MIr)

Proposed Project
2016

116

2017

243

2018

114

Total

473

Amortized over 30 years

16 MT per year

Reduced Mixed Use Residential and Commercial Alternative
2017

318

2018

146

2019

7

Total

471

Amortized over 30 years

16 MT per year

Modeling assumed compliance with SCAQMD Architectural Coating Rule 7773,
Rule Healthy Hearth Rule 445, and SCAQMD Fugitive Dust Rule 403.
Note: Total may not add up due to rounding.

Table 8-4
Combined Annual Emissions of Greenhouse Gases
Annual Emissions
MT C02e
Emission Source
Proposed Project

Reduced Mixed Use Residential and
Commercial Alternative

16

16

Area
Energy
Solid Waste
Water

0.4
102
6
12

0.3
109
7
12

CH4 and CO2
N20

185
10

250
15

Total Emissions

331

409

Exceed SCAQMD
Recommended Threshold
(3,000 MT C02e)?

No

No

Construction
Operational

Mobile

Sources: Calculations from CalEEMod Annual results, see Appendix 6A.
Note: Total may not add up due to rounding.
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GHG emissions from construction under this alternative would be similar to the
Proposed Project. As shown in Table 8-4, increased daily trips under this alternative
would result in greater GHG emissions than the Proposed Project; however, emissions
would remain below SCAQMD significance thresholds. Therefore, impacts to GHG
emissions would be greater than the proposed project but would remain less than
significant.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
This alternative would be required to comply with all applicable codes and regulations
pertaining to emergency response and fire protection. Based on the types of commercial
uses that are permitted in the C-3 zone (refer to Table 4.5-1 in Section 4.5, Land Use and
Planning), commercial uses under this alternative would not involve the routine
transport, use, storage, or disposal of hazardous materials. Impacts would be similar to
those of the Proposed Project and would remain less than significant.
Land Use and Planning
As with the Proposed Project, this alternative would require amendments to the General
Plan and the BHMC to create a residential overlay for compliance with the C-3A zone. In
addition, a Planned Development Permit would be required, along with implementation
of mitigation measures to ensure compliance with the permit. As discussed in Section
4.5, Land Use and Planning, adoption of the required amendments and permit under this
alternative would not conflict with other City plans or policies, nor would it result in an
increase in the severity of environmental effects that would occur under the Proposed
Project. The housing component would still require discretionary actions, but permits to
allow increased height and floor area would not be required. Therefore, impacts would
be less than those of the Proposed Project and would be less than significant.

Noise and Vibration
The addition of commercial space under this alternative would result in an increase in
the average daily trips (ADT) from 180 ADT under to the Proposed Project to 347 ADT
under this alternative. This increase in traffic would incrementally increase traffic noise
on local streets; however, overall noise increases would remain below the City’s
thresholds. Therefore, impacts associated with noise would be greater, but would
remain less than significant.
Transportation and Traffic
The addition of commercial space under this alternative would result in an increase in
the ADT generated. As shown in the Table 8-5, this alternative would generate an
estimated 347 ADT, including 16 AM peak hour trips and 32 PM Peak hour trips. This is
167 more ADT (1 more AM peak hour trip and 14 more PM peak hour trips) compared
to the Proposed Project. However, traffic impacts would not be expected to exceed local
or Congestion Management Program (CMI?) significance thresholds. Therefore, in
comparison to the Proposed Project, impacts under this alternative would be greater, but
would remain less than significant.
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Table 8—5
Reduced Mixed Use Residential and Commercial Alternative— Trip
Generation Comparison
Reduced Mixed
Use Residential
and Commercial
Proposed Project

Difference

Average Daily Traffic (ADT)

180

347

AM Peak Hour Trips

15

16

+1

PM Peak Hour Trips

18

32

+14

+167

Source: Trip Generation, 9th Edition, institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), 2072.

Greene Gordon Comment 2
Vice Chair Greene Gordon stated that the requested zone change for a residential
overlay to develop 27 condominium units in a predominately commercial area would
change the “feel of the area,” which gets lost when zone changes are allowed.
Response
Although the Section 4.5, Land Use and Planning, does not identify significant
compatibility conificts, a mixed residential-commercial use, as described under
Alternative 2 and the Reduced Mixed Use Residential and Commercial Alternative
above, would be more consistent with the commercial character of the area.
Greene Gordon Comment 3
Vice Chair Greene Gordon requested that the applicant consider collaborating with
Beverly Hills High School to address parking issues in the area.
Response
Collaborative efforts for joint-use parking are beyond the scope of the EIR. However, the
Proposed Project meets the parking requirements under the BHMC.
Greene Gordon Comment 4
Vice Chair Greene Gordon requested consideration of an alternative with another level
of subterranean parking to eliminate the stacked parking under the Proposed Project.
Response
The following is the impact analysis associated with adding a second level of
subterranean parking.
Air Quality
Temporary construction-related air quality impacts associated with a second level of
subterranean parking would be greater in comparison to those of the Project due to the
increased amount of export and increased duration of excavation required for the
increased depth of the subterranean parking structure. Assuming that the parking
structure footprint would match the building footprint of 64,000 square feet, the
increased excavation from the two-level parking structure would result in a total of
approximately 36,000 cubic yards of soil export from the project site. In comparison to
the Proposed Project, 20,500 cubic yards would be removed for one level of subterranean
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parking. Therefore, construction of the second level of subterranean parking would
require increased equipment use and soil export, approximately 1,900 additional haul
trucks, and would add approximately two months to the construction schedule, which
would spread emissions over a longer period of time.
Table 8-1 shows that the estimated construction emissions from the two-level parking
structure alternative compared to the emissions from the Proposed Project are slightly
greater. Total emissions of ROG, NOx, and CO would be greater than for the Proposed
Project and emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 would be equal. Nonetheless, impacts from the
construction-related emissions for the two-level parking structure would remain less
than significant.
Table 8-6
Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Air Pollutant Emissions
Emissions (lbs/day)
Year

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

2016

3.2

36.9

24.6

<0.1

3.0

2.0

2017

10.6

33.7

23.9

<0.1

3.5

2.0

2018

10.3

15.5

14.2

<0.1

1.6

1.0

Maximum Ibslday

10.6

36.9

24.6

<0.1

3.5

2.0

Maximum Daily On-Site
Construction Emissions

9

25 9

154

<0 1

1 8

1

Proposed Project

Two Level Parking Structure Alternative

2016

3.5

40.8

27.6

0.1

3.7

2.2

2017

3.2

37.3

26.8

0.1

3.6

2.0

2018

14.9

16.0

14.9

<0.1

1.6

1.1

Maximum lbslday

14.9

40.8

27.6

0.1

3.7

2.2

SCAQMD Thresholds

75

100

550

150

150

55

Threshold Exceeded?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Maximum Daily On-Site
Construction Emissions

13 5

25

Local Significant Threshold
(on-site only)

N/A

103

562

N/A

4

3

Threshold Exceeded?
No
No
No
No
No
No
Notes: All calculations were made using CalEEMod winter calculations for mitigated construction, which takes into
account compliance with SCAQMD Rules 403, 1173, and 445. See Appendix 6A for calculations. Grading, Building
Construction and Architectural Coating totals include worker trips, construction vehicle emissions, and fugitive dust.
Emission totals shown may not sum exactly as a result of rounding.

The two-level parking structure would not change the proposed land uses of the project.
Table 8-2 shows the estimated operational emissions from the two-level parking
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structure and the proposed project. The NOx and PM emissions would be the same;
however, the increased parking area would incrementally increase operational
emissions of ROG, but CO emissions would slightly decrease.
Table 8-7
Estimated Operational Emissions of the Proposed Project
Maximum Emissions (Ibslday)
Source

ROG

Proposed Project

f

NOx

J

CO

PM10

PM2

Area Emissions

2.8

<0.1

2.2

<0.1

<0.1

Energy Emissions

<0.1

0.1

<01

<0.1

<0.1

Mobile Emissions

0.5

1.4

5.6

1.0

0.3

Total Emissions

3.3

1.5

7.9

1.0

0.3

Area Emissions

3.7

<0.1

2.2

<0.1

<0.1

Energy Emissions

<0.1

0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

Mobile Emissions

0.5

1.4

5.4

1.0

0.3

Total Emissions

4.3

1.5

7.7

1.0

0.3

SCAQMD Thresholds

55

55

550

150

55

Two Level Parking Structure Alternative

Threshold Exceeded?
No
No
No
No
No
Source: All calculations were made using CaIEEMod winter calculations for mitigated operational emissions, which takes
into account compliance with SCAQMD’s Architectural Coating Rule 1113 and project design features. See Appendix 6A.
Note: Emission totals shown may not sum exactly as a result of rounding.

As shown in Table 8-2, operational emissions under the two-level parking structure are
similar to the emissions associated with the Proposed Project. ROG emissions would be
slightly greater and emissions of CO would be slightly less than the Proposed Project.
Emissions of NOx, PM1O, and PM2.5 would be equal to the Proposed Project.
Overall, air quality impacts would be similar to those of the Proposed Project and would
remain less than significant. Impacts related to AQMP consistency would be similar to
the Proposed Project since the number of residential units would not change.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Temporary construction-related GHG impacts associated with this alternative would be
slightly greater than those of the Proposed Project since the amount and duration of
construction would be greater due to the increased excavation required for the two
levels of subterranean parking and the increased building size. Table 8-3 shows the
estimated GHG emissions associated with construction of the two-level parking
structure and the Proposed Project.
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Table 8-8
Estimated Construction Emissions of Greenhouse Gases
C02e
fMT)

Construction Year

Two Level Parking Structure

,-roposeu i-roJect
.

Alternative

2016

116

136

2017

243

307

2018

114

160

Total

473

603

76 MT per year

20 MT per year

Amortized over 30 years

Modeling assumed compliance with SCAQMD Architectural Coating Rule 7773, Rule Healthy Hearth Rule
445, and SCAQMD Fugitive Dust Rule 403.
Note: Total may not add up due to rounding.

A two-level parking structure would not change the proposed land uses of the project.
However, the increased parking area would result in an increase in operational
emissions due to increased energy use. Table 8-4 shows the estimated operational
emissions from the two-level parking structure and the Proposed Project.
Table 8-9
Combined Annual Emissions of Greenhouse Gases
Annual Emissions
MT C02e

Emission Source
Proposed Project

Two-Level Parking Structure

16

20

Area
Energy
Solid Waste
Water

0.4
102
6
12

0.4
172
6
12

CH4 and CO2
N20

185
10

178
10

Total Emissions

331

398

Exceed SCAQMD
Recommended Threshold
(3,000 MT C02e)?

No

No

Construction
Operational

Mobile

Sources: Calculations from CaIEEMad Annual results, see Appendix 6A.
Note: Total may not add up due to rounding.

Overall impacts related to GHGs and climate change would be slightly greater than
those of the Proposed Project. However, neither this alternative nor the Proposed Project
would conflict with applicable plans or policies related to GHG emissions since both
entail infifi development that would comply with applicable energy conservation
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requirements, implement proposed sustainabffity features, and generally be consistent
with regional efforts to reduce regional vehicle miles traveled by providing housing in
an already urbanized area.
Greene Gordon Comment 5
Vice Chair Greene Gordon requested consideration of no left turns from the project
driveway onto South Santa Monica Blvd during peak hours.
Response
Fehr & Peers (F&P) provided an analysis of the potential transportation impacts if access
to the project site is restricted to only allow outbound right-turning vehicles (no
outbound left-turns) during peak hours or throughout the day (Appendix 6B includes
F&P’s full analysis). The analysis found that, as analyzed in the FIR, the proposed
project would not significantly impact traffic operations at the study intersections under
existing or future plus project conditions with full access at the project driveways. Due
to the low trip generation of the proposed project, the changes in volume to capacity
(V/C) ratios with the potential access restrictions for outbound vehicles (right-turns
only) would continue to be less than the City’s significance threshold.
The street segments adjacent to the project site were also studied in the FIR. The street
segments would experience a less than 1% increase in traffic volumes under the
proposed project, which is much lower than the City’s significance thresholds for
residential streets. Due to the low trip generation of the proposed project, the additional
vehicles that would utilize Durant Drive if access was restricted to right-turns only
would continue to be less than the City’s significance threshold.
Therefore, due to the low trip generation of the proposed land uses, the proposed project
would not significantly impact traffic operations at the study intersections or street
segments under existing or future plus project conditions with full or partial access at
the project site
COMMENTER:

Alan Robert Block, Commissioner

Block Comment I
Commissioner Block noted that the allowed Floor-to-Area Ratio (FAR) is 2.0 and stated
concern about the Proposed Project’s FAR of 2.5.
Response
An all residential project with a reduced FAR (from 2.5 to 2.0) would result in a building
similar to that of Alternatives 3 and 4 in Section 6, Attemahves, of the Draft EIR. The
building floor area would be 72,004 SF, which would likely result in a three-story
building with approximately 22 residential units (assuming an average of 3,333 SF per
unit). Under this scenario, the decrease in building height from 66 feet to 45 feet would
reduce aesthetic impacts in comparison to the Proposed Project. In addition, the FAR
and height would comply with the City’s regulations; however, this alternative still
require a zone change to allow a residential project in a commercial zone. Therefore, the
land use impacts would similar, but slightly less under this alternative.
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Table 8—10
Reduced Residential Alternative— Trip Generation Comparison
Reduced Mixed
Use Residential
and Commercial
Proposed Project
(ADT)

Difference

180

146

-34

AM Peak Hour Trips

15

12

-3

PM Peak Hour Trips

18

15

-3

Average Daily Traffic

Source: Trip Generation, 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), 2012.

The impacts related to air quality, GHG emissions and noise would incrementally
decrease compared to those of the Proposed Project due to the decrease in construction
time. Also, as shown in Table 8-10, this alternative would decrease traffic impacts due to
the reduction in vehicle trips. Potential hazards impacts would be the same as under the
Proposed Project. Therefore, the overall impacts would be reduced and this alternative
would be environmentally superior to the Proposed Project.
Block Comment 2
Commissioner Block stated that traffic and parking in this area of the City are major
problems and that the project would increase these problems.
Response
Section 4.7, Transportation and Traffic, analyzes project and cumulative traffic impacts
and concludes that the project’s impact and contribution to cumulative impacts would
be less than significant at all study intersections, and traffic impacts during the
construction period would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation.
OMMENTER

Farshid Joe Shooshani, Chair

Shooshani Comment 1
Chair Shooshani voiced concerned that an all-residential project would change the feel
of the commercial street. He stated the surrounding residents need services, so the
project should be a mixed-use development that includes retail.
Response
Refer to the response under Greene Gordon Comment 1, which provides an analysis for
a Reduced Mixed Use Residential and Commercial Alternative. Based on this analysis,
impacts related to air quality, GHGs, noise and traffic would incrementally increase
compared to the Proposed Project. Impacts associated with aesthetics and land use
would decrease in comparison, and potential hazards impacts would be the same as
under the Proposed Project. Overall, this alternative would result in increased impacts,
and therefore, it would not be an environmentally superior alternative to the Proposed
Project.
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Shooshani Comment 2
Chair Shooshani requested consideration of an economic impact analysis to determine
the effect of the Proposed Project.
Response
Analysis of the economic impact associated with proposed projects is beyond the scope
of CEQA.
COMMENTER:

Melinda York, Community Member

York Comment 1
Ms. York stated that the City is being bombarded with “McMansions,” high rise
buildings, and constant development that has impacted sunlight on adjacent land uses.
Response
As discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, shadow impacts associated with the proposed
project would be less than significant. However, the Proposed Project does exceed the
City’s height and FAR standards for development in the C-3A zone. Therefore, as
discussed in Section 4.5, Land Use and Planning, development of the Proposed Project
would require the City Council’s approval of amendments to the General Plan and
BHMC, and issuance of a Planned Development Permit, along with implementation of
Mitigation Measures LU-i and LU-2 to ensure compliance with the Planned
Development Permit. The proposed increased in height and FAR would be less than
significant if these approvals and permits are issued by the City.
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CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS
455 N. Rexiord Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
4th Floor Conference
Room A
Beverly Hills City Council Liaison I Planning Commission Committee
SPECIAL MEETING HIGHLIGHTS
Wednesday, January 4, 2017
4:00 PM

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER
January 4, 2017/ 4:13 PM
Date/Time:
IN ATTENDANCE:

Mayor Mirisch, Councilmember Bosse, Planning Commission Chair
Farshid Joe Shooshani, Planning Commission Vice Chair Lori Greene
Gordon, City Manager Mahdi Aluzri, Assistant City Manager George
Chavez, Director of Community Development Susan Healy Keene,
Assistant Director of Community Development Ryan Gohlich, Senior
Planner Andre Sahakian, Executive Assistant Karen Myron

1) PUBLIC COMMENT
Members of the public will be given the opportunity to directly address the Committee on any
item listed on the agenda.
Speakers:

None

2) PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF 9808 5. SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD (FORMER
FRIARS CLUB SITE)
Assistant Director of Community Development Ryan Gohlich briefly introduced the proposed
project, highlighting the three main discussion points land use, building height and FAR, and
streetscape as noted in his December 30, 2016 memorandum to the Liaison Committee.
—

—

The applicant team, introduced by Tom Levyn and led by Cliff Goldstein, provided a video
presentation of the proposed project and its surrounding area, as well as their reasons for
proposing a mixed-use project in a C-3 Commercial Zone.
All members of the Liaison Committee expressed concern at the lack of commercial space in
the proposed project Councilmrnbeross spec1flcly pintëd out jt ?t the Liaison
Commrfte meing in a1iuary 201
fnehdyTetail spô aIoithe efli
Ughi!h
Wot
pTOrde Mayor Mirisch noted the proposed project would be more appropriate for an R-4
Residential Zone. Additional comments from the Committee indicated the need for public
parking, as well as the proposed project’s incompatibility with the surrounding neighborhood.
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Concerns noted by staff included the placement of the proposed motor court and its entrance
location on South Santa Monica Boulevard, the lack of sufficient, compatible commercial
space, and the increased height of the proposed project.
The Committee suggested the proposed project be restudied, with consideration given to the
need for appropriate, pedestrian-friendly retail space, parking beyond the code-required
minimum, and sufficient public benefit in exchange for a proposed zone change. In addition,
Mayor Mirisch suggested that the project be completely redesigned in order to comply with all
applicable Municipal Code standards.
staff for their time and willingness to engage,
and

tey

ADJOURNMENT
Date I Time:

January 4, 2017 I 5:28 PM
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA THE RESOURCES AGENCY
-

(DEPARTMENT OF PARKS & RECREATION PRIMARY RECORD)
-
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City of Beverly Hills
Historic Resources Survey Report
Survey Area 5: Commercial Properties
Part I: Historic Resources Survey Update
Part II: Area 5: Commercial Property Survey

II
Ilir.

Preparedfor:

City of Beverly Hills
Planning and Community Development Department
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, California 90210
Prepared by:

ø%iii1 Jones & Stokes

811 West 7th Street, Suite 800
Los Angeles, CA 90017

June 2006, rev. April 2007
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City of Beverly Hills Historic Resources Survey
Phase II Update (June 9, 2006)
Street Address

APN

Resource Name

Date

Area

Phase

District
Art DecoModeme Bidgs.

NRHP Status Code
3CD

1931

5

Phase 3—2006

4343011008

1922

5

Phase3—2006

3CS

9627-9647 Brighton Way

4343022020

1971

5

Phase 3—2006

3CS

414 Camden Dr.

4343018023

1974

5

Phase 3—2006

1941

5

Phase 3—2006

7928

5

1936
1938
1972

368NBeveriy
412 NBeverlyDr.

4343012001

350 N Camden Dr.

4343019004

363 N Camden Dr.

4343021017

409 N Camden Dr.

4343022008

415 N Camden Dr.

4343022009

441 N Camden Or.

4343022025

Gap

Design within Reach

E. Braun & Company Building

409 North Camden

Wells Fargo

Post WWII Commercial Bldgs.

3CD

Phase 3—2006

Regency Revival Bldgs.

3C0

5

Phase 3—2006

Regency Revival Bidga.

3CD

5

Phase 3—2006

Regency Revival Bidgs.

3CD

5

Phase 3—2006

Post IMNII Commercial Bldgs.

3CD

1935

5

Phase 3—2006

1937

5

Phase 3—2006

Art Deco\Modeme Bldgs.

3CD

3CS

3CS

444 N Camden Dr.

4343018005

202 N Canon Dr.

4343006008

256 N Canon Dr.

4343006002

1957

5

Phase 3—2006

357 N Canon Dr.

4343012016

1947

5

Phase 3—2006

Regency RevIval Bldgs.

3CD

427 N Canon Dr.

4343011075

1937

5

Phase 3—2006

Regency Revival BIdga.

3CD

Art DecoModeme Bldgs.

Westaide Estate Agency

3S

3CD

444 N Canon Dr.

4343008001

Edelwelss Chocolates

1936

5

Phase 3—2006

343 N Rodeo Dr.

4343019019

Prada Store

2004

5

Phase 3—2006

404 N Roxbury Dr.

4343024004

CIty National Bank

1955

5

Phase 3—2006

1925

5

Phase 3—2006

3S

3CS
Post WWII Commercial Bldgs.

3CD

9701 Santa Monica Blvd.

4343023003

9884 Santa Monica Blvd.

4328003001

Darrow Office BuildIng

1945

5

Phase 3—2006

3S

4328002034

Friars Club

1963

5

Phase 3—2006

3CS

4328002009

Beverly Hills YMCA

1950

5

Phase 3—2006

1945

5

Phase 3—2006

9900 Santa Monica Blvd.
9924 Santa Monica Blvd.

3CS
Art DecoModeme Bidge.

3CD

9949 Sante Monica Blvd.

4328001018

9990 Santa Monica Blvd.

4328002001

1953

5

Phase 3—2006

8383 WilshIre Blvd.

4334022081

1970

5

Phase 3—2006

Post WW1I Commercial Bldgs.

3CD

8400 WilshIre Blvd.

4333029015

1935

5

Phase 3—2006

Art Deco\Modame Bldgs.

3CD

Jones & Stokes

Hilton Office Building

3S

Page lot 3
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State of California
DEPARTMENT

OF

—

The Resources Agency

PARKS

AND

Primary #

RECREATION

HR

#_______________________________

Tdnomial

PRIMARY RECORD

3CS

NRHP Status Code

Listings
Review Code

Other

Page
*

*

L

of

Reviewer

—

-________

L

Friar’s Club
Resource Name or it:
P1. Other Identifier: friars Club
P2. Location:
[]Not for Publication
b. USGS 7.5’ Quad

a. County Los Angeles

Unrestricted
Date

9900 Santa Monica Blvd.
d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear feature)
c. Address

R

114

;

City Beverly

of

__114 of Sec

Hills

Zone
e. Other Locational Data: (e.g. parcel #, legal description, directions to resource, elevation, additional UTMs,

*

;
Zip 90212

B.M.

etc. as appro

(Describe resource and its major elements. Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries.)
Appears to be individually eligible for Listing in the California Register under Criterion 1 for its association with the Friar’s Club,
and under Criterion 3 as a good intact example of the work of a master architect, Sidney Eisenshtat.
P3a. Description:

Architect: Eisenshtat, Sidney

*
*

P3b.
P4.

attributes and codes)

Resource Attributes:

(List

Resources Present:

Building

[lStwcture

[JObject

[l Site [l District

[lElement of District [lOther (Isolates, etc.)
P5b. Description of Photo:

(View,

date, etc.)

May 2006
*

P6.

Date ConstructedlAge and Sources:

E]Prehistoric

El Both

Historic

1963
*

P7. Owner and Address:

*

P8.

Recorded by: (Name, affiliation, address)

John English & Portia Lee
Jones & Stokes
811 W7thST,Suite800
Los Angeles, CA 90017
*
P9. Date Recorded: 6/9/2006
*
P10. Survey Type: (Describe)
-

*

*

P11. Report Citation:

--

(Cite survey report/other sources or noneM)

NONE
Attachments:
El Location Map El Sketch Map
El Continuation Sheet
[lArchaeologlcai Record [lOistrict Record Elcinear Feature Record [lMilling Station Record
[JPhotograph Record [lather (List)
DPR 523A (1/95)

El Building, Structure, and Object Record
[lRock Art Record
*

[lArtifact Record

Required Information
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EXHIBIT D

“ALL JOKING ASIDE ...: YOU HEAR THE ONE ABOUT
THE FRIARS CLUB GETTING A
FACE-LIFT?
...

[LOS ANGELES TIMES. JULY 16, 1995]
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All Joking Aside..
July r6, 1995

You Hear the One About the Friars Club

MATFilS CHAZANOY I TIMES STAFF WRITER

Did you hear the one about the Friars Club, home away from home for comedians and other wise guys?
They

afaoe.hftNotthemembers-thebuildmg!

thspepeguys,

dpthurJThethreetoiyildingmjxecrioksniit

Take the steam bath—please! And the card room—with all those cigars going, it smells asbad as these jokes.
But seriously, folks, enough with the wisecracks already. Let’s give a big welcome to Milton Berle, a man who put off his honeymoon 42 years ago so as not to
miss the insults at lunch around the Friars’ Round Table.
His straight mantoday is IrwmM. Schaeffer, the dean—that’s president to you—of the Friars Club, which is on Little Santa Monica Boulevard in Beverly Hills.
As the joke-meisters of TV’s Golden Age fade into retirement or worse, a new generation is redoing the decor at the 25,000-square-foot club, a building that
has not been updated since 1962.
“It’s going to be like a garden room—bright and airy,” says Schaeffer, who is looking for new Friars to join the fun.
it turns out that you do not have to be an aging professional funnyman tojoin—Schaeffer is big in pharmaceuticals—or even elderly or a man.
The standard $;,ooo initiation fee and dues of $175 a month have been cut in half for wanna-bes on the spry side of 35. And women have been members since
1987.
‘

hen GloriaAllre4jQinethe club thatyear—she was thefirst of her gender—Bei1e ankedhe or bringingdown the average age of the members.

“Why,” she asks, “what is it now?”
Berle: “Deceased!”
After lunch the other day, the two went out to have their pictures taken.
“Milton, don’t forget your cigar,” a visitor says.
“I’ll hold my cigar. She can
Whoops! Let’s just say that things are as raunchy as ever down at the Friars.
They may not be cleaning up their act, but they are cleaning up the cLubhouse, which in addition to the restaurant also offers whirlpool baths, masseurs, an
exercise room, cards and a bar decorated with a full-length portrait of a jaunty young Frank Sinatra.
“It’s a home away from home for many of our members. You can’t walk in without getting a hug or a kiss,” says Mired, the civil rights attorney. “ft’s nice to
have a hug in the middle of the day.”
It’s also a good place to make business contacts, she says. “And they have a great Cobb salad.”
Berle puts down his unlit cigar and blows her a kiss. “I love you,” he whispers across the table. She ignores him.
Berle is famous for doing anything for a laugh. He picks up a visitor’s hand and links fingers with him. “We’ve got all kinds here,” he says, bringing their joined
hands to his lips. “We have a few..
Allred rises. “I have a problem with that word,” she says with a tight smile for Berle, who first lunched at the NewYork Friars Club when Eddie Cantor brought
him around as a precocious youth in 1920.
“I’m working on him,” she says of Berle. “We understand each other.”
Berle, who turned 87 on Wednesday, has been the club’s spiritual leader on both coasts for decades. He holds the title of Abbot Emeritus of the West Coast
branch.
Steve Allen is now the abbot, a title that goes back, like the club itself, to the day in 1907 when a bunch of Broadway press agents decided they needed a
hangout of their own.
Why “Friars”? Why abbots, deans and other monkish titles?

137

The answer to that question is lost in the haze of time and alcohol, but in any case, the club was soon overrun by actors, songwriters, comedians and other
creative folk.
“None of the original Friars were religious. They were boozers and heffions of the worst sort,” Berte wrote in “B.S. I Love You,” his history of the organization.
The club’s seal shows a plump, mustachioed figure in a cassock—probably the jolly Friar Tuck of the Robin Hood stories—and the phrase “Prae Omnia
Fraternitas,” wiich is Yiddish (not!) for “fraternity before all.”
The Friars made a name for themselves by staging in-house shows and yearly awards dinners featuring popular entertainers. Then there are the club’s
members-only roasts, which are famous, or infamous, for insulting and off-color humor.
A roast at the NewYork club in 1993 caused some unpleasant publicity because of racially tinged jokes from Ted Danson and Whoopi Goldberg.
On the West Coast, the Friars Club dates back to the great migration of entertainers—and everybody else—to Los Angeles in the late 19405.
The story goes that one night Jack Benny, George Burns and George Jessel went to dinner at the Brown Derby in Hollywood and then onto the fights afew
blocks away, only to end up with nowhere to go when the fight card turned out to be a bust.
Soueoneaid, ‘Wat California needs is a Friars Club orwordsto that effects and aftanohige was soon granted withJessel 3mg Crosby Rob rtTaylor, Bob
mope and
iiiante asthe Qrgnal ofièers. The group met in restaurants before moving into its own building in 1962.
Over theyears it has givenmulhons of dollars to good causes throughthe Friars Charity Foundation a separate legal entity Thefoundaton actually ownsthe
g.

Card-carrying Friars include Tommy Lasorda, Roseanne, Zsa Zsa Gabor, Uza Minnelli and Billy Crystal.
Not all the members are in the star category, and many are not even in show business.
“We’d like to take the mystery out of it,” says attorney Edward G. Lewis, the club’s prior, or first vice president.
That’s right, adds Schaeffer, the club president, and when Arnold Schwarzenegger comes in, “you can walk up to him and B.S. with him. It’s wonderfuL”
Speaking of Schwanenegger, Milton Berle says he introduced the muscular actor at a recent roast as the illegitimate son of Gloria Allred and Kurt Waldheim.
Wait, you forgot the punch line, Allred says.
Here it is: “Waldheim says, ‘I yes chust followink ordahs!”
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FINDING YOUR ZEN
Mayor liii Bosse hosted
alternative
Dr. Deepak
Gift of 1
Beverly Canon GardE
last Sunday. Part of
BOLD
Healthy
Initiative, Chopra led
1,000 people In a i
meditation to clear the
mind of holiday stress. The
group mindfulness was
further enhanced by the
City’s beautiful holiday
lighting punctuating the
—
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Small Business Saturday In Beverly Hil
Highlighted By Special Walk With The Mals To Be
yor

By Mall Lopez
Beverly Hills is planning a
day chock full of fun this week
end to celebrate Small
Business Saturday, including a
special Walk With The Mayor.
First observed in the
United States in November
2010, Small Business Saturda
is sandwiched between Biac
Friday and Cyber Monday dur
ing perhaps the busiest shop
ping weekend of the year.
While those two days
focus more on big-box retail-

ers, Small Business Saturday
aims to shed a light on local
business.
Small Business Saturday in
Beverly Hills will begin with a
9:15 a.m. rally in Beverly
Canon Gardens, which will
include giveaways, drawings
and special refreshments from
Sweet Beverly.
From there, a special
Saturday Walk With The Mayor
will commence at 9:45 a.m.,
beginning with a stop on South
Beverly Drive.

The walk will wind its way
north up Beverly and Canon,
visiting businesses such as
Laduree, Nate’n Al, Gratitude,
Edeiweiss and Pussy and
Pooch before concluding at
Alfred Coffee at 12:30 p.m.
For more information on
Small Business Saturday in
Beverly Hills, visit http://mem

bers.beverIyhllIschamber.com/
events/details/small-bus/ness
saturday-in-beverly-hiIs-13957
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Andre Sahakian
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Steven Seigel <saseigel@gmail.com>
Monday, November 27, 2017 9:09 AM
Andre Sahakian
9908 SMB Supporter

To Whom it May Concern,
I am a current resident in the Southwest part of Beverly Hilts on Beverly Green Drive along with my wife and two young children and
wanted to send this email in support of the new 990$ South Santa Monica Blvd Proposal. I have reviewed the project closely and I am
concerned about additional traffic and believe that a first class residential project with a small amount of retail is preferable to any other use.
Thank you again for your time.
Best,
Steve Seigel

SIlhrnittPd it

Planning
ri;.,sinp meetinnf:

ii/&fii
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Lilly and David Lewis
242 South Peck Drive
Beverly Hilts, California 90212
Office Phone (310) 312-8077
Fax (310)312.8171
dIcwistdavid1ewislaw.com

November 27, 2017

City of Beverly 1-hits
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly i-fills, CA 90210
Re: Proposed Development at 990$ South Santa Monica BouLevard. Beverly 1-lills
Ladies and Gentlemen:
My wife and I have lived on South Peck Drive for more than 35 years and we love our
city. Dut-ing that time, the traffic in our neighborhood has continually increased. In particular, as
traffic through the City on Santa Monica, Wilshire and Olympic Boulevards continues to worsen,
it inevitably spills over into the residential streets. including our own. especially during the rush
hour periods.
For this reason. we greatly would preler to have a condominium project rather than a

commercial one at 9908 South Santa Monica Boulevard. The impact on the neighborhood traffic
will clearly be far less, and although this is but one project, all traffic problems are increcnental.
Please approve this proposed mixed-usc project.
Since- ly,

David J. Lewis

Si,hrnittt1
(‘nrr’mI.SIflq

“e Planning
njeetir ‘:
-
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141

November 16, 2017
Susan Healy Keene & Planning Department
City of Beverly Hills
455 N. Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Dear Ms. Keene & Planning:
I’m writing as a longtime resident of the 200 block
of Roxbury to express my support for the proposed
mixed—use condominium project at 9908 5. Santa
Monica. This project will create far less traffic
in an already terribly congested area than a
project built to code.
My wife and I would also like to have this
beautifully designed project in our neighborhood as
an option for when we are ready to downsize from
our home. We love the idea of staying in the area
and not having to give up having private outdoor
space when we do. Please approve this project and
share my letter with the Planning Commission and
City Council.

Best regards,

—!
Howard Sunkin
251 South Roxbury Drive
Beverly Hills, Ca 90212
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Andre Sahakian
From:
Sent:
To;
Subject

Mike Benayoun <mikewinsc@gmaii.com>
Monday, November 27, 2017 12:59 PM
Andre Sahakian
Opposition to the 9908 S Santa Monica Bid project

Dear Andre,
I received the Notice of Public Hearing for the 9908 S Santa Monica Blvd project, which I intend to attend
tonight.
I have been the owner of the property on 9921 Durant Dr #3 Beverly Hills, CA 90212, for more than 7 years
now. Our condo (on 3 floors) actually faces the alley, and therefore South Santa Monica Blvd.
-

I wanted to send you an email to challenge the proposed project for several reasons:
1. We purchased this property in large part because of the unobstructed view. Our condo ONLY faces the alley
and S Santa Monica Blvd. With this new project, our view will be totally obstructed and our property will
therefore significantly lose in value. I will ask to be compensated for the negative effect on appraised value of
our property.
2. My wife and I both work for corporate organizations that do not have an office here in Los Angeles, and
therefore work exclusively from home. The construction of this project wilL impact our work. I will ask to be
compensated for the entire duration of the project.
3. If this project goes forward, our view will be totally obstructed forever. The property is only facing the alley,
and we also have a rooftop which is currently the tallest on our street. We have invested a lot of money in the
condo, including the rooftop, and this condo project will totally obstruct our view. I will ask to be compensated
for the loss of view as an owner-occupied property.
I intend to challenge the project. If this project is approved by the city, I will request a fair compensation and go
to court if necessary.
Thanks for your consideration,

Mike Benayoun
424.253.MIKE (6453)
Linkedin

www. 1 9óflavors corn
.
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ttnn1n imm1ss%n
CIty of teverty itilts
4 Nørth Ro1cx’d Drive
Bctetty IjLIs, Catlfomla 90210
Re:
Pear Cornmls0lonc’rs;
I m a resident at Beverly Ildts and live In close proximity to the vacant site at 9908 S
Sta ?n$ca Blvd.
I hai reviewed the plans tot the devotoprnent of the pr1 Ftfars Ctub ate. which is
des1neU by a wfd famous architect as a 5 story tuury condxnlntum project with 27
tjntt. and iie rind Hoot retait. I support a srnatt amount of retalt; more retail,
w$iich coutd be vacant or br,n more traffic, is not desirable.

flisn you for considering my support.
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Planning Commission
City of Beverly HiLts
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverty Hilts, CaLifornia 90210
Re: Support for 9908 S. Santa Monica Boutevard Project
Dear Commissioners:
I am a resident of Beverty HiLts and tive in ctose proximity to the vacant site at 9908 S.
Santa Monica Btvd.
I have reviewed the ptans for the deveLopment of the prior Friars CLub site, which is
designed by a world famous architect as a 5 story tuxury condominium project with 27
units and some ground ftoor retait. I support a smatt amount of retaiL; more retaiL,
which coutd be vacant or bring more traffic, is not desirabLe.
I strongty support the approval of this beautifut project as proposed in my
neighborhood.
Thank you for considering my support.

Name

9966 Durant Drive, Beverly Hills, CA 90212
Address
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HLTC)N &HYLAND
I

LINDA MAY
PROPERTIES
LINDAMAY.COM

November 15, 2017
Dear Members ofthe Planning Commission:
As a luxury home and condominium real estate specialist on the Westside I am
constantly
looking for projects that will fill the needs of many residents who are looking to
locate within the
City.
Lower rise top tier condominium projects are in very limited supply and yet one
of the most “in
demand” types of home ownership today. Young executives who want to be
conveniently
located to Century City where they may work, Seniors who want to downsize but
stay vibrant
and within walking distance of the triangle and young couples who both work
and want the
freedom to just “close the door” when they travel are just some of the people who
are looking all
the time. Beverly Hills has very little of this product to offer.
I have looked at this project and it is just the kind ofhousing that we need in
this City. The
design is elegant and the materials are very high quality. The low rise but
carefully thought out
Penthouse floor has generous setbacks making it feel very exclusive and private
and less
intrusive to the nearby neighbors.
I truly hope 9908 Santa Monica Blvd receives your approval. I believe it
will serve the residents
well and be a real asset to the neighborhood.
Sincerely,

Linda May, Estates Director, Hilton & Hyland
(310)492-0735 lindalindamay.com

250 NORTH CAIION DRIVE IBEVERLYHILLS.CA90210 +7310278.3311
HILTONHYLAND.COM
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Planning Commission
City of Beverly Hills
455 North Rexiord Drive
Beverly Hills, CalifornIa 90210
Re: Sipt far 9908 S.lanta Mcn) RaLdevard Pm
Deer Commissioners:
I em a resident of Beverly Hills and Live In dose proximity to the vacant site at 9908
S.
Santa Monica Blvd.

I have reviewed the plans for the deveLopment of the prior Friars Club site, which Is
designed by a world famous architect as aS story luxury condominium project
wIth 27
units and some ground floor retail. I siçport a anaLt amo’4mt of retaiL; more retaiL,
which could be vacant or bring morn traffic, Is not desirable.
Lthe
Thank you for considering my s,port.

dame

‘9cZ

lA4P’r

Mdress
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Planning Commission
City of Beverly HIUs
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CaLifornia 90210
Ra Support for 9908 S. Santa Mon Bosdevard Project

Dear Commtssioners
i am a resident of Beverly Hills and fly. In dose proximity to the vacant site at 9908 S.
Monica &vd.
I have reviewed the plans for the development of the prior Friars CILth site, whtch Is
designed by a world famous architect sea 5 story tuwry condominium project wIth
units and some ground floor retaft. I support a smalL amount of retail; more retail, 27
which could be vacant or bring more traffic, Is not desirable.
I strongLy eipport the approval of this besutth project se proposed in my
ndghbothood.
Thank you for considering my support.

U4 (

V1g. Ocd9f’.
Address

tiV !,1 7&j

Iq/v-1
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Planning Commission

CltyofBwertyHltb
455 North Reclord Drive
Beverly Hills, CalIfornia 90210
Re Sjport for 9908 S. Santa Monf Bncd.vatd Proj
Dear Commissioners:
I am a resident of Beverly Hills and tive In dose prcxlmfty to the vacant site at 99085.
Santa Monica Blvd.

I have reviewed the pLans for the development of the prior Friars Club site, which Is
designed by a world famous architect as a 5 story Lwwry condominium project with V
units end some ground floor retaiL. I support a amaLt amount of retail; more retail,
which couW be vacant or bring more traffic, is not desirable.
I tysiort1he anproval of this bM pmject

proposed in my

Thank you for considering my support.

-
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\t

149

October 20, 2017
Andre Sahakian
Senior Planner
Community Development Department
City of Beverly Hills
455 N. Raxtord Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210

Dear Mr. Sahakian,
My wife Nllou and I live In Trousdate. We have owned outhouse since 1993 and have been voters
and community pattidpants through the years.
I am a dentist by profession, butt have also selectively Invested In real estate. Several years
ago,
I Invested In the property located at 99065. Santa Monica Blvd. I saw the vacant
lot as an
opportunity for a significant development at the gateway to Beverly Hills, and I believed that
GPI
would develop a project that I would be proud to Invest In. GPts proposed project Is a perfect
complement to the surrounding neighborhood and would contribute to this Important
part of
the City.
I would not have invested In this site If I didn’t think the development plan was good for the City.
I hope the Planning CommIssion and City Council agree and approve the project.
Regards,

%

/.__b

Behzad Binaferd

150

Planning Commission
City of Beverly Hills
455 North ,dord Drive
Beverly HRIS, CalifornIa 90210
Pb: pjport for 990R S. SantR Monica Rocdard Prolect
Dear Commissioners:
I am a resident of Beverly Hills and live in dose proximity
to the vacant site at 9908 S.
Santa Monica Btvd.
I have reviewed the plans for the development of the
Friars Club site, which Is
designed by a world famous architect es aS stoly Lwcuiprior
y condominium project wIth 27
units and some ground floor retail. I support a small amoun
which could be vacant or bring more traffic, Is not desirable.t of retail; more retail,
tstmnglii a4oOrt the apprcwal of this biM pmed asprop

ased in my

Thank you for considering my support.

i’JL
Address

\/‘/\1
1L1
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Planning Commission
City of Beverly Hills
455 North Rexiord Drive
Beverly Hills, CalIfornia 90210
Re: Suaport for

S. Santa Monica Boulevard Protect

Dear Commissioners:
I am a resident of Beverly Hilts and tive In doe. proximity to the vacant site at 99085.
Santa Monica Blvd.

I have reviewed th. plans for the development of the prior Friars Club site, which
designed by a world famous architect as a 5 story lwwry condominium project withIs
units and some ground floor retait. I support a smeLt amount of retell; more retail, V
which could be vacant or bring more traffic, Is not desirable.
I strcngti stçpart the approval of this b

tti1pmiec as prapoie4 In my

Thank you for considering my support.

Name

t\c) ‘r43
Address

A-i
f1
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Planning Commlsstan
City of Beverly Hills
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CalifornIa 90210
Re: ppqrt fç99

.

qp

Deer Commhstane5:
I am a resident of Beverly Hills and Live In dose proximity to the
vacant site at 9908 S.
Santa Monica Blvd.
I have reviewed the plans for the development of the prior Friars
Club site, whtdi Is
designed by a world famous ardiltect sea 5 story Iwury condom
inium project with V
units and some ground floor retell. I support a smelt amount of retaiL;
more retail,
which coutd be vacant or bring more traffic, Is not desirabLe.

strengly support tha approval of this be.t1fi4prnJed es propid In

my

Thank you for considering my support.

Name
MdL

?4

\‘

L1
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Planning Commission
City of Beverly Hilts
455 North Rmdord Drive
Beverly Hltts, CalIfornia 90210
Re: Support for 9908 S. SantaMonica Boiiavard ojed
Dear Commissioners:

I am a resident of Beverly Hilts and live In close proximity to the vacant sit. at 99065.
Santa Monica BLvd.
I have reviewed the pLans for the development of the prior Friars Club site, whIch Is
designed by a world famous architect as a 5 story Lwazy condominium project wIth 27
Lmtts and some ground floor retail. I support a small amount of retail; more retell,
which couLd be vacant or bring more traffic, is not desirable.
[strongly support tI appnwal of this biss.1IM project as imposed 1qjy
Thank you for considering my support.

1cc

L442ef4

Mdress
‘

A A1

1.1
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Planning Commission
Cityof Beverly Hills
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CaLifornia 90110
Rei Spopprt fa
Dear Commlssioners

1 am a resident of Beverly Hills and Live In dose prcodmlty to the vacant site at 9908
S.
Santa Monica Blvd.
I have reviewed the plans for the development of the prior Friars CILb site, which
Is
designed by a world famous architect as a 5 story (Lowry condominium project
with 17
units and some ground floor retaiL. I support a anattamotmt of retail; more retail,
which could be vacant or bring more traffic, Is net desirable.
I sfrorqLy çport tha apprneet of this b*1ft1project as pmpd In

my

Thank you for considering my support.

‘igi-i- iYA%i,* Pr

Address

t’l 1\7
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_____
_

Bendhelm Enterprises, Inc.

-—

361 Noclh CinanDthe
BelyRIIs,c.llkrnla9O2lO
fbcie#3104742577
Fazt 310-2749720
flmnIc&cam

OCT 31
C-

October 30, 2017
Mr. Andre Sahaldan
Senior Planner
Cftyof8evertyHltls
455 N. Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210

Re: 9908 Santa Monica Boulevard Project Support for Applicant’s Development Project
-

Dear Mr. SahaMan,
I have reviewed the development plans prepared by GPI for the old Friars Club site and am
writing to let you and others In the City know that I strongly support the project’s propos
ed
overlay zone.

The residential project that has been designed wilt contribute to a horizontal mixed-use
environment on little Santa Monica and facilitate a balance between those who live, work
and shop on the street. The area will benefit from residents who will serve as custom for
the neighboring retail and enliven this Important gateway to Beverly Hills. In addition,ersI am
concerned that so many of my friends who are moving out of their single family homes Into
condos have been foited to leave Beverly Hills for neighboring communities.
The amount of retail square footage In the project strikes a good balance. It Is large enough
to contribute to activity on the street, yet It Is modest enough to be successful In today’
s
IncreasingLy chaltenged retail environment. In addition, the traffic that will be genera
ted
the proposed project Is significantLy less than what would be created by a commercial by
project
allowed by the current zoning.
As you know, I care deeply about the City and have held a number of Leadership positio
the community. My objective Is to see a beautiful project built on this site as quickly ns In

possible.

as

I hope you witI acknowledge my support for this project.

lohn Bendhefm
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P1annhg Commission
City ofBeverly Hills
455 N. Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 902,10
Dear Commissioners:
I am writing to convey my support the development proposed by GPI on South

Santa Monica and Charlevifle (the former Friars Club site). This site has sat vacant
since the Friars Club was demolished in 2011, and I would love to see this
beautiful project built here. The architecture is elegant the building is properly
scaled for the site, and the residential use will help reduce further impacts to the
City’s traffic.
I am a commercial property owner, retailer, and resident in Beverly Hills. Each of
these roles gives me a unique perspective on the proposed project. In my opinion,
the project is appropriate for the location, and I think it will be a successful
development that our City appreciates in the years to come.
Thank you for the consideration.

i1c.

441 North Beverly Drive, Suite 207’ Beverly Hills, CA 90210 • 310.273.4747
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PAULA C. GARLAND
Oct 27, 2017

Dear Members of the Planning Commission:
Most of you are patrons of Porta Via a restaurant on Canon Drive owned and
operated by my son Peter Garland. Our family moved to Beverly Hills in 1966
and for over 15 years I owned a clothing boutique called Mr 0’s in the triangle.
Peter eventually moved to my home, the home he grew up in, on south Roxbu
iy
Drive in the southwest area of our City.
I spent a lot of time searching for a condo that would allow me to stay in
Beverly Hills. Nothing was available so in 2002 1 moved to a smaller luxwy
building in Westwood. I miss living in Beverly Hills. I believe the proposed
project begins to fill a need for those longtime residents of our City like me who
want to transition from their single family homes into a lower rise luxury
building in particular in my neighborhood in the Southwest.
I fu]iy support the approval of luxury condos like this one at 9908 South Santa
Monica Blvd that would be available to Seniors like mc so that we can stay
close to our fsmilies in the City we have lived and loved for so many years.
Sincerely,

Paula C. Garland
10795 Wilshire Blvd #404

Los Angeles, CA 90024
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Peter Garland
304 S. Roxbury Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90212
October 26,201

Dear City Planni

I hope the propo d project at 9908 S.
Santa Monica gets approved for 5-st
ory
residentiaL Let’s LOt be short sighted.
Zoning codes are developed using Inp
ut
and Information the time they were
put in place. limes have changed. The
cftyneedstoree raluate the plans to
continu
desire placeto Ih e and work In the mea e to make Beverly Hills th. most
ntime, the planning department,
planning commis Ion and city council sho
uld
account in these ecisions not just stick to tab current and future factors Into
code.
I have lived on

300 blo

ck of South Rox
my kids here too4 was taking my daught bury most of my life, and have raised
er
10000 Santa Mor4ca was built, while ft was to school at Beverly High before
being built, and now take my son to
school there now hat ft Is complete. I hav
e not seen traffic change from that
project. So If the koument that a project suc
h as this would create more traffic, I
just do not see it.

Please ask the
Is proposed

Thank you for

and COUncil to be smart and approve this

project as ft

consideration.
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The BIehIs “204 South Unden Drive “Beverly Hills, CA 90212

October 24, 2017
Planning Commission
City of Beverly Hills
455 N. Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Dear Beverly Hills Planning Commission:
My name is Hope Levy-BIehL lam along time resident ofthe City of Beverly Hills,
an active member ofthe community and a voter.

Myhusbandandlhavefourldds,ranglnghiagefrom7tol6. Ouroldestatendsthe
high school with our other kids attending El Rodeo, our neighborhood schooL We
decided to raise our family in Beverly Hills when our oldest boys were small, In part
because ofthe schools, our connection to the community, the strong city services
and the safety and security Beverly Hills has to offer. We have lived In the
southwest part of the city for about three years and could not be happier with our
location. We often walk to school and to the other amenities the city has to offer.
We are very concerned with traffic and congestion In our neighborhood and
throughout the city. ltIs important to us to keep the number and speed of cars
down and to keep the streets safe for pedestrians and children. With this in mind,
we were excited to learn about the new project that Is contemplated for the 9908$.
Sante Monica Blvd location. We think this part of the city Is In need of some
revitalization and modernization and we were hap to learn that this project
includes ground floor retail and condominiums with both valet parking and on-site
subterranean parking. We are eager to see this space putto good use and hopefully
lead to the upgrading of other storefronts and locations along Santa Monica
Boulevard.
However, we want to make sure that this project does not Increase thenumber of
cars that travel through our neighborhood. As a result, we request that in addition
to approving this project, that the Planning Commission work with the Parking and
Traffic Commission to implement blockades and other appropriate parking and
driving restrictions In order to address the existing and potential increase In traffic
passing through our residential streets while allowing for the beaudflction and
Improvement ofthe Santa Monica BOUleVard area of our city.
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The BlehIs ‘204 South Linden Drive “Beverly Hllis CA 90212

We appreciate you sharing this letter with the Planning Department and City
Council and urge all to approve the project as proposed with the additional steps
taken to ensure that this and similar projects do not result In Increased traffic and
congestion In the residential areas of the city. Thank you for considering our Input
and factoring In the wishes ofthe residents who will be most Impacted by this
project
Kind regards,

LA
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LOS ANGELES

COLON AND RECTAL SURGICAL ASSOCIATES

Nomian N. Hofiman M.D.
Colon and Rectal Suery

To:

Beverly Hills Planning Commissioners

Gaiy H. Hoffman M.D.
General Sueiy
Colon aid Rec Sue

Re:

9908 South Santa Monica Blvd

Bman mand M
Colon and Rectal Sutgeiy
Liz. M. Ctando MD.
Genes Swge
Colon and Rectal Si.gary

10/23/17
Marcelle and I have lived on south Camden Drive for over 30
years. Our children are grown now and live out of the area. We no
longer need our big family home and would like to fmd a smaller
luxury condominium building in BeverLy Hills, as we have rccenfly
bought a co-op in Manhattan.
At this stage of our lives we want to travel a little more. We Love
the Southwest area of Beverly Hills and have had great difficulty
finding suitable condos anywhere in the city, especially in the
southwest. There are few good options in our neighborhood. We
love the wa]kability of this proposed location and the design feature
of rooftop outdoor space for the top floor units.
We will continue to live in Beverly Hills and we fully support
adding this kind of housing to our city to compete with what is
available to us locally, and in Century City, West Hollywood and
the Wilshire corridor.
you,

ocawomow&

9400 8dghtanW

Marcelle B. Hoffman

Sub 307
Beverly Hue, CA90210
PHONE (31w 273-2310
MX(31 273-0374
3831 Hue.P.
QiVIrCR CA 90232
PHONE (31( 836-0013
FAX (31C 273-0374

mi

www.lacolon.com
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Samantha M. Kantot
9801 Chadeville Blvd
Apti
Beverly Hilts, CA 90212

October 20, 2017
Community Development Department
City of 5everiy Hills
455 N. Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210

To Whom ft May Concern:
I live at 9801 Charleville Blvd0 which is on the corner of Charlevttle Blvd and
South Spalding Dr
(facing Chadeville), down the street from the currently vacant site on Charleville
Blvd and South
Santa Monica Blvd. I am submitting my public support for the proposed residen
tial project with
3,500 square feet of ground floor retail, ft Is a beautiful project and would
be a positive addition
to the neighborhood, and South Santa Monica Blvd in particular.
I moved to this location because ft is a walkabie mix of residential and
commercial with few
office buildings. Rather, this neighborhood was designed to serve the people
that live in this
area. I hope it will remain that way. I am supportive of any project that minim
izes the amount
of new traffic in the neighborhood and contributes to the residences.
I encourage the Planning Commission to approve the project.
Thank you for your consideration.
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HILTON & HYLAND
October20, 2017

Susan Healy Keene, Ryan Gohich and Andre Sahakian
Community Development Depathnent
City of Beverly Hits
455 N. Rexford Drive
Beverly Hilts, CA 90210
Dear Ms. Keen. and Messrs. Gohllch and Sahakian:
I wish I were going to be In town to attend the Planning Commission hearing re:
9908 Santa Monica set for November 28. As 1 will not be able to attend and
speak in person, I’m writing to express my support
Spedflcaily, I’d like to mention how knportant the additional height will be to
make these condominiums able to sell hi today’s maiket Our real estate market
demands high ceilings. In fact, ceiling height Is as Important as square footage to
today’s buyers.
Them is clearly a lack of luxury low-rise condominiums in the southwest area of
Beverly lfths and that le the Ideal location for such properties. I strongly believe
the City will benefit from approving the zone change and additional height for the
proposed 9908 Santa Monica project
Kind regards,

250 NORTH CAFON DRIV 1BEVERLYHLIS.CA 90210
+1310278.3311
HlLT0NHYIANDOM
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October20, 2017
Community Development Department
City of Beverly Hills
455 N. Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210

To Whom ft May Concern:

I am writing to support the proposed mixed use project at 9908 South Santa Monica Blvd. My wife
Lindsey and I live In the Southwest, dose to this site. We have lived In our house on South Roxbury Drive
sInce 2009. In addition, I grew up In Beverly Hills and went to school hem. We have two young children
our son Jack Is five and our daughter Lily is two. As a family with young children, we am very
concerned about traffic in the area, In particular the amount of cars who cut through our neighborhood
during rush hour at high speeds.

We support the proposed residential and retail project. ft makes sense for the neighborhood and HmI
the amount of new cars that will speed pass our house every day. Please tlyto keep the neighborhood
safe by keeping traffic to a mlnlmwn.

Thank you for your consideration,

JayLevine

321 South Roxbury Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90212
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October20, 2017
Susan Healy Keene & Plmmng Department
City ofBeverly Hills
455 N. Rexfcrd Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Dear Ms. Keene & Planning
My wife and I have lived In Beverly Hills for over 30 years. We love this

city and want to stay hare forever. With our own children grown and long
out ofthe house, we’ve bean contemplating the idea of downsizing from our
house into a condo. We just don’t need as much apace, or upkeep, anymore.
And truthfully, I’d love to get offCoidwater and closer to the stores and
restmrants we like sowe don’thavetobe inthe caraamuch.
When we look at the existing condo options in Beverly Hills, there really
isn’t anything too appealing. We really hope you appnwe the 9906 Santa
Monica project. It’s exactly what we would be interested in a naller
upscale development that provides us with our own private outdoor space
end w1kng access to where we went to be.
-

As a former member of the Architectural Commission and alongthne
builder, I think the design end materials planned for this project are
exceptional, and would be a great addition to the City. We will be away in
November when the Coinm4ajo meets about this project so please be e
to note thatl hope you approve this project.
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TYfl.

October 17,2017
Community Development Deparn
City of Beverly Hills
455 N. Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
To Whom It May Concern

I have reviewed the plans for the proposed project at 990$ S. Santa Monica Boulevard, and I am
writing to submit my support for the projecc

I am a resident ofthe southwest and have lived at 219 S. Peck Drive for over 20 years. I raised
my children in Beverly Hills and sent them to the City’s schools. My wife Denise grew up in
Beverly Hills an well. We both vote and are involved in the community.
With regard to this site, I em must concerned about the placement ofthe driveway. I em sensitive
to the neighborhood’s taffic problans, and I would oppose any project that had ingress and

egress off Charleville. I would urge the Commissioners to not requite additional commercial

space on the ground floor that could potentially sit vacant for years and would possibly
necessitate a driveway on Charlevilie.
I think a residential project on the corner of Charleville Boulevard and Santa Monica would be a
positive addition to our neighborhood. The proposed project is in scale with the neighborhood
and would create an attractive gateway to the City. Vacant Iota lathe City ann sneh an eyesore,
and I am looking forward to this site being developed.

11150 W. Olympic Boulevard, Suite 1100 • Los Angeles, California 90064
Telephone (310) 857-5757 • Thx (310) 857-5750
E-mail: info@BerkettInsurance.com • www.Bgrkettlngurance.com
Lic# 0A96053
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October12. 2017

City Planner/Planning Commission
City of Beverly Hilts
455 N. Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Dear City Planning learn:
My name is Joey Behrstock. Both my wife Amy and I grew up in
Beverly Hills high school sweethearts, and together ever since.
I grew up on the 200 block of linden and now we live at 3245.
linden with our Iwo young kids, ages 8 and 12.1 also work at
Camden and Wilshire.
The congestion around Santa Monica and Wilshire Boulevards,
and the heavy spitover traffic we get In our neighborhood, ore
serious concerns to us. It is so much worse than when we were
owing up here, and seems to be continuing to increase. We
write today In support of the 9908 S. Santa Monica project as
we realize that condos and retail will create far less traffic
Impact to our neighborhood than on office project built to
code.
We think it Is important that you consider the concerns of those
who live In the neighborhood near the project. We hope the
project will be appoved as proposed, and appreciate you
sharing this letter with everyone involved.

Behrstock
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TEE BELVEDERE HOTEL PARTNERSHIP
421 NORTH BEVERLY DRIVE, SUITE 350
BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90210, U.S.A.

THE BELVEDERE HOTEL PARTNERSHIP (S THE
OWNER OF THE PENINSULA BEVERLY HILLS

TELEPHONE (310) 888-1882
FACISMILE (3W) 888483$
ROBERT ZARNEGIN
PRESiDENT OF THE MANAGING GENERAL FARTHER

January 4, 2017
Mr. Ryan Gohllch, AICP
Assistant Director/City Planner
City of Beverly Hills
455 N. Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
RE:

9908 South Santa MonIca Boulevard
City Council/Planning Commission Liaison Committee MeetlnR

Dear Mr. Gohlich:
This letter is intended as Public Comment concerning the proposed 9908 South Santa
Monica Boulevard (the former Friars Club site) project. Please circulate this letter to the
members of the Liaison Committee, and make It a part of the official record. As you
know, the subject site is just across Charleville Boulevard from The Peninsula Beverly
Hills.
Having seen the agenda report for today’s meeting, we understand that although the
Applicant has added a small commercial element to the currently proposed project, It
remains primarily a residential project. In addition, the Applicant Is requesting approval
to increase the height and density, to 66 feet and an FAR of 2.49:1, respectively. This
proposed project would change the character of South Santa Monica Boulevard, which
today Is exclusively commercial.
While we appreciate the Applicant’s efforts to build a high quality project, we strongly
disapprove of the proposed project because ft does not meet code with regard to the
2:1 FAR density, and the 45 feet height limit, and also deviates fram its commercial
office/retail zoning. We look forward to the completion of a project that is compatible
with the neighborhood. However, we are opposed to any project that does not conform
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Mr. Ryan Gohitch, AICP
January 4, 2017
Page 2 of 2 pages
to the current C-3 zoning, including the applicable height, use, and density limits. More
generally, we are opposed to the rezoning of properties on an ad-hoc basis, except in
the most exigent situations, Otherwise, our City will become a hodge-podge of mixed
buildIngs and uses.
We urge the Applicant to fully meet the property’s current zoning. We, along with other
neighboring property owners, will oppose any project that deviates from the subject
property’s current zoning.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
With

d regards,

Robert Zarnegin
For and on behalf of The Peninsula Beverly Hills

cc. Mr. Clement Kwok
Mr. Offer Nissenbaum
Mr. Michael Tenner
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_____
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(
ROXBURY MANAGEMENT COMPANY
Propmty Management and Inveatments

MAYNARD ?L BBffAN
Peikkntmd General Maniger

9949 SenlaMonlcaBoulevard
Beverly 1fllln CA 90212
(310) 5534105
(310)553-2310 FacsImile

January 4, 2017
Mr. Ryan GOhUCh, MCP
City PLanner/Assistant Director of Community Devetopment
City of BeverLy Hills PLanning Commission
455 N. Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210

Cb1

‘JAN 0, 2017

And via email: rgohtich@beverlyhllb.org
Re:

9908 Santa Monica BouLevard ProJect
Suooort for AooLlcant’s DeveloDment ProJect

Dear Mr. Gohtlch,
We are the property owners of 9949 Santa Monica BouLevard, and adjacent parking
lots at 9947 Santa Monica BouLevard and 9900 Santa Monica BouLevard (North) (aka
railroad Land), in cLose proximity to the vacant site at 9906 S. Santa Monica Blvd.
property owners and Large stakehotders, we have an Interest in ensLwfng that the As
future development of this Important and iconic site Is in keeping with the goals
of
the City of Beverly Hilts to Improve and upgrade the area.
We have reviewed the conceptuaL plans for the development of the former Friar’s
Club site, which Is designed by a worLd famous architect as a firstcLass, high-e
nd,
ultra-Luxury condominium project with a modest number of units. We stronelv
suooort the aaarovat of the Drolect’s overlay zone attowin the Dr000sed mixed used
residential devetooment. Among our reasons for supporting the proposed
condominium project are:
1. The area wilt benefit from 24 hour residents who wilt serve as customers for
neighborhood serving retail and services aLready In the area, creating a true,
horizontaL mixed-use community. Mixed-use communities help reduce traffic
and are In tine with the City’s goaLs.
2. ThIs project wiLt also benefit the City of Beverly HiLls’ requirement to increas
e
incrementaLly the housing element, as per our General Plan.

3. The area wiLl benefit from a beautiful new Landscaped Luxury condominium
which wilt upgrade the area. Incidentally, the project’s tastefully designed
façade wilt also conform elegantLy with the stateLy Peninsula HoteL Image.
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4. A residentiaL project shouLd minimaLLy impact traffic and parking.

5. A residential project wilt create a better baLance of LMng, worldng and
shopping in the area.
Thank you for considering our support.
Most sincerely,

WMBIad
cc via emaiL:
Mahdi Atuzri, City Manager, City of BeverLy HilLs (mar
yçr1yh1IJre)
Susan Heaty Keene, Community DeveLopment Director fskeeneIbeverLvhtUs.or)
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

*

S

GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH
StATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNiT
EDMUNDO. BROWNJL

Govuwon

October4, 2016

Mdre Sabelden

City ofBeverly Hills
455 N. RoxfordDrivc
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Sthject 9908 S. Santa Monica Blvd Condonihilum Project

SCII#: 2016041035
Dear Aedre S.as:
The State Clearinghouse sabmitted the above named Thtft EIRto selected state agencies for review. The
review period closed cc October 3,2016, end no state agencies submitted comments by that date. This
1stnc1mowledges that you have cou,plied with the State Clearinghouse review requirement, for draft
envlroameu1 documents, pwuswitto the Cilifoada Envfrenmel Quality Act.
Please cell tiss State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 Ifyou have any questions regarding the
environmental review process. ifyou hive a question about the above-named project, please raferte the
ten-dlg State Clearinghouse number when contacting this once.

Director, State Clearinuse

1400 10th Street P.O. Box 3014 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916)445.0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 wopr.ca.gov
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Document Details Report
Stat. Clearinghouse Date Base
SCI$
Project flUe
Lead Agency

201104f035
9908 S. Santa Monica Blvd Condominium Project
Beverly Hills, City of

7)’p. EIR
D.sc4iUon

Omit EIR

The propoi.d project would itwalve the construction oR new 27-unit condominium building with units

mnglng from one to tour bedrooms and aubtarreneen parking. The condo baadlng would consist of Uee

stories of residential units; wallop common wean; and one level of underground parking containing a
total of 74 parking spaces icr residents. The project lb 15 boated in a C4A Commercial Zone, which
does not slow mulU-fwafly residential uses. Thus, the proposed project would require amendments to
the Citys General Plan and the Beverly Hills Municipal Cod. (BHMC) In order to create a Residential

Overlay Zone, as wU as a Plarmed Development PermL

Lead Agency Contact
Name
Agency
Phone

Mdm Saiwidan
CilyofBevedy Hills
(310)285-1127

—

Aeu
City

455 N. Rexiord Drive
Beverly Hue

Stat. CA

90210

Project Location
County Las Mg&es
City

LosMgalai,Cltyof

‘I

LatlLong
Croes Sfrests
Parcel No.
Town.h4

W0Y54NI11r24’4rW

Soulh Sante Monica Blvd and Charlevile Blvd
4328-002-010 -011, -01 Z -Of3,-034
Rang.

ScfIon

Bane

Proximity to:
tflglnanys
M
Ru nays
Wltorweys
School;
Lend Use
P,*ct Issuee

405,10
Metro Purple Une Ext.
BH HS, B Rod
General Plan Land Us. designations of Commercial Low Density General. Zoning: C-3C (Commercial)
Aesthetidvisusi; frlrQualfty Aichaedoglc-Hlstadc; Biological Resources; Noise; ToiddHszwdoua;
TndlclCculation; Landuee; Cumulative Effects; Other issues

Reviewing Resources Agency Department of Fish and Wildlife, RegIon 5; Department of Parks and Recreation;
Agencies Department of Water Resources; California Highway Patrol; Caltans, OlibId 7; RegIonal Water
Quality Control Board, Region 4; NatIve American Heritage Commisslon Pubic Utilities Commission
Dat. Racolved 0811912016

Stott atReview 08l1912016

End ofReW.w 1010312018
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Stretch Cn..Ighm LLC
9944 S. Santa Monica Blvd.
Beverly Hills, CA 90212
cIatIevedyHJb
September 22, 2016
Andre SbRkim1
City ofBeverly Hills Community Development
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
RE:

Pliimmg uimion
mmm

GPI Project
9908 Santa Monica Blvd.
Beverly Hills, CA 90212

Dear Mr. SnhkiRn
It is ow pleasure to write a letter in support ofthe proposed project by OPI at 9908
Santa
Monica Blvd. We would also like to extend our gratitude for your service in ow
community and providing us the opportunity to support the proposed project
Ailer reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Report for a Residential Overlay Zone
and GPTs presentation on the proposed condominium, we ate highly in favor ofthe
proposed project The potential for lower transportation and traffic impacts compared
to
other proposed alternstives arc very beneficial to the community. The design ofthe
proposed condominium project will add aesthetics and charm to the neighborhood
. We
are excited at the prospect ofthe development of the residential project
if you or the Plm’mng Commission have any questions, please contact us. We will
be
happy to provide any feedback or insight you may need for a
final decision.
Very truly yours,

Stretch CImnhIgIIRIII, LLC

kwL
Marie Ambrosino

175

Attachment 12
(Required Findings)

Planning Commission Report
9908 South Santa Monica Blvd. Mixed Use Project
August 8, 2018

(ERLY

Attachment A
Required Findings
General Plan and Zone Text Amendment
BHMC 1O-3-39O8
If, from the facts presented at the public hearing, or by investigation by or at the instance of the
planning commission, the planning commission finds that the public interest, health, safety,
morals, peace, comfort, convenience, or general welfare requires the reclassification of the
property involved or the reclassification of any portion of the property, the planning commission
shall so recommend to the Council.
Planned Development
BHMC 1 0-3-1 844
The planning commission may approve a planned development if the commission finds that the
proposal will meet the requirements of this code and will advance objectives of the zone in which
it is located. The planning commission may impose such conditions and restrictions on the
approval as are necessary to ensure that the planned development will advance objectives of the
zone.
Objectives of the M-PD-5 Overlay Zone (as proposed by the Applicant)
A. To ensure that mixed use development in the M-PD-5 zone will serve to maintain
the vibrancy of local serving commercial uses along the South Santa Monica
commercial corridor;
B. To provide for missed use development that encourages high quality design and
residential uses and amenities through appropriate height,, modulation, setbacks,
and other similar measures;
C. To provide pedestrian-friendly commercial uses and amenities along the street
level;
D. To encourage that mixed use development in the M-PD-5 zone will enhance
adjoining residential neighborhoods and minimize traffic impacts; and
E. To protect the public health, safety, and welfare.
Vesting Tentative Tract Map
Subdivision Map Act 66474 Grounds for denial of tentative or parcel map
A legislative body of a city or county shall deny approval of a tentative map, or a parcel map for
which a tentative map was not required, if it makes any of the following findings:
-

(a) That the proposed map is not consistent with applicable general and specific plans as
specified in Section 65461.
That
the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is not consistent with
(b)
applicable general and specific plans;
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Planning Commission Report
9908 South Santa Monica Blvd. Mixed Use Project
August 8, 2018

(c) That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development;
(d) That the site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of development;
(e) That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements are likely to cause
substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife
or their habitat;
(f) That the design of the subdivision or type of improvements is likely to cause serious
public health problems;
(g) That the design of the subdivision or type of improvements will conflict with easements,
acquired by the public at large, for access through or use of, property within the
proposed subdivision. In this connection, the governing boy may approve a map if it
finds that alternate easements, for access of for use, will be provided, and these will
be substantially equivalent to ones previously acquired by the public. This subsection
shall apply only to easements of record or to easements established by judgement or
a court of competent jurisdiction and no authority is hereby granted to a legislative
body to determine that the public at large has acquired easements for access through
or use of property within the proposed subdivision.
Subdivision Map Act 66473.J(a) Design of subdivision to provide for future passive or
natural heating or cooling opportunities
(a) The design of a subdivision for which a tentative map is required pursuant to Section
66426 shall provide, to the extent feasible, for future passive or natural heating or cooling
opportunities in the subdivision.
—
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Attachment 13
(Summary of Existing Overlay Zones)

City of Beverly Hills Overlay Zones
Overlay Zone

Adopted

Description

Address
.

Commercia
Retail Overlay
Z ones‘C-R’
-

-

1/20/1976

9700 9680 and 9650 Wilshire
Boulevard
•

•
•

.

Commercial
etai•1 rianneu
Development

10/8/1991

9620 9610, 9600, 9596, 9588,
9570, 9582 Wilshire Boulevard
.

.

•

(C-R-PD)
Transportation
Overlay Zone
(T-O)
Adaptive
Reuse Planned
Development
Overlay Zone
(C-3 (AR))

•

7/10/2001

9338 Third Street and the sites
located along the south side of
North Santa Monica Boulevard
roadway from the eastern and
western City boundaries

•

•
•

2/4/2003

8601 Wilshire Boulevard

•
•
•

•
•

.

Mixed Use
Planned
Development
I Z one
0 veray

12/3/2003

131-191 North Crescent and
9355-9373 Wilshire Boulevard
.

•

3/13/2007

.

.

133 Spalding Drive

Renovated and converted an existing legally nonconforming 11-story office building
Created 37 residential rental units
Approximately 650 square feet of ground floor retail
114 on-site parking spaces
44,450 square feet of gross building square footage
Mixed use development project consisting of a four-story, 39,975 square-foot
office/retail building with a height of 45 feet
Residential component comprised of 88 apartment units with a maximum height of fivestories and 60 feet
307 parking spaces in subterranean and above-grade garages for the commercial portion
of the Project
227 parking spaces in an at- and below grade structure for the residential portion of the
project
An amendment in 2014 allowed for the 88 apartment units to function as AKA serviced
residences as well as an addition of a 2,500 square foot restaurant
.

•

•
Commercial
Hotel Overlay
Zone
(C-H_(0))

Establishment of retail department stores under different regulations than the
underlying commercial zone such as:
o Building height not to exceed 100 feet
o Maximum floor area ratio permitted of 5.0
Site for Neiman Marcus, Saks Fifth Avenue Men’s Store and other retail uses
A total of two subsurface parking structures
Additional opportunities to locate quality retail department stores that would not otherwise
be encouraged by the underlying zone with regulations such as:
o Maximum height of five (5) stories and maximum height of 85 feet
o Floor Area Ratio no greater than five to one (5:1)
Site for Saks Fifth Avenue and Barney’s New York
Surface parking and subsurface parking
The Transportation Overlay Zone was superimposed over the Transportation Zone to
allow limited expansion of the uses permitted on property located within the T-zone in a
manner that is consistent with the underlying zoning district and the elements of the
general plan.

•

.

Allowed a four-story, four-unit condominium building to be used as a hotel in conjunction
with the existing four-story, 49-unit Mosaic Hotel located at 125 Spalding Drive
.

.

.

.

.

.
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City of Beverly Hills Overlay Zones
•
.

•
Mixe U U se
Planned
Development
Overlay Zone
(M-PD-4)

M d
p,ne7
Development
Overlay Zone
(M-PD-3)

•
•

9/17/2007

.

.

9200 Wilshire Boulevard

•
•

•
•

11/13/
2007

.

.

8600 Wilshire Boulevard

•
•

-

•

•
Entertainment
•
Office Planned
Development
Overlay Zone
(E-O-PD)

•

12/18/2007

231-265 North Beverly Drive

•

•

•
M e d ica I U se
ver ay Z one

•

1/11/2011

8767 Wilshire Boulevard

11/23/2012

Not yet applied to any
property

•

•

5 peciaee
I N d
Overla y Zone

One unit per floor as luxury hotels suites and each unit encompasses an individual floor of
the building
Subterranean garage containing twelve parking spaces
Allowed for a mixed-use development project with a maximum building height of 60 feet
54 residential condominium units and rooftop uses
14,000 square feet of ground floor commercial space
283 parking spaces in a four level subterranean garage
An amendment to the project later allowed for a reduction of ground floor commercial to
7,300 square feet
o As well as a reduction in parking to 220 parking spaces located in a subterranean
garage consisting of two full levels and a partial third level
Allowed a mixed-use development project with a building height of 61 feet and five stories
6,383 square feet of ground floor retail/commercial space
Maximum of 26 residential condominium units, two of which are affordable
6 383 square feet of ground floor retail/commercial space
Parking provided at street level and in a subterranean garage for up to a total of97 parking
spaces
Allowed for an entertainment talent agency office building with a maximum height of 91
feet
Maximum floor area of 3.6:1
The building has a gross square footage of 208,100 including 177,225 gross square feet of
office space on floors two through six
30,875 gross square feet of retail space (up to 8,000 square feet of which could be
restaurant space) on the ground floor
A total of 756 parking spaces contained in five levels of subterranean parking
Existing four-story, 68-foot-tall, 75,116 square foot office/retail building
Allowed up to 33,802 square feet of medical office space (45% of the building’s floor area),
but not on the ground floor, to be located within the building
Purpose is to encourage the construction of housing for persons with special needs in
compliance with state law. Such housing shall be allowed in certain areas of the city to
avoid the concentration of special needs housing in any single area and locate such
housing close to amenities and services appropriate for the intended residents.
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Attachment 14
(Applicant Submitted Draft
Development Agreement)

RECORDING REQUESTED BY:

CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS
AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:
City of Beverly Hills
Attention: City Attorney’s Office
455 N. Rexford Dr.
Room 220
Beverly Hills, CA 90210

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT AND LIENS FOR FEES DUE UPON SALES

THIS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (the “Agreement”) is made effective as of
20, by and between THE CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS, a California
municipal corporation (the “City”), and 990$ SANTA MONICA BLVD., LLC, a California
limited liability company (the “Developer”). The City and Developer are individually referred to
herein as a “Party” and collectively referred to as the “Parties.”
RECITALS

This Agreement is made and entered into with regard to the following facts, each of
which is acknowledged as true and correct by the Parties to this Agreement:
A.
Developer is the fee owner of that certain real property located in the City of
Beverly Hills, California and described in Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated herein by
reference;
B.

Developer desires to construct the Project (as hereafter defined);

Developer has applied to the City for approval of this mutually binding
C.
Agreement, pursuant to the provisions of the Development Agreement Act (as hereinafter
defined) and other applicable laws;
D.
In anticipation of the development of the Project, Developer has made application
to the City (in its governmental capacity) for certain approvals, entitlements, findings and
permits required for the development and construction of the Project, including, without
limitation (1) application for a general plan amendment, zone overlay, planned development
permit, vesting tentative tract map; and (ii) application for a development agreement for the
Project under the Development Agreement Act;

1
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The Developer has, as of the Agreement Effective Date, submitted and received
E.
approval of the Project Approvals (as hereinafter defined) allowing the development and
construction of the Project;
The City Council has specifically considered and approved the impact and
F.
benefits of this Project upon the welfare of the City;
This Agreement eliminates uncertainty in planning and provides for the orderly
G.
development of the Project in a manner consistent with the City’s Official Zoning Regulations,
the Applicable Rules (as hereinafter defined) and the General Plan;
H.
To provide such certainty, the City desires, by this Agreement, to provide the
Developer with assurance that the Developer can proceed with development of the Project with
the uses, density and other land use characteristics specified in the Project Approvals. The
Developer would not enter into the Project Agreement, or agree to provide the public benefits
and improvements described therein without the City’s agreement that the Project can be
developed, during the term of this Agreement, with the uses, density and other land use
characteristics specified in the Project Approvals;
I.
The City has determined that, as a result of the development of the Project in
accordance with the Project Approvals and this Agreement, substantial benefits will accrue to the
public, including without limitation, the provision of housing, the development of a residential
project on currently vacant land, revitalization of an area of the City will luxury housing, and a
monetary contribution to the City;
20_, pursuant to the requirements of the Development
J.
On
Agreement Act, the Planning Commission of the City of Beverly Hills conducted a hearing on
the Developer’s application for this Agreement;
and
20, pursuant to the requirements of the
K.
On
Development Agreement Act, the City Council of the City of Beverly Hills (the “City Council”)
conducted a hearing on the Developer’s application for this Agreement;
L.
The City Council has found and determined that this Agreement is consistent with
the City’s General Plan, as amended by the Project Approvals, and all other plans, policies, rules
and regulations applicable to the Project;
M.
On
20_, the City Council adopted Ordinance No.
approving this Agreement, and such ordinance became effective on
20;
By Resolution No.
N.
adopted by the City Council on
20_, the City Council reviewed and certified, after making appropriate findings, a Final
Environmental Impact Report for the Project dated
2016, that contemplates this
Agreement.
—,
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AGREEMENT

NOW THEREFORE, pursuant to the authority contained in the Development Agreement
Act, as it applies to the City, and in consideration and the mutual promises and covenants herein
contained and other valuable consideration, the receipt and adequacy of which is hereby
acknowledged, the parties hereto agree as follows:
Definitions. For all purposes of this Agreement, except as otherwise expressly
1.
provided herein, or unless the context of this Agreement otherwise requires, the following words
and phrases shall be defined as is set forth below:
“Applicable Rules” means the rules, regulations, ordinances, resolutions,
(a)
codes, guidelines, and officially adopted procedures and official policies of the City governing
the use and development of real property, including, but not limited to, the City’s Official Zoning
Regulations and building regulations, adopted as of the Effective Date of this Agreement.
Among other matters, the Applicable Rules set forth and govern the permitted uses of land, the
density or intensity of use, subdivision requirements, the maximum height and size of proposed
buildings, parking requirements, setbacks, and development standards, the provisions for
reservation or dedication of land for public purposes, and the design, improvement and
construction guidelines, standards and specifications applicable to the development of the
Property.
“CEQA” means the California Environmental Quality Act (California
(b)
Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), as it now exists or may hereafter be amended.
“Change of Control” shall refer to a transaction whereby the transferee
(c)
acquires a beneficial ownership interest in the Developer such that after such transaction there is
a change of identity of the person or entity that has the power to direct or cause the direction of
the management and policies of the Developer, whether through the ownership of voting
securities, by contract or otherwise. However, neither of the following shall trigger the EMS Fee:
(i) appointment or replacement of a non-owner manager nor (ii) the designation of an Existing
Owner as a managing member of a successor Developer so long as the EMS Fee shall have been
paid in connection with the acquisition of the Property by the successor Developer and the
designee was an Existing Owner at the time of such acquisition.
“Conditions of Approval” shall mean those conditions of approval
(d)
imposed by the City upon the Project Approvals.
“Developer Fees” shall mean those fees established and adopted by City
(e)
with respect to development and its impacts pursuant to applicable governmental requirements,
including Section 66000 et seq., of the Government Code of the State of California, including but
not limited to impact fees, linkage fees, exactions, assessments or fair share charges or other
similar impact fees or charges imposed on or in connection with new development by the City.
Developer Fees does not mean or include Processing Fees.
(f)

“Development Agreement” or “Agreement” means this Agreement.
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“Development Agreement Act” means Article 2.5 of Chapter 4 of
(g)
Division 1 of Title 7 (Sections 65864 through 65869.5) of the California Government Code.
“Discretionary Action(s)” or “Discretionary Approval(s)” means an action
(h)
which requires the exercise of judgment, deliberation or discretion on the part of the City,
including any board, agency, commission or department and any officer or employee thereof, in
the process of approving or disapproving a particular activity, as distinguished from an activity
which is defined herein as a Ministerial Permit or Ministerial Approval.
“Effective Date of this Agreement” shall mean the date this Agreement is
(1)
fully executed by the Parties.
“EIR” shall mean the Final Environmental Impact Report (Sch
(j)
#2016041035) which was prepared, circulated and certified in accordance with applicable law,
including, without limitation, CEQA. “EIR Mitigation Measures” shall mean the mitigation
measures imposed upon the Project pursuant to the EIR and the Conditions of Approval.
“Environmental Mitigation and Sustainability Fee” shall mean the fee
(k)
defined in Section 10(f) and, in addition to the amount set forth in Section 10(f), shall include
any costs incurred by the City in connection with the foreclosure of any lien, including attorneys’
fees, attorneys’ fees incurred by City in connection with any bankruptcy of the applicable seller,
and interest at ten (10) percent per annum (but not in excess of the maximum amount permitted
by law) on such unpaid fees.
“General Plan” means the General Plan of the City, as it exists as of the
(I)
Effective Date of this Agreement.
“Initial Sales Transaction” means the first Sales Transaction of each
(m)
separate subdivided portion of the Project coupled with an interest in the common area of the
Project or a membership in an association created for the purpose of managing the Project.
“Ministerial Permit(s)”, or “Ministerial Approval(s)” means a permit or
(n)
approval, including, but not limited to, building permits, grading permits, zone clearances, and
certificates of occupancy, which requires the City, including any board, agency, commission or
department or any officer or employee thereof, to determine whether there has been compliance
with applicable rules, statutes, ordinances, conditions of approval, and/or regulations, as
distinguished from an activity which is included in the definition of Discretionary Action or
Discretionary Approval.
“Processing Fees” means all processing fees and charges required by the
(o)
City applied uniformly to all new construction including, but not limited to, fees for land use
applications, building permit applications, building permits, grading permits, encroachment
permits, subdivision or parcel maps, lot line adjustments, street vacations, inspection fees,
certificates of occupancy and plan check fees. Processing Fees shall not mean or include
Developer Fees.
(p)
Project Approvals.

“Project” means the development of the Property as described in the
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“Project Approvals” shall include, collectively, a general plan amendment,
(q)
zoning overlay, planned development review, architectural review, encroachment permits and a
vesting tentative tract map (“Tract Map”), approved by the City with respect to the Project and
shall include any Subsequent Project Approvals (as hereinafter defined).
(r)

“Property” means the real property described on Exhibit “A”

“Reserved Powers” means the rights and authority excepted from this
(s)
Agreement’s restrictions on the exercise of City’s police powers, as defined in Section 9(a) of
this Agreement.
(t)
“Sales Transaction” means any transaction evidenced by the recording of a
conveyance document that conveys the Property, or any subdivided portion of the Property, and
which conveyance would be subject to, and not exempt from, the Los Angeles County
Documentary Transfer Tax (Los Angeles County Code, Chapter 4.60) or the City of Los Angeles
Real Estate Transfer Tax (Los Angeles City Municipal Code, Chapter 2, Article 1.9) as those
taxes existed on the Effective Date of this Agreement. A transaction whereby the possession of
all or a portion of the Property is transferred but the seller retains the title as security for the
payment of the price shall be deemed a Sales Transaction. Notwithstanding the foregoing, a
transfer of all or a portion of the Property as a result of a judicial or non-judicial foreclosure, or
by deed in lieu of foreclosure, initiated by a Mortgagee (as defined in Section 24 below), shall
not be deemed a Sales Transaction. For the purposes of triggering the EMS Fee only, a Sales
Transaction shall include (i) any sale, assignment, or transfer of fifty percent (5 0%) or more of
the beneficial ownership interest in Developer, whether in one transaction or a series of
transactions, provided however, that any transfers of ownership interests among the owners (or
the beneficial owners of such owners) of any successor Developer hereunder (each an “Existing
Owner”), shall not be deemed a Sales Transaction so long as the EMS Fee shall have been paid
in connection with the acquisition of the Property by such successor Developer and the transferee
was an Existing Owner at the time of such acquisition, or (ii) any Change of Control.

“Subsequent Land Use Regulations” means any change in or addition to
(u)
the Applicable Rules adopted after the Effective Date of this Agreement, including, without
limitation, any change in any applicable general or specific plan, zoning, subdivision, or building
regulation, including, without limitation, any such change by means of an ordinance, initiative,
resolution, policy, order or moratorium, initiated or instituted for any reason whatsoever by the
Mayor, City Council, Planning Commission or any other board, agency, commission or
department of City, or any officer or employee thereof, or by the electorate, as the case may be,
which would, absent this Agreement, otherwise be applicable to the Project.
“Subsequent Project Approvals” shall mean all further Discretionary
(v)
Actions or Discretionary Approvals required or requested with respect to the Project. Following
adoption, a Subsequent Project Approval shall become a Project Approval.
“Zoning Regulations” shall mean the official zoning regulations of the
(w)
City adopted as of the Effective Date of this Agreement.
2.

Recitals of Premises, Purpose and Intent.
5
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(a)
State Enabling Statute. To strengthen the public planning process,
encourage private participation in comprehensive planning and reduce the economic risk of
development, the Legislature of the State of California adopted the Development Agreement Act
which authorizes any city to enter into binding development agreements establishing certain
development rights in real property with persons having legal or equitable interests in such
property. Section 65864 of the Development Agreement Act expressly provides as follows:
“The Legislature finds and declares that:
The lack of certainty in the approval of development projects can result in
“(a)
a waste of resources, escalate the cost of housing and other development to the consumer, and
discourage investment in and a commitment to comprehensive planning which would make
maximum efficient utilization of resources at the least economic cost to the public.
Assurance to the applicant for a development project that upon approval of
“(b)
the project, the applicant may proceed with the project in accordance with existing policies, rules
and regulations, and subject to conditions of approval will strengthen the public planning
process, encourage private participation in comprehensive planning, and reduce the economic
cost of development.”
Notwithstanding the foregoing, to ensure that the City remains responsive and
accountable to its residents while pursuing the benefits of development agreements contemplated
by the Legislature, the City accepts restraints on its police powers contained in development
agreements only to the extent and for the duration required to achieve the mutual objectives of
the Parties.
The Project. It is the Developer’s intent to develop the Property as
(b)
described in the Project Approvals subject to the Applicable Rules, the Project Approvals, the
Conditions of Approval and this Agreement. The Parties hereby agree that, for the Term of this
Agreement, the permitted uses, the density and intensity of use, the subdivision requirements, the
maximum height and size of proposed buildings, parking requirements, setbacks, and
development standards, provisions for reservation or dedication of land for public purposes and
location of public improvements, and the design, improvement, construction and other
guidelines, standards and specifications applicable to the development of the Property shall be
those set forth in the Project Approvals, the Applicable Rules and this Agreement, including the
Conditions of Approval for the Project.
Property Subject to Agreement. This Agreement shall apply to all of the real
3.
property described in Exhibit A attached hereto (the “Property”), and all such real property shall
be subject to this Agreement.
Application of Agreement. This Agreement shall apply to the development and
4.
use of the Property. Such development shall be in accordance with the Project Approvals and this
Agreement.
Term of Agreement and Tract Map. The initial term of this Agreement shall
commence on the Agreement Effective Date, and shall continue for ten (10) years or until the
Project is complete and a certificate of occupancy has been issued, whichever is earlier. Upon
5.
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approval of a final map for the Project, the term of this Agreement shall be extended until the
expiration of the vested rights that accompany the vesting tentative tract map for the Project. The
term of the tentative tract map for the Project shall be extended to ten years from the Effective
Date of this Agreement. In addition to the above, at any time, the term may be extended by
Developer for one year or more provided that the total extension period does not exceed three
years. An extension by Developer pursuant to the prior sentence shall be effective upon written
request of Developer provided to the City at least ten (10) days before the expiration of the term
(including any previous extension) and a concurrent payment to the City of the following
dollars ($,000),
amounts: for the first year of extension, Developer shall pay
($,000) and for
for the second year of extension, Developer shall pay
($,000). Additionally, in
the third year of extension, Developer shall pay
the event of any litigation or referendum initiated by third parties to attack, set aside, modify,
void or annul this Agreement, any of the Project Approvals, or the Project EIR (a “Challenge”),
the term of this Agreement shall be tolled for the period during which such Challenge is
proceeding until frilly and finally resolved. Notwithstanding the term set forth above, the
obligation to pay the Environmental Mitigation and Sustainability Fee shall continue indefinitely
as provided in Section 10(f).
Timing of Development. The parties acknowledge that Developer cannot at this
6.
time predict when or if the Property will be developed. Such decisions depend upon numerous
factors which are not within the control of Developer. Because the California Supreme Court
held in Fardee Construction Co. v. City of Camarillo (1984) 37 Cal. 3d 465, that the failure of
the parties therein to provide for the timing of development resulted in a later adopted initiative
restricting the timing of development to prevail over such parties’ agreement, it is the Parties’
intent to cure that deficiency by acknowledging and providing that Developer shall have the right
to develop the Property consistent with the Project Approvals and the Conditions of Approval in
such order and at such rate and at such times as the Developer deems appropriate within the
exercise of its sole and subjective business judgment during the Term of this Agreement.
Permitted Uses: Density: Building Heights and Sizes; Required Dedications. The
7.
City and the Developer hereby agree that the permitted uses of the Property, the density and
intensity of such uses, the maximum heights and sizes of the buildings and improvements to be
constructed on the Property, and the reservation and dedication of land for public purposes
required in connection with the development of the Property shall be as set forth in and
consistent with the Project Approvals. The Developer shall not cause or permit any use of the
Property that is not permitted by the Project Approvals or any Subsequent Project Approvals,
and shall not cause or permit the construction of any building or improvement that exceeds the
maximum density, building heights and/or building sizes set forth in or otherwise required by the
Project Approvals and/or any Subsequent Project Approvals.
Developer’s Rights. The Developer shall have and is hereby vested with the
8.
rights, during the term of this Agreement, to develop the Project as set forth in the Project
Approvals, all of which are hereby incorporated in this Agreement by reference.
9.

Changes in Applicable Rules.
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Nonapplication of Changes in Applicable Rules. The adoption of any
(a)
Subsequent Land Use Regulations after the Effective Date of this Agreement, or any change in,
or addition to, the Applicable Rules (other than changes in Development fees and Processing
Fees or other changes as provided in this Agreement), including, without limitation, any changes
in the General Plan or the Zoning Regulations (including any regulation relating to the timing,
sequencing, or phasing of the Project or construction of all or any part of the Project), adopted
after the Effective Date of this Agreement, including, without limitation, any such change by
means of ordinance, initiative, referendum, resolution, motion, policy, order or moratorium,
initiated or instituted for any reason whatsoever and adopted by any board, agency, commission
or department of the City, or by the electorate, as the case may be, which would, absent this
Agreement, otherwise be applicable to the Project and which would conflict in any way with the
Project Approvals shall not be applied to the Project unless such changes represent an exercise of
the City’s Reserved Powers. The City’s Reserved Powers is defined as the enactment of
regulations and/or the taking of Discretionary Actions if the same is expressly found by the City
to be necessary to protect the residents of the Project or the residents of the City from a condition
that is dangerous to public health or safety or if the same is required to comply with State or
Federal laws (whether enacted previous or subsequent to the Effective Date of this Agreement).
(b)
Changes in Uniform Codes. Notwithstanding any provision of this
development of the Project shall be subject to changes occurring
contrary,
Agreement to the
from time to time in the provisions of the City’s building, fire mechanical, plumbing, swimming
pooi, spa, hot tub, energy and electrical regulations which are based on the recommendations of a
multi-state professional organization and become applicable throughout the City, including, but
not limited to, the Uniform Building Code and other similar or related uniform codes.
Changes Mandated by Federal or State Laws or Regulations. Changes in,
(c)
or additions to, the Applicable Rules adopted or made operative on or after the Effective Date of
this Agreement shall apply to the Project, if such changes or additions are specifically mandated
to be applied to developments such as the Project, by applicable State or Federal laws or
regulations. Where City or Developer believes that such a change or addition exists, that Party
shall provide the other Party hereto with a copy of such State or Federal law or regulation and a
statement of the nature of its conflict with the provisions of the Applicable Rules and/or of this
Agreement. The City’s determination shall be final and conclusive.
Changes in Processing Fees Under Applicable Rules. The Project shall be
(d)
subject to any increase in Processing Fees imposed by the City, provided that no such change
shall be solely applicable to the Project.
Developer Fees. As further provided in Section 10(e) below, the Project
(e)
shall not be subject to the payment of future enacted Developer fees adopted after the Effective
Date of this Agreement unless said Developer Fees are enacted in order to mitigate or address a
City-wide issue not addressed by any of the Developer’s financial obligations in Section 10
below.
10.

Developer’s Obligations.
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(a)

Conditions of Approval. The Developer shall comply with the Conditions

of Approval.
Payment of Developer Fees and Processing Fees. Except as provided in
(b)
Developer shall pay all Developer Fees and Processing Fees when such
the
below,
10(e)
Section
fees are required to be paid under the laws of the City, whether or not such fees are adopted or
increased before or after the Effective Date of this Agreement.
Expedited Processing Fees. The City shall accept the Project’s building
(c)
permit applications for expedited processing, including but not limited to expedited plan check
review, provided that Developer pays the applicable Processing Fee and the actual costs to the
City plus fifteen percent (15%) of the cost of any internal or external expediter directly employed
or engaged by the City.
Payment of Other Fees. On the Effective Date of this Agreement,
(d)
Developer shall pay all outstanding City Processing Fees, including the costs for processing of
the Project applications and for the environmental impact report, and legal costs for the
preparation of this Agreement.
(e)

Public Benefit Contribution.

Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the Project,
(1)
Developer shall pay to City a public benefit contribution of
$___________

To the extent the Project actually constructed contains less than 27
(ii)
for each unit not
condominium units, the public contribution shall be reduced by
constructed.
$__________

Notwithstanding Section 9(e) above, if, after the Effective Date of this Agreement, the
City adopts a new City-wide Developer Fee or Developer Fees for the purpose of addressing a
project’s impact on the City’s infrastructure (such as streets, utilities, lights), on affordable
housing, on sustainability, on parking, or to offset the loss of commercial revenue and business
taxes, Developer shall not be required to pay said fee or fees since this Agreement requires
Developer to pay the public benefit contribution set forth in this Section 10(d) and the EMS Fee
set forth in Section 10(e) below. The determination of whether a Developer Fee addresses a
project’s impact on the City’s infrastructure (such as streets, utilities, lights), on affordable
housing, on sustainability, or on parking, or whether a Developer Fee is adopted to offset the loss
of commercial revenue and business taxes, shall be determined by the City in its reasonable
discretion.
(f)

Environmental Mitigation and Sustainability Fee.

(1)
Amount of Fee. Concurrent with the close of each first Sales
Transaction from Developer to a subsequent owner, the seller shall pay or cause to be paid to
City an Environmental Mitigation and Sustainability Fee (“EMS fee”). The amount of the EMS
for each $1,000 of the consideration or value of the interest or
Fee shall be equal to
of the value of any lien or encumbrance remaining thereon at the
(exclusive
property conveyed
time of sale), subject to adjustment as set forth in Section l0(f)(iv) below. The EMS Fee shall be
$____
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paid from the escrow account set up for the Sales Transaction. The fee shall be paid upon each
first Sales Transaction by Developer. No EMS Fee shall apply to any subsequent Sales
Transaction by the then current owner.
Adjustment of EMS Fee. If, after the Effective Date of this
(ii)
Agreement, the City adopts or increases a real estate transfer tax or documentary transfer tax for
Beverly Hills, so that the combined total of the City’s taxes and the County of Los Angeles
Documentary Transfer Tax exceeds the current $1.10 per $1000 of City and County
documentary transfer taxes, then the EMS Fee imposed upon all subsequent Sales Transactions
shall be reduced by the amount of the combined taxes that exceeds $1.10 per $1000. For
example, if City adopts a real estate transfer tax of $2.20 per $1000, thus increasing the
combined City and County real estate transfer taxes and documentary transfer taxes to $3.30 per
$1000 of sales price, then the EMS Fee on all subsequent Sales Transactions would be
-$2.20= $
per $1000 of sales price ($
). If the City increases
the documentary transfer tax or adopts a real estate transfer tax so that the combined taxes
exceed $5.60 per $1000 of sales price, then no further EMS Fee shall be due or payable.
$_________

Liens for EMS fee Payable Upon Sale. Developer hereby grants to the
(g)
City, with power of sale, a lien on the Property and each lot or parcel created by Vesting
Tentative Tract Map. No. 74391 to secure the payment of the EMS Fee payable upon each Sales
Transaction. In the event that the EMS fee secured by such lien is not paid concurrently with and
as a condition to the closing of a Sales Transaction by Developer or any successor-in-interest to
Developer, then City may enforce such lien by sale by City, its attorney or any other person or
entity authorized by the City Manager to conduct the sale. Any such sale shall be conducted in
accordance with California Civil Code Sections 2924, 2924b, 2924c, 2924f, 2924g, and 2924h,
or in any other manner permitted or provided by law. City, through its agent authorized by the
City Manager, shall have the power to bid on the encumbered property at the sale, using as a
credit bid the amounts secured by such lien, its own funds, or funds borrowed for such purpose,
and to acquire the lot or parcel. City is hereby granted, in trust, the applicable lot or parcel and is
appointed as trustee for purposes of noticing and effecting any sale pursuant to the provisions of
this Section and is hereby expressly granted a “power of sale” in connection therewith.
Developer, or any subsequent owner of the Property or any portion thereof, shall provide notice
to City, in a form satisfactory to the City, upon any opening of escrow that will result in a Sales
Transaction or any other conveyance of the Property or portion thereof. The notice shall include
a declaration stating the amount of the EMS Fee due upon closing of any Sales Transaction, or in
the case of a conveyance that is not a Sales Transaction, the reason that such conveyance is not a
Sales Transaction and therefore not subject to the EMS Fee. Upon receipt of the full amount of
the EMS fee payable with respect to a sale, City shall execute and deliver such documentation,
in recordable form, as Developer, the buyer or the title company may reasonably request to
evidence the payment of the EMS Fee and extinguishment of the City’s lien rights with respect
to such sale. Such documentation shall also indicate that payment of the EMS Fee shall not
extinguish the City’s lien rights with respect to subsequent Sales Transactions.
Nothing in this section shall excuse the Developer from paying any City
(h)
wide increases in existing Developer Fees.
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Prior to any Sales Transaction, City and Developer shall record a
(1)
document containing forms and procedures for implementation of Sections 10(f) and (g) above.
Issuance of Certificate of Occupancy. The City shall be under no obligation to
11.
issue a temporary or permanent certificate of occupancy for the Project until all the fees set forth
in Section 10 above, except for the EMS Fees, have been fuiiy paid to City.
Default. failure by City or Developer to perform any term or provision of this
12.
Agreement for a period of thirty (30) days from the receipt of written notice thereof from the
other shall constitute a default under this Agreement, subject to extensions of time by mutual
consent in writing. Said notice shall specify in detail the nature of the alleged default and the
manner in which said default may be satisfactorily cured. If the nature of the alleged default is
such that it cannot reasonably be cured within such thirty (30) day period, the commencement of
the cure within such time period and the diligent prosecution to completion of the cure shall be
deemed a cure within such period.
Subject to the foregoing, and except as provided below, after notice and expiration of the
thirty (30) day period without cure, the notifying party, at its option, shall have all rights and
remedies provided by law to enforce this Agreement and/or may give notice of intent to
terminate this Agreement pursuant to Government Code Section 65868. Following such notice of
intent to terminate, the matter shall be scheduled for consideration and review by the Council
within thirty (30) calendar days in the manner set forth in Government Code Sections 65867 and
65862.
Upon any such termination, the respective rights, duties and obligations of the parties
hereto shall without further action cease as of the date of such termination (except as to duties
and obligations that arose prior to the date of such termination).
In no event shall monetary damages be available against the City for any alleged default
or breach by the City.
13.
Expiration. Upon the expiration of the Term, this Agreement shall terminate and
be of no further force or effect; provided, however, such termination shall not affect the
obligation to pay the EMS Fee as provided in Section 10(f) or any claim of any Party hereto,
arising out of the provisions of this Agreement, prior to the effective date of such termination.
14.

Transfers of Interests in Property or Agreement.

Developer shall have the right to sell, assign or transfer all of the real
(a)
property comprising the Property or this Agreement to any person at any time during the term of
this Agreement. The provisions of this Section 14 shall not apply to the sale of individual
condominiums following the recordation of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 74391.
Upon the delegation of all duties and obligations and the sale, transfer or
(b)
assignment of all of the real property comprising the Property, Developer shall be released from
its obligations under this Agreement with respect to the Property that arise subsequent to the
effective date of such transfer if: (i) Developer has provided to City at least thirty (30) days
written notice of such proposed assignment prior to the proposed transfer; (ii) Developer
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provides satisfactory evidence that the transferee will assume in writing through an assignment
and assumption agreement, in the form attached as Exhibit “B” hereto, all obligations of
Developer under this Agreement with respect to the Property, and (iii) the applicable EMS fee
has been paid.
Successors and Assigns. All of the terms, covenants and conditions of this
(c)
Agreement shall be binding upon Developer and its successors and assigns. Whenever the term
“Developer” is used in this Agreement, such term shall include any other successors and assigns
as herein provided.
15.
Covenants. All of the provisions, agreements, rights, powers, standards, terms,
covenants and obligations contained in this Agreement shall be binding upon the parties and their
respective heirs, successors (by merger, reorganization, consolidation or otherwise) and assigns,
devisees, administrators, representatives, lessees, and all other persons acquiring the Property, or
any portion thereof, or any interest therein, whether by operation of law or in any manner
whatsoever, and shall inure to the benefit of the parties and their respective heirs, successors and
assigns. All of the provisions of this Agreement shall constitute covenants running with the land.
16.

Indenmification.

Developer agrees to and shall indemnify, hold harmless, and defend, City
(a)
and its respective officers, officials, members, agents, employees, and representatives, from
liability or claims for death or personal injury and claims for property damage which may arise
from the acts, errors, and/or omissions of Developer or its contractors, subcontractors, agents,
employees or other persons acting on its behalf in relation to the Project and/or in any manner
arising from this Agreement. The foregoing indemnity applies to all deaths, injuries, and
damages, and claims therefor, suffered or alleged to have been suffered by reason of the acts,
errors, and/or omissions referred to in this Section 16, regardless of whether or not City prepared,
supplied, or approved plans or specifications, or both. In the event of litigation, City agrees, at no
cost to City, to cooperate with Developer. This indemnification, hold harmless and defense
requirement shall survive the termination or expiration of this Agreement. City reserves the right,
in cases subject to this indemnity, to reasonably approve the attorney selected by Developer to
defend Developer and City in any such action.
In the event of any court action or proceeding challenging the validity of
(b)
this Agreement, any of the Project Approvals or the EIR prepared and adopted for the Project,
Developer shall defend, at its own expense, the action or proceeding. In addition, Developer shall
reimburse City for its reasonable costs in defending any court action or proceeding challenging
the validity of this Agreement, any of the Project Approvals or the EIR and the Developer shall
also pay any award of costs, expenses and fees that the court having jurisdiction over such
challenge makes in favor of any challenger and against the City. Developer shall cooperate with
City in any such defense as City may reasonably request and may not resolve such challenge
without the agreement of City. In the event Developer fails or refuses to reimburse City for its
reasonable costs to defend any challenge to this Agreement, the Project Approvals or the EIR,
City shall have the right to terminate this Agreement, subject to the notice and cure requirements
of Section 13 above. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained herein, Developer’s
obligations under this Section 16(b) shall not extend to any challenge to the legality or
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enforceability of the EMS Fee that arises or is asserted more than ninety (90) days after the
recordation of the final map for the Project or the issuance of a building permit for the Project,
whichever is later.
Relationship of the Parties. The Parties acknowledge and agree that the Developer
17.
is not acting as an agent, joint venturer or partner of the City, but is, in fact, an independent
contractual party and not in any way under the control or direction of the City except as is
expressly provided to the contrary in this Agreement.
18.
Recordation. As provided in Government Code Section 65868.5, the City Clerk
shall record a copy of this Agreement with the Registrar-Recorder of the County of Los Angeles
within ten (10) days following its execution by both Parties. Developer shall reimburse the City
for all costs of such recording, if any.
19.
No Third Party Beneficiaries. The only Parties to this Agreement are the City and
Developer and their respective successors-in-interest. There are no third party beneficiaries and
this Agreement is not intended and shall not be construed to benefit or be enforceable by any
other person whatsoever.
20.
Advice; Neutral Interpretation. Each Party has received independent legal advice
from its attorneys with respect to the advisability of executing this Agreement and the meaning
of the provisions hereof. This Agreement has been drafted through a joint effort of the Parties
and their counsel and therefore shall not be construed against either of the Parties in its capacity
as draftsperson, but in accordance with its fair meaning.
Certificate of Compliance. At any time during the term of this Agreement, any
21.
lender or other Party may request any Party to this Agreement to confirm that (1) this Agreement
is unmodified and in full force and effect (or if there have been modifications hereto, that this
modifications) and that (ii) to the best of such Party’s knowledge, no defaults exist under this
Agreement or if defaults do exist, to describe the nature of such defaults and (iii) any other
information reasonably requested. Each Party hereby agrees to provide a certificate to such
lender or other Party within ten (10) business days of receipt of the written request therefor. The
failure of any Party to provide the requested certificate within such ten (10) business day period
shall constitute a confirmation that this Agreement is in full force and effect without
modification except as may be represented by the requesting Party and that to the best of such
Party’s knowledge, no defaults exist under this Agreement, except as may be represented by the
requesting Party.
Consideration. The City and Developer acknowledge and agree that there is good,
22.
sufficient and valuable consideration flowing to the City and to Developer pursuant to this
Agreement as more particularly set forth in the Recitals and Section 2 of this Agreement. The
Parties further acknowledge and agree that the exchanged consideration hereunder is fair, just
and reasonable.
23.

Periodic Reviews.

Annual Reviews. City shall conduct annual reviews during the Term of
(a)
this Agreement to determine whether Developer is acting in good faith compliance with the
13
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provisions of this Agreement and Government Code Section 65865.1. The reasonable cost of
each annual review conducted during the term of this Agreement shall be reimbursed to City by
Developer. Such reimbursement shall include all direct expenses actually and reasonably
incurred in such annual reviews.
Special Reviews. In addition, the City Council of the City may order a
(b)
special periodic review of Developer’s compliance with this Agreement at any time. The cost of
such special reviews shall be borne by the City, unless such a special review demonstrates that
Developer is not acting in good faith compliance with the provisions of this Agreement. In such
cases, Developer shall reimburse City for all costs incurred in conjunction with such a special
review.
Procedure for Review. The City’s Planning Director (the “Planning
(c)
Director”) shall conduct the review contemplated by this Section 23 to ascertain whether the
Developer has complied in good faith with the terms and conditions of this Agreement during the
period for which the review is conducted. The Planning Director shall give the Developer written
notice that any such review has been commenced, and shall give the Developer at least twenty
(20) days after the Developer’s receipt of such notice to provide to the Planning Director such
information as the Developer deems relevant to such review. In addition, upon the written
request of the Planning Director, the Developer shall furnish such documents or other
information as requested by the Planning Director.
Result of Review. If, following such a review, the Planning Director finds
(d)
good faith compliance by the Developer with the terms and conditions of this Agreement, the
Planning Director shall issue to the Developer an executed certificate of compliance, certifying
the Developer’s good faith compliance with the terms and conditions of this Agreement through
the period of such review. Such certificate shall be in recordable form, and shall contain such
information as may be necessary to impart constructive record notice of the finding of good faith
compliance hereunder. The Developer shall have the right to record such certificate of
compliance in the Official Records of the County of Los Angeles.
If, following such a review, the Planning Director finds that the Developer has not

complied in good faith with the terms and conditions of this Agreement, the Planning Director
shall specify in writing the respects in which the Developer has failed to so comply. The
Planning Director shall provide the Developer with written notice of such noncompliance in the
manner provided in Section 31, together with a written specification of the reasons therefor. Such
written notice shall also specify a reasonable time for the Developer to cure such non
compliance, which time shall be not less than thirty (30) days after the Developer’s receipt of
such notice.
Appeals to City Council. A determination of non-compliance by the
(e)
Planning Director pursuant to this Section 23 shall be appealable to the City Council within
thirty (30) days after the Developer’s receipt of the Planning Director’s written notice of non
compliance given pursuant to Section 23(d) above. If the Developer appeals such a determination
to the City Council, then the City Council shall schedule a public hearing thereon not later than
thirty (30) days after the date on which the Developer gives its notice of appeal to the City. At
such hearing, the Developer shall be entitled to address all of the issues considered by the
14
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Planning Director in making such determination. Information presented by the Developer at such
hearing may be presented orally and/or in writing. If, after receiving any written response of the
Developer to the Planning Director’s determination, and after considering all of the information
presented at such hearing, the City Council finds and determines that the Developer has not in
good faith complied with the terms and conditions of this Agreement, then the City Council shall
specify in writing to the Developer the respects in which the Developer has failed to so comply,
and shall also specify a reasonable time for the Developer to ensure such non-compliance, which
time shall be not less than thirty (30) days after the Developer’s receipt of such notice. A
determination by the City Council of non-compliance shall be in writing delivered in accordance
with Section 30, and shall specify in detail the grounds therefor, so that the Developer shall have
the opportunity to implement any measures necessary to cure such non-compliance. If the
non-compliance so specified by the City Council is not cured within the time so specified, then
the City may terminate this Agreement by providing written notice of termination.
Effect on Default. Nothing in this Section 23 shall be interpreted to
(f)
prevent the City from providing the Developer with a notice of default hereunder at any time
other than during a periodic review under this Section 23, or from terminating this Agreement
pursuant to the provisions hereof following any event of default by the Developer, subject to the
notice and cure provisions of Section 12 above.
failure of Periodic Review. The City’s failure to review, at least annually,
(g)
compliance by Developer with the terms and conditions of this Agreement shall not constitute or
be asserted by any Party as a breach by any other Party of this Agreement.
Mortgagee Protection. This Agreement shall not prevent or limit Developer, in
24.
any manner, at Developer’s sole discretion, from encumbering the Property or any improvements
thereon by any mortgage, deed of trust or other security device. The City acknowledges that the
lender(s) providing such financing (“Mortgagee”) may require certain Agreement interpretations
and/or clarifications and agrees, upon request, from time to time, to meet with Developer and
representatives of such lender(s) to provide within a reasonable time period the City’s response
to such requested interpretations and/or clarifications. Any Mortgagee of a mortgage or a
beneficiary of a deed of trust or any successor or assign thereof, including without limitation the
purchaser at a judicial or non-judicial foreclosure sale or a person or entity who obtains title by
deed-in-lieu of foreclosure on the Property must be entitled to the following rights and
privileges:
Mortgage Not Rendered Invalid. Neither entering into this Agreement nor
(a)
a breach of this Agreement shall defeat, render invalid, diminish, or impair the priority of the lien
of any mortgage or deed of trust on the Property made in good faith and for value provided,
however, that each lien securing EMS fees described in Section 10(g) above shall be prior and
superior to mortgage or deed of trust security financing used to purchase the applicable
condominium unit if the EMS Fee payable upon such purchase and sale shall not have been paid.

No Mortgagee shall have an obligation or duty under this Agreement to perform Developer’s
obligations, or to guarantee such performance, before taking title to all or a portion of the
Property.

15
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(b)
Notice to Mortgagee. The Mortgagee of any mortgage or deed of trust
encumbering the Property, or any part thereof, who has submitted a request in writing to the City
in the manner specified herein for giving notices, shall be entitled to receive a copy of any notice
of default hereunder delivered to Developer.
(c)
Mortgagee’s Time to Cure. The City shall provide a copy of any notice of
default hereunder to the Mortgagee within ten (10) days of sending the notice of default to
Developer. The Mortgagee must have the right, but not the obligation, to cure the default for a
period of thirty (30) days after receipt of such notice of default. Notwithstanding the foregoing, if
such default is a default which can only be remedied by such Mortgagee obtaining possession of
the Property, Mortgagee shall have the right to seek to obtain possession with diligence and
continuity, and to remedy or cure such default within thirty (30) days after obtaining possession,
and except in cases of emergency or to protect the public health or safety, the City may not
exercise its remedies set forth herein until expiration of such thirty (30) day period; provided,
however, that in the case of a default which cannot with diligence be remedied or cured or the
remedy or cure of which cannot be commenced within such thirty (30) day period, the
Mortgagee shall have such additional time as it is reasonably necessary to remedy or cure such
default, provided that Mortgagee diligently proceeds to cure and provided further that in no case
shall such default be cured more than than eighteen (1$) months after Mortgagee obtains such
possession. In no case will the time to remedy or cure the default extend the term of this
Agreement.
Cure Rights. Any Mortgagee who takes title to all of the Property, or any
(d)
part thereof, pursuant to foreclosure of the mortgage or deed of trust, or a deed in lieu of
foreclosure, may succeed to the rights and obligations of Developer under this Agreement as to
the Property or portion thereof so acquired; provided, however, in no event shall such Mortgagee
be liable for any defaults or monetary obligations of Developer arising before acquisition of title
to the permit or occupancy certificate until all delinquent and current fees and other monetary or
non-monetary obligations due under this Agreement for the Property have been satisfied.
Bankruptcy. If any Mortgagee is prohibited from commencing or
(e)
prosecuting foreclosure or other appropriate proceedings in the nature of foreclosure by any
process or injunction issued by any court or by reason of any action by any court having
jurisdiction of any bankruptcy or insolvency proceedings involving Developer, the times
specified in Section 24(c) above shall be extended for the period of the prohibition as long as the
Mortgagee is diligently attempting to obtain possession by seeking relief of the automatic stay
and/or other reasonable means, except that any such extension shall not extend the term of this
Agreement.
25.

Future Litigation Expenses.

Payment of Prevailing Party. If City or Developer brings an action or
(a)
proceeding (including, without limitation, any motion, order to show cause, cross-complaint,
counterclaim, third-party claim or arbitration proceeding) by reason of defaults, breaches,
tortious acts, or otherwise to enforce the provisions of this Agreement, the prevailing party in
such action or proceeding shall be entitled to its costs and expenses of suit including, but not
limited to, reasonable attorneys’ fees and expert witness fees.
16
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Scope of fees. Attorneys’ fees under this Section shall include attorneys’
(b)
fees on any appeal and, in addition, a party entitled to attorneys’ fees shall be entitled to all other
reasonable costs and expenses incurred in connection with such action. In addition to the
foregoing award of attorneys’ fees to the prevailing party, the prevailing party in any lawsuit
shall be entitled to its attorneys’ fees incurred in any post-judgment proceedings to collect or
enforce the judgment. This provision is separate and several and shall survive the merger of this
Agreement into any judgment on this Agreement.
Headings. The section headings used in this Agreement are for convenient
26.
reference only and shall not be used in construing this Agreement. The words “include”,
“including” or other words of like import are intended as words of illustration and not limitation
and shall be construed to mean “including, without limitation”.
27.
Amendment; Waiver. No alteration, amendment or modification of this
Agreement shall be valid unless evidenced by a written instrument executed by the parties hereto
with the same formality as this Agreement, and made in the manner required by the
Development Agreement Act. The failure of either party hereto to insist in any one or more
instances upon the strict performance of any of the covenants, agreements, terms, provisions or
conditions of this Agreement, or to exercise any election or option herein contained, shall not be
construed as a waiver or relinquishment for the future of such covenant, agreement, term,
provision, condition, election or option, but the same shall continue and remain in full force and
effect. No waiver by any party hereto of any covenant, agreement, term, provision or condition
of this Agreement shall be deemed to have been made unless expressed in writing and signed by
an appropriate official or officer on behalf of such party.
Severability. If any article, section, subsection, term or provision of this
28.
Agreement, or the application thereof to any party or circumstance, shall, to any extent, be
invalid or unenforceable, the remainder of the article, section, subsection, term or provision of
this Agreement, or the application of the same to parties or circumstances other than those to
which it is held invalid or unenforceable, shall not be affected thereby, and each remaining
article, section, subsection, term or provision of this Agreement shall be valid and enforceable to
the fullest extent permitted by law.
Binding Effect. Except as may otherwise be expressly provided herein to the
29.
contrary, this Agreement and each of the provisions hereof shall be binding upon and inure to the
benefit of each of the parties hereto, and their respective successors and assigns.
Notices. All notices, disclosures, demands, acknowledgements, statements,
30.
requests, responses and other communications (each, a “Communication”) to be given under this
Agreement shall be in writing, signed by the party hereto (or an officer, agent or attorney of such
party) giving such Communication, and shall be deemed effective (i) upon receipt if hand
delivered or sent by overnight courier service; or (ii) upon delivery or the date of refusal if sent
by the United States mail, postage prepaid, certified mail, return receipt requested, in either case
addressed as follows:
To the Developer:
9908 Santa Monica Blvd., LLC
17
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11777 San Vicente Blvd., Suite 550
Los Angeles, CA 90049
Attn: Cliff Goldstein
with copy to:
Glaser, Weil, Fink, Howard, Avchen & Shapiro LLP
10250 Constellation Boulevard, 19th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90067
Afln: Thomas S. Levyn
To the City:

City Manager
City of Beverly Hills
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210

with copy to:

City Attorney
City of Beverly Hills
455 North Rexford Drive, Room 220
Beverly Hills, CA 90210

Any party hereto may from time to time, by notice given to the other parties hereto

pursuant to the terms of this Section 30 change the address to which Communications to such
party are to be sent or designate one or more additional persons or entities to which
Communications are to be sent.
Applicable Law. This Agreement shall be governed in all respects by the laws of
31.
the State of California.
Time is of the Essence. Time is of the essence of this Agreement and every term
32.
or performance hereunder.
Entire Agreement. This Agreement supersedes any prior understanding or written
33.
or oral agreements among the parties hereto respecting the within subject matter and contains the
entire understanding among the parties with respect thereto.
Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in one or more counterparts, each
34.
of which shall be deemed an original but all of which together shall constitute one and the same
instrument.
[Remainder of page intentionally blank]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have entered into this Agreement as of the
date first above written.
CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS

Mayor of the City of Beverly Hills, California

9908 SANTA MONICA BLVD., LLC,
a California limited liability company
By:
By:
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EXHIBIT A
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

Lots 740, 741, 742, 743, 744 AND 745, OF TRACT NO. 7710, IN THE CITY Of
BEVERLY HILLS, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP
RECORDED IN BOOK $3 PAGES 94 AND 95 Of MAPS, IN THE OFFICE OF THE
COUNTY RECORDER Of SAID COUNTY.
APN: 4328-002-010, 4328-002-011, 4328-002-012, 4328-002-013 and 4328-002-034.
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EXHIBIT B
FORM OF ASSUMPTION AGREEMENT

FORM Of ASSUMPTION AGREEMENT

RECORDING REQUESTED BY
AND WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO:

City of Beverly Hills
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, California 90210
Attention: City Clerk

APN:
[Space Above For Recorder’s Use Only]

ASSIGNMENT AND ASSUMPTION AGREEMENT

THIS ASSIGNMENT AND ASSUMPTION AGREEMENT (this “Agreement”) is
entered into as of
by and between
a
(“Assignor”) and
(“Assignee”).
RECITALS:
Assignor

entered into that certain Development Agreement dated
with the City of Beverly Hills, a California municipal corporation
(“City”), pursuant to which Assignor agreed to develop the property more particularly described
therein (“Project”), subject to the terms and conditions thereof (the “Development Agreement”).
A.

Assignor has assigned its interest under the Development Agreement to Assignee
B.
the sale of the portion of the Project more particular described on Exhibit A
with
in connection
attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference (the “Property”).
Assignee wishes to assume all of Assignor’s rights and obligations under the
C.
Development Agreement with respect to the Property.
AGREEMENT:
NOW THEREFORE, in consideration the foregoing and for other good and valuable
consideration, Assignor and Assignee agree as follows:
Assumption by Assignee. Assignee assumes all of the burdens and obligations of
1.
Assignor under the Development Agreement, including but not limited to the provisions of
Section 10 thereof, and agrees to observe and fully perform all the duties and obligations of
B-I
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Assignor under the Development Agreement, that relate to the Property, and further agrees that
the Property shall be subject to all of the terms and conditions thereof applicable to the Property.
It is the express intention of both Assignor and Assignee that upon execution of this Agreement,
Assignee shall be substituted for Assignor as the “Developer” under the Development
Agreement with respect to the Property.
Obligations Assumed. Assignor and Assignee agree that the obligations specified
2.
in Exhibit B attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference are expressly allocated to
the Property and shall be the obligation of Assignee from and after the effective date of this
Agreement.
Development Agreement. Assignee has reviewed all of the provisions of the
3.
Development Agreement, has sought legal counsel were necessary, and fully understands and
assumes all of the terms and conditions of the Development Agreement that are allocated to the
Property.
No Amendment to Development Agreement. Assignor and Assignee
4.
acknowledge and agree that the Development Agreement shall continue to be of full force and
effect notwithstanding the assignment thereof with respect to the Property, and shall continue to
govern the rights and obligations of Assignee as the “Developer” of the Property.
[N WITNESS WHEREOF Assignor and Assignee have executed this Assignment and
Assumption Agreement as of the day and year first above written.
ASSIGNOR:
a

By:_
Name:
Its:

ASSIGNEE:
a

By:_
Name:
Its:
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EXHIBIT A
TO
ASSIGNMENT AND ASSUMPTION AGREEMENT
DESCRIPTION Of THE PROPERTY
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EXHIBIT B
TO
ASSIGNMENT AND ASSUMPTION AGREEMENT
ASSUMED OBLIGATIONS
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Attachment 15
(Final Environmental Impact Report
(Final EIR) including appendices 1
through 11)

UNDER SEPARATE COVER

Attachment 17
(HR&A Net Fiscal Impact Analysis,
dated 4/25/2018)

HI
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700 South Flower Street, Suite 2730, Los Angeles, CA 9001 7
T: 310-581-0900 F: 310-581-0910 www.hraadvisors.com
Privileged & Confidenfial
Attorney-Client Work Product
and/or Communication

Memorandum
To:

Jamie Ross, GPI Companies

From:

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

Date:

April 25, 201 8

Re:

Updated Net Fiscal Impact Analysis for 9900-99 1 6 Santa Monica Blvd., Beverly Hills

ExEcuTivE SUMMARY

This Memorandum reports analysis prepared by HR&A Advisors, Inc. (“HR&A”) on the net fiscal
impacts to the General Fund of the City of Beverly Hills (“City” or “Beverly Hills”), for both a mixeduse 27-unit luxury condominium and retail development proposed by GPI Companies (“Proposed
Project”) and a commercial office building with a 5,000 square foot retail component alternative
based on current zoning (“Base Case”), for a commercially-zoned 36,000 square foot site at 9900991 6 Santa Monic Boulevard (“Project Site”).
The Project Site, bounded by Santa Monica Boulevard, Charleville Boulevard, a residential alley,
and an adjacent commercial property, is currently vacant. The Proposed Project includes 27 luxury
condominium units and 1 3,037 square feet of retail space, while the Base Case includes 67,000
square feet of office space and 5,000 square feet of retail space based on current zoning
requirements. The Proposed Project also includes 1 85 subterranean parking spaces, while the Base
Case includes 205 subterranean parking spaces.
After subtracting estimated costs to provide City services to the Project, and property tax revenues
derived by the City from the vacant site today, the analysis indicates that both the Proposed Project
and the Base Case would have a net positive fiscal impact on the City’s General Fund, as indicated in
Table 1. The Base Case has a larger net fiscal impact in the first stabilized year, but the Proposed
Project has a larger net positive fiscal impact over the entire projection period that includes 20 years
of stabilized operation (in both nominal and constant 201 8 dollars), due to dwelling unit value
appreciation and additional real estate transfer taxes from assumed condominium unit resales and a
retail component resale over time.

HR&A Advisors, Inc.

Los Angeles

I New York

Dallas

I Washington, D.C.
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Table 1
Difference Befween Net Fiscal Impacts of the Base Case and Proposed Project

Net Fiscal Impacts of the Proposed Project
Net Fiscal Impacts of the Base Case
Total Fiscal Gain (Or Loss)
Prepared by: HR&A Advisors, Inc.

First Stabilized
Nominal $
$270,729
$294.1 39
($23,410)

Over Lease-up Period + 20 Years from
Nominal $
NPV-201 8 $
$1 3,179,303
$5,026,1 80
$7,480,365
$3,204,921
$1,821,258
$5,698,938

These differences are sensitive to the initial average condominium price (based on market analysis
prepared for GPI Companies by The Concord Group in March 201 6), and HR&A’s assumptions about
the assumed annual resale price appreciation rate (7.0%), discount rate (6.0%), analysis period (20
years), and other HR&A assumptions about the annual financial performance and resales for the Base
Case.
The following sections describe the Proposed Project and Base Case and the methodology and
assumptions used in the fiscal impact analyses. Detailed calculation assumptions are included in
Appendix A (for the Proposed Project) and Appendix B (for the Base Case). The analysis and
conclusions contained in this Memorandum are subject to the limiting conditions included in Appendix
C. A summary of HR&A’s professional qualifications is included in Appendix D.
SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT’S NET FISCAL IMPACTS TO THE CITY OF BEVERLY Hius

To prepare the fiscal models for each development scenario, HR&A used public and third-party
proprietary data to estimate real estate trends and rental rates, City municipal code requirements for
tax revenues and calculation formulas for both the Proposed Project and the Base Case, and industrystandard tax revenue and City service cost calculation approaches. Construction for both scenarios
was assumed to take place over a 26-month schedule completed in the middle of 2021, with
stabilization occurring the following year. HR&A also projected future revenues and City service costs
over both the construction period and a 20-year period of stabilized operation.
The results of the net fiscal analysis are shown in Table 2 (for the Proposed Project) and Table 3 (for
the Base Case). Net fiscal impacts are presented in nominal dollars (i.e., with inflation and price
appreciation over time) for the first stabilized year (2022), one-time revenues, and cumulative net
fiscal impacts over the entire projection period (construction and operation). The cumulative net fiscal
impacts over the analysis period are also expressed in constant 201 8 dollars.
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Table 2
Net Fiscal Impacts of the Proposed Project

First Stabilized
Year (2022)
Nominal $
Annual Revenues to Beverly Hills General Fund
Property Tax (Including Resales)
MVLF In Lieu
Documentary Transfer Tax on Resales
Sales Tax Retail Tenant
Sales Tax Residential Tenant Spending
Sales Tax Commercial Employee Spending
Business Tax
Other Taxes
Total Annual Recurring Revenues to City’s General Fund
-

-

-

Less: City Service Costs
Less: Property Tax and MVLF Revenue from Existing Site
Net Fiscal Impact to Citys General Fund

$403,100
$33,267
$0
$76,894
$21,391
$4,410
$10,518
$35.393
$584,972
($241,729)
($72,515)
$270,729

Over Lease-up Period + 20 Years from
Stabilization
$2
Nominal $‘
NPV-2018
$15,867,499
$1,309,513
$587,969
$1,964,222
$546,433
$112,645
$268,682
$904.095
$21,561,059
($6,410,720)
($1.971.036)
$13,179,303

Over Construction
Period
$1
Nominal
One-Time Revenues to Beverly Hills General Fund
Documentary Transfer Tax on Initial Sales
Construction Materials Sales Tax
Contractor Business License Tax
Dwelling Unit Construction Tax
Total One-Time Revenues to the City’s General Fund

$114,811
$70,508
$83,938
$46.829
$316,085

Reference
Tables
Appendix A

$6,472,470
$534,160
$223,706
$851,082
$250,971
$51,737
$123,403
$391.737
$8,899,266

3,4, 14
3,4,14
4,14
5, 14
6, 14
7,14
8,14
9, 14

($2,862,332)
($1.010.754)
$5,026,180

11,14
3, 14

Reference
Tables
Appendix A
4,14
12,14
1 2, 1 4
12,14

With annual inflation of 2.5%, property assessed value appreciation of 2%, an annual turnover rate of 1 0%, annual condominium price appreciation of
7%, retail and office price appreciation of 5%, and a sale of the retail component in Year 7.
2

Assumes a discount rate of 6%.
Prepared by: HR&A Advisors, Inc.
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Table 3
Net Fiscal Impacts of the Base Case

First Stabilized
Year (2022)
Nominal $
Annual Revenues to Beverly Hills General Fund
Property Tax
MVLF In Lieu
Documentary Transfer Tax on Sale
Sales Tax Retail Tenant
Sales Tax Residential Tenant Spending
Sales Tax Commercial Employee Spending
Business Tax
Other Taxes
Total Annual Recurring Revenues to Beverly Hills General Fund
Less; City Service Costs
Less; Property Tax and MVLF Revenue from Existing Site
Net Fiscal Impact to Citys General Fund
-

-

-

$154,349
$1 2,738
$0
$27,815
$0
$24,228
$431,165
S48.653
$698,949
($332,295)
($72.51 5)
$294,139

Over Lease-up Period + 20 Years from
Stabilization
2
Nominal $‘
NPV-2018
$4,260,585
$340,134
$77,020
$71 0,53 1
$0
$61 8,891
$11,013,972
Si .242.823
$18,263,956
($8,81 2,554)
($1 .971.036)
$7,480,365

Over Construction
Period
Nominal $‘
One-Time Revenues to the Beverly Hills General Fund
Construction Materials Sales Tax
Contractor Business License Tax
Total One-Time Revenues to the Citys General Fund

$43,871
$52.228
$96,099

$1,999,988
$1 60,876
$38,277
$307,868
$0
$268,161
$4,772,268
5538.506
$8,085,942
($3,934,731)
t$94&290)
$3,204,921

Reference
Tables
Appendix B
3,11
3, 11
11
4, 11
5, 11
6,11
7, 11
9, 11
3, 11

Reference
Tables
Appendix B
10, 11
1 0, 11

1

With annual inflation of 2.5%, property assessed value appreciation of 2%, retail and office price appreciation of 5%, and a sale of the office
building in Year 7.
2
Assumes a discount rate of 6%.
Prepared by: HR&A Advisors, Inc.
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I.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

PROJECT SITE

The Project Site is located within the City of Beverly Hills just southwest of the intersection of Santa
Monica Boulevard and Charleville Boulevard. Figure 1 shows the Project site, which is bounded by
Santa Monica Boulevard, Charleville Boulevard, a residential alley, and adjacent commercial
properties. Century City, a major commercial office center that also includes the Westfield Century
City regional mall, and Rodeo Drive, a major luxury shopping street, are approximately a half mile
from the Project site. Beverly Hills High School is a third of a mile away, and the University of
California-Los Angeles is located two miles away. The Los Angeles Country Club is also within one mile
of the Project site. Since 2008, several major luxury condominium developments have been completed
within one mile, including The Century, Beverly West, and the Montage Residences.
Figure 1
Proiect Site
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PROPOSED PROJECT AND BASE CASE DESCRIPTIONS AND LAND USES

Proposed Prolect

The Proposed Project consists of 27 luxury condominium units and 1 3,037 square feet of retail space in
a 99,804 square foot building, with an average condominium unit size of approximately 2,542 square
feet. Similar to recent luxury residential development nearby, which was used by The Concord Group
for sale price benchmarking, the units will feature luxury finishes and amenities, such as hardwood floors,
stone countertops, modern cabinets, patios or balconies, high ceilings, and floor to ceiling windows in
some units. The building will also feature top-of-line hotel-like services for residents. There will also be
a fitness center, as well as a concierge, valet, and a pool. The ground floor retail space is assumed to
be split into several leasable spaces, one restaurant space totaling about 4,000 SF and the rest of the
space dedicated to general retail. In addition, the Proposed Project will have 1 85 subterranean parking
spaces.
Figure 2
Proposed Project
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Ease Case

The Base Case consists of a 67,000 square foot commercial office building with 5,000 square feet of
ground floor retail. It is assumed to be a three-story office building built within the current 45-foot
height limit and with a six-foot setback from residential alleys as required by the zoning code. Office
users are assumed to be primarily multi-tenant professional businesses. The Base Case will also have
205 subterranean parking spaces.
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II.

FISCAL IMPACTS IN THE CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS

This Section presents estimates of the one-time construction-related and annually recurring General
Fund revenues, annual public service costs and net fiscal impact that the Proposed Prolect and Base
Case will generate for the Beverly Hills General Fund.
OVERVIEW OF THEFISCALIMPACTANALYSISMETHODOLOGY
The tax revenue estimates presented in this Memorandum for both development scenarios are based
on the first round of Project-related spending only
i.e., the tax revenues derived directly from
Project construction, annual operation of the Proposed Project’s and Base Case’s commercial or
residential uses, and, in the case of the Proposed Project, annual expenditures by Project households.
Secondary and tertiary sources of tax revenue will also be generated as a result of indirect and
induced economic activity that result from expenditures for construction and operation of the
completed development scenarios, but the amounts of these additional revenues, and the degree to
which they will accrue to the City, are not susceptible to reliable estimation. Therefore, the estimates
presented here may understate, to some unknown degree, the actual tax revenues that either scenario
will produce for the City.
—

The tax revenue estimates are based on a case study approach that utilizes a combination of data
specific to the development scenario land uses, generally accepted tax revenue estimating
approaches and previous HR&A analysis for comparable projects. The estimates assume that all of
the taxes in the City that would now apply to either scenario would remain in place and that these
taxes would continue under the same tax formulas and rates that are now in effect. The analysis
focuses on revenues that will be recorded in the City’s General Fund and utilizes information from the
City’s FY 2017/1 8 budget in combination with other sources as noted below. The City’s cost to
provide public services to either scenario is based on a per-capita estimation approach applied to
the net new employees or residents (as discussed further below). The net annual fiscal impact of each
scenario is equal to the annual revenue it generates for the City’s General Fund minus the cost of
annual services funded by the City’s General Fund and the property tax revenue generated from
the vacant site today.
Fiscal impact results for construction and annual operation of the completed development scenarios
are shown for the first stabilized year (2022) in nominal dollars (i.e., with inflation and price
appreciation), in nominal dollars over development, absorption, and a period 20-years from initial
stabilization, and in constant 201 8 dollars over the 20-year projection period (i.e., based on a
discount rate).
FISCAL IMPACTS OF CoNSTRucTION
HR&A estimates that the $65.8 million private investment in “hard costs” to construct the Proposed
Project will generate approximately $316,000 (in nominal dollars) in new, one-time, constructionrelated revenues for Beverly Hills, and the Base Case ($40.0 million in hard costs) will generate
approximately $96,000 (in nominal dollars), as summarized in Table 4 and Table 5, respectively.
These one-time revenues include the sales tax on certain construction materials, assuming the
construction contractor designates the Project Site as the point of sales for construction material
HR&A ADVISORS, INC.
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purchases above $5.0 million, pursuant to California Board of Equalization regulations. This source
would result in approximately $71,000 in revenue for Beverly Hills from the Proposed Project, or
approximately $44,000 in revenue in the Base Case.
Construction of both the Proposed Project and the Base Case would also be subject to the Beverly
Hills business tax on construction contractors. Applying the applicable tax rate to the estimated cost
of construction of the Proposed Project yields an estimate of approximately $84,000 in one-time
revenues; the same tax rate applied to construction of the Base Case yields an estimate of
approximately $52,000 in one-time revenues.
Construction of the Proposed Project would also be subject to the City’s dwelling unit construction tax,
generating an additional $47,000 in revenues for the City, and a documentary Transfer tax on initial
condominium sales, generating $115,000. These latter two tax revenues would not apply to the
commercial Base Case.
Note that these estimates do not include any of the City’s planning and construction permit fees,
because those charges are generally set at levels that are intended to directly offset City staff time
to process them, and therefore they do not represent net new operating revenue. Fees for traffic and
other environmental mitigation are also omitted because such fees are generally set at levels to offset
direct impacts, and therefore also do not represent net new City operating revenues.
Table 4
One-Time Revenues from Construction of the Proposed Project
Over Construction
Period
Nominal $‘
One-Time Revenues to Beverly Hills General Fund
Documentary Transfer Tax on Initial Sales
Construction Materials Sales Tax
Contractor Business License Tax
Dwelling Unit Construction Tax
Total One-Time Revenues to the City’s General Fund

$1 14,81 1
$70,508
$83,938
$46.829
$316,085

1

With annual inflation of 2.5%, property assessed value appreciation of 2%, an annual turnover rate of 1 0%,
annual condominium price appreciation of 7%, retail and office price appreciation of 5%, and a sale of the retail
component in Year 7.
Prepared by: HR&A Advisors, Inc.
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Table 5
One-Time Revenues from Construction of the Base Case
Over Construction
Period
Nominal $‘
One-Time Revenues to the Beverly Hills General Fund
Construction Materials Sales Tax
Contractor Business License Tax
Total One-Time Revenues to the City’s General Fund

$43,871
$52,228

$96,099

1

With annual inflation of 2.5%, property assessed value appreciation of 2%, retail and office price appreciation of
5%, and a sale of the office building in Year 7.
Prepared by: HR&A Advisors, Inc.

FISCAL IMPACTS FROM ANNUAL OPERATiON

Summaries of Net Fiscal Impact Estimation and Prolection Results for the Proposed Prolect
As summarized in Table 6 and expressed in nominal dollars, the Proposed Project’s condominium and
retail uses will generate about $585,000 in annual revenues to the Beverly Hills General Fund once
the Proposed Project is completed and achieves stabilized operation in 2022. After accounting for
the cost to provide City services to the Proposed Project and the existing property taxes on the vacant
site, the net fiscal impact to the Beverly Hills General Fund in the first stabilized year will be
approximately $271,000. Over a 20-year period beyond initial lease-up and stabilization, the net
fiscal impact will be approximately $13 million in nominal dollars, or about $5 million in constant
2018 dollars.
Table 6
Annually Recurring Revenues from Operation of the Proposed Project
First Stabilized
Year (2022)
Nominal $
Annual Revenues to Beverly Hills General Fund
Property Tax (Including Resales)
MVLF In Lieu
Documentary Transfer Tax on Resales3
Sales Tax Retail Tenant
Sales Tax Residential Tenant Spending
Sales Tax Commercial Employee Spending
Business Tax
Other Taxes
Total Annual Recurring Revenues to City’s General Fund
Less: City Service Costs
Less: Property Tax and MVLF Revenue from Existing Site
Net Fiscal Impact to City’s General Fund
-

-

Over Lease-up Period + 20 Years
from Stabilization
$2
Nominal $
NPV-201 8

$403,100
$33,267
$0
$76,894
$21,391
$4,4 1 0
$10,518
$35,393

$15,867,499
$1,309,513
$587,969
$1,964,222
$546,433
$11 2,645
$268,682
$904,095

$584,972
($241,729)
t$72515)
$270,729

$21,567,059
($6,410,720)
($1,971,036)
$13,179,303

$6,472,470
$534,160
$223,706
$851,082
$250,971
$51,737
$1 23,403
$391 .737
$8,899,266
($2,862,332)
($1,01Q,754
$5,026,180

1 With annual inflation of 2.5%, property assessed value appreciation of 2%, an annual turnover rate of 1 0%, annual
condominium price appreciation of 7%, retail and office price appreciation of 5%, and a sale of the retail component in Year 7.
2
Assumes a discount rate of 6%.
Tax on initial sales is included in One-Time Revenues in Table 4.

Prepared by: HR&A Advisors, Inc.
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Figure 3 shows that 69 percent of the City revenues from the Proposed Project will result from the
City’s share of property tax, followed by sales tax (from on-site retailers, employee spending, and
household spending), other municipal taxes (i.e. licenses and permits, fines and penalties), and the
Motor Vehicle License Fee in-lieu property tax.

Figure 3
Annually Recurring Revenues from Operation of the Proposed Project
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Summaries of Net Fiscal Impact Esfimation and Prolection Results for the Base Case
As summarized in Table 7 and expressed in nominal dollars, the Base Case’s commercial office and
retail uses are estimated to generate approximately $699,000 in annual revenues to the Beverly Hills
General Fund in the Project’s first year of stabilized operation. After accounting for the cost to provide
City services to the businesses in that building and the existing property taxes on the vacant site, the
net fiscal impact to the Beverly Hills General Fund will be approximately $294,000. Over a 20-year
period beyond initial lease-up and stabilization, the net fiscal impact will be approximately $7.5
million in nominal dollars, or about $3.2 million in constant 2018 dollars.

HR&A ADVISORS, INC.
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Table 7
Annually Recurring Revenues from Operation of the Base Case
Over Lease-up Period ÷ 20 Years
from Stabilization
$2
Nominal $‘
NPV-2018

First Stabilized
Year (2022)
Nominal $
Annual Revenues to Beverly Hills General Fund
Property Tax
MVLF In Lieu
Documentary Transfer Tax on Sale
Sales Tax Retail Tenant
Sales Tax Residential Tenant Spending
Sales Tax Commercial Employee Spending
Business Tax
Other Taxes
Total Annual Recurring Revenues to City’s General Fund
Less: City Service Costs
Less: Property Tax and MVLF Revenue from Existing Site
Net Fiscal Impact to City’s General Fund

$154,349
$12,738
$0
$27,815
$0
$24,228
$431,165
$48,653
$698,949
($332,295)
($72.51 5)
$294,139

-

-

-

$4,260,585
$340,134
$77,020
$710,531
$0
$618,891
$1 1,01 3,972
$1.242.823
$18,263,956
($8,81 2,554)
($1 .971 .036)
$7,480,365

$1,999,988
$160,876
$38,277
$307,868
$0
$268,161
$4,772,268
$538,506
$8,085,942
($3,934,731)
($946,290)
$3,204,921

1

With annual inflation of 2.5%, property assessed value appreciation of 2%, retail and office price appreciation of 5%, and a
sale of the office building in Year 7.
2
Assumes a discount rate of 6%.
Prepared by: HR&A Advisors, Inc.

Figure 4 shows that for the Base Case, the largest share of tax revenues will result from business license
tax (62%), followed by property tax and other municipal taxes f i.e. licenses and permits, fines and
penalties).

Figure 4
Annually Recurring Revenues from Operation of the Base Case
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Revenue Esfimation and Proiecfion Aooroach
HR&A ADVISORS, INC.
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Each tax revenue category utilizes a different estimation approach, which is briefly described
below. Revenues are estimated for stabilized operation over 20 years. Full calculation details are
included in Appendix A (for the Proposed Project) and Appendix B (for the Base Case).
Property Tax. The property tax applicable to the Project Site includes a one percent levy on the
assessed value of land and buildings, which is distributed among different local taxing entity
accounts, plus a proportional share of voter-approved indebtedness (calculated as a percentage
of assessed value) and direct assessments (calculated according to a formula established by
each agency imposing the assessment). Beverly Hills’ General Fund receives 17.4 percent of the one
percent general levy on total assessed value (land and improvements). City revenue derived from
voter-approved indebtedness and direct assessments associated with the Project Site were not included in
this analysis as those funds are typically earmarked for specific uses.
During construction of each development scenario, total assessed value is assumed to equal the
percentage of hard construction cost value in each year. As of the opening year, the total assessed
value of the Proposed Project is assumed to be equal to: (1) the estimated net sale value at that point
in time for all of the condominiums, minus the assumed cost of sales; and (2) the net sale value of the
retail component, based on the capitalized value of its net operating income (“Nd”), minus a cost of
sale.
As with the Proposed Project, the total assessed value of the Base Case is assumed to be equal to its
estimated net sale value stabilized operation. This valuation is derived by estimating the capitalized
NOl for the Base Case office uses, minus the assumed cost of sale.
The City receives property tax from the existing vacant Project site based on the assessed value of
the land, which is currently $36 million across the five parcels and generates about $72,500 per
year for the City’s General Fund. The net new property tax is calculated in both scenarios by
subtracting the existing tax revenue available to the City from the scenario-specific property tax.
For the Proposed Project, the total assessed value upon stabilization would be $1 95 million. For the
Base Case, the total assessed value upon stabilization would be $85 million.
Property Tax In Lieu of Motor Vehicle License Fees. Beginning in 2005, the State reduced the Motor
Vehicle License Fee revenue from two percent to 0.65 percent. The State kept local government
revenues whole by swapping the lost Motor Vehicle License Fee revenue for an equivalent amount
of property tax revenue. In Beverly Hills, the rebate is currently equal to 0.0 14 percent of citywide
assessed valuation. These factors were then applied to the estimated assessed value of the Proposed
Project and the Base Case to derive the amounts of this tax revenue. Here again, the City’s existing
Motor Vehicle License Fee revenue from the vacant site is subtracted from each development scenario.
Documentary Transfer Tax. The City of Beverly Hills imposes a tax of $0.55 per $1,000 of real estate
sold within the City limits. This tax will apply to condominium unit sales in the Proposed Project when
the building is complete, as well as resales throughout the life of the Proposed Project and the sale
of the retail component seven years after stabilization. The analysis assumes that 1 0 percent of the
condominiums are re-sold each year during the analysis period, starting one year after stabilization.
This tax amounts to $588,000 over the entire projection period from condominium resales and the
sale of the retail component.
In the Base Case, it was assumed the office building would sell seven years after stabilization. This
HR&A ADVISORS, INC.
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amounts to $77,000 in documentary transfer tax to the City in 2029.
Sales Tax. Beverly Hills receives one percent of the applicable retail and certain other sales that are
subject to the State sales and use tax from the Proposed Project and the Base Case. The development
budget scenarios include several possible sources of retail sales: (1) direct employee purchases; (2)
on-site retail sales; and (3) in the case of the Proposed Project only, household spending in the City.
The sales tax revenue projection for the Proposed Project’s residential use is based on household
expenditures as a share of household income (imputed from the average sale price for units provided
by The Concord Group) and adjusted for the estimated share of applicable sales that would occur
within the City, and for the estimated sales that would take place on the Proposed Project site. The
sales tax revenue projections for the retail uses in the Proposed Project and Base Case are based on
sales per square foot industry standards, adjusted for the percentage of sales that are expected to
be taxable. The sales tax revenue projections for employee spending for the Base Case and
Proposed Project are based on estimated employee expenditures during the workday from the
International Council of Shopping Centers.
Business Tax. Business taxes in Beverly Hills for retail business are based on gross receipts tax for all
sales over $60,000. The retail business tax projections for both the Proposed Project and Base Case
were calculated by estimating annual taxable sales based on a sales per square foot standard from
Retail Maxim. Business taxes in Beverly Hills for professionals, which apply to the Base Case only,
are collected on the basis of payrolls hours, with the tax rate depending on professional or non
professional employee status. Annual payroll hours were calculated by multiplying the estimated
number of professional and non-professional employees by 2,087 hours per the U.S. Office of
Personnel Management.
Other Taxes. Each development scenario will also generate approximately $471 per “resident
equivalent” (see explanation below) from Licenses, Permits, Fines and Penalties. Using these factors
and applying them to each scenario’s estimated number of net new residents and employees
expressed in terms of resident-equivalents provides an estimate of this General Fund revenue source.
Parking Revenues. Each development scenario includes a parking structure. It is possible some of the
parking spaces will be leased or generate revenue through hourly parking fees. If this occurs, the
City will collect revenue in the form of a business license fee imposed on the parking structure
operator. However, at this point in the development process, estimating the amount of annual parking
revenue would be highly speculative. As such, revenue attributable to operation of the proposed
parking structures has not been included in the analysis.
ANNUAL Cnv SERVICE CosTs AND NET FISCAL IMPACTS
The net fiscal impact of both development scenarios is calculated by subtracting any recurring costs
to provide City services to the Project Site (and existing property-related taxes from the vacant site
today) from the annual tax and other revenues they generate. The net fiscal result from new
development depends on how the accounting of City service costs is performed, and whether
“marginal” or “average” public service costs are used in the calculation.
Neither development scenario is likely to have any significant marginal (i.e., incremental) impacts on
service costs, because both development scenarios are relatively modest in scale and the site is in an
HR&A ADVISORS, INC.
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urbanized location with all basic services and utilities available. From this perspective, the net new
revenues in each scenario are probably nearly equal to their respective net fiscal impacts.
Alternatively, it is also common in preparing fiscal impact analyses in California to express public
service costs in terms of overage costs, at least for those municipal or county operating departments
whose annual costs tend to vary to some degree with the number of residents, workers and visitors
from new development. In this analysis, an average City service cost approach is used.
For analysis of the Proposed Project and the Base Case, it is assumed that the General Fund
departments with variable costs that could be impacted by either scenario include the Police, Fire,
Community Services, Community Development, Public Works, Tourism & Marketing, and
Administrative Services departments. The annual General Fund operating cost of these departments
can be expressed as a cost per “resident equivalent”1 for each scenario. On this basis, the annual
cost of operating the relevant City departments is approximately $4,378 per resident equivalent
(see calculation details in Appendix A, Table 1 0 and Appendix B, Table 8).
Using calculation assumptions for the time Proposed Project residents and retail employees typically
would spend in Beverly Hills (see calculation detail in Appendix A, Table 9), the Proposed Project’s
estimate 42 residents and 53 retail workers convert to 51 “resident equivalents.”1 Applying the
average annual per-capita cost to provide services to the Proposed Project results in an annual
average cost of approximately $242,000 in the first stabilized year of Proposed Project operation.
Using the same calculation methodology for the estimated 249 office employees and 37 retail
employees in the Base Case office building results in 69 “resident equivalents” (see calculation detail
in Appendix B, Table 7). Applying the average annual per-capita cost to provide services to the
Base Case results in approximately $332,000 in annual City services in the first stabilized year of
operation.
These results probably overstate the actual cost of services that would be delivered to the Proposed
Project and Base Case, because the average cost approach, by definition, assumes that the cost of
services supplied to each scenario is similar to the cost of supplying services everywhere else in the
City.
Based on the above discussion, the net fiscal impact of the Proposed Project to the Beverly Hills
General Fund, after deducting City service costs, and property-related taxes from the vacant site
today, from revenues in the first stabilized year will be approximately $267,000 in nominal dollars,
and about $13 million in nominal dollars over 20 years of stabilized operation (or about $5 million
in constant 201 8 dollars), as noted in Table 8. The net fiscal impact to the City’s General Fund from
the Base Case in the first stabilTzed year will be approximately $294,000 in nominal dollars, and
$7.5 million over 20 years of stabilized operation in nominal dollars (or $3.2 million in constant 201 8
dollars), as noted in Table 9.

1 “Resident Equivalents” are the household population plus employees who work in the City, but factored for the number
of hours employees are generally present in the City, as compared with residents (i.e., an average of 8 hours out of 24
hours per day, or 0.24 resident-equivalents per employee).

1R&A ADvsoRS, INC.
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Table $
Net Fiscal Impacts from Operation of the Proposed Project
First Stabilized Year
(2022)
Nominal $
Total Annual Recurring Revenues to City’s General Fund
Less: City Service Costs
Less: Property Tax and MVLF Revenue from Existing Site
Net Fiscal Impact to City’s General Fund

$584,972
($241,729)
($72.51 51
$270,729

Over Lease-up Period + 20
Years from Stabilization
Nominal $
NPV-201 8
$21,561,059
($6,410,720)
($1,971 .036)
$13,179,303

$

$8,899,266
($2,862,332)
($1.01 0.7541
$5,026,180

Prepared by: HR&A Advisors, Inc.

Table 9
Net Fiscal Impacts from Operation of the Base Case
First Stabilized Year
(2022)
Nominal $
Total Annual Recurring Revenues to Beverly Hills General Fund
Less: City Service Costs
Less: Property Tax and MVLF Revenue from Existing Site
Net Fiscal Impact to City’s General Fund

$698,949
(332,295)
(72.5151
294,139

Over Lease-up Period + 20
Years from Stabilization
NPV-2018
Nominal $
$18,263,956
(8,8 1 2,554)
(1.971.0361
7,480,365

$

$8,085,942
(3,934,731)
(946.2901
3,204,921

Prepared by: HR&A Advisors, Inc.

Conclusion
After subtracting estimated costs to provide City services to the site, and property tax revenues
derived by the City from the vacant site today, the analysis indicates that both the Proposed Project
and the Base Case would have a net positive fiscal impact on the City’s General Fund. The Base Case
has a larger net fiscal impact in the first stabilized year, but the Proposed Project has a larger net
positive fiscal impact over the entire projection period that includes 20 years of stabilized operation
(in both nominal and constant 201 8 dollars), due to dwelling unit value appreciation and additional
real estate transfer taxes from assumed condominium unit resales and a retail component resale over
time.
We are available to discuss these net fiscal analysis results with you or City of Beverly Hills
representatives, as needed. Please contact Paul Silvern at psilvern@hraadvisors.com. or Jane Carison
at jcarlson@hraadvisors.com. or either one at 31 0-581 -0900, if you have any questions.
Appendix A. Proposed Project Fiscal Calculation Detail for the City of Beverly Hills
Appendix B. Base Case Project Fiscal Calculation Detail for the City of Beverly Hills
Appendix C. General and Limiting Conditions
Appendix D. Summary of HR&A Qualifications
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APPENDIX A PROPOSED PROJECT FISCAL CALCULATION
DETAIL FOR THE CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS
—

FISCAL IMPACT CALCULATION DETAILS
Appendix A, Table 1
Proposed Condominium Prolect, 9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd.
Net Fiscal and Other Revenue Impacts from Annual Operations and
One-Time Revenues During Construction to Beverly Hills
First Stabilized
Year (2022)
Nominal $
Annual Revenues to Beverly Hills General Fund
Property Tax (Including Resales)
MVLF In Lieu
Documentary Transfer Tax on Resales
Sales Tax Retail Tenant
Sales Tax Residential Tenant Spending
Sales Tax Commercial Employee Spending
Business Tax
-

-

-

Other

Taxes

Total Annual Recurring Revenues to City’s General Fund
Less: City Service Costs
Less: Property Tax and MVLF Revenue from Existing Site
Net Fiscal Impact to City’s General Fund

$403,100
$33,267
$0
$76,894
$21,391
$4,410
$10,518
$35.393
$584,972

($241,729)
$72.5151
$270,729

Over Lease-up Period + 20 Years from
Stabilization
$2
NPV-2018
Nominal $‘
$15,867,499
$1,309,513
$587,969
$1,964,222
$546,433
$112,645
$268,682
$904.095
$21,561,059
($6,410,720)
t$1.971.036)
$13,179,303

Over Construction
Period
Nominal $
One-Time Revenues to Beverly Hills General Fund
Documentary Transfer Tax on Initial Sales
Construction Materials Sales Tax
Contractor Business License Tax
Dwelling Unit Construction Tax
Total One-Time Revenues to the City’s General Fund

Reference
Tables
Appendix A

$6,472,470
$534,160
$223,706
$851,082
$250,971
$51,737
$123,403
$391.737
$8,899,266

3,4, 14
3,4,14
4,14
5, 14
6, 14
7,14
8,14
9,14

($2,862,332)
C$1.010.754)
$5,026,180

11,14
3, 14

Reference
Tables
Appendix A

4, 14
12, 14
1 2, 1 4
1 2, 1 4

$114,811
$70,508
$83,938
$46.829
$316,085

1
With annual inflation of 2.5%, property assessed value appreciation of 2%, an annual turnover rate of 10%, annual condominium price appreciation of
7%, retail and office price appreciation of 5%, and a sale of the retail component in Year 7.
2

Assumes a discount rate of 6%.
Prepared by: HR&A Advisors, Inc.
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Appendix A, Table 2
Proposed Condominium Project, 9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd.
Project Land Use Assumptions
Land Use Assumptions

Land Use’
Residential
Retail
1

Per GPI Companies.

2

Per HR&A Advisors.

Units
27
N/A

FAR Square

Building

Feet’

Efficiency’

99,804

82%

Average Sale
Price/Unit
$5,898,219
N/A

Monthly Rental

Vacancy Upon
Net Square Feet
68,622
1 3,037

Buildout2
5%
0%

Operating
Expenditures
N/A

Cast of Sale
N/A

5%

5%

Occupied
Square
Footage
65,191
1 3,037

Operating Assumptions

Land Use’
Residential
Retail

Sale Price PSF2
$2,321
N/A

I

Per GPI Companies.

2

Per analysis by The Concord Group, March 201 6. Inflated by
Per CoStar Group, Inc

-

70/u

Rate psf3
N/A
$6.24

to 201 8 dollars.

5-year average retail rent per square foot in City of Beverly Hills.

Financing Assumptions
Land Use

Factor

Retail Cap Rate1

4.2%

Discount Rate for Proposed Condominium Project
Annual Inflation Rate (Property Tax and MVLF In Lieu)
Annual Inflation Rate (Other)
Annual Condo Unit Re-sale Turnover
Annual Condominium Price Appreciation (For Unit Turnover)2
Annual Retail and Office Price Appreciation2

6.0%
2.0%

1
2

2.5%
1 0.0%
7.0%

5.0%

Per CoStar retail transactions within City of Beverly Hills in previous year.
Per HR&A Advisors review of multiple price appreciation databases for Beverly Hills; See Appendix A, Table 1 1.

City Tax Rates
General Fund
General Levy (x Assessed Value)
City Share of General Levy1
MVLF In Lieu (x Assessed Value)2
Construction Materials Sales Tax
Sales Tax
Retail Business Tax
1

factor
1.0%
17.4%
0.01 4%
1.0%
1.0%
0.1 25%

Los Angeles Department of Auditor-Controller, Tax Rate Area 02410.

2

Per Los Angeles County Assessor 2017 Annual Report and conversation with Don Harrison, Budget and Revenue Officer, City of
Beverly Hills, an 11/6/17.

HR&A ADVIsoRs, NC.
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Appendix A, Table 3
Proposed Condominium Pralect, 9900-9916 Santa Manica Blvd.
Estimated Praperty Taxes

During Canstrudian Years Based an Canshudian
Value per Year + Existing Land Value
-

At Firat Stabilized Year 120221
Eased an Unit Sales &
Capitalizad Values ($2018)

Stabilized Valuatian

Asnmnad Valxa af Existing Land
Residential
Total Number of Units
Average Sale Price
Total Sales Voluae
Net Value = Assessed Value (2018

$36,244,423

2019
35%

2020
81%

100%

2022
100%
Stabilization

336.969.311

337.708.698

538.462.872

539.232.1 29

2021

27
$5,898,219
$159251919
$159,251,919 $57482.1 97.31 $86529366.00 5100.1 16.40134 Si 72.379.39916

31

Retail

@

Effective Gross Income
Less: OpEu
NOl

@

$6.24 psf and 100% Occupied’

$976,341

5%’

L$SLBJZ(
$927,524

Gross Value (Cap Rate’)
5%’
Less: Cost of Sale
Net Valoe = Assessed Value (2018
Talal Net Value

-

4.2%

3)

Beverly Hills

Praiecl Property Tax
Beverly Hills General Fund
General Levy )u Assessed Value)

Padara

City Share of General Levy4

17.4%

MVLP In Ueo )c Assessed Value)’

0.014%

Properly Tax aed MVLP Reneeue them Exialing Site
Beverly Hills General Fued
General Levy )u Assessed Value)

1.0%

1.0%
17.4%

MVLP In Lieu )u Assessed Value)’

0.01 4%

.

lS1.1 04.1951
$20,979,707

32.702.349

36.431.592

$8.1 22.181

322.709.109

$180,231,626

$601 84,547

$92,960,958

$108,238,583

$195,088,309

$1,802,316

$601,845

$929,610

$1,082,386

$1,950,885

$31 3,888

$104,816

$1 61,899

$1 88,507

$339,763

$25,905

$8,650

$1 3,361

$15,557

$28,040

$362,444

$369,693

$377,087

$384,629

$392,321

$63,123

$64,385

$65,673

$66,986

$68,326

$5,209

$5,314

$5,420

$5,528

$5,639

Faders

City Share of General Levy4
‘ Per CoStar Groop, Inc
u Per HR&A Advisors.

$22,083,902

S-year average retail rent per square foot in City of Beverly Hills.

Per CoStar transactions within City of Beverly Hills in previous year.
Los Angeles Department of Auditor-Controller, Tao Rate Area 02410; Assumes tao roles effective 1/1/2018 remain in effect throughod pro(ectlon period.
MVLP In Ueu is calculated as the Pro)ecss AV mulfplied by the percent of MVLP In Ueo generated In PY 2016/17 ($4.20 million per email with Don Harrison, Budget and Revenue Officer, City of
Beverly Hills, on 11/6/171 divided by so5al City assessed valuation ($29.25 billion per Los Angeles County Assessor 2017 Annual Report), or 0.014%.
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Appendix A, Table 4
P’.p.and C.ndnainien, P,ai.at, 9900-9916 Santa Macice Bled.
C.nd.xinian, UnitTx,nxx.,&R.t.ilApp,iaialla.5x,nn,.,y
Unit
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

$
$
$
$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

9
IS
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

$
$
5

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

TxIal Nat Ve6. t..ldx,tlal t.x.,ly 6116
Tetal Nnt Vak,. tatall tnatdy Hilic

2,314,559

0.014%

0
0
0

00.55/01.000

5

114,811

1.0%
17.42%

MVLF 6 Ii..), Acancsd Vale.)’

Anneal Intlaflan tat. )Pcapcfly Tax end MVLF In Lice)
Anneal Intlatinn Rat. (0th.,’)
Te,nne., Unit Pciee Aeneal tntl.flxn Rat.’

$

$
$

$
$
$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$
$

$
$
S
$

$
$
$
$

5
S
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

2024
8,438,009
8,438,009
9,028,669
9,028,669
9,028,669
8,043709
8,043709
8,043709
8,043709
8,043709
8,043709
8,043709
8,043709
8,043709
8,043709
8,043709
8,043709
8,043709
8,043709
8,043709
8,043709
8,043709
8,043709
8,043709
8,043709
8,043709

8,043709

$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$
0

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
0

2025
8,606769
8,606769
9,209,243
9,209,243
9,209,243
9,853,890
9,853,890
9,853,890
8,204,583
8,204,583
8,264,583
8,204,583
8,204,583
8,204,583
8,204,583
8,204,583
8,204,583
8,204,583
8,204,583
8,204,583
8,204,583
8,204,583
8,204,583
8,204,583
8,204,583
8,204,583
8,204,583

$
$
5
$
5

$
$
0
$
0
0

$
$
0
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

2026
8,778,904
8,778,904
9,393,428
9,393,428
9,393,428
10,050,968
15,055,968
15,550,968
10754,535
10754,535
8,368,675
8,368,675
8,368,675

$
$
$
0
0
$
$
$
0
0

8,368,675

0
8,368,675 $
8,368,675 $
8,368,675
8,368,675
8,368,675
8,368,675
8,368,675
8,368,675
8,368,675
8,368,675
8,368,675
8,368,675
8,368,675

0

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

2027
8,954,482
8,954,482
9481,296
9481,296
9481,296
10,251,987
10,251,987
10,251,987
10,969,626
10,969,626
11737400
11737,500
11737400
8436,049
8436,049
8436,049
8436,049
8436,049
8436,049
8436,049
8436,049
8436,049
8436,049
8436,049
8436,049
8436,049
8436,049

$
$

5
$

$
$
$
$
0
0
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

2028
9,133472
9,133472
9,772,922
9,772,922
9,772,922
10,457,027
10,457,027
10,457,027
11,189,018
11,189,018
1,972,250
11,972,250
11,972,250
12,810,307
12,810,307
12,810,307
8,706770
8706770
8706770
8,706770
8,706770
8,706770
8,706770
8,706770
8,706770
8,706770
8,706770

$
$

$
$
$
$
S
$
$
5
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
0

2029
9,316,243
9,316,243
9,968,381
9,968.381
9,968.381
10,666,167
10,666,167
10,666,167
11,412,799
11,412,799
12,211,695
12711,695
12,211,695
13,066,513
13,066,513
13,066,513
13,981,169
13,981,169
8,880,905
8,880,905
8,880,965
8,880,905
8,880,905
8,880,905
8,880,905
8,880,905
8,880,905

8
$
$

O
0
$

0
0
8
$
$
O
$
$
$

$
$
$
$
O
O
O
$
O
O
O
O

2030
9,502,568
9,502,568
10,167,748
10,167748
10,167,748
10,879,491
10,879,491
10,879,491
11,641,005
11,641,055
12,455,929
12,455,929
12,405,929
13,327,844
13,327,844
13,327,844
14,260,793
14,260,793
15,259,048
15.259.048
15,259,048
9,058423
9,058,523
9,058423
9,058,523
9,058,523

9,058,523

$ 254,065,246
$ 25,072,692

$ 271,457,164
$ 25,574,146

$ 287,086,836
$ 35,882,418

0 31 1,430,148
0 36,600,067

$ 279,137,938

$ 297,031,310

$ 322,969,250

$ 348,030,210

$
$

O
O
O
O
O
O
$
$
$

$
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
$
$
O
O
O
O
O

2031
9,692,620
9,692,620
10,371,103
10,371,103
10,371,103
11,097,080
11,097,080
11,097,080
11,873,876
11,873,876
12705,047
12705,047
12705,047
13494,401
13494,401
13494,401
14446,009
14446,009
15464,229
15464,229
15464,229
16,653725
16,653725
16,653725
9,239,694

9,239,694
9,239,694

0 339,900,846

0 37,332,068
0 377,232,814

Fad.,.

City Sh,t. ef G.,,al L.xy’
Dxxxxtstttaty Ttx,xf,, Tea5

2023
8,272458
0,272,558
7,tts,989
7,tts,989
7,tts,989
7,tts,989
7,tts,989
7,tts,989
7,tts,989
7,885,989
7,885,989
7,tts,989
7,885,989
7,885,989
7,885,989
7,885,989
7,885,989
7,885,989
7,885,989
7,885,989
7,885,989
7,885,989
7,885,989
7,885,989
7,885,989
7,885,989
7,885,989

$

0 206,746,781 $ 213,694,852 0 220,923,630 0 230,290,021 $ 239,667442
0 22709,109 0 23,163,292 $ 23,626,557 $ 24,099,089 0 24481,070
$ 231,400,890 $ 236,808,144 $ 244,300,187 $ 234,389,110 $ 264,248,612

-

.

T.tal Nat Vale.’ benty Hula
Pta).d Ftapady Tax
Oty .1 B.s.tly Hill. 6...,,) Fend
0.,.,,) L.ey)xA,s.aa.d V.6.1

2022
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362
7731,362

403,100
33,267

2,368481

$
0
$
$

412408
34,043
9,100

5
5
0
$

0
0
35,149 0
14,897 0

2,445402

2,543,891

0

2,642,486

$

2791,379

2,970,313

$

3,229,693

$

3,480,302

425,905

443,040

$

460,211

$

486,142

517,305

0

562,478

0

606,124

36,563

0
0

37,980

$

42,692

5

46,420

$

11,830

$

21/37

0

35.115

0

16,259

0
0
40,120 0
19,367 0

$

3,772329

$
50,022 0
25,177 5

656,983

54219
27,479

2.0%
2.5%
7.0%

Lea Atg.lna 5.pattx.xt xl A,,d%xt-Cxttt,xll.t, Tax Rate At.. 02410, Aex,n,ne tax tat,, eNnetis. 1/1/2019 tnt,el, It nffnxt tbxxahxxl ptxl.xOxs pn4xd.
‘MVLF It 5.,. xabxl,tnd ash. Ptxl.d’s AV x,,ItIpll.d by An pntxntt xl MVLF It 5,e gntetxt.d it FT 2016/17104,20 tillS, p.t nxaii xlth Dee Nattbxt, Bedg.t ,td txe.te. ONkes, City xl Besatly NIlle, xt 11/6/17) 41,14.4 by txt,l City aac.ee.d ‘,btalat
($29.25 billies p.t Lx. Axg.lnc Cxsttty Menacxt 2017 Atteal t.p.n), x, 0.01 4%.
‘Califattla Lxat,l Gxtxttet.tt Fbattxn Aln,taq A,..,., tat, tatc, nffntfisn 1/1/2018 t.xaln It .N.at th,xeghxxt ptxl.xtlxt p.tlxd.
F., Ht&A Ad,laeta ltxtt acalyalt .9 send, and t.tldxttlal cain xa,b.t t,ttd cx,,,,., Tt,ll, .ttd 8.491, S.. Appasdix A, Tabl. 13.
-
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Appendlo A, Table 4
Ptepe.ed Cendon,lek,nt Ptejed, 9900-9916 Sante Menke 8Nd.
CendetnioehTettteoenSottt,eety(oen’t(
Un8

3032

$

9,886,472
9,886,472
15,578,525
10,578,325
0478,525
11,319,022
11,319,022
11,319,022
12,111,353
12,111,353
12,959,148
12,959,148
12,959,148
13,866,289
13.866,289
13,866,289
14,836,929
14,836,929
15,875414
15,875,514
15,875414
16,986,800
16,986,800
16,986,800
18,175,876

$
$

18,175,876
18,175,876

0
0

2

3

$
$

4
5
6

0
0
0
$

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

$
0
0

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

0 372,953,028

$ 38,078,709
$ 411,031,731

0,1,1 Nor 9,66. tno..Iy HilIt
Ptnjnd Ptnpefly Tee
OtyntSnnedpHOI.Gntetel Feed
Gn.nreILnoy(ede,eetpdVeb,n)

2034

2033

$
$
3
$
0

$
$
$

$
5

$
0

$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

19,448,187
19,448,187
10790,096
10790,096
10799,596
11,545,402
11445,492
11445,492
12,353481
12,353481
13,218,331
13,218,331
13,218,331
14,143,614
14,143,614
14,143,614
15,133,667
15,133,667
16,193,024
16,193,024
16,193,024
17,326436
17,326,536
17,326436
18439,393
18539,393
18539,393

0

$
S
$
S
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
0

$
$
$
$
$
$

19,837,151
19,837,151
21,225751
21,225751
21,225751
11776,310
11776,310
11,776,310
12,600,652
12,600,652
13,482,698
13,482,698
13,482,698
14,420,487
14,420,487
14,426,487
15,436,341
15,436,341
16416,885
16,516,885
16416,885
17,673,066
17,673,066
17,673,066
18,910,181
18,910.181
18.910.181

$ 399,140,060 $ 437,782,422
$ 38,840,284 $ 39,617,089
$ 437,980,343 $ 477,399,511

2035

$

$
$
0
0
0

$
$
$
$

3
$
$
8
$
$
$
$
S
$
$
$
0

$
$
$
0

20,233,894
20,233,894
21,650,266
21,650,266
21,650,266
23,165785
23,165785
23,165785
12,852,665
12,852,665
13752,352
13,752,352
13752,352
14715,016
14715,016
14715,016
15,745,068
15,745,068
16,847,222
16,847,222
16,847,222
18,026428
18,026428
18,026428
19,288,385
19,288,385
19,288,385

3

$
$

$
5
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

2036
20,638,572
20,638,572
22,083,272
22,083,272
22,083,272
23,629,101
23,629,191
23,629,191
25,283,138
25,283,138
14,027,399
14,027,399
14,027,399
15,009,317
15,009,317
15,009,317
16,059,969
16,059,969
17,184,167
17,184,167
17,184,167
18,387,058
18,387,058
18,387,058
19,674,152
19,674,152
19,674,152

2037
0 21,051,343
$ 21,051,343
$ 22,324,937
$ 22,524,937
$ 22424,937
5 24,101,683
$ 24,101,683
$ 24,151,683
$ 25788,851
$ 25788,801
$ 27494,017
$ 27494,017
0 27,594,017
$ 15,309,503
$ 15,309,503
$ 15,309403
$ 16,381,168
$ 16,381,168
$ 17427,850
$ 17427,850
3 17,527,850
0 18754,800
$ 18,754,800
$ 18,754,820
$ 20,067,635
0 20,067,635
$ 20,067,635

$
$
0
0

$
5
S

$
0
0

$
5

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
3

$ 479,999,916
$ 40,409,431

$ 513,946,753
$ 41,217,620

3564,083,897
$ 42,041,972

$

520,409,347

$

505,104,372

$ 606,125,569 $

2031
21,472,370
21,472,370
22,975,436
22,975,436
22,975,436
24,583,716
24,583716
24,583716
26,304477
26,304477
28,145,897
28,145,897
28,145,897
30,116,110
30,116,110
30,116,110
16,708792
16,708,792
17,878,407
17,878,407
17,878,407
19,129,896
19,129,896
19,129,896
20,468,988
20,468,988
20,468,988

2039

$
$

$ 23,434,945
$ 23,434,945
0 23,434,945
$ 25,075,391
$ 25,075,391
$ 25,075,391
$ 26,830,668
$ 26,830,668
S 28708,815
0 28708,815
$ 28708,815
$ 30718,432
$ 30,718,432
$ 30718,432
$ 32,868722
$ 32,868722

0

$
$
0

$
3
$
$
$
3

$
$
$
$
$
0

$ 18,235,975 $
$ 18,235,975 $
$ 18,235,975 $
S 19412,493 $
$ 19,512,493 $
$ 19412,493 $
$ 20,878,368 $
$ 20,878,368 $
$ 20,878,368 $

$ 618,866,825 $662,895,670
$ 42,882,812 $ 43,740,468
661,749,636

2040

$ 21,901,817
$ 21,901,817

$708,636,138

22,339,854
22,339,854
23,903,643
23,993,643
23,903,643
25,576,899
25476,899
25476,899
27,367,281
27,367,281
29,282,991
29,282,991
29,282,991
31,332,820
31,332,800
31,332,800
33426,097
33,526,097
35,872,923
35,872,923
35,872,923
19,902,743
19,902,743
19,902,743
21,295,935
21,295,935
21,295,935

2041

$
$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

2042

22786,651 $
22786,651 $
24,381716 $
24,381716 $
24,38)716 S
26,088,436 $
26,088,436 $
26,088,436 S
27,914,627 $
27,914,627 $
29,868,651 $
29,868,651 $
29,868,651 $
31,959,456 $
31,959,456 $
31,959,456 $
34,196,618 $
34,196,618 $
36490,382 $
36490,382 $
36490,382 $
39,151,708 $
39,151708 $
39,151768 $
21,721,854 $
21721,854 S
21,721,854 $

$ 727,970,270 3 799,082,406
$ 44,615,277 $ 45,507,583
$ 772,585,547 8 144,389,919

23,242,384
23,242,384
24,869,351
24,869,351
24,869,351
26,610,205
26,619,295
26,615,205
28,472,920
28.472,920
30,466,024
30,466,024
30,466,024
32,598,646
32,598,646
32,598,646
34,880,551
34,880451
37,322,189
37,322,189
37,322,189
39,934,743

39,934743
39,934743
42730,175
42730,175
42,730,175

0 876785,705
0 46,417,734

$ 923,203,439

Fedete
$

4,379,803

$

4,773,995

$

5,204,093

$

5451,644

0

6,061,259

$

6,617,496

$

7,066,361

$

7,725,855

$

8,445,900

S

9,232,034

17.42%

8
$

4,110,317

Qly5bereefGeenr&Iney’

715,846

$

762779

$

831,431

$

906,336

$

966,865

$

1,055,619

$

1,152,492

$

1,230,666

$

1,345,522

$

1,470,924

$

1,607,836

6919 In See I, Aetn,,ed 9,6.,)’

0.014%

3

59,077

$

62,951

0

68,616

$

74798

3

79793

$

87,118

$

95,113

$

101564

$

111,043

$

121,392

$

132,691

00.55/81,000

$

29,990

$

21,393

$

35,022

$

38,224

$

27,811

$

45,530

$

49,692

8

36,156

$

59,190

$

64,600

3

70,505

Deoenontny Tretefe, Tee’
Atneel InRMlnp Rote (Fttpndy Tee etd MVLP It $ne)
Atneel Infleflen Rete (Otbet)
Tettennt 6th Felon Anton) teRe6en Rote’

1.0%

2.0%
2.3%
7.0%

In, Aegelnt $npedn.nnl of Aoditet-Cent,eIIe,, One Rein 6.en 02410; A,t,eent ten inlet dIane,. 1/1/2018 teenbi It 66%o ltnnn9boe piejedint period.
2 MVLF I, Sne 6 onkelntnd no 0-n Prn(td’o 0-V eteVpbed by the pnteeo nI MV)! It Ste gntti&ed 6992016/17(04.20 nUb,, per netnil 660-Sot Hntioon,, Redgel end Rn,eeon 096cr, 07) of Rnen,Iy 6I6,,oi 11/6/17) dtednd by loin) Coy ntneeed ee)eeiln, ($29.25 billion
pet In, MgnIet Cn’stty Antn,,nt 2017 AtrenI Rnpnrt(, nt0.014%.
°Ce#fntde Leon1 On,nr,,ronnt Atone, Abnnnne; 0-tenon, no inlet efineIne 1/1/2018 rnetnio 6 tOner threegheet pin)nolbn period.
13.
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Appendix A Table 5
-

Proposed Condominium Project, 9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd.
Estimated Retail Sales Tax

Tenant Type
Retail
Retaurant

Annual Taxable
Retail Sales

Sales Per SF1

4,000

$71 8

$2,873,144

90%

$2,585,830

$560

$5.060.568
7,933,712

90%

$4,554.51 1

Other Retail Spaces
Total

Annual Gross
Sales

Gross SF

13,037

Taxable %

7,140,341

City’s Sales Tax Rate
Annual Sales Tax Revenue (2018 $)
1
Per Retail Maxim. Retail Sales per SF Standards
2
Assumes tax rates effective 1/1/2018_remain in effect without change over the projection period.

$71,403

HR&A ADVISORS, INC.
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Appendix A, Table 6
Prapaaad Candanmalam Pra(eat, 9900.9916 Santa Manica Blvd.
New Residential Haasahald Sales Tan

Tanal Univ
Average Sale Price (freer Apperdia A, Table 2)
Anneal Marrgagn’

27
$5,898,219
$289,681

Anneal Praparny Taa and Insurawa’
$117,964
Taral Annual Pausing Cam
$407,645
Pausing Casr/Hausehald mane
35%
faquired Grass Phid. lwanr
$1,164,700
Tanal Pra(ecn Grass Hhld. Insane
$31,446,901
Tanal Freer Onaupiad Unins
$29,874,556
Annual P616. Opanding/Tanal P616. mane
46%
Annual P616. Spanding
$1 3,759,188.03
Ad(uswenr far Tauablr Spending
14.4%
Aanaal Hhld. Taaable Speeding In RH. After Ad(astnrnt
$1,986,393
Cm7 Sales Tan fare
1%
Anaaal $eles Tea Ranaaae (2018$)
$19,864

Hhld. Seaadiaa Cateaarv
Eanianed P616. lruaar Bafare Taurs
Canparable CEO 2016 Hhld. lnaama Band
mane After Taaas

$254,890
$158,896
46%
$8,919
$1,659
$5,484
$1,177

Alaahalis Beverage,
Nausahald Furnishings & Equipmarn
Nausabreping Supplies
Apparel & Sawluas
Transparnanian
Errsrnainmanr (less Fans & Adaissians(
Persanal Care Fradunna & Sarninas
Tabanaa Pradu,nr
feadirg
Miwellanraus
Faad an Pane
All GIber Pausing Casrs
Nralrh Care
Entarnainaarr-Fras & Adnisslans
Edunarian
Cash Cantnibunians
PersanallasuranseandFansians

Parenat Taxable?

Ad(asfarraf
far
Parshasas
In Beverly Shapping
Praiesttm
Hills

Adjastad
Parshases in
Benny Hills

Prajest
Haasehald
Adisstesanf

$1,164,700
$345,002

Annual Caaaumerfupendivras
Phid. Eupardinuras/Insane fefare Taurs
Faad Avay fran Hanr

Subraral

‘

Anaaaf

%sfPra(est
Haaaehald
Parshasas a
Beverly Hills

$5,290
$19,029
$5,117
$1,813
$204
$349
$2,301
$7.1 35
$39,415
$9.1 37
$3,145
$6,743
$10,901

5.61%
1.04%
3.45%
0.74%
3.33%
11.98%
3.22%
1.14%
0.13%
0.22%
1.45%
4.49%
24.81%
5.75%
1.98%
4.24%
6.86%

13L2Z2

J.Z&6Yu

$158,897

100%

Yrs
Yrs
Yrs
Yes
Yes
Yrs
Yrs
Yes
Yes
Yea
Yes
Na
Na
Na
Na
Na
Na
Na

50%
80%
35%
90%
75%
25%
50%
90%
90%
75%
80%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

$4,460
$1,327
$1,919
$1,059
$3,968
$4,757
$2,559
$1,632
$184
$262
$1,841
$0
$0
$0
50
$0
$0

2
$23,967

.10%
0%

$4,014
$1,327

0%
0%
.10%
0%

$1,919
$1,059
$3,571
$4,757

0%
0%
0%
0%

$2,559
$1,632

.10%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

$184
$262
$1,657
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$13,549
$4,481
$6,480
$3,576
$12,055
$16,060
$8,637
$5,508
$620
$884
$5,593
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

12

12

$22,940
14.4%

$77,443
6.6%

Per Hf&A Adnisara, using a 4.5% Inneresr rare an narngage paynral and 2.0% af sales price far praperny raa and Insurawa.

‘Far Nf&AAdnisars
Saurnes: DPI Canpanias. mum US fIS Cansuner Euprndimurr Surnay; fenail Maaln; Nf&A Adnisars, Inn.
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Appendix A, Table 7
Proposed Condominium Prolect, 9900-9916 Sanfa Monica Blvd.
New Employee Sales Tax
Beverly Hills
Estimated Office Employees1

0

Estimated Retail Employees1
Estimated Employees
Estimated Daily Expenditure per Employee During Working Hours in Beverly Hills2
Daily Expenditures by all Employees
Annual Expenditures by all Employees (261 Workdays per Year3)
City Sales Tax Rate
Annual Sales Tax Revenue (2018 $)
1

53
$29
$1,569
$409,487
1%
$4095

Per US Green Building Council. Estimated Square Footage per Employee.

2

Per Office-Worker Retail Spending in a Digital Age by the International Council of Shopping Centers, Adjusted to
201 8 Dollars.
Per U.S. Office of Personnel Management.

HR&A ADvisoRs, INC.
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Appendix A, Table $
Proposed Condominium Prolect, 9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd.
Estimated Business Taxes
Sales
Tenant Type
Retail1
Retaurant
Other Retail Spaces
Total
City’s Retail Business Tax Rate2
Annual Business Tax Revenue (201 8
1
2

Gross SF

Per SF1

4,000
2&Z
13,037

$718
$560

$)

Annual Gross
Receipts
$2,873,144
$5.060.568
$7,933,712

Exempt Annual Taxable
Soles
Receipts
$60,000
$60,000

$2,813,144
$5.000.568
$7,813,712
0.1 25%
$9,767

Per Retail Maxim. Retail Sales per SF Standards.
Assumes tax rates effective 1/1/201 8 remain in effect without change over the projection period.

HR&A Anvisots, INC.
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Appendix A, Table 9
Proposed Condominium Project, 9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd.
Estimated Other Taxes from Proposed Condominium Project
Beverly Hills

%

of Day in
City1

Resident-Equivalents

Residential
Number of Units
Persons per Household3

27
1 .55

Total Resident Population
Retail2
Total Resident-Equivalents

42

92%

38

53

24%

12
51

Licenses and Permits
FY 2017 Adopted Budget4

$20,516,839

Total Resident-Equivalents1
Per Resident-Equivalent
Annual Revenues (2018 $)

43,591
$471
$24,129

Fines and Penalties
FY 2017 Adopted Budget4

$7,428,421

Total Resident-Equivalents1
Per Resident-Equivalent
Annual Revenues (2018 $)
Total Other Taxes (201 8
1
2

$)

43,591
$170
$8,736
-

Beverly Hills

$32,866

See Resident-Equivalent calculation, Appendix A, Table 1 0.
Per US Green Building Council. Estimated Square Footage per Employee.

Per 2016 Public Microdata, U.S. Census for attached single family homes in the Los Angeles County (Central)
Beverly Hills Cities PUMA, California.

-

West Hollywood &

FY 2017-1 8 Budget, City of Beverly Hills.

HR&A ADvISoRS, INC.
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Appendix A, Table 10
Proposed Condominium Project, 9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd.
City Resident-Equivalents
Beverly Hills

% of Day in City4

Number

Resident-Equivalents

Population in Beverly Hills Population’
Out-Commuting Resident Workers2
Remaining Residential Population

11,864
22,799

76%
1 00%

9,039
22,799

Subtotal

34,663

92%

31,838

Non-Resident Daytime Employment Population3

49,363

24%

1 1 ,753

Subtotal

49,363

1 1,753

84,026

43,591

Grand Total

-

Beverly Hills

1

Population per 201 5 American Community Survey (5-year Estimates), U.S. Census Bureau.

2

Out-commuting resident workers per Longitudinal Employment Housing Data, 201 5, U.S. Census Bureau.
In-commuting resident workers per Longitudinal Employment Housing Data, 2015, U.S. Census Bureau.

‘

Calculated per an assumed percentage the individual is actually within the City. For example, non-resident daytime employees
ore assumed to be in the City 8 hours per day, 5 days per week for a total of 40 hours per week out of a total of 1 68 hours,
this equates to 24% of the week within the City.

HR&A ADVISORS, INC.
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Appendix A, Table 1 1
Proposed Condominium Project, 9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd.
Estimated City Service Costs
Beverly Hills
Total Resident- Equivalent
Impacted City Departments
Police
Fire
Community Services
Community Development
Public Works
Tourism & Morketing
Administrative Services
Total Operating Budget

FY 2017-18 Adopted Budget1
$73,734,9 1 8
$43,306,248
$28,808,307
$18,927,926
$17,898,541
$6,421,326
$1,766,234
$190,863,500

Project
Residential
Number of Units
Persons per Household3
Total Resident Population
Retail4

Number

Population2
43,591
43,591

43,591
43,591
43,591
43,591
43,591

141
$4,378

% of Day5

Resident-Equivalents

27
1 .55
42

92%

38

53

24%

Total Resident-Equivalents
Total Cost of City Services (2018 $)

Cost Per Resident-Equivalent
$1,692
$993
$661
$434
$411
$147

13
51

-

Beverly Hills

$224,469

FY 2017-18 Adopted Budget, Beverly Hills.
2

See Resident-Equivalent calculation, Appendix A, Table 1 0.
Per 2016 Public Microdata, U.S. Census for attached single family homes in the Los Angeles County (Central)
PUMA, California

-

West Hollywood & Beverly Hills Cities

Per US Green Building Council. Estimated square footage per employee.
Calculated per an assumed percentage the individual is actually within the City. For example, the resident population is assumed to be in the City
90% of the time per the weighted average of time out commuting resident workers are within the City and those who live and work within the City. See
City Resident-Equivalent calculation for more info.
HR&A ADVISORS, INC.
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Appendix A, Table 12
Proposed Condominium Project, 9900-99 16 Santa Monica Blvd.
Estimated Construction Related (One-Time) Taxes
Beverly Hills
Construction Materials Soles Tax
Total Hard Construction Cost1

$65,751,211

Materials Share2

60%

Materials Share Subject to Tax2

50%

Materials Share Subject to Tax in City of Beverly Hills2

35%

Tax Rate3
One-Time Revenue (2018

$)

$69,039

Business Tax on Construction Contractor
Total Hard Construction Cost1

$65,751,211

Tax per $1,000 Gross Receipts3
One-Time Revenue (2018$)

$1.25
$82,189

Dwelling Unit Construction Tax
.3

Tax per Dwelling Units

$1,100

Number of Dwelling Units1

27

Additional Tax per Bedroom3
Number of Bedrooms1
One-Time Revenue (201 8

$219
73
$45,687

$)

Total One-Time Revenue (2018

$)

-

Beverly Hills

1

Per GPI Companies, Inc. Assumes all construction material sales are transacted in Beverly Hills.

2

Per HR&A; assumes Project site is registered with the State Board of Equalization as point of sale.

$196,915

Per Fiscal Year 2017/201 8 Schedule of Taxes, Fees, & Charges; Assumes tax rates effective 1/1/2018 remain in effect without
change over the projection period.

lil<&A

ADVI

.s,

NC.
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Appendix A, Table 1 3
Proposed Condominium Project, 9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd.
Condominium Appreciation Assumptions
Trulia
Redfin
Trulia

City of Beverly Hills Median Home Sales Price

-

-

-

City of Beverly Hills Condo Sale Price (PSF)
City of Los Angeles Median Home Sales Price

Year
Current
2000
Current
2013
Current
2010
2000

Price
$2,478,500
$712,000
$870.00
$580.90
$785,000
$340,000
$170,500

2000-20 1 8

CAGR
7.18%

201 3-20 1 8

8.41%

2000-20 1 8
2010-2018

8.85%
11.03%

Annual Appreciation Rate Used in Analysis

7.00%

Retail Appreciation Assumptions
CoStar Average Sales Price (PSF) for Storefront Retail in
Beverly Hills
CoStar Average Overall Rent for Storefront Retail in
Beverly Hills
Annual Appreciation Rate Used in Analysis

Year
Current
2008
Current
2006

Price
$1,366
$806
$93.81
$57.84

2008-20 1 8

CAGR
5.42%

2006-2017

4.49%
5.00%

Office Appreciation Assumptions
CoStar Average Sales Price fPSF) for Office in Beverly
Hills
CoStar Average Overall Office Base Rent in Beverly Hills
Annual Appreciation Rate Used in Analysis

RS, INC.

Year
Current
2007
Current
2006

Price
$991
$566
$62.53
$40.17

2007-2017

CAGR
5.76%

2006-2017

4.10%
5.00%
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Appsodix A, Sob). 14
Pop.’.d Cood,o,(ol,,o, Pt.j.d, 8890-9916 S,ot, Moob. hod.
0,,. 8.o.oo. C..h P10.0-With W,,oo.I 109.0),,,

2018

2018
Ph.d,,g R.dd.oO.)
CoopI.t.d
Coooffibo. C.opl.t.d
Ab.oth.d
C,,oo%,lo. Ab.oob.d

35%
35%

9.o.,.(Fo,odh.o.oo..
P5080lty Too

54., Too
5.1., Too

-

R.old.olo( T.oo,,t Osoodlog
Co,,,oo.oO) Osploy.. Spoodbg

OW., Too.,
Tot,) Woot,.I 8.oo,o)og #.o.o,,o. 1.015’, G.o.,.) Food
Oo: P,op,,Iy Too ood MVLF Poo,,,t. Ito,,, 1o(o16g
Not Boo.) Iotp.d I. 0%’. 6...,,) F,o,d

2021

2020

2052

2023

2024

2023

2026

2027

2028

100%

-

5(1.

81.11. V.Itt..
313,888
25,905
14,897
71,403
19,864
4,095
9767
32.866
$492,685
1224,469)
(612321
199,884 $
$

2019

46%
81%

2018
104,518
8,650

.

127/,
100(7,
60’!.
627/.

2020
61,899
13,361

2021
I 88,507
5,557

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

.

.

-

-

.

$0
.

168.3321
-

100%
40’!.
100%
2022
403,100
33,267

-

-

-

-

__

$112,467

$175,261
.

-

(68.2321
$45,155 $

(69.6991
105,562 $

$204,064
(235,833)
171.0931
(102,862) $

76,894
21,391
4,410
10,518
35393
$284,972
(241729)
(722151
270,729 $

100%

100%

100%

100’!.

100%

00%

(00%

(00%

100%

100%

100%

69%

2023
412,308
34,043
9,100
78,816
21,926
4,520
10781
36278
$607,972
(247772)
(73.965)
286,235 $

2824
2025
425,905443,540
35,149
36,563
14,897
6,259
80,786
82,806
22,474
23,036
4,633
4749
11,327
11,051
38.114
37.184
$622,080
$655,894
(260,316)
(253,967)
(75.4441
(76.955)
302,669 $
318,655 $

2626
460,211
37,980
11,830
84,876
23,612
4,868
11,610
39.067
$674,854
(266,824)
(76.492)
228,738 $

2027
2028
486,142
517,305
42,692
40,120
19,367
21,137
86,998
89,173
24,807
24,202
4,989
5,114
1,900
12,198
40.04441,345
8712,763
$752,471
(273,494)
(280,332)
(80.062)
1814631
360,207 $
391,476

Oo.-Vo,.R.o.oo..t. ho..)y H(I)o’O.,,o,oI Food
Co,*opt)o,, Motodol, So)., Too
Oo’.%og Oslo Coo,%otboo Too
5.6.) Oo.-Tbo. R.o.oo..t. h.o.dy HI)).’ G.o.o.I Food

%ooo,I IotI.6.oR.1. )Eoo.po Poop.8y T.o .od WOLF Is L).o)
AooogI loOM),,, 8.1. )Po994y T.o .,d WOLF I O.o)
51.0,001 8.0.
To,o.o.o 6,,), Pd.. 1o9&(.o 8.1.

$

(14,811
69,039
82,189
45.687
311,726

.

-

-

-

$

-

.

23,898
28,450
..._...4i825
99,127
$

114,81)

-

32,661
38,882

13,949
16,606

-

.

-

-

-

.

-

-

____o

________,

$

71,542

$

30,252

$

114,811

$

-

..._._

$

-

-

-

__...._o

$

—

$

-

$

-

$

-

2.5%
2.0%
6.0%
7.0%

P,,po,od by: 986% Ado(,.oo, (so.
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Appendix A, Teble 14
P,epeeed Ceedeminie,n Psejed, 9900-9916 Seek, Meeiee Bled.
Tee Reeenee Ceeh Fle,e x’ith Aeeeel letletlee (eeet’d(
-

Beeetly Hills

Pheeleg

-

2029

Reeldeetiel

Cetepleted
Cee,tletlee Ceepleted
Abee,bed
Ceetletive Abee,bed
Geee,el Fend Reveee.n
Fnepetty Tee
MVLF It Lie,,
Deeveeelety Ttee,let Tee
Seles Tee Retell Teee,t
Sele, Tee Heeldeetlel Teteet Speeditg
Sele, Tee Ceeee,elel Etepleyee Speedleg
Hed,,ess Tee
0-he, Teees
TetelAeeeel ReeettingReeeeeee teCity’eGeeetel Feed
Less: City Setvke Cede
Less: Fvepetty Tee eed MVLF Heeee,e free Eelet(ee Site
Net Piece1 tmped Ic City’s Geeetel Feed

$

Oee-Tiete Recesses tc EeeeelyHllle’Geeetel Feed
Seveceetety Tee ee eThel Selee
Cee,te,etlee Mete,lele Selee Tee
Ceet,ede, te,ieeee Lileete Tee
Occult9 Unit Ceestteetle, Tee
Tetel Oee’Tin,e Reeeeeeete Eeeeely Hills’ Geee,el Feed

$

-

-

-

Aeeeel letleflee Rete (Except Psepedy Tee end MVLF In Line)
Aeeeel letleHee Ret. (Psepedy Tee end MVLF In See)
Oieeeeel Eels
Te,eeeet Unit Fn(ee lelleliee ReIn

2030

2031

2032

2033

2034

2035

2036

2037

2038

100%

100%

00’!,

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

150’!,

100%

100%

100%

2029
562,470
46,420
35,115
91,402
25,428
5,242
12,503
42.071
$820,608
(287,340)
183.2961
450,022

2030
606,124
50,022
25,177
93,687
26,063
5,373
12,815
43.123
$862,385
(294,523)
(84.9621
482,899

2031
656,903
54,219
27,479
96,030
26715
5,507
13,136
44.201
$924,269
(301,886)
186.6621
530,721

2032
715,846
59,077
29,990
98,430
27,383
5,645
13,464
45.306
$995,141
(309,434)
(88.3951
597,313

2033
762779
62,951
21,393
100,891
28,067
5,786
13,801
46.438
$1,242,106
(317,169)
190.1631
634,774

2024
031,431
60,616
35,022
103,413
28,769
5,931
14,146
47.599
$1,134,928
(325,099)
191.9661
717,863

2035
906,336
74,790
38,224
105,999
29,488
6,079
14,499
48789
$1,224,212
(333,226)
193.805)
797,181

2036
966,865
79,793
27,811
108,649
30,225
6,231
14,862
50.009
$1,204,446
(341557)
(95.6811
847,208

2037
1,055,619
67,110
45,530
111,365
30,981
6,387
15,233
51.259
$1,403,492
(350,096)
197.5951

2038
1,152,492
95,113
49,692
114,149
31,755
6,546
15,614
52.541
$1,517,903
(358,848)
(99.5471
1,009,007

-

$

$

-

$

$

-

$

$

-

$

$

-

$

$

-

$

$

-

$

$

-

$

$

100%

css,eoi $

-

$

-

2.5%
2.0%
6.0%
7.0%

Pvnpeeedhy: 8806 Ad,i,eve, lee.
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Appendix A, Table 14
Proposed Condominium Project, 9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd.
Tax Revenue Cash Flow with Annual Inflation (cont’d)
-

Beverly Hills

Phasing

-

Residential

2039

Completed
Cumulative Completed
Absorbed
Cumulative Absorbed
General Fund Revenues
Property Tax
MVLF In Lieu
Documentary Transfer Tax
Sales Tax Retail Tenant
Sales Tax Residential Tenant Spending
Sales Tax Commercial Employee Spending
Business Tax
Other Taxes
Total Annual Recurring Revenues to City’s General Fund
Less: City Service Costs
Less: Property Tax and MVLF Revenue from Existing Site
Net Fiscal Impact to City’s General Fund
-

-

-

One-Time Revenues to Beverly Hills’ General Fund
Documentary Tax on Initial Sales
Construction Materials Sales Tax
Contractor Business License Tax
Dwelling Unit Construction Tax
Total One-Time Revenues to Beverly Hills’ General Fund

Annual Inflation Rate (Except Property Tax and MVLF In Lieu)
Annual Inflation Rate (Property Tax and MVLF In Lieu)
I”
,Iscgun-1 D..+

t’UiiriInflation Rate

$

2040

2041

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

2039
1,230,666
101,564
36,156
1 17,003
32,549
6,71 0
1 6,005
53.854
$1,594,507
(367,819)
1101.5381
1,125,1 50

2040
1,345,522
111,043
59,190
1 19,928
33,363
6,878
1 6,405
55,201
$1,747,530
(377,015)
(103.5691
1,266,946

2041
1,470,924
121,392
64,600
1 22,926
34,1 97
7,050
16,815
56.58 1
$1,894,485
(386,440)
(105,6401
1 ,402,405

$

$

$

-

-

$

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

2.5%
2.0%
6.0%
7.0%

$

-

$

-

$

Totals
Nominal $
NPV-201 8 $
15,867,499
6,472,470
1,309,513
534,160
587,969
223,706
1,964,222
851,082
546,433
250,971
51,737
112,645
268,682
123,403
391.737
904.095
$8,899,266
$21,561,059
(2,862,332)
(6,410,720)
(1.971.0361
11.010.7541
13,179,303 $
5,026,180

114,811
70,508
83,938
46.829
316,085

$

85,793
59,740
71,120
41.678
258,331
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APPENDIX B— BASE CASE PROJECT FISCAL CALCULATION
DETAIL FOR THE CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS
FISCAL IMPACT CALCULATION DETAILS

Appendix B, Table 1
Commercial Office Base Case, 9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd.
Net Fiscal and Other Revenue Impacts from Annual Operations and
One-Time Revenues During Construction to Beverly Hills

First Stabilized
Year (2022)
Nominal
Annual Revenues to Beverly Hills General Fund
Property Tax
MVLF In Lieu
Documentary Transfer Tax on Sale
Sales Tax Retail Tenant
Sales Tax Residential Tenant Spending
Sales Tax Commercial Employee Spending
Business Tax
Other Taxes
Total Annual Recurring Revenues to Beverly Hills General Fund
Less; City Service Costs
Less; Property Tax and MVLF Revenue from Existing Site
Net Fiscal Impact to Citys General Fund
-

-

-

$

$154,349
$12,738
$0
$27,815
$0
$24,228
$431,765
$48.653
$698,949
($332,295)
($72.515)
$294,139

Over Lease-up Period + 20 Years from
Stabilization
2
Nominal $‘
NPV-2018
$4,260,585
$340,134
$77,020
$710,531
$0
$67 8,891
$11,013,972
$1 .242.823
$18,263,956
f$8,81 2,554)
($1,971 .036)
$7,480,365

Appendix B
3, 11
3, 71
11
4, 11

$1,999,988
$160,876
$38,277
$307,868
$0
$268,767
$4,772,268
$538,506
$8,085,942
($3,934,731)
($946,290)
$3,204,921

Over Construction
Period
Nominal $‘
One-Time Revenues to the Beverly Hills General Fund
Construction Materials Sales Tax
Contractor Business License Tax
Total One-Time Revenues to the City’s General Fund

Reference
Tables

5, 11
6, 11
7, 11
9, 11
3,17

Reference
Tables
Appendix B

$43,871
$52,228
$96,099

10, 11
10, 11

With annual inflation of 2.5%, property assessed value appreciation of 2%, retail and office price appreciation of 5%, and a sale of the office
building in Year 7.
2
Assumes a discount rate of 6%.
Prepared by: HR&A Advisors, Inc.
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Appendix B, Table 2
Commercial Office Base Case, 9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd.
Project Land Use Assumptions
Land Use Assumptions

Land Use’
Office
Retail

FAR Square

Building

Feet’

Efficiency2
90%

72 000
‘

Vacancy Upon
Net Square Feet
59,800
5,000

Buildout2
5%
0%

Occupied
Square
Footage
56,810
5,000

1
Per the City of Beverly Hills zoning code with height limits and setback requirements. Specifically, the site is subject to a 45 foot height limit, a density of 2:1 FAR,
and requires a 6 foot setback on an adjacent alley facing residential properties.
2
Per HR&A Advisors, Inc.

Operating Assumptions
Monthly Rental
Rate psf

Operating
Expenditures

Cost of Sale

Office )NNN)2

$5.40

5%

5%

Retail3

$6.24

5%

5%

Land Use’

Per GPI Companies, Inc.
2

Per Jones Lang LaSalle 2017 Q2 Office Statistics for Class A office product in Beverly Hills.
Per CoStar Group, Inc. Based on retail built in Beverly Hills since 2000.

Financing Assumptions
Land Use

Factor

Office Cap Rate’

4.5%

Retail Cap Rate’

4.2%

Discount Rate for Base Case Project
Annual Inflation Rate (Property Tax and MVLF In Lieu)
Annual Inflation Rate (Other)

6.0%
2.0%
2.5%

Annual Retail and Office Price Appreciation2

5.0%

1
2

Per CoStar transactions within City of Beverly Hills in previous year.
Per HR&A Advisors review of multiple price appreciation databases for Beverly Hills; See Appendix A, Table 1 1.

City Tax Rates
General Fund
General Levy (x Assessed Value)
City Share of General Levy’
MVLF In Lieu (x Assessed Value)2
Construction Materials Sales Tax
City Sales Tax Rate
Business Tax

Factors
1.0%
17.4%
0.014%
1.0%
1.0%
See App. B, Table 5

Los Angeles County Department of Auditor-Controller, Tax Rate Area 02410.
Per Los Angeles County Assessor 2017 Annual Report and conversation with Don Harrison, Budget and Revenue Officer, City of
Beverly Hills, on 11/6/17.
‘

2

HR&A ADvisoRs, INC.
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Appendix B, Table 3
Commercial Office Base Case, 9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd.
Estimated Properly Taxes

During Construction Years

Based on Construction Value
per Year

At First Stabilized Year (2022)
Based on Capitalized Values
($2018)

Stabilized Valuation

Existing Land

2019

2020

-

2021

2022

35%

81%

100%

100%
Stabilization

536.969,31 1

$37,708,698

$38,462,872

$38.462.872

$38858041
$73,830,276 $51284732.36 $71,779,399.44

$81,489,300.71

$82,349,829.29

$36,244,423

Office
Effective Gross Income
Less: OpEx
NOI

@ $5.40 psf NNN and

95% Occupied1

$3,681,288

5%2

151 84.0641
$3,497,224

Gross Value (Cap Rate3)

4.5%

Less: Cost of Sale @ 5%2
Net Value Assessed Value (2018 5)

$7771 6,080

Retail
Effective Gross Income
Less: OpEc
NOl

$6.24 psf and 100% Occuple&

$374,450

5%2

151 8.7231

$355,728

Gross Value (Cap Rate3)

4.2%

Less: Cost of Sale @ 5%2
Net Value = Assessed Value (2018 $)
Total Net Value. Beverly Hills

$8,469,702
l$423.4851
$8,046,217

$935,429

$2,226,320

$2.81 1.524

52.867.755

$81,876,493

$52,220,161

$74,005,720

$84,300,825

$85,217,584

Project Property Tax
City of Beverly Hills General Fund
General Levy (x Assessed Value)

Factors
1.0%

$81 8,765

$522,202

$740,057

$843,008

$852,176

City Share of General Levy4

17.42%

$1 42,595

$90,946

51 28,887

5146,817

$148,414

MVLF In Lieu (x Assessed Value)5

0.014%

$11,768

$7,506

$10,637

$12,117

$12,248

$362,444

$369,693

$377,087

$384,629

$384,629

$63,123

$64,385

$65,673

$66,986

566,986

$5,209

$5,314

$5,420

$5,528

$5,528

Properly Tax and MVLF Revenue tram Existing Site
Beverly Hills General Fund
General Levy (x Assessed Value)

Factors
1.0%

City Share of General Levy4

17.4%

MVLF In Lieu )x Assessed Value)

0.01 4%

Per CoStar Group, Inc. 5.year overage retail rent per square foot In City of Beverly Hills.
2

Per HR&A Advisors.

Per CoStar transactions within City of Beverly Hills in previous year.
Los Angeles Department of Auditor.Controller, lax Rate Area 02410; Assumes tax rates effective 1/1/2018 remain In effect throughout projection period.
MVIF In Lieu is calculated as the Project’s AV multiplied by the percent of MVLF In Lieu generated in FY 201 6/17 ($4.20 million per email with Don Harrison, Budget and Revenue Officer, City
of Beverly Hills, on 11/6/17) divided by total City assessed valuation ($29.25 billion per Los Angeles County Assessor 2017 Annual Report), or 0.014%.
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Appendix B Table 4
-

Commercial Office Base Case, 9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd.
Estimated Retail Sales Tax

Tenant Type
Retail
Total

Gross SF
5,000

Sales Per SF1
$560

Annual Gross
Sales
$2,799,916
$2,799,916

Taxable %
90%

Annual Taxable
Retail Sales
$2,519,924
$2,519,924

City’s Sales Tax Rate2
Annual Sales Tax Revenue (2018 $)
Per Retail Maxim. Retail Sales per SF Standards
2

$25,199

Assumes tax rates effective 1/1/201 8 remain in effect without change over the prolection period.
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Appendix B, Table 5
Commercial Office Base Case, 9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd.
New Office Employee Sales Tax
Beverly Hills
Estimated Office Employees1

249

Estimated Retail Employees1
Estimated Employees

37
286

Estimated Daily Expenditure per Employee During Working Hours in Beverly Hills1
Daily Expenditures by all Office Employees
Annual Expenditures by all Office Employees (261 Workdays per Year2)
City Sales Tax Rate
Annual Sales Tax Revenue (2018 $)

$29
$8,41 0
$2,194,920
7%
$21,949

1

Per US Green Building Council. Estimated Square Footage per Employee.
Per Office-Worker Retail Spending in a Digital Age by the International Council of Shopping Centers, Adlusted to
2018 Dollars.

2

Per U.S. Office of Personnel Management.

HR&A ADVISORS, INC.
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Appendix B, Table 6
Commercial Office Base Case, 9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd.
Estimated Business Taxes

Estimated Occupied Square Footage of the Commercial Office Building

61,810

Number of Employees per 1,000 Square Feet of Occupied Office Space1
Estimated Number of Employees

0.22
286

Estimated Percent of Professional Employees2
Estimated Number of Professional Employees

90%
258

Annual Professional Payroll Hours3

538,096

Base Tax4

$1,464

Tax per Additional Professional Hours ($O.70385 per Hour)
Total_Annual Business Tax for Professional Employees (2018

$377,275
$378,739

-

$)

Estimated Percent of Non-Professional Employees2
Estimated Number of Non-Professional Employees

1 0%
28.65

3
Annual Non-Professional Payroll Hours
.

59,788

Tax per Additional Non-Professional Hours ($O.14135 per Hour)4
Total Annual Business Tax for Non-Professional_Employees (2018
-

Total Annual Business Tax (2018

$)

$)

$8,451
$8,451
$387,190

1

Per US Green Building Council, Estimated Square Footage per Employee. Wt. average of retail and office.

2

Per HR&A, assumes 90% Professional and 1 0% Non-Professional Proportions
Per U.S. Office of Personnel Management; Assumes 2,087 annual payroll hours per employee.
Per Fiscal Year 2017/2018 Schedule of Taxes, Fees, & Charges; Base Tax includes first 2,080 hours of employee payroll.

Sales
Gross SF

Tenant Type
Retail
Total
City’s Retail Business Tax Rate2
Annual Business Tax Revenue (2018
1
2

QQ.Q

Per SF1
$560

5,000

Annual Gross
Receipts
$2.799.916
$2,799,916

Exempt Annual Taxable
Sales
Receipts
$2.739S16
$60,000
$2,739,916
0.125%
$3,425

$)

Per Retail Maxim. Retail Sales per SF Standards
Assumes tax rates effective 1/1/201 8 remain in effect without thange over the prolection period.
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Appendix B, Table 7
Commercial Office Base Case, 9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd.
Estimated Other Taxes from Commercial Office Base Case
Beverly Hills

% of Day in
Office Workers2
Retail Workers2
Total Resident-Equivalents

City’

Resident-Equivalents

249

24%

60

37

24%

9
69

Licenses and Permits
FY 2017 Adopted Budget3

$20,516,839

Total Resident-Equivalents’
Per Resident-Equivalent
Annual Revenues (2018$)

43,591
$471

$32,361

Fines and Penalties
FY 2017 Adopted Budget4

$7,428,421

Total Resident-Equivalents’
Per Resident-Equivalent
Annual Revenues (2018$)

Total Other Taxes (2018 $)

43,591
$170

$11,717
-

Beverly Hills

$44,077

See Resident-Equivalent calculation, Appendix B, Table 8.
2

Per US Green Building Council. Estimated Square Footage per Employee.

Per 201 6 Public Microdata, U.S. Census for attached single family homes in the Los Angeles County (Central)
Beverly Hills Cities PUMA, California.

-

West Hollywood &

FY 2017-1 8 Budget, City of Beverly Hills.
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Appendix B, Table 8
Commercial Office Base Case, 9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd.
City Resident-Equivalents
Beverly Hills

% of Day in City4

Number

Resident-Equivalents

Population in Beverly Hills Population’
Out-Commuting Resident Workers2

1 1,864

76%

9,039

Remaining Residential Population

22,799

1 00%

22,799

Subtotal

34,663

92%

31,838

Non-Resident Daytime Employment Population3

49,363

24%

1 1,753

Subtotal

49,363

1 1,753

84,026

43,591

Grand Total

-

Beverly Hills

Population per 2015 American Community Survey (5-Year Estimates), U.S. Census Bureau.
2

Out-commuting resident workers per Longitudinal Employment Housing Data, 2015, U.S. Census Bureau.
In-commuting resident workers per Longitudinal Employment Housing Data, 201 5, U.S. Census Bureau.

Calculated per an assumed percentage the individual is actually within the City. For example, non-resident daytime employees
are assumed to be in the City 8 hours per day, 5 days per week for a total of 40 hours per week out of a total of 1 68 hours,
this equates to 24% of the week within the City.
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Appendix B, Table 9
Commercial Office Base Case, 9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd.
Estimated City Service Costs
Beverly Hills
Total Resident- Equivalent
Impacted City Departments
Police
Fire
Community Services
Community Development
Public Works
Tourism & Marketing
Administrative Services
Total Operating Budget

FY 201 7-18 Adopted Budget’
$73,734,918
$43,306,248
$28,808,307
$1 8,927,926
$17,898,541
$6,421,326
$1,766,234
$190,863,500

43,591
43,591
43,591
43,591
43,591
43,591
43,591

Cost Per Resident-Equivalent
$1,692
$993
$661
$434
$41 1
$147
4j.
$4,378

Number

% of Day3

Resident-Equivalents

Retail Workers4

249
37

24%
24%

60
9

Total Resident-Equivalents

286

Project
Office Workers4

Total Cost of City Services (2018
1

Population2

69

$) Beverly Hills

$301,043

-

FY 2017-18 Adopted Budget, City of Beverly Hills.

2

See Resident-Equivalent calculation, Appendix B, Table 8.
Calculated per an assumed percentage the individual is actually within the City. For example, office employees are assumed to be in the City 8
hours per day, 5 days per week for a total of 40 hours per week out of a total of 1 68 hours, this equates to 24% of the week within the City.
Per US Green Building Council. Estimated square footage per employee.
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Appendix B, Table 10
Commercial Office Base Case, 9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd.
Estimated Construction Related (One-Time) Taxes
Beverly Hills
Construction Materials Sales Tax
Total Hard Construction Cost1

$40,107,388

Materials Share2

60%

Materials Share Subject to Tax2

50%

Materials Share Subject to Tax in City of Beverly Hills2

35%

Tax Rate3
One-Time Revenue (2018 $)

1%
$42,112.76

Business Tax on Construction Contractor
Beverly Hills Hard Construction Costs

$40,107,388

Tax per $1,000 Gross Receipts3
One-Time Revenue (2018 $)
Total One-Time Revenues (2018 $)

$1 .25
$50,134
-

Beverly Hills

$92,247

Per GPI Companies, Inc. Assumes all construction material sales are transacted in Beverly Hills.
2

Per HR&A; assumes Project site is registered with the State Board of Equalization as point of sale.
Per Fiscal Year 2017/201 8 Schedule of Taxes, Fees, & Charges; Assumes tax rates effective 1/1/201 8 remain in effect without
change over the projection period.
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2020
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-

-
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-
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69,825 $

20,421
24.310
44,731

$

00%

00%

00%

00%

100%

00%

00%

00%

100%

100%

100’!,

2022
154,349
12,738

2023
157,436
12,993

2024
I 60,585
13,253

2023
163,797
13,518

2026
167,072
13,788

-

27,815

$163,811
1324,190)
171.093)
(231,472)

$

8,509
10.129
18,638

$

-

28,511

-

-

8139,524

-

00%

.

-

-

$98,431

-

-

$

0%

19%
00’!,
00%
100%

-

29,954

-

24,834
441,945
49.869
8715,587
(340,602)
173.965)
301,020 8

-

-

2028
182,533
14,345

-

30,703

-

31,470

-

25,454
452,993
51.116
$732,624
1349,1181
(75.444)
308,063 $

100%

2027
170,414
14,064

-

-

29,223

-

24,228
431,165
48.653
9698,949
332,295)
172.515)
294,139 $

100%

32.257

-

26,091
464,318
52.394
$730,071
1357,8451
(76.953)
315,272 $

-

26,743
475,926
53.704
$767,936
(366,7921
178.492)
322,652 $

-

-

27,412
487,824
55.046
$786,230
1375,9611
(80.062)
330,207 $

28,097
500,020
56.423
8813,673
(385,360)
(81.663)
346,651

-

-

._

-

$

-

0

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

—

2.5%
2.0%
7.0%
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Appendix B, Tnble 11
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100%
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197,500
15,528

2034
200,562
16,155

2030
109,900
14,925
33,890

34,737

35,656

36,496

37,400

28,799
512,520
57.833
$910,052
(394,994)
183.296)
431,761

29,519
525.333
59.279
$852,054
(404,869)
(84.962)
363,023

30,207
230,466
60.761
$873,151
(414,991)
86.662)
371,498

31,014
051,928
62.280
$893,935
(425,366)
188.395)
380,175

31,789
265,726
62.837
$915,313
(436,000)
(90.163)
389,055

32,584
579,869
65.433
$937,012
(446,900)
191.966)
398,146

-

$

-

.
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.

$

-

-
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-

$

33,398
U94,366
67.069
$959,328
(458,072)
(93.805)
407,451

$

.

2038
222,507
17,487

.

39,302
34,233
609,225
68.745
$982,131
(469,524)
(95.681)
416,975

100%

2037
210,144
17,144

-

38,344

-

..,_.......e

$

-

.

-

2035
209,673
16,470

100%

-

41,292

40,205
35,089
624,456
70464
$1,005,532
(481,262)
(97295)
426,735

$

$

35,966
640,067
72.226
$1,029,545
(493,294)
(99.5471
436,704

-

____________..n

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

2.5%
2.0%
7.0%

Ptnpexd by: 6864 Adnknt,, Inn.
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Appendix B, Table 11
Commercial Office Base Case, 9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd.
Tax Revenue Cash Flow with Annual Inflation fcont’d)
-

Beverly Hills

Phasing-Office

2039

Completed Units
Cumulative Completed Units
Absorbed Units
Cumulative Absorbed Units
General Fund Revenues
Property Tax
MVLF In Lieu
Documentary Transfer Tax on Sale
Sales Tax Retail Tenant
Sales Tax Residential Tenant Spending
Sales Tax Commercial Employee Spending
Business Tax
Other Taxes
Total Annual Recurring Revenues to City’s General Fund
Less: City Service Costs
Less: Property Tax and MVLF Revenue from Existing Site
Net Fiscal Impact to City’s General Fund
-

2040

700%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

2039
226,957
17,836

2040
231,496
1 8,193

2041
236,126
18,557

42,324

43,382

44,467

-

-

-

One-Time Revenues to the City of Beverly Hills’ General Fund
Construction Materials Sales Tax
Contractor Business License Tax
Total One-Time Revenues to the City of Beverly Hills’ General Fund

Annual Inflation Rate (Except Property Tax and MVLF In Lieu)
Annual Inflation Rate (Property Tax and MVLF In Lieu)
Discount Rate

2041

$

36,865
656,069
74.031
$1,054,084
(505,626)
(101,5381
446,920

$

37,787
672,471
75.882
$1,079,212
(518,267)
1103,5691
457,376

Totals
Nominal $
NPV-2017 $
4,260,585
1,999,988
340,1 34
160,876
77,020
38,277
710,531
307,868

-

$

38,732
689,283
77.779
$1,104,944
(531,224)
1105,6401
468,080

-

$

-

-

$

-

-

$

-

-

$

-

$

618,891
11,013,972
1.242,823
$18,263,956
(8,812,554)
11.971,0361
7,480,365

43,871
52,228
96,099

-

$

$

268,161
4,772,268
538,506
$8,085,942
(3,934,731)
1946.2901
3,204,921

37,1 83
44.266
81,449

2.5%
2.0%
7.0%

Preoored Lw: HR&A Advisors. Inc
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APPENDIX C GENERAL AND LIMITING CONDITIONS
-

1. HR&A Advisors, Inc. fHR&A) has been engaged and compensated by GPI Companies (“GPI”) to
prepare this fiscal impact analysis (“Analysis”). In preparing this Analysis HR&A has used its
independent professional judgment and skills in good faith, subject to the limitations, disclosures
and disclaimers herein.
2. This Analysis is based on estimates, assumptions and other information developed by HR&A, GPI
and third-party data sources. Every reasonable effort has been made to ensure that the data
contained in this Analysis are accurate as of the date of this Analysis; however, factors exist that
are outside the control of HR&A and that may affect the estimates and/or projections noted
herein. HR&A neither guarantees any results nor takes responsibility for their actual achievement
or continuing applicability, as actual outcomes will depend on future events and circumstances
beyond HR&A’s control.
3. HR&A Advisors, Inc. is not a registered Municipal Advisor. HR&A is not recommending an action
to GPI or any municipal entity or obligated person regarding municipal financial products or the
issuance of municipal securities pursuant to Section 1 53 of the Securities Exchange Act of 1 934.
Our services on behalf of GPI do not include providing advice or recommendations regarding
the issuance of municipal securities. Prior to taking any action related to the structuring or issuance
of municipal securities or financial products, whether or not related to information provided in
HR&A’s analysis, GPI, any municipality or potential investor in municipal securities should consult
with any and all internal or external advisors and experts that the municipal entity or obligated
person deems appropriate before acting on this information or material.
4. HR&A relied on information provided by GPI and third-party data sources. HR&A reviewed the
information provided by these third parties using its in dependent professional judgment and skills
in good faith. HR&A assumes no liability resulting from errors, omissions or any other inaccuracies
with respect to the information provided by such third parties referenced in this Analysis.
5. In addition to relying on data, information, prolections and forecasts of others as referred to
above, HR&A has included in this Analysis estimates and assumptions made by HR&A that HR&A
believes are appropriate under the circumstances, but HR&A makes no representation that there
will be no variances between actual outcomes and such estimates and assumptions.
6. No summary or abstract of this Analysis, and no excerpts from this Analysis, may be made for
any purpose without HR&A’s prior written consent.
7. No opinion is intended to be expressed and no responsibility is assumed for any matters that
are legal in nature or require legal expertise or specialized knowledge beyond that of a real
estate/urban economics consultant.
8. Many of the figures presented in this Analysis have been rounded. HR&A disclaims any and all
liability relating to rounding errors.
9. Many of the variables associated with these estimates and forecasts, tax rates and associated
legistation are policy driven. HR&A assumes that legislation having an impact on this Analysis
(e.g., property tax rates and methods of calculating assessments) will not change and makes no
prediction of the impact of future policy changes.
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10. This Analysis may be relied on and otherwise used only by persons who receive this Analysis
from HR&A or with HR&A’s prior written consent and only for the purpose stated in writing in
conlunction with such receipt or consent. No reliance on or other use of this Analysis by any person
or for any purpose other than as stated in the previous sentence is permitted. HR&A disclaims all
responsibility in the case of any reliance on or other use of this Analysis in conflict with the above
provisions of this paragraph.
11. If the Analysis is referred to or included in any offering material or prospectus, the Analysis shall
be deemed to have been included for informational purposes only and its use shall be subject to
these General and Limiting Conditions. HR&A, its directors, officers and employees have no
liability to recipients of any such offering material or prospectus. HR&A disclaims any and all
liability to any party.
1 2. This Analysis is qualified in its entirety by, and should be considered in light of these General
and Limiting Conditions. By use of this Analysis each party that uses this Analysis agrees to be
bound by all of the General and Limiting Conditions stated herein.
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APPENDIX D

-

SUMMARY OF HR&A QUALIFICATIONS

For over 40 years, HR&A Advisors, Inc. (HR&A) has built a distinguished track
record solving complex real estate, economic development and public policy
challenges in cities across North America and beyond.
HR&A is an industry-leading real estate advisory, economic development and public
policy consulting firm that has provided strategic advisory and implementation
services for some of the most complex mixed-use, neighborhood, downtown, campus,
and regional development projects and policy initiatives across North America and
abroad. For more than four decades, HR&A has advised clients on the importance of
linking private investment with public resources to unlock value and create vibrant
places, and resolve other complex public policy issues. With offices in New York City,
Dallas, Los Angeles, Raleigh, NC and Washington, DC, HR&A maintains a presence to
serve clients all over the world.
Our work has been recognized with numerous prestigious real estate industry awards,
including:

•

201 5 American Institute of Architects Small Project Award, Massachusetts
Convention Center Authority’s “Lawn on D,” Boston, MA

•

2014 American Planning Association National Planning Achievement
Award in Environmental Planning, Arlington Count’s Community Energy
Plan, Arlington, VA

•

2014 American Road & Transportation Builders Association Globe
Award, First Place in Public Transit, New York Rising Community
Construction Program, NY

•

201 3 American Planning Association New York, Meritorious
Achievement Award, Brooklyn Tech Triangle Strategic Plan, Brooklyn, NY

•

201 3 American Planning Association Missouri, Outstanding Planning
Award, St. Louis Zoo Expansion Framework Plan, St. Louis, MO

•

2012 American Institute of Architects Honor Award for Regional and Urban
Design, Master Plan for the Central Delaware Riverfront, Philadelphia, PA

WdiI.’

:

•:

•

2011 Rudy Bruner Award for Urban Excellence, Silver Medal, Brooklyn Bridge
Park, Brooklyn, NY

.

::
-

•

2010 International Economic Development Council Neighborhood
Development Prize, High Line Park Transformation, New York, NY

•

2009 International Economic Development Council Public Private Partnership
Award, Cincinnati Center City Development Corporation (3CDC) Creation,
Cincinnati, OH

•

2007 The Urban Land Institute Award for Excellence, Daniel Island
Redevelopment, Charleston, SC
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OUR SERVICES
Strategic Positioning and Prolect Management. Complex development projects require strategic positioning
and focused messaging to secure public land use approvals. HR&A has a successful track record
spearheading large scale master plans and mixed-use projects through the public review processes, often
in tandem with our other services including prolect management, economic impact and financial feasibility
analyses, and master plan support. HR&A has been retained by developers and public agencies to
perform a variety of management assignments ranging from project conceptualization to management of
the technical team responsible for project development. In addition to a thorough understanding of the
development business, our clients particularly value our ability to think strategically about their projects.
This has propelled the firm into the forefront of reuse planning for closed military bases and development
of downtown and urban waterfront revitalization strategies. HR&A has been awarded multiple
assignments to manage the interdisciplinary teams of architects, landscape architects, urban designers,
engineers and others to develop market-sensitive urban development and redevelopment strategies such
projects require.
Market Analysis and Financial Feasibility Analysis. HR&A provides objective assessments of market and
financial feasibility for public and private investments in real estate developments, open space,
infrastructure and mass transit. The firm provides robust analysis of real estate market conditions for the
residential, commercial, retail, industrial, cultural and hotel sectors to inform development strategies and
programs for master plans and development prolects, and support repositioning of existing real estate
and infrastructure to anchor new development, including historic train stations, elevated highways, and
industrial waterfronts. We also create retail redevelopment and revitalization strategies including
development of marketing materials and tenant outreach strategies. HR&A is frequently retained to
provide specialized analytic services in all areas of real estate market analysis and feasibility analysis.
This includes pro forma development and review, cash flow modeling, investment return analysis, deal
structuring, and the identification of equity, debt and subsidy resources and development capital structures.
We have led and/or been key participants in negotiating many kinds of real estate transactions on behalf
of private and public clients, including experience with public ground lease deals.
—

—

Economic and Fiscal Impact Analysis. HR&A’s economic and fiscal impact analyses help clients secure project
approvals and public-private financing by providing clear rationales for action. HR&A regularly prepares
analyses of the impacts development projects and planning proposals may have on the revenues and
expenditures of local public agencies, and/or the regional economies in which they are situated. The firm is
an expert user of static equilibrium models, including IMPLAN, and computable general equilibrium models,
including REMI. HR&A has analyzed the impacts of film studio campus expansions, hotels, high-rise office
buildings, shopping centers, hospital complexes, performing arts centers, convention centers, industrial
parks, international hub and general aviation airports, for-sale and rental residential developments and
large-scale, mixed-use, transit-oriented developments, and signature parks and public open spaces.
Other Socio-Economic Impacts Analyses. HR&A has a long history of experience in all aspects of
population, housing, and employment forecasting and analysis and public school impacts analysis. The
firm’s population and public school enrollment forecasting has been relied on by several school districts in
making long-term facilities decisions, and was cited in a state appellate court case which determined that
the Santa Barbara campus of the University of California was exempt from school impact fees. HR&A also
has extensive experience with all aspects of developer fees and exactions. Beginning in the early 1 980s,
HR&A has been retained by jurisdictions to design exaction systems in which the firm followed the basic
principles of nexus and “fair share” later codified in the Nollon and Dolon decisions by the U.S. Supreme
Court, the Ehrlich and Son Remo Hotel, decisions, among others, by the California Supreme Court, and
California Government Code Section 66000, et seq. HR&A has also been retained by a number of
developers and developer/owner organizations to evaluate, critique and participate in seeking changes
to adopted and proposed developer fee programs. The firm’s technical rigor and thoughtfulness about
these issues are respected by all sides in the continuing debate about this method of infrastructure
financing.
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Developer Negotiations. All of HR&A’s principals and senior staff are very experienced negotiators, and
the firm has particular expertise in negotiating real estate transactions, often in the context of public
private development prolects. These services have been performed on behalf of both private and public
real estate clients, owing to our keen understanding of each party’s interests and needs. HR&A has been
involved in all aspects of the formal real estate negotiations process, from structuring the process through
direct participation on behalf of clients and/or acting as technical advisor during the negotiation process.
HR&A has participated in drafting exclusive negotiating agreements, memoranda of understanding,
owner-participation agreements and Development Agreements, particularly with respect to financial terms
and conditions. HR&A also has significant experience with competitive developer selection processes.
Housing Strategies and Development. For over 40 years, HR&A has guided the design and implementation
of the innovative programs that produce and preserve market rate and affordable housing. HR&A works
with public and private sector clients across North America to formulate housing strategies, redevelop
public housing projects, and assist with the implementation of affordable housing policies and programs,
including rent control/stabilization. HR&A has worked with jurisdictions to prepare affordable housing
development financing plans, including the design of public-private real estate partnerships and the
issuance of tax-exempt financing and tax-advantaged equity investments. The firm has a long history of
consulting for a variety of parties in the housing development industry including: The U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development; private lenders; public lenders; national intermediaries (e.g., NEF, CEF,
LISC, Enterprise Foundation); local public agencies; community-based, non-profit developers; affordable
housing developers; and some of the nation’s leading private residential development organizations. We
are also thoroughly familiar with a variety of density bonus and similar development incentive systems to
encourage market rate and affordable housing production.
Energy Efficiency Solutions. HR&A is one of the few national consulting firms able to blend its practices in
real estate and economic development advisory services into energy efficiency program development for
our clients’ benefit. Our work achieves environmental benefits while maximizing the opportunities for job
creation and workforce development. In the past decade, we have emerged as a leader in economic
feasibility assessment and management of large-scale energy efficiency initiatives for existing buildings,
helping clients advance environmental responsibility through innovative strategies grounded in market
pragmatism. We work with government clients to design meaningful public policy that adequately
addresses private risk and advances public energy efficiency objectives. As experienced project leaders,
we bring together the brightest minds in multidisciplinary fields and fuse their efforts into a cohesive whole.
We also work with property owners and managers to project the accrual of energy savings given current
lease structures and investment objectives, and quantify the combined impact of the investments on net
operating income and overall asset value.
Resiliency Planning. HR&A Advisors has been a leader in resiliency planning ever since Superstorm Sandy
hit the East Coast in October 207 2. This includes HR&A Senior Principal Jamie Torres Springer’s role
helping to draft New York City’s Special Initiative for Rebuilding and Resiliency; HR&A’s work managing
NY Rising Community Reconstruction Program efforts for New York State; and participation on multiple
teams in the innovative, HUD-funded Rebuild by Design process. We are also proud to be working with the
Rockefeller Foundation on its 1 00 Resilient Cities initiative to develop resilience strategies around the
world and to be program managing Rockefeller’s Capacity Building Initiative in support of the National
Disaster Resilience Competition. We have provided key economic framework guidance for resiliency
efforts and a public-private approach to implementation that draws on project value for funding. HR&A is
committed to working with public, private, and non-profit partners to learn from our common experiences
and to design and implement strategies that promote resiliency in urban places over the long term.
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OUR CLIENTS (partial list)
We engage our clients, understand their aspirations, fully immerse in their
communities, and are passionately committed to their success
—John H. Alschuler, Jr.
HR&A provides consulting services to a diverse group of public, private and non-profit clients. Our
industry knowledge allows us to develop recommendations that are feasible and tailored to meet
the needs of each client.
Financial Institutions & Investment Companies
American Council on Life Insurance
Citibank Private Banking Group
Citicorp Real Estate, Inc.
Community Preservation Corporation
First Union National Bank
Fleet Financial Group
Goldman Sachs
Hartland Asset Management
Lehman Bros.
Shorebank Corporation
Real Estate Development Organizations and Private
Companies
AES Corporation
American Council of Life Insurance
ARC Development
ARCORP Properties
Asfrie Properties
Atlantic Realty Development Corp.
AvalonBay Communities
Bermant Development Company
Brick City Development Corp.
Boeing Realty Corporation
Brookfield Properties
Caruso
Casden Properties, Inc.
Castle & Cook Development Company
Centex Homes
CIM
Citicorp Real Estate, Inc.
Continental Development Corporation
Daniel Island Development Company
Disney Development Corporation
Duke Energy
Edison Properties
Edward J. Minskoff Equities
Forest City Ratner
Galesi Group
Gaylord Entertainment
General Growth Properties
Gibson Speno LLC
Goldman Sachs & Co.
Hackman Capital Partners
HR&A ADVISORS, INC.

Hanjin International
Harland Asset Management
Hollywood Park Land Company, LLC
Home Depot Company
Jade Enterprises
Jia Long USA
JMB Urban Realty Corporation
K. Hovnanian Companies of California
Landmark Land Company
LCOR
Lowe Enterprises
Macerich Company
Madison Square Garden
Maguire Thomas Partners
Millennium Partners
N BCUniversal
Newhall Land & Farming Company
New York Times Company
Northland Development LLC
Olympia & York (USA)
Paramount Pictures
P&O Ports North America
The Related Companies
Reliance Development Group
Santa Monica Beach Development Corporation
SF1 Bridgeview, LLC
S.L. Green Realty Corp.
Southeast Los Angeles Regional Center
Starrett Housing Corporation
Sunset Development Corporation
Target Corporation
Time Equities, Inc.
Tish man Speyer Properties
Trammell Crow Company
Trammell Crow Residential
Trinity Wall Street
Twentieth Century Fox
The Walt Disney Company
United Technologies
Westfield Corporation, Inc.
William Lyon Homes
World Financial Properties
Young Woo & Associates
APPENDIX D
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Public Development Agencies
Alliance for Downtown New York
Atlanta Belt Line Corporation
Atlantic City Alliance
Battery Park City Authority
Brooklyn Bridge Park Development
Brooklyn Navy Yard Development Corporation
Catskill Watershed Corporation
Catholic Charities of Brooklyn
Cincinnati Business Committee
Columbus Downtown Development Corporation
Delaware River Waterfront Corp.
Downtown Brooklyn Local Development
Corporation
Downtown Cincinnati, Inc.
Economic Development Growth
Enterprises, Oneida Co., NY
Empire State Development Corporation
Glen Cove Industrial Development Agency
HemisFare Park Area Redevelopment Corp.
Inland Valley Development Agency
Longwood Gardens, Inc.
Lower Manhattan Development Corp.
Mohawk Valley Economic Development
Growth Enterprise Corp.
Memphis Riverfront Development Corp.
National Capital Revitalization Corp.
New Have Economic Development Corp.
New York City Economic Development Corp.
New York State Urban Development Corp.
Olympic Park Legacy Company
Patriots Point Development Authority
Portland Development Commission
Penmar Development Corporation
Queens West Development Corporation
Saudi Arabia General Investment Authority
Upper Manhattan Empowerment Zone
Development Corp.
Cultural, Recreational & Special Events Clients
92 Street Y
Action Greensboro
Actors’ Fund of America
American Museum of Natural History
Brooklyn Academy of Music Corporation
Brooklyn Botanic Garden
Brooklyn Museum of Art
City of New Haven Arts & Entertainment
Facilities Committee
Council of Fashion Designers of America
Levoy Theater Preservation Society
Lincoln Center for the Performing Arts
Longwood Gardens
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Los Angeles County Fair Association
Madison Square Garden
Museum for African Art
New Jersey Performing Arts Center
NYC2008
Pershing Square Renew
Public Space for Public Life
Randall’s Island Sports Foundation
The Trust for Public Land
Other Quasi-Public and Non-Profit Organizations
and Foundations
Albert Einstein College of Medicine
The Bowery Mission
ChooseNJ
Cincinnati Business Committee
City University of New York
Common Ground Community
Community Environmental Center
Cornell University
Corporation for Supportive Housing
Community Services Society of New York
Design Trust for Public Space
The Enterprise Foundation
Fashion Center BID
Ford Foundation
Friends of the High Line
Gay Men’s Health Crisis
George Mason University
Griffiss Local Development Corporation
Harry Frank Guggenheim Foundation
Kaiser Permanente
La Plaza De Cultura y Artes
Lehigh University
Lehman College
Local Initiatives Support Corporation
Los Angeles Collaborative for Community
Development
Los Angeles Community College District
Los Angeles River Revitalization Corporation
Metropolitan Boston Housing Partnership
Metropolitan Jewish Geriatric Center
MIT
National Equity Fund
National Resource Network
National Resource Defense Council
Neighborhood Progress, Inc.
New York Blood Center
Newark Alliance
Omaha Community Center for Sustainability
Pepperdine University
Preservation League of New York State
Research Triangle Foundation
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Redlands University
Rockefeller Foundation
Rose Bowl Operating Committee
Rose Kennedy Greenway Conservancy
Sustainable Playland, Inc.
Saint John’s Hospital and Health Center
Saint Joseph Health
Saint Vincent’s Hospital
San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments
Spanish-American Merchant’s Assoc.
Stanford University
The Willows Community School
Times Square Alliance
Union Square Partnership, Inc.
Union Theological Seminary
United Jewish Organizations
University of California, Los Angeles
University of California, Santa Barbara
University of California, Riverside
University of North Carolina at
Greensboro
University of Pennsylania
University of Southern California
Upper Manhattan Empowerment Zone
Development Corp.
Uptown Consortium
Washington University in St. Louis
Wesleyan University
Westside Urban Forum
Governmental Agencies
Boulder Urban Renewal Authority
City and County of San Francisco
City of Atlanta
City of Berkeley Rent Stabilization Board
City of Beverly Hills
City of Carson
City of Chester (PA)
City of Chula Vista
City of Cincinnati
City of Claremont
City of Columbus
City of Commerce
City of Compton
City of Concord
City of Culver City
City of Detroit
City of Escondido
City of Glendale
City of Grapevine
City of Houston
City of Huntington Beach
City of Indianapolis
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City of Lancaster
City of Los Angeles (multiple departments and
agencies)
City of Long Branch (NJ)
City of Lynwood
City of Mount Vernon
City of New Rochelle
City of New York (multiple departments and
agencies)
City of Newark
City of Olathe (KS)
City of Palmdale
City of Pasadena (multiple departments)
City of Phoenix
City of Ranson
City of Rolling Hills Estates
City of San Diego (multiple departments)
City of Saint Paul
City of San Antonio (multiple departments)
City of San Jose
City of San Luis Obispo
City of Santa Monica (multiple departments)
City of Seattle
City of South Pasadena
City of Ventura
City of West Covina
City of West Hollywood
City of Yonkers
Compton Unified School District (CA)
County of Los Angeles (multiple departments)
County of Santa Barbara
District of Columbia
Long Island Regional Planning Council
Maryland National Capital Parks &
Planning Commission
Mecklenburg County Real Estate Services
Department (NC)
Miami Downtown Development Authority
Minneapolis Parks and Recreation Board
New Jersey Department of Commerce and
Economic Development
Perth Amboy Redevelopment Agency
Philadelphia City Planning Commission
Prosper Portland
Redevelopment Authority of the City of
Philadelphia
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego Centre City Development Corp. (now
Civic San Diego)
Santa Ana Unified School District (CA)
Santa Monica-Malibu Unified School District
Saratoga County Industrial Development
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Southern California Association of Governments
Town of New Castle
U.S. General Services Administration
Village of Port Chester
Village of Nyack (NY)
Washington, D.C., Office of the Deputy Mayor
for Planning & Economic Development
Waterfront Toronto
World Bank
Yonkers Office of Downtown & Waterfront
Development
Transportation Agencies
City of Chicago Department of Airports
Connecticut Dept. of Transportation
Delaware Dept. of Transportation
Eco Rapid Transit
Hennipen County Regional Railroad Authority
Los Angeles County Metro
Los Angeles Harbor Department
Los Angeles World Airports
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority
New Jersey Transportation Corp.
New York Metropolitan Transportation
Authority
Omitrans
Port Authority of New York and New Jersey
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
San Diego County Regional Airport Authority
San Diego Unified Port District
South Carolina State Ports Authority
Transport for London
U.S. Dept. of Transportation
Housing Agencies
Chicago Housing Authority
City of Los Angeles Housing & Community
Investment Dept.
Community Development Commission of the
County of Los Angeles
Housing Authority of Baltimore City
Housing Authority of the City of Houston
Housing Authority of the City of Santa Monica
Housing Authority of the County of Los Angeles
Housing Bureau, City of Long Beach
Indianapolis Housing Authority
New York City Housing Authority
New York City Housing Development
Corporation
New York State Association for Affordable
Housing
New York State Housing Finance Agency
Omaha Housing Authority (NE)
Philadelphia Housing Authority
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Redevelopment Authority of the City of
Philadelphia
St. Louis Housing Authority (MO)
U.S. Dept. of Housing & Urban Development
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Attachment 18
(KMA Comparative General Fund
Analysis, dated 4/25/2018)

KEYS ER MARSTON ASSOCIATES.
ADVISORS IN PUBLIC/PRIVATE REAL ESTATE DEVELOPMENT

MEMORANDUM
ADVISORS IN:

Real Estate
Redevelopment

To:

Masa Alkire, Principal Planner

Affordable Housing

City of Beverly Hills

Economic Development
SANFRANCISCO
A. Jerry Keyser
Timothy C. Kelly

Debbie M. Kern
David Doezema

From:

Kathleen Head

Date:

August 1 2018

Subject:

9900-9916 Santa Monica Boulevard Comparative General Fund Analysis

Los ANGELES
Kathleen H. Head
James A. Rabe
Gregory D. Soo-Hoo
Kevin E. Engstrom
Julie L. Romey
SAN DIEGO

Paul C. Marra

At your request, Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. (KMA) reviewed the proposal
submitted by 9908 Santa Monica Blvd., LLC (Developer) to develop a mixed-use project
on the vacant 36,002 square foot property located at 9900-99 16 South Santa Monica
Boulevard (Site). The Site is designated in the City of Beverly Hills (City) General Plan as
“Commercial Low Density General” and it is zoned C-3A (Commercial). These
designations allow for low- to high-intensity commercial uses, such as cafes, offices, and
retail shops. The maximum allowable building height is 45 feet, and multi-family
residential uses are not permitted.
The purpose of the KMA analysis is to compare the General Fund revenues that could
potentially be generated by a project that comports with the Site’s existing zoning and
General Plan designations to the development scope currently being proposed by the
Developer. The City provided KMA with a scope of development for a “Code Compliant
Project”. The analysis of the “Proposed Project” is based on the development plans
submitted by the Developer on May 25, 2018.
The development scopes being analyzed in this memorandum are presented in the
following table:

500 SOUTH GRAND AVENUE, SUITE 1480
WWW.KEYSERMARSTON.COM

‘

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90071

PHONE 213.622.8095
1806012.BH:KHH
10730.017.001
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Proposed
Project

Code
Compliant
Project

Building Height (Feet)

59

45

Numberof Stories

5

3

Number of Residential Units

27

N/A

N/A

67,000

13,036

5,000

181

205

Gross Square Feet of Office Space
Gross Square Feet of Retail & Restaurant Space
Number of Subterranean Parking Spaces

ANALYSIS ORGANIZATION
General Fund Revenue Projections
The comparative General Fund revenue analysis includes evaluations of the following
revenue sources:
1.

Property Tax revenue allocated to the City;

2.

Property Tax In Lieu of Motor License Fee (MVILF) revenue allocated to the City;

3.

Public Safety Pension Assessment revenue;

4.

Documentary Transfer Fee revenue;

5.

Sales Tax revenue allocated to the City;

6.

Business Tax revenue; and

7.

Other revenues, which consist of Licenses and Permits revenue and Fines and
Penalties revenue.

The following KMA analysis provides the following projections of the revenues that
could potentially be generated by the two development scenarios:
1.

The revenues generated in the first stabilized year presented in constant 2012
dollars;
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2.

The revenues generated during a three-year development period followed by
the first 10 years of operation; and

3.

The revenues generated during the development period followed by the first 20
years of operation.

The projected revenues are presented in nominal dollars and in net present value terms.
The discount rate used to arrive at the net present values is 6%.

Comparison to the Fiscal Analysis Submitted by the Developer
The Developer engaged HR&A Advisors, Inc. (HR&A) to prepare a comparative fiscal
impact analysis for the Proposed Project and the Code Compliant Project. KMA
reviewed the memorandum submitted by HF&A on April 25, 2018, and compared their
General Fund revenue projections to the projections applied in this KMA analysis.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
KMA Analysis
The General Fund revenue projections prepared by KMA are summarized in the
following table:

Proposed
Project
Stabilized Revenues (2018

$)

Code
Compliant
Project

Difference

$554,500

$620,100

($65,600)

Total Revenue

$7,752,000

$7,875,000

($123,000)

Net Present Value

$4,818,000

$4,906,000

($88,000)

$20,432,000

$18,021,000

$2,411,000

$9,072,000

$2,469,000

$603,000

Years 1—10

Years 1—20
Total Revenue
Net Present Value
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As can be seen in the preceding table, in the first stabilized year of operation, the Code
Compliant Project is projected to generate $65,600 more General Fund revenue than
the Proposed Project. However, over time the advantage shifts to the Proposed Project.
When the projected revenues are analyzed over a 20 year period, the Proposed Project
is projected to generate significantly more General Fund revenue than the Code
Compliant Project. This is attributable to the following factors:
1.

KMA projected that the condominium units will be resold on average once every
seven years. Comparatively, the commercial uses are projected to be resold on
average once every 10 years. This impacts the projections in the following ways:
a.

Based on data pertaining to historical Beverly Hills home sales, prices
have escalated at an average rate of approximately 7% per year. The
commercial value increases have been in the range of 5% per year. Each
time a property is sold, the following revenue sources are impacted:
The property is reassessed at the new sales price for Property Tax
purposes;
ii.

The allocation of MVILF funds is adjusted to reflect the project’s
share of the total assessed value of properties within Beverly Hills;

iii.

The annual contribution to Public Safety Pension Assessment is
adjusted to reflect the new assessed value of the property; and

iv.
2.

The City receives Documentary Transfer Fees from the sale.

All of the other General Fund revenue sources evaluated in this analysis are
projected to increase at an average annual inflationary rate of 2.5%.

Comparison of KMA and HR&A General Fund Revenue Analyses
The following table compares the HR&A annual General Fund revenue estimates to the
KMA estimates.’ The estimates are based on the first stabilized operating year of the
two development scenarios, and the results are presented in 2022 dollars.

1

The HR&A analysis does not include Public Safety Pension Assessment revenues. For comparison
purposes the KMA Public Safety Assessment revenue projections are not included in the table.
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KMA

HR&A

Proposed Project

$566,300

$585,000

($18,700)

Code Compliant Project

$630,400

$698,900

($68,500)

Difference

($64,100)

($113,900)

($49,800)

Difference

As can be seen in the preceding table, both KMA and HR&A project that the Code
Compliant Project would generate more General Fund revenue than the Proposed
Project in the first stabilized year of operation. However, both analyses also conclude
that over time the Proposed Project would generate more General Fund revenue than
the Code Compliant Project. Again, this is attributable to the more frequent turnover of
the residential units, and the differential in the projected value escalation factors.

ASSUMPTIONS APPLIED IN THE GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSES
Population Estimates
For the purposes of estimating the residential and employment populations associated
with the two development scenarios, KMA applied the following assumptions:
1.

The average household size for the condominiums is set at 1.5 persons per unit.

2.

The retail employment is set at two employees per 1,000 square feet of retail
leasable area.

3.

The office employment is set at four employees per 1,000 square feet of office
leasable area.

A number of the calculations in the analysis are based on “resident equivalents”. The
resident equivalency measures are applied to reflect the average amount of time the
residents and employees spend in Beverly Hills. The assumptions applied to estimate
the various resident equivalents are:
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Based on information published in the United States Census Bureau’s 2015
American Community Survey, approximately 34% of Beverly Hills residents work
outside of Beverly Hills. The other residents work in Beverly Hills or are not
employed.

2.

Office and retail employees are anticipated to spend approximately 24% of their
time in Beverly Hills.

The resulting resident equivalents are estimated at 44 persons for the Proposed Project
and 56 persons for the Code Compliant Project.2 Resident equivalents are used in the
projections that are tied to per capita measures.

General Fund Revenues Based on Property Values
The revenues generated by the following General Fund revenue sources are based on
the value of the property:
1.

PropertyTaxes;

2.

The allocation of MVILIF funds;

3.

Public Safety Pension Assessment revenue; and

4.

Documentary Transfer Fee revenue.

The property value projections applied in this analysis are based on the following
information:
1.

KMA compiled sales data for luxury condominiums sold in Beverly Hills and
Century City over the past year. KMA limited the survey to projects that were
constructed after 2000.

2.

To project the achievable sales prices for the units, KMA applied the average
sales price per square foot of building area derived from the survey and then
added a 10% premium to reflect the benefits associated with new construction

2

See Attachment I
See Attachment I

—

—

Exhibit C Table 1 and Attachment II
Exhibit A.
—

—

Exhibit B

—

Table 2 for the calculations.
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and the proposed amenities package. The resulting projected sales prices in
2018 dollars are as follows:
Projected Sales Prices

UnitType

Total

One-Bedroom Units

$2,034,200

$1,767

Two-Bedroom Units

$3,050,600

$1,818

Three-Bedroom Units

$4,466,600

$1,661

Four-Bedroom Units

$7,195,500

$1,906

$13,142,500

$2,500

$4,957,700

$1,937

Five-Bedroom Penthouse Units
Weighted Average Price

3.

Per Square
Foot of
SaleableArea

KMA estimated the value of the commercial components of the Proposed
Project and the Code Compliant Project based on the following assumptions:
a.

Using CoStar Group Inc. (CoStar) information compiled in June 2018, KMA
estimated the commercial rents as follows:
The achievable retail and restaurant rents were estimated at an
average of $7.00 per square foot of gross leasable area on a triple
net basis.
ii.

The achievable office rent was estimated at an average of $5.40
per square foot of gross leasable area on a triple net basis.

b.

A 5% allowance was provided for operating expenses that would be
incurred by the property owner.

c.

The values of the commercial components were projected by capitalizing
the stabilized net operating incomes at the following rates:
Retail at 4.2%; and
ii.

Office at 4.5%.
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The resulting values, in 2018 dollars, are presented in the following table:
Code
Compliant
Project

Unit Type

Proposed
Project

Retail & Restaurant

$24,768,000

N/A

Retail

N/A

$9,500,00

Office

N/A

77,716,000

$24,768,000

$87,216,000

Total Value

5.

Page 8

For the purposes of projecting future General Fund revenues, KMA assumed that
the uses will change ownership at the following average rates:
a.

The condominium units are projected to be resold on average once every
seven years; and

b.

6.

The commercial uses are projected to be resold on average once every 10
years.

KMA applied the following escalations during the 20-year projection period:
a.

The values of the condominium units are projected to increase at the
historical average rate of 7% per year; and

b.

The values of the commercial uses are projected to increase at an
average rate of 5% per year.

Property Tax Revenue Assumptions

1.

The Property Tax estimates were based on the 1% general levy.

2.

The City receives 17.4158367% of the 1% general levy.

3.

Increases in the assessed values of the uses are limited to the statutorily set
maximum of 2% per year until the property is resold.
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Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Fee Revenue Assumptions
KMA estimated the MVILF revenue that could be generated by the two development
scopes using the following methodology:
1.

The MVLIF revenues are allocated to the City by the State of California as a
percentage of the assessed valuation of property in Beverly Hills. In fiscal year
2017/18 the MVLIF revenues equaled approximately .014% of the assessed
values of properties in Beverly Hills.

2.

The .014% factor was applied to the assessed value of each development
scenario to estimate the MVLIF revenues.

3.

MVILF revenues are treated like Property Tax revenue. As such, increases in
MVILF revenues are limited to the statutorily set maximum of 2% per year until
the property is resold.

Public Safety Pension Assessment Revenue Assumptions
1.

The City collects an assessment that is used to pay a portion of the City’s public
safety pension costs. This assessment is equal to $.02099 per $100 of a
property’s assessed valuation.

2.

Public Safety Pension Assessment revenues are treated like Property Tax
revenue. Increases in the assessment are limited to the statutorily set maximum
of 2% per year until the property is resold.

Documentary Transfer Fee Revenue Assumptions
1.

The Documentary Transfer Fee is imposed each time a property is sold.

2.

The total Documentary Transfer Fee is equal to $1.10 per $1,000 of value.

3.

The City’s share of the fee is equal to $.55 per $1,000 of value.

4.

KMA applied the Documentary Transfer Fee to the original sale and subsequent
sales of the condominiums. For the commercial components it was assumed
that the first sale would occur in the 10th year of operation.
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Sales Taxes
KMA prepared estimates of the Sales Tax revenues that would be generated by the
following sources:
1.

Expenditures at the retail and restaurant uses;

2.

Expenditures in Beverly Hills by the residents of the condominiums; and

3.

Expenditures in Beverly Hills by the retail, restaurant and office employees.

The following assumptions were applied in the Sales Tax analyses:
1.

The City receives 1% of the taxable sales revenue generated within Beverly Hills.

2.

Of the total sales at retail and restaurant uses, 90% are assumed to be taxable.
The taxable sales for these uses are estimated as follows:
a.

The retail uses are projected to generate taxable sales revenue of $504
per square foot of leasable area.

b.

The restaurant uses are projected to generate taxable sales revenue of
$646 per square foot of leasable area.

3.

Condominium residents’ expenditures on taxable goods in Beverly Hills were
estimated based on estimates of the residents’ average household income,
typical expenditure patterns for taxable goods sold in Beverly Hills, and a 50%
capture rate.4

4.

Using International Council of Shopping Centers data, KMA estimates that each
employee will spend an average of $29 per work day on taxable goods at Beverly
Hills establishments.

5.

Sales tax revenues were increased annually at an assumed average inflationary
rate of 2.5%.

See Attachment I

—

Exhibit B

—

Table 2.

1806012.BH:KHH
10730.017.001

271

Masa Alkire, City of Beverly Hills

August 1, 2018

9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd. Comparative General Fund Analysis

Page 11

Business Tax Revenue Assumptions
1.

The Business Tax assessed on retail and restaurant uses is set at $1.25 per $1,000
of gross sales revenue in excess of $60,000.

2.

The gross sales revenues are estimated as follows:

3.

a.

Retail sales are estimated at $560 per square foot of leasable area; and

b.

Restaurant sales are estimated at $718 per square foot of leasable area.

The Business Tax assessed on office uses is based on the number of employees in
the project. KMA estimated the employment base at four employees per 1,000
square feet of gross leasable office area.

4.

The City charges a base Business Tax of $1,464 on office development. This
covers the first 2,080 hours of payroll or billed hours for the entire
professional/semiprofessional employee base. Above the base, the additional
Business Taxes per hour are set at the following rates:
a.

The rate is $.70385 per hour for professional/semiprofessional
employees.

b.
5.

The rate is $.14135 per hour for non-professional employees.

KMA allocated 90% of the office employees to the professional/semiprofessional
category, and 10% of the employees to the non-professional category.

6.

Business Tax revenues are projected to increase at an average inflationary rate
of 2.5% annually.

Other Revenue Assumptions
The “Other Revenues” included in this analysis are comprised of:
1.

Licenses and Permits revenue; and

2.

Fines and Penalties revenue.
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For the purposes of this analysis, KMA estimated the revenues to be generated by these
sources on a per capita basis. The resulting revenue estimates were based on the
following assumptions:
1.

KMA used the Fiscal Year 2017/18 City of Beverly Hills Operating Budget as the
source for the current revenues being generated citywide.

2.

Based on the estimated time that residents and employees spend in Beverly
Hills, KMA estimated the total resident equivalent population at 43,591. The
assumptions applied to reach this estimate are:
a.

The resident population equals 34,663 persons. After deducting the
estimated number of hours residents spend outside Beverly Hills, the
resident equivalent is 31,838 persons.

b.

The non-resident employment population equals 49,363 persons. Based
on the estimated hours per day that employees spend in Beverly Hills,
the resident equivalent is 11,753 persons.

3.

4.

The per capita revenues are estimated as follows:
a.

Licenses and Permits revenue is estimated at $471 per resident
equivalent; and

b.

Fines and Penalties revenue is estimated at $170 per resident equivalent.

The Other Revenues are projected to increase at an average inflationary rate of
2.5% annually.

GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSES
The General Fund revenue analysis for the Proposed Project is presented in Attachment
I. The Exhibits to Attachment I are:
Exhibit A:

Condominium Market Survey

Exhibit B:

Taxable Sales (2018 Dollars)

Exhibit C:

Stabilized Revenue Estimates (2018 Dollars)

Exhibit D:

City General Fund Revenue Projections
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The General Fund revenue analysis for the Code Compliant Project is presented in
Attachment II. The Exhibits to Attachment II are:
Exhibit A:

Taxable Sales (2018 Dollars)

Exhibit B:

Stabilized Revenue Estimates (2018 Dollars)

Exhibit C:

City General Fund Revenue Projections

The revenue estimates for each General Fund revenue category are presented in Table
1, which follows this memorandum. A summary of the comparative General Fund
revenue analysis is presented in the following table.

Proposed
Project
Stabilized Revenues (201$

$)

Code
Compliant
Project

Difference

$554,500

$620,100

($65,600)

Total Revenue

$7,752,000

$7,875,000

($123,000)

Net Present Value

$4,818,000

$4,906,000

($88,000)

$20,432,000

$18,021,000

$2,411,000

$9,072,000

$8,469,000

$603,000

Years 1—10

Years 1—20
Total Revenue
Net Present Value

Based on the results of the preceding analysis, KMA concluded that over the 20-year
projection period the Proposed Project will generate more General Fund revenue than
would be produced by the Code Compliant Project. The differences are estimated as
follows:
1.

In nominal terms the General Fund revenues are projected to be approximately
12% greater than projected to be generated by the Code Compliant Project.
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In net present value terms, using a 6% discount rate, the General Fund revenues
projected to be generated by the Proposed Project are approximately 7% greater
than General Fund revenues projected to be generated by the Code Compliant
Project.

KMA also prepared projections based on the assumption that residential property
values would increase at the same 5% average annual rate as was applied to the
commercial uses. The results of that analysis indicate that the Code Compliant Project
would generate a greater amount of General Fund revenue through the entire 20-year
projection period. This adjustment demonstrates the significant impact that future
property sales have on the General Fund revenue projections.

COMPARISON TO THE FISCAL ANALYSIS SUBMITTED BY THE DEVELOPER
The Developer engaged HR&A to prepare fiscal analyses of the Proposed Project and a
Code Compliant Project. On April 25, 2018, HR&A submitted a memorandum titled
“Updated Net Fiscal Impact Analysis for 9900-9916 Santa Monica Blvd., Beverly Hills”.
The methodology employed by HR&A is similar to the methodology applied in this KMA
analysis.
The following table provides a summary comparison of the HR&A annual General Fund
revenue estimates to the KMA estimates. These estimates are based on the first
stabilized operating year of the two development scenarios, and the results are
presented in 2022 dollars.5 A detailed comparison is provided in Table 2, which follows
this memorandum.
KMA

HR&A

Proposed Project

$566,300

$585,000

($18,700)

Code Compliant Project

$630,400

$698,900

($68,500)

Difference

($64,100)

($113,900)

($49,800)

Difference

HR&A did not include Public Safety Pension Assessment revenues in their General Fund projections. To
create a consistent comparison, the KMA estimates of these revenues are not included in the table above.
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The key differences between the KMA and HR&A analyses are summarized in the
following sections of this memorandum.

Proposed Project
1.

The HR&A estimate of the average condominium value is approximately 19%
higher than the KMA estimate. This impacts the Property Tax, MVILF and
Documentary Transfer Fee revenue projections.

2.

The KMA Sales Tax estimate is approximately 6% higher than the HR&A estimate.
This is largely associated with differences in the projected expenditures made by
condominium residents in Beverly Hills establishments.

3.

The HR&A estimate of Other Revenues is 12% higher than the KMA estimate.
This is caused by differences in the estimated size of the resident equivalent
population.

Code Compliant Project
1.

The HR&A Sales Tax estimate is approximately 8% higher than the KMA estimate.
This is attributable to the fact that HR&A estimated the employee population at
69 resident equivalents while KMA arrived at an estimate of 56 resident
equivalents.

2.

The HR&A Business Tax revenue estimate is approximately 20% higher than the
KMA estimate. This is caused by the fact that HR&A projected a total of 286
office employees versus the KMA estimate of 227 employees.

3.

The HR&A estimate of Other Revenues is 19% higher than the KMA estimate.
This is caused by differences in the estimated size of the resident equivalent
population.
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CONCLUSIONS
Both the KMA and HR&A analyses project that over the 20-year projection period the
Proposed Project would generate more General Fund revenue than the Code Compliant
Project. However, in general the HR&A General Fund revenue estimates are higher than
the KMA estimates for both the Proposed Project and the Code Compliant Project. The
following table compares the 20-year projections included in the KMA and HR&A
a nalyses.6
KMA
Nominal Dollars
Proposed Project

—

HR&A

20- Year Projections
$18,904,000

$21,561,000

Code Compliant Project

17,700,000

18,264,000

Total Increase

$1,204,000

$3,297,000

6.4%

15.3%

Percentage Increase
Net Present Value at a 6% Discount Rate
Proposed Project

—

20-Year Projections

$8,399,000

$8,899,000

Code Compliant Project

8,148,000

8,086,000

Total Increase

$251,000

$813,000

3.0%

9.1%

Percentage Increase

6

For a consistent comparison, the KMA estimates of Public Safety Retirement Assessment revenues are
not included in the table.

1806012.BH:KHH
10730.017.001

277

TABLE 1
COMPARISON: PROPOSED PROJECT TO CODE COMPLIANT COMMERCIAL PROJECT
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

PROPOSED PROJECT

II.

CODE COMPLIANT
PROJECT

Stabilized Revenue Estimates (201$ $)
Property Tax Revenue
Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Fee Revenue
Public Safety Pension Assessment
Documentary Transfer Fee Revenue
Sales Tax Revenue
Business Tax Revenue
Other Revenues

$276,300
22,200
31,900
87,200
99,000
9,700
28,200

$151,900
12,200
17,500
48,000
43,100
311,500
35,900

Total Annual Revenue

$554,500

$620,100

DIFFERENCE

($65,600)

Years 2019 2031
-

A.

Total
Property Tax Revenue
Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Fee Revenue
Public Safety Pension Assessment
Documentary Transfer Fee Revenue
Sales Tax Revenue
Business Tax Revenue
Other Revenues
Total Annual Revenue

B.

NPV
Property Tax Revenue
Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Fee Revenue
Public Safety Pension Assessment
Documentary Transfer Fee Revenue
Sales Tax Revenue
Business Tax Revenue
Other Revenues
NPV

Ill.

@

6% Discount Rate

$4,845,000
390,000
559,000
265,000
1,224,000
120,000
349,000

$2,468,000
198,000
285,000
95,000
533,000
3,852,000
444,000

$7,752,000

$7,875,000

($123,000)

@ 6% Discount

Rate
$3,020,000
243,000
348,000
173,000
748,000
73,000
213,000

$1,599,000
129,000
185,000
45,000
325,000
2,352,000
271,000

$4,818,000

$4,906,000

Total
$13,244,000
1,065,000
1,528,000
735,000
2,791,000
274,000
795,000

$5,951,000
478,000
321,000
261,000
1,215,000
8,783,000
1,012,000

$20,432,000

$18,021,000

($88,000)

Years2Ol9-2041
A.
Property Tax Revenue
Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Fee Revenue
Public Safety Pension Assessment
Documentary Transfer Fee Revenue
Sales Tax Revenue
Business Tax Revenue
Other Revenues
Total Annual Revenue
B.

NPV
Property Tax Revenue
Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Fee Revenue
Public Safety Pension Assessment
Documentary Transfer Fee Revenue
Sales Tax Revenue
Business Tax Revenue
Other Revenues
NPV

@ 6% Discount Rate

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: 9900_9916 SM Fiscal 8 1 18; Project Comp

$2,411,000

@ 6% Discount Rate
$5,832,000
469,000
673,000
325,000
1,282,000
126,000
365,000

$2,779,000
$223,000
321,000
89,000
558,000
4,034,000
465,000

$9,072,000

$8,469,000

$603,000

278

1 of 32

TABLE 2
COMPARISON: KMA AND HRA STABILIZED GENERAL FUND REVENUE PROJECTIONS (2022
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

KMA
I.

II.

$)

HR&A

DIFFERENCE

PROPOSED PROJECT
Property Tax Revenue
Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Fee Revenue
Documentary Transfer Fee Revenue
Sales Tax Revenue
Business Tax Revenue
Other Revenues

$341,300
27,400
46,500
109,300
10,700
31,100

$403,100
33,300
0
102,700
10,500
35,400

($61,800)
(5,900)
46,500
6,600
200
(4,300)

Total Annual Revenue

$566,300

$585,000

($18,700)

CODE COMPLIANT PROJECT
Property lax Revenue
Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Fee Revenue
Documentary Transfer Fee Revenue
Sales lax Revenue
Business Tax Revenue
Other Revenues

$184,600
14,800
0
47,600
343,800
39,600

$154,300
12,700
0
52,000
431,200
48,700

$30,300
2,100
0
(4,400)
(87,400)
(9,100)

Total Annual Revenue

$630,400

$698,900

($68,500)

HR&A did not include Public Safety Pension Assessment revenues in the General Fund projections. To create a consistent
comparison, the KMA estimates of these revenues are not included on this table.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: 9900_9916 SM Fiscal 8 1 18; KMA HRA Comp
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EXHIBIT A

CONDOMINIUM MARKET SURVEY
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA
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ATtACHMENT I

-

EXHIBIT A

CONDOMINIUM MARKET SURVEY
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS

Address

City

447 North Doheny Dr #303
327 South Elm Dr #116

Beverly Hills
Beverly Hills

Ziip Code

Year
Built

# of
Bedrooms

# of Baths

90210
90212

2009
2017

1
1

2
1

Minimum
Maximum
Average
327 South Elm Dr #117
327 South Elm Dr #304
321 South Elm #307
1 West Century Dr Unit
1 West Century Dr Unit
1 West Century Dr Unit
1 West Century Dr Unit
1 West Century Dr Unit

30D
34D
1OA
26A
22A

Beverly Hills
Beverly Hills
Beverly Hills
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

90212
90212
90212
90067
90067
90067
90067
90067

2015
2015
2017
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
2
3
3
4
4
4

Minimum
Maximum
Average
443 North Palm Dr #102
321 Elm Dr #105
443 North Palm Dr #402
321 Elm Drive #403
460 North Palm Dr #305
460 North Palm Dr #401
1 West Century Dr Unit 24C
1 W Century Dr Unit 20A
1 West Century Dr Unit 12B
1 W Century Dr Unit 35B
1 W Century Dr Unit 22B

Beverly Hills
Beverly Hills
Beverly Hills
Beverly Hills
Beverly Hills
Beverly Hills
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

90210
90212
90210
90212
90210
90210
90067
90067
90067
90067
90067

2008
2017
2008
2017
2015
2015
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

3
3
4
3
4
4
4
5
5
5
4

Minimum
Maximum
Average
10201 Century Woods Drive
1 W Century Dr Unit 35A
1 West Century Dr Unit TH A
1 W Century Dr Unit A
1 West Century Dr Ph 40

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Minimum
Maximum
Average

90067
90067
90067
90067
90067

2015
2010
2010
2010
2010

4
4
4

6.5
6
6

4

7

Square
Feet

Sales Price
Per Square
Total
Foot

1,556
1,401

$1,398,000
$2,250,000

$898
$1,606

1,401
1,556
1,401

$1,398,000
$2,250,000
$2,250,000

$898
$1,606
$1,606

1,460
1,560
1,575
2,280
2,250
3,510
3,520
3,440

$1,900,000
$2,020,000
$2,550,000
$3,595,000
$3,695,000
$5,700,000
$6,150,000
$6,775,000

$1,301
$1,295
$1,619
$1,577
$1,642
$1,624
$1,747
$1,969

1,460
3,520
2,449

$1,900,000
$6,775,000
$4,048,125

$1,295
$1,969
$1,653

2,257
1,959
2,645
2,209
3,600
2,670
3,250
3,520
3,520
3,430
3,560

$2,395,000
$3,250,000

$1,061

1,959
3,600
2,965

$2,395,000
$6,175,000
$4,476,909

$1,061
$1,758
$1,510

6,095
4,450
6,020
6,020
9,318

$7,150,000
$8,131,000
$9,995,000
$9,995,000
$20,000,000

$1,173
$1,827
$1,660
$1,660
$2,146

4,450
9,318
6,381

$7,150,000
$20,000,000
$11,054,200

$1,173
$2,146
$1,732

$1,659
$1,248
$1,743
$1,082
$1,642
$1,538
$1,555
$1,555

$3,300,000
$3,850,000
$3,895,000
$4,400,000
$5,000,000
$5,475,000
$5,475,000
$6,031,000
$6,175,000

$1,758
$1,735

Source: Redfin, June 2018
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ATTACHMENT I

-

EXHIBIT B

PROPOSED PROJECT
TAXABLE SALES (2018 $)
9900-9916 SANTA MON ICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA
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AUACHMENT I

-

EXHIBIT B TABLE 1
-

PROPOSED PROJECT
TAXABLE SALES GENERATED BY COMMERCIAL SPACE (201$
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

I.

Retail Space
SI of Building Area
Taxable Sales Per Square Foot of Leasable Area

$)

9,273 Sf
$504 1Sf

Taxable Sales Retail Space

$4,673,600

-

II.

Restaurant Space
Sf of Building Area
Taxable Sales Per Square Foot of Leasable Area

3,763 Sf
$646 /Sf

Taxable Sales Restaurant Space

$2,431,700

-

Ill.

1

ITaxable Sales Generated by Commercial Space

13,036 Sf

$545 /51

$7,105,300

I

The estimates are based on the assumption that 90% of the sales are taxable.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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AUACHMENT I EXHIBIT B TABLE 2
-

-

PROPOSED PROJECT
TAXABLE SALES GENERATED BY RESIDENTS (201$
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

I.

$)

Average Household Income
Average Sales Price Per Unit
Estimated Housing Expenses
Mortgage Debt Service
Other Expenses

$4,957,742

1
2

$241,153
79,324

Total Annual Housing Expenses

$320,477

Housing Expenses as a Percentage of Income

II.

35%

Average Household Income

$915,600

Taxable Sales Generated Per Household
Average Household Income
Expenditures as a % of Gross Income
Tasable Sales as a % of Total Sales
Percentage Captured in Beverly Hills

$915,600
70%
30%
50%

Taxable Sales Generated Per Household

Ill.

1
2

Iraxable Sales Generated by Residents

$96,100

27 Units

$96,100 /Unit

$2,594,700

I

Based on a mortgage equal to 80% of the Average Sales Price Per Unit. The mortgage interest rate is set at 4.5% over a 30 Year Term.
Other Expenses are estimated at 2% of the Average Sales Price Per Unit.
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File name: 9900_9916 SM Fiscal 8 1 18; Taxable Sales PP

284

ATIACHMENT I EXHIBIT B TABLE 3
-

-

PROPOSED PROJECT
TAXABLE SALES GENERATED BY EMPLOYEES (2018
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

$)

I.

Retail Employees

1

26

II.

Estimated Daily Expenditure Per Employee

2

$29

III.

Estimated Number of Working Days in a Year

IV.

1
2

Ilaxable Sales Generated by Employees

See ATTACHMENT I

-

261

26 Employees

$7,569 /Employee

$196,800

I

EXHIBIT C TABLE 1.
-

Based on information published by the International Council of Shopping Centers.
Based on information published by the United States Office of Personnel Management.
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ATTACHMENT I EXHIBIT C
-

PROPOSED PROJECT
STABILIZED REVENUE ESTIMATES (2018 $)
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA
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AUACHMENT I

-

EXHIBIT C TABLE 1
-

RESIDENT EQUIVALENT ESTIMATES
PROPOSED PROJECT
STABILIZED REVENUE ESTIMATES (2018 $)
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

I.

Resident Population
Number of Residential Units
Persons Per Residential Unit

27
1.5

Estimated Total Residential Population
Residents Working Outside of Beverly Hills
% of Day Spent in Beverly Hills

41

2

14
76%

Resident Equivalents

11

Remaining Balance of the Residential Population
% of Day Spent in Beverly Hills
Resident Equivalents

27
100%
27

Resident Population Resident Equivalents

38

-

II.

Retail Employees
Occupied Retail Square Feet
Estimated Retail Square Feet Per Employee
Retail Employees
% of Day Spent in Beverly Hills

13,036
500
26
24%

IRetail Employees Resident Equivalents

6

-

Ill.

Resident Equivalent Population
Resident Population Resident Equivalents
Retail Employees Resident Equivalents
-

-

38
6

Total Resident Equivalent Population

1
2

Based on data provided in the American Community Survey publsihed in 2015 by the United States Census Bureau.
Assumes that the resident spends 40 hours per week working outside of Beverly Hills.
Assumes that the employee spends 40 hours per week working in Beverly Hills.
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ATTACHMENT I

-

EXHIBIT C TABLE 2
-

ANNUAL GENERAL FUND REVENUES
PROPOSED PROJECT
STABILIZED REVENUE ESTIMATES (2018 $)
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

I.

Property Tax Revenue
Assessed Value
Property Tax Rate

$158,627,000
1.0%

Total Property Tax Revenue
City Share of Property Tax Revenue

$1,586,270
17.4158367%

ICity Property Tax Revenue
II.

Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Fee Revenue
Assessed Value
Percent of Assessed Value

Public Safety Pension Assessment
Assessed Value
Assessment Per $100 of Assessed Value

1

Documentary Transfer Fee Revenue
Initial Sales Revenue
Fee Per $1,000 of Gross Sales Revenue
City Share

Sales Tax Revenue
A. Taxable Sales
Taxable Sales Generated by Commercial Space
Taxable Sales Generated by Residents
Taxable Sales Generated by Employees
Total Taxable Sales
B. City Share of Taxable Sales

ITotal Sales Tax Revenue

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: 9900_9916 SM Fiscal 2 1 18; Rev Calcs_PP

I

$31,900

I

$158,627,000
$1.10
50%

Documentary Transfer Fee Revenue
V.

$22,200

$158,627,000
0.020099

IPublic Safety Pension Assessment
IV.

I

$158,627,000
0.014%

IMotor Vehicle In-Lieu Fee Revenue
III.

$276,300

$87,20pJ

2

$7,105,300
2,594,700
196,800
$9,896,800
1.0%
$99,000

I

288

ATTACHMENT I EXHIBIT C TABLE 2 (CONTINUED)
-

-

ANNUAL GENERAL FUND REVENUES
PROPOSED PROJECT
STABILIZED REVENUE ESTIMATES (201$ $)
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

VI.

Business Tax Revenue
A. Retail
SI of Building Area
Gross Sales 1Sf of Building Area

9,273
$560

Total Gross Sales
Gross Sales Threshold

$5,192,900
(60,000)

Sales Revenue Subject to Business Tax
B. Restaurant
Sf of Building Area
Gross Sales /Sf of Building Area

$5,132,900

3,763
$718

Total Gross Sales
Gross Sales Threshold

$2,701,800
(60,000)

Sales Revenue Subject to Business Tax
C. Total Sales Revenue Subject to Business Tax
Fee Above Sales Threshold

$2,641,800

$1.25/$1,000 Gross Sales

$7,774,700
0.125%
$9,700

I

Total Other Revenues

$28,200

I

VIII. ITotal Annual Revenue

$554,500

I

Total Business Tax Revenue
VII.

Other Revenues

A. Licenses and Permits Revenue
Resident Equivalent Population
Licenses and Permits Revenue Per Resident Equivalent

44

$471

Total Licenses and Permits Revenue
B. Fines and Penalties Revenue
Resident Equivalent Population
Fines and Penalties Revenue Per Resident Equivalent
Total Fines and Penalties Revenue

$20,700

44

$170
$7,500

The estimated value of the condominiums is partially based on the average prices derived from a survey of recent sales by
bedroom type (See ATTACHMENT I EXHIBIT A). A 10% premium is added to reflect new construction and the amenities
package being proposed. The value of the retail/restaurant space is based on a $7.00/square foot weighted average of retail
and restaurant rents published by CoStar in June 2018. The value of the retail/restaurant component is estimated based on a
4.2% capitalization rate.
See ATTACHMENT I EXHIBIT B.
See ATTACHMENT I EXHIBIT C TABLE 1.
Based on the FY 2017/18 City of Beverly Hills Operating Budget and a resident equivalent population of 43,591 persons.
-

2

-

-

-
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ATTACHMENT I EXHIBIT D
CITY GENERAL FUND REVENUE PROJECTIONS
PROPOSED PROJECT
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA
-

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: 9900_9916 SM Fiscal 81 18; CF_PP
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ATTACHMENT I

-

EXHIBIT D TABLE 1
-

PROPERTY TAX REVENUE
PROPOSED PROJECT
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

Year 1 Residential
Sales
Year
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041

Years 2019 2031
Years 2019 2041
-

-

2

Year 2 Residential
Sales

Commercial

Total

2

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

$100,110
150,698
148,084
151,045
154,066
157,148
160,291
163,497
237,790
242,546
247,397
252,345
257,392
262,540
267,790
381,839
389,476
397,265
405,211
413,315
421,581
430,013
613,150
Total
$4,845,407
$13,244,263

$0
0
0
147,132
150,074
153,076
156,137
159,260
162,445
236,262
240,987
245,807
250,723
255,737
260,852
266,069
379,385
386,972
394,712
402,606
410,658
418,871
427,249

$4,706
11,201
14,145
43,136
43,999
44,879
45,777
46,692
47,626
48,578
49,550
50,541
70,264
71,670
73,103
74,565
76,056
77,578
79,129
80,712
82,326
83,972
114,453

$104,816
161,899
162,229
341,314
348,140
355,103
362,205
369,449
447,862
527,386
537,934
548,692
578,379
589,946
601,745
722,473
844,917
861,815
879,052
896,633
914,565
932,857
1,154,852

NPV
$3,020,000
$5,832,000

Based on a 1% property tax rate and a City share of 17.4158367%. The statutory increase of 2% per year is applied until
resale. Turnover rate is set at an average of 7 years for the residential component and 10 years for the commercial
component. Appreciation is projected at an average rate of 7% per year for the residential component and 5% per year
for the commercial component.
The projection period starts during construction.
Based on a 6% Discount Rate.
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AUACHMENT I

-

EXHIBIT D TABLE 2
-

MOTOR VEHICLE IN-LIEU FEE REVENUE
PROPOSED PROJECT
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

Year 1 Residential
Sales
Year
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041

-

2

Commercial

Total

2

$8,048
12,114
11,904
12,142
12,385
12,633
12,885
13,143
19,115
19,497
19,887
20,285
20,691
21,105
21,527
30,695
31,309
31,935
32,574
33,225
33,889
34,567
49,289

$0
0
0
11,827
12,064
12,305
12,551
12,802
13,058
18,992
19,372
19,760
20,155
20,558
20,969
21,388
30,497
31,107
31,730
32,364
33,011
33,672
34,345

$389,506
$1,064,661

NPV
$243,000
$469,000

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
12
19
20
Total

Years 2019-2031
Years 2019 2041

Year 2 Residential
Sales

$378
900
1,137
3,468
3,537
3,608
3,680
3,753
3,828
3,905
3,983
4,063
5,648
5,761
5,877
5,994
6,114
6,236
6,361
6,488
6,618
6,750
9,201

$8,426
13,015
13,041
27,437
27,986
28,545
29,116
29,699
36,002
42,395
43,243
44,108
46,494
47,424
48,372
58,077
67,920
69,278
70,664
72,077
73,519
74,989
92,835

Based on 0.014% of assessed value. The statutory increase of 2% per year is applied until resale. Turnover rate is set at
an average of 7 years for the residential component and 10 years for the commercial component. Appreciation is
projected at an average rate of 7% per year for the residential component and 5% per year for the commercial
component.
The projection period starts during construction.
Based on a 6% Discount Rate.
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ATtACHMENT I EXHIBIT D TABLE 3
-

-

PUBLIC SAFETY PENSION ASSESSMENT
PROPOSED PROJECT
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

Year 1 Residential
Sales
Year
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041

Years 2019-2031
Yeats 2019 2041
-

2

Year 2 Residential
Sales

Commercial

Total

2

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

$11,553
17,392
17,090
17,432
17,780
18,136
18,499
18,869
27,443
27,991
28,551
29,122
29,705
30,299
30,905
44,067
44,948
45,847
46,764
47,699
48,653
49,626
70,762

$0
0
0
16,980
17,320
17,666
18,019
18,380
18,747
27,266
27,811
28,368
28,935
29,514
30,104
30,706
43,783
44,659
45,552
46,463
47,393
48,340
49,307

Total
$559,191
$1,528,473

NPV
$348,000
$673,000

$543
1,293
1,632
4,978
5,078
5,179
5,283
5,389
5,496
5,606
5,718
5,833
8,109
8,271
8,437
8,605
8,777
8,953
9,132
9,315
9,501
9,691
13,209

$12,096
18,684
18,722
39,390
40,178
40,981
41,801
42,637
51,686
60,864
62,081
63,323
66,749
68,084
69,445
83,378
97,509
99,459
101,448
103,477
105,547
107,658
133,277

Based on a 0.020099 per $100 of assessed value. The statutory increase of 2% per year is applied until resale. Turnover
rate is set at an average of 7 years for the residential component and 10 years for the commercial component.
Appreciation is projected at an average rate of 7% per year for the residential component and 5% per year for the
commercial component.
The projection period starts during construction.
Based on a 6% Discount Rate.
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ATTACHMENT I

-

EXHIBIT D TABLE 4
-

DOCUMENTARY TRANSFER FEE REVENUE
PROPOSED PROJECT
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

Year 1 Residential
Sales
Year
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041

Years 2019 2031
Years 2019 2041
-

-

1

2

Year 2 Residential
Sales

Commercial

Total

2

$46,766
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

$46,465

75,095
74,612

22,190

120,587
119,811

193,636
Total
$265,128
$735,306

36,145

$0
0
46,766
46,465
0
0
0
0
75,095
74,612
0
0
22,190
0
0
120,587
119,811
0
0
0
0
0
229,781

NPV
$173,000
$325,000

Set at the City’s 50% share of $1.10 per $1,000 in value. Turnover rate is set at an average of 7 years for the residential
component and 10 years for the commercial component. Appreciation is projected at an average rate of 7% per year for
the residential component and 5% for the commercial component.
The projection period starts during construction.
Based on a 6% Discount Rate.
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ATTACHMENT I

-

EXHIBIT D TABLES
-

OTHER REVENUE SOURCES 1
PROPOSED PROJECT
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

Sales Tax Revenue
Year
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041

Business Tax

Other Revenues

2

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Years 2019 2031
Total
NPV
Yeats 2019 2041
Total
NPV

$109,277
112,009
114,810
117,680
120,622
123,637
126,728
129,897
133,144
136,473
139,884
143,382
146,966
150,640
154,406
158,266
162,223
166,279
170,436
174,696

$10,707
10,975
11,249
11,530
11,819
12,114
12,417
12,727
13,045
13,372
13,706
14,048
14,400
14,760
15,129
15,507
15,895
16,292
16,699
17,117

$31,128
31,906
32,703
33,521
34,359
35,218
36,098
37,001
37,926
38,874
39,846
40,842
41,863
42,910
43,982
45,082
46,209
47,364
48,548
49,762

$1,224,277
$748,000

$119,954
$73,000

$348,734
$213,000

$2,791,456
$1,282,000

$273,506
$126,000

$795,142
$365,000

-

-

See ATTACHMENT I EXHIBIT C TABLE 2 for base year estimates in 2018 dollars. The base year estimates ate escalated
at 2.5% per year for four years to reach the projected revenues in 2022. Annual inflation at 2.5% thereafter is applied in
the projections.
The projection period starts in the first year of operation. The cash flow is discounted back to 2019 for NPV purposes.
Based on a 6% Discount Rate.
-

2

-
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ATTACHMENT II EXHIBIT A
-

CODE COMPLIANT PROJECT
TAXABLE SALES (2018 $)
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA
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AUACHMENT II- EXHIBIT A TABLE 1
-

CODE COMPLIANT PROJECT
TAXABLE SALES GENERATED BY COMMERCIAL SPACE (2018
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

I.

Retail Space
Sf of Building Area
Taxable Sales Per Square Foot of Leasable Area

$)

1

5,000 Sf
$504 /Sf

Taxable Sales Retail Space

$2,520,000

-

II.

ITaxable Sales Generated by Commercial Space

5,000 Sf

$504 /Sf

$2,520,000

I

The estimates are based on the assumption that 90% of the sales are taxable.
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ATTACHMENT II EXHIBIT A TABLE 2
-

-

CODE COMPLIANT PROJECT
TAXABLE SALES GENERATED BY EMPLOYEES (2018
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

I.

$)

Employees
Office Employees
Retail Employees

1

227
10

Total Employees

237

II.

Estimated Daily Expenditure Per Employee

Ill.

Estimated Number of Working Days in a Year

IV.

1
2

ITaxable Sales Generated by Employees

See ATTACHMENT II

-

2

$29
261

237 Employees

$7,569 /Employee

$1,793,9001

EXHIBIT B TABLE 1.
-

Based on information published by the International Council of Shopping Centers.
Based on information published by the United States Office of Personnel Management.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: 9900_9916 SM Fiscal 8 1 18; Taxable Sales ZC
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ATTACHMENT II EXHIBIT B
-

CODE COMPLIANT PROJECT
STABILIZED REVENUE ESTIMATES (2018 $)
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA
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ATtACHMENT II

-

EXHIBIT B TABLE 1
-

RESIDENT EQUIVALENT ESTIMATES
CODE COMPLIANT PROJECT
STABILIZED REVENUE ESTIMATES (2018 $)
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

I.

Office Employees
Occupied Office Square Feet
Estimated Office Square Feet Per Employee

56,810
250

Office Employees
% of Day Spent in Beverly Hills

10ff ice Employees

II.

-

Resident Equivalents

Retail Employees
Occupied Retail Square Feet
Estimated Retail Square Feet Per Employee
Retail Employees
% of Day Spent in Beverly Hills

IRetail Employees

III.

227
24%

-

2

2

I

56

I

10
24%

Resident Equivalents

Resident Equivalent Population
Office Employees Resident Equivalents
Retail Employees Resident Equivalents
-

Total Resident Equivalent Population

1

I

5,000
500

-

2

54

54
2

Assumes a 95% occupancy rate.
Assumes that the employee spends 40 hours per week working in Beverly Hills.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: 9900_9916 SM Fiscal 8 1 18; Rev Calcs_ZC
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AUACHMENT II

-

EXHIBIT B TABLE 2
-

ANNUAL GENERAL FUND REVENUES
CODE COMPLIANT PROJECT
STABILIZED REVENUE ESTIMATES (2018 $)
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

I.

Property Tax Revenue
Assessed Value Office
Assessed Value Retail
Property Tax Rate
-

-

1

$77,716,000
9,500,000
1.0%

Total Property Tax Revenue
City Share of Property Tax Revenue

$872,160
17.4158367%

ICity Property Tax Revenue
II.

Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Fee Revenue
Assessed Value
Percent of Assessed Value

Public Safety Pension Assessment
Assessed Value
Assessment Per $100 of Assessed Value

Documentary Transfer Fee Revenue
Initial Sales Revenue
Fee Per $1,000 of Gross Sales Revenue
City Share

Sales Tax Revenue
A. Taxable Sales
Taxable Sales Generated by Commercial Space
Taxable Sales Generated by Employees
Total Taxable Sales
B. City Share of Taxable Sales

ITotal Sales Tax Revenue

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: 9900_9916 SM Fiscal 81 18; Rev Calcs_ZC

I

$17,500

I

$48,000

I

$43,100

I

$87,216,000
$1.10
50%

I Documentary Transfer Fee Revenue
V.

$12,200

$87,216,000
0.020099

Public Safety Pension Assessment
IV.

I

$87,216,000
0.014%

Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Fee Revenue
III.

$151,900

2

$2,520,000
1,793,900
$4,313,900
1.0%
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AUACHMENT II EXHIBIT B TABLE 2 (CONTINUED)
-

-

ANNUAL GENERAL FUND REVENUES
CODE COMPLIANT PROJECT
STABILIZED REVENUE ESTIMATES (2018 $)
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

VI.

Business Tax Revenue
A. Office
Base Tax

$1,464

Total Office Employees

227

Estimated ¾ of Professional Employees
Professional Employees
Estimated Number of Working Hours Per Year
Tax Per Additional Professional Hour

90%
204
2,088
$070385

Business Tax Professional Employees
(Less) Base Tax

$299,806
(1,464)

-

Net Business Tax Professional Employees

$298,342

-

Estimated ¾ of Non-Professional Employees
Non-Professional Employees
Estimated Number of Working Hours Per Year
Tax Per Additional Non-Professional Hour

10%
23
2,088
$0. 14135

Net Tax Per Additional Non-Professional Hour

$6,788

Total Business Tax Revenue Office

$306,594

-

B. Retail
Sf of Building Area
Gross Sales 1Sf of Building Area
Total Gross Sales
Gross Sales Threshold

5,000
$560
$2,800,000
(60,000)

Sales Revenue Subject to Business Tax
Fee Above Sales Threshold

ITotal Business Tax Revenue

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: 9900_9916 SM Fiscal 8 1 18; Rev Calcs_ZC

$2,740,000
$1.25/$1,000 Gross Sales

Rounded

$3,425

$311,500

I
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AUACHMENT II EXHIBIT B TABLE 2 (CONTINUED)
-

-

ANNUAL GENERAL FUND REVENUES
CODE COMPLIANT PROJECT
STABILIZED REVENUE ESTIMATES (2018 $)
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

VII.

Other Revenues
A. Licenses and Permits Revenue
Resident Equivalent Population
Licenses and Permits Revenue Per Resident Equivalent

56
$471

Total Licenses and Permits Revenue
B. Fines and Penalties Revenue
Resident Equivalent Population
Fines and Penalties Revenue Per Resident Equivalent
Total Fines and Penalties Revenue

$26,400

56
$170
$9,500

ITotal Other Revenues

$35,900

I

VIII. Total Annual Revenue

$620,100

I

2

The estimated value of the office space is based on a $5.40/square foot average of office rents published by CoStar in June
2016. The value of the office space is estimated based on a 4.5% capitalization rate. The value of the retail space is based
on a $7.00/square foot weighted average of retail and restaurant rents published by CoStar in June 2018. The value of the
retail space is estimated based on a 4.2% capitalization rate.
See ATTACHMENT II EXHIBIT A.
Based on the City’s fee schedule. The Base Tax covers up to 2,080 hours of employee payroll.
See ATTACHMENT II EXHIBIT B TABLE 1.
Based on the FY 2017/18 City of Beverly Hills Operating Budget and a resident equivalent population of 43,591 persons.
-

-

-

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: 9900_9916 SM Fiscal 8 1 18; Rev Calcs_ZC
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ATTACHMENT II- EXHIBIT C
CITY GENERAL FUND REVENUE PROJECTIONS
CODE COMPLIANT PROJECT
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA
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ATtACHMENT II EXHIBIT C TABLE 1
-

-

1

PROPERTY TAX REVENUE
CODE COMPLIANT PROJECT
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

Office
Year
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041

Years 2019 2031
Years 2019 2041
-

-

1

2

Retail

Total

2

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

$89,317
125,008
141,920
164,517
167,808
171,164
174,587
178,079
181,641
185,273
188,979
192,758
267,982
273,341
278,808
284,384
290,072
295,873
301,791
307,827
313,983
320,263
436,514

$1,629
3,877
4,994
20,111
20,513
20,923
21,342
21,768
22,204
22,648
23,101
23,563
32,758
33,413
34,081
34,763
35,458
36,168
36,891
37,629
38,381
39,149
53,359

Total
$2,468,464
$5,950,613

NPV
$1,599,000
$2,779,000

$90,946
128,885
146,915
184,628
188,321
192,087
195,929
199,847
203,844
207,921
212,080
216,321
300,740
306,754
312,890
319,147
325,530
332,041
338,682
345,455
352,364
359,412
489,873

Based on a 1% property tax rate and a City share of 17.4158367%. The statutory increase of 2% per year is applied until
resale. Turnover rate is set at an average of 10 years. Appreciation is projected at an average rate of 5% per year.
The projection period starts during construction.
Based on a 6% Discount Rate.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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AUACHMENT II EXHIBIT C TABLE 2
-

-

MOTOR VEHICLE IN-LIEU FEE REVENUE
CODE COMPLIANT PROJECT
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

Office
Year
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041

Years 2019-2031
Years 2019-2041

1

2

Retail

Total

2

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

$7,180
10,049
11,409
13,225
13,489
13,759
14,034
14,315
14,601
14,893
15,191
15,495
21,542
21,973
22,412
22,861
23,318
23,784
24,260
24,745
25,240
25,745
35,090

$131
312
401
1,617
1,649
1,682
1,716
1,750
1,785
1,821
1,857
1,894
2,633
2,686
2,740
2,794
2,850
2,907
2,966
3,025
3,085
3,147
4,289

Total
$198,431
$478,350

NPV
$129,000
$223,000

$7,311
10,361
11,810
14,842
15,138
15,441
15,750
16,065
16,386
16,714
17,048
17,389
24,175
24,659
25,152
25,655
26,168
26,692
27,225
27,770
28,325
28,892
39,379

Based on 0.014% of assessed value. The statutory increase of 2% per year is applied until resale. Turnover rate is set at
an average of 10 years. Appreciation is projected at an average rate of 5% per year.
The projection period starts during construction.
Based on a 6% Discount Rate.
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AUACHMENT II EXHIBIT C TABLE 3
-

-

PUBLIC SAFETY PENSION ASSESSMENT
CODE COMPLIANT PROJECT
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

Office
Year
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041

Years 2019 2031
Years 2019-2041
-

2

Retail

Total

2

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

$10,308
14,427
16,379
18,986
19,366
19,753
20,148
20,551
20,962
21,382
21,809
22,246
30,927
31,545
32,176
32,820
33,476
34,146
34,829
35,525
36,236
36,960
50,377

$188
447
576
2,321
2,367
2,415
2,463
2,512
2,562
2,614
2,666
2,719
3,780
3,856
3,933
4,012
4,092
4,174
4,257
4,343
4,429
4,518
6,158

Total
$284,877
$686,739

NPV
$185,000
$321,000

$10,496
14,874
16,955
21,307
21,733
22,168
22,611
23,064
23,525
23,995
24,475
24,965
34,707
35,401
36,109
36,832
37,568
38,320
39,086
39,868
40,665
41,478
56,535

Based on a 0.020099 per $100 of assessed value. The statutory increase of 2% per year is applied until resale. Turnover
rate is set at an average of 10 years. Appreciation is projected at an average rate of 5% per year.
The projection period starts during construction.
Based on a 6% Discount Rate.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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ATTACHMENT II EXHIBIT C TABLE 4
-

-

1

DOCUMENTARY TRANSFER FEE REVENUE
CODE COMPLIANT PROJECT
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

Office
Year
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041

Years2Ol9-2031
Years 2019-2041

1

2

Retail

Total

2

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

84,630

10,345

11,198

137,853

16,851

Total
$94,975
$260,877

NPV
$45,000
$89,000

$0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
94,975
0
0
0
11,198
0
0
0
0
0
154,704

Set at the City’s 50% share of $1.10 per $1,000 in value. Turnover rate is set at an average of 10 years. Appreciation is
projected at an average rate of 5% per year.
The projection period starts during construction.
Based on a 6% Discount Rate.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: 9900_9916 SM Fiscal 8 1 18; CF_ZC

Page 31 of 32
308

ATTACHMENT II

-

EXHIBIT C TABLE 5
-

1
OTHER REVENUE SOURCES
CODE COMPLIANT PROJECT
9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
GENERAL FUND REVENUE ANALYSIS
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA

Sales Tax Revenue
Year
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041

Business Tax

Other Revenues

2

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Years 2019 2031
Total
NPV
Years 2019 2041
Total
NPV

$47,574
48,764
49,983
51,232
52,513
53,826
55,172
56,551
57,965
59,414
60,899
62,422
63,982
65,582
67,221
68,902
70,624
72,390
74,200
76,055

$343,838
352,434
361,244
370,276
379,533
389,021
398,746
408,715
418,933
429,406
440,141
451,145
462,424
473,984
485,834
497,980
510,429
523,190
536,269
549,676

$39,627
40,618
41,633
42,674
43,741
44,834
45,955
47,104
48,282
49,489
50,726
51,994
53,294
54,626
55,992
57,392
58,826
60,297
61,804
63,350

$532,993
$325,000

$3,852,145
$2,352,000

$443,955
$271,000

$1,215,270
$558,000

$8,783,217
$4,034,000

$1,012,255
$465,000

-

-

See ATTACHMENT II EXHIBIT B TABLE 2 for base year estimates in 2018 dollars. The base year estimates are escalated
at 2.5% per year for four years to reach the projected revenues in 2022. Annual inflation at 2.5% thereafter is applied in
the projections.
The projection period starts in the first year of operation. The cash flow is discounted back to 2019 for NPV purposes.
Based on a 6% Discount Rate.
-

2

-
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Attachment 19
(Plans, dated 9/4/2018, approved by
Planning Commission)

9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
BEVERLY HILLS
OWNER:
9908 SANTA MONICA BLVD., LLC
11777 SAN VICENTE BLVD.
SUITE 550
LOS ANGELES, CA 90049
TEL: 310.556.2300

SHEET INDEX:
A-000.00
A-001.00
A-002.00
A-003.00
A-004.00
A-005.00
A-006.00
A-007.00

COVER PAGE & GENERAL INFORMATION
ALTA / ACSM LAND TITLE SURVEY
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP
PLOT PLAN
SITE PLAN
PROPOSED OUTDOOR LIVING SPACE
PROPOSED FLOOR AREAS
AREAS OF MODULATION

A-080.00
A-090.00
A-100.00
A-110.00
A-120.00
A-130.00
A-140.00
A-150.00

PARKING LEVEL -3 PLAN
PARKING LEVEL -2 PLAN
PARKING LEVEL -1 PLAN
1ST FLOOR PLAN
2ND FLOOR PLAN
3RD FLOOR PLAN
4TH FLOOR PLAN
ROOF DECK PLAN

A-200.00
A-201.00
A-202.00
A-203.00

NORTH ELEVATION
SOUTH ELEVATION
EAST ELEVATION
WEST ELEVATION

A-300.00

BUILDING SECTION

DRAWING LEGEND:
ACCESSIBLE PARKING SPACE
PAVED AREA
60" DIA. WHEELCHAIR TURNING RADIUS
APARTMENT ENTRY
TRASH CHUTE

LOCATION MAP:
PROJECT SITE
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9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90212
THOMAS JUUL-HANSEN LLC - DESIGNER
15 MAIDEN LANE, FLOOR 19
NEW YORK NY 10038
TEL: 212.929.7109
STEINBERG HART - EXECUTIVE ARCHITECT
523 WEST 6TH STREET, SUITE 245
LOS ANGELES, CA 90014
TEL: 213.599.4300

A-000.00 COVER PAGE AND GENERAL INFORMATION
SCALE: NTS
9/4/2018
9908 SANTA MONICA BLVD., LLC
11777 SAN VICENTE BLVD., SUITE 550
LOS ANGELES, CA 90049
TEL: 310.556.2300

9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90212
THOMAS JUUL-HANSEN LLC - DESIGNER
15 MAIDEN LANE, FLOOR 19
NEW YORK NY 10038
TEL: 212.929.7109
STEINBERG HART - EXECUTIVE ARCHITECT
523 WEST 6TH STREET, SUITE 245
LOS ANGELES, CA 90014
TEL: 213.599.4300

A-001.00 SITE SURVEY
SCALE: AS NOTED
9/4/2018
9908 SANTA MONICA BLVD., LLC
11777 SAN VICENTE BLVD., SUITE 550
LOS ANGELES, CA 90049
TEL: 310.556.2300

9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90212
THOMAS JUUL-HANSEN LLC - DESIGNER
15 MAIDEN LANE, FLOOR 19
NEW YORK NY 10038
TEL: 212.929.7109
STEINBERG HART - EXECUTIVE ARCHITECT
523 WEST 6TH STREET, SUITE 245
LOS ANGELES, CA 90014
TEL: 213.599.4300

A-002.00 TENTATIVE TRACT MAP
SCALE: 1" = 40' (SCALED DOWN TO FIT SHEET SIZE)
9/4/2018
9908 SANTA MONICA BLVD., LLC
11777 SAN VICENTE BLVD., SUITE 550
LOS ANGELES, CA 90049
TEL: 310.556.2300

9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90212
THOMAS JUUL-HANSEN LLC - DESIGNER
15 MAIDEN LANE, FLOOR 19
NEW YORK NY 10038
TEL: 212.929.7109
STEINBERG HART - EXECUTIVE ARCHITECT
523 WEST 6TH STREET, SUITE 245
LOS ANGELES, CA 90014
TEL: 213.599.4300

A-003.00 PLOT PLAN
SCALE: AS NOTED
9/4/2018
9908 SANTA MONICA BLVD., LLC
11777 SAN VICENTE BLVD., SUITE 550
LOS ANGELES, CA 90049
TEL: 310.556.2300

DRAWING LEGEND:
1 STORY BUILDING
SUBJECT PROPERTY LINE

4 STORY BUILDING
MECH. BULKHEAD BUILDING

NEW STREET TREES, EXACT LOCATION TO BE IN
ACCORDANCE TO THE CITY'S MASTER PLAN

LANDSCAPED AREA

EXISTING STREET TREES, TO BE REPLACED IN
ACCORDANCE TO THE CITY'S MASTER PLAN

METAL AWNING

300'-0"
RETAIL PARKING
RAMP

300.00'

N50°29'34"E

26'-9"

42'-0"

10'-6"

39'-11"

10'-6"

63'-6"

10'-6"

39'-11"

10'-6"

3'-0"

43'-0"

42'-0"

269'-3"
63'-6"

60'-11"

60'-11"

120.00'

120.01'

3'-0"

1 STORY BUILDING

42'-0"

4 STORY BUILDING

25'-5"

115'-9"

107'-7"

41'-0"

52'-7"

52'-1"

CHARLEVILLE BLVD

120'-0"

MAIN BULKHEAD
AND AMENITY ROOF

RESIDENTIAL
DRIVEWAY

46'-11"

ELEV.
BULKHEAD
ROOF

46'-11"

ELEV.
BULKHEAD
ROOF

108'-6"

106'-6"

EXISTING
2 STORY BUILDING

5'-0"

PROP. LINE AFTER DEDICATION

N50°29'34"E

LOADING DOCK
ENTRY

LOADING DOCK
EXIT

300.00'

17'-6"

PROP. LINE BEFORE DEDICATION

N39°30'26"W

N39°30'26"W

12'-6"

18'-0"

5'-8"
RESIDENTIAL
EXIT

EXISTING
2 STORY BUILDING

SERVICE ALLEY - ONE WAY

EXISTING
2 STORY BUILDING

EXISTING
2 STORY BUILDING

EXISTING
1 STORY BUILDING

EXISTING
3 STORY BUILDING

9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90212
THOMAS JUUL-HANSEN LLC - DESIGNER
15 MAIDEN LANE, FLOOR 19
NEW YORK NY 10038
TEL: 212.929.7109
STEINBERG HART - EXECUTIVE ARCHITECT
523 WEST 6TH STREET, SUITE 245
LOS ANGELES, CA 90014
TEL: 213.599.4300

A-004.00 SITE PLAN
SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"
9/4/2018
9908 SANTA MONICA BLVD., LLC
11777 SAN VICENTE BLVD., SUITE 550
LOS ANGELES, CA 90049
TEL: 310.556.2300

OUTDOOR LIVING SPACE BY LEVEL IN SF
TOTAL REQUIRED OUTDOOR LIVING SPACE: 200SF x 27 UNITS = 5,400 SF
FLOOR

PUBLIC

PRIVATE

TOTAL

1

0

0

0

2

0

7,723

7,723

3

0

1,202

1,202

4

0

1,483

1,483

ROOF

11,244

0

11,244
21,652

TOTAL COMPLIANT OUTDOOR LIVING SPACE IN SF

TERRACE
819 SF

TERRACE
1,050 SF

TERRACE
852 SF

TERRACE
158 SF

TERRACE
135 SF

TERRACE
207 SF

TERRACE
126 SF

TERRACE
135 SF
TERRACE
129 SF

TERRACE
3,030 SF

TERRACE
362 SF

TERRACE
545 SF

TERRACE
545 SF

TERRACE
235 SF

TERRACE
362 SF

TERRACE
235 SF

FIRST FLOOR

SECOND FLOOR

THIRD FLOOR

PUBLIC OUTDOOR LIVING SPACE: 0 SF
PRIVATE OUTDOOR LIVING SPACE: 0 SF
SEE DWG A-110.00 FOR DIMENSIONS

PUBLIC OUTDOOR LIVING SPACE: 0 SF
PRIVATE OUTDOOR LIVING SPACE: 7,723 SF
SEE DWG A-120.00 FOR DIMENSIONS

PUBLIC OUTDOOR LIVING SPACE: 0 SF
PRIVATE OUTDOOR LIVING SPACE: 1,202 SF
SEE DWG A-130.00 FOR DIMENSIONS

TERRACE
390 SF

TERRACE
417 SF

TERRACE
390 SF

AMENITY
GARDEN
5,944 SF

POOL DECK
3,623 SF
POOL
1,875 SF

TERRACE
143 SF

TERRACE
143 SF

FOURTH FLOOR

ROOF

PUBLIC OUTDOOR LIVING SPACE: 0 SF
PRIVATE OUTDOOR LIVING SPACE: 1,483 SF
SEE DWG A-140.00 FOR DIMENSIONS

PUBLIC OUTDOOR LIVING SPACE: 11,244 SF
PRIVATE OUTDOOR LIVING SPACE: 0 SF
SEE DWG A-150.00 FOR DIMENSIONS

9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90212
THOMAS JUUL-HANSEN LLC - DESIGNER
15 MAIDEN LANE, FLOOR 19
NEW YORK NY 10038
TEL: 212.929.7109
STEINBERG HART - EXECUTIVE ARCHITECT
523 WEST 6TH STREET, SUITE 245
LOS ANGELES, CA 90014
TEL: 213.599.4300

A-005.00 PROPOSED OUTDOOR LIVING SPACE
SCALE: NTS
9/4/2018
9908 SANTA MONICA BLVD., LLC
11777 SAN VICENTE BLVD., SUITE 550
LOS ANGELES, CA 90049
TEL: 310.556.2300

FLOOR AREA IN SF
PARKING -3

0

PARKING -2

0

PARKING -1

0

FLOOR 1

22,342

FLOOR 2

22,253

FLOOR 3

21,763

FLOOR 4

21,034

FLOOR 5

2,613

TOTAL FAR

90,005

THE FOLLOWING SPACES ARE NOT INCLUDED IN FAR CALCULATIONS:
EXTERIOR WALL THICKNESS
MECHANICAL SPACES AND SHAFTS
ELEVATOR AND STAIR SHAFTS
ELEVATOR LOBBIES (UP TO 100SF PER ELEVATOR)
BELOW GRADE SPACES DEDICATED TO PARKING AND ACCESS THERETO

PARKING -3: 0 SF

PARKING -2: 0 SF

PARKING -1: 0 SF

SEE DWG A-080.00 FOR DIMENSIONS

SEE DWG A-090.00 FOR DIMENSIONS

SEE DWG A-100.00 FOR DIMENSIONS

FIRST FLOOR: 22,475 SF

SECOND FLOOR: 22,253 SF

THIRD FLOOR: 21,763 SF

SEE DWG A-110.00 FOR DIMENSIONS

SEE DWG A-120.00 FOR DIMENSIONS

SEE DWG A-130.00 FOR DIMENSIONS

FOURTH FLOOR: 21,034 SF

ROOF: 2,613 SF

SEE DWG A-140.00 FOR DIMENSIONS

SEE DWG A-150.00 FOR DIMENSIONS

9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90212
THOMAS JUUL-HANSEN LLC - DESIGNER
15 MAIDEN LANE, FLOOR 19
NEW YORK NY 10038
TEL: 212.929.7109
STEINBERG HART - EXECUTIVE ARCHITECT
523 WEST 6TH STREET, SUITE 245
LOS ANGELES, CA 90014
TEL: 213.599.4300

A-006.00 PROPOSED FLOOR AREA
SCALE: NTS
9/4/2018
9908 SANTA MONICA BLVD., LLC
11777 SAN VICENTE BLVD., SUITE 550
LOS ANGELES, CA 90049
TEL: 310.556.2300

AREA OF MODULATION IN SF
PARKING -3

0

PARKING -2

0

PARKING -1

0

FLOOR 1

117

FLOOR 2

4,413

FLOOR 3

4,413

FLOOR 4

4,413

TOTAL FAR

13,356

FIRST FLOOR: 117 SF

SECOND FLOOR: 4,413 SF

THIRD FLOOR: 4,413 SF

SEE DWG A-110.00 FOR DIMENSIONS

SEE DWG A-120.00 FOR DIMENSIONS

SEE DWG A-130.00 FOR DIMENSIONS

FOURTH FLOOR: 4,413 SF
SEE DWG A-140.00 FOR DIMENSIONS

9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90212
THOMAS JUUL-HANSEN LLC - DESIGNER
15 MAIDEN LANE, FLOOR 19
NEW YORK NY 10038
TEL: 212.929.7109
STEINBERG HART - EXECUTIVE ARCHITECT
523 WEST 6TH STREET, SUITE 245
LOS ANGELES, CA 90014
TEL: 213.599.4300

A-007.00 BUILDING MODULATION
SCALE: NTS
9/4/2018
9908 SANTA MONICA BLVD., LLC
11777 SAN VICENTE BLVD., SUITE 550
LOS ANGELES, CA 90049
TEL: 310.556.2300

300'-0"
2'-0"

RETAIL
ELEV.
LOBBY
DN

UP

UP

9'-0"

9'-0"

9'-0"

EVCS

19'-0"

32'-9"

120'-0"

28'-3"

26'-11"

STANDARD STALLS 60
EVCS STALLS 5
ADA EVCS STALL 1
ADA VAN EVCS STALL 1
TOTAL:67

26'-11"

DN

MECH

EVCS
VAN

EVCS

EVCS

EVCS

26'-0"
EVCS
MECH

27'-0"

26'-0"

SLOPE = 1:6

2'-6"

26'-0"

19'-0"

19'-6"

SLOPE = 1:6

EVCS

UP
TO PARKING
LEVEL 2

PROPERTY LINE AFTER DEDICATION
PROPERTY LINE BEFORE DEDICATION

OVERALL AREA :

33,369 SF

PARKING SPOT AND ACCESS THERETO EXEMPTION:
BELOW GRADE VOID SPACES EXEMPTION:
ELEVATOR / STAIR SHAFT EXEMPTION:
ELEVATOR LOBBY EXEMPTION:

32,223 SF
709 SF
337 SF
100 SF

TOTAL FLOOR AREA:

0 SF

9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90212
THOMAS JUUL-HANSEN LLC - DESIGNER
15 MAIDEN LANE, FLOOR 19
NEW YORK NY 10038
TEL: 212.929.7109
STEINBERG HART - EXECUTIVE ARCHITECT
523 WEST 6TH STREET, SUITE 245
LOS ANGELES, CA 90014
TEL: 213.599.4300

(SHALL NOT EXCEED 2,000 SF OR 5% OF ENTIRE BUILDING AREA PER PARKING FLOOR)
(UP TO 100SF PER ELEVATOR)

A-080.00 PARKING FLOOR -3
SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"
9/4/2018
9908 SANTA MONICA BLVD., LLC
11777 SAN VICENTE BLVD., SUITE 550
LOS ANGELES, CA 90049
TEL: 310.556.2300

300'-0"
2'-0"

RETAIL
ELEV.
LOBBY
DN

UP

9'-0"

STANDARD STALLS 49
COMPACT STALLS 2
ADA STALLS 4
ADA VAN STALL 1
TOTAL:56

DOWN
TO PARKING
LEVEL 3

9'-0"

7'-8"

17'-1"

SLOPE = 1:6

120'-0"

26'-11"

26'-0"

9'-0"

26'-0"

C

ELEV.
PIT

19'-0"

DN

MECH

UP

VAN

ELEV.
PIT

PARKING RAMP

19'-0"

SLOPE = 1:6

26'-0"

C

28'-6"

26'-0"

SLOPE = 1:6

MECH.

UP
TO STREET

2'-6"

47'-0"

PROPERTY LINE AFTER DEDICATION
PROPERTY LINE BEFORE DEDICATION

OVERALL AREA:

33,369 SF

PARKING SPOT AND ACCESS THERETO EXEMPTION:
BELOW GRADE VOID SPACES EXEMPTION:
ELEVATOR / STAIR SHAFT EXEMPTION:
ELEVATOR LOBBY EXEMPTION:

31,545 SF
1,255 SF
469 SF
100 SF

TOTAL FLOOR AREA:

0 SF

9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90212
THOMAS JUUL-HANSEN LLC - DESIGNER
15 MAIDEN LANE, FLOOR 19
NEW YORK NY 10038
TEL: 212.929.7109
STEINBERG HART - EXECUTIVE ARCHITECT
523 WEST 6TH STREET, SUITE 245
LOS ANGELES, CA 90014
TEL: 213.599.4300

(SHALL NOT EXCEED 2,000 SF OR 5% OF ENTIRE BUILDING AREA PER PARKING FLOOR)
(UP TO 100SF PER ELEVATOR)

A-090.00 PARKING FLOOR -2
SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"
9/4/2018
9908 SANTA MONICA BLVD., LLC
11777 SAN VICENTE BLVD., SUITE 550
LOS ANGELES, CA 90049
TEL: 310.556.2300

300'-0"

MECH

EVCS
VAN

DN

DN

MECH

UP

UP

18'-0"

2'-0"

26'-0"

26'-11"
9'-0"

19'-0"

SLOPE = 1:6

MECH

EVCS

T

T

T

T

EVCS

VAN

ELEV.
PIT

29'-0"

SLOPE = 1:6

T

T

T

T

T

T
26'-0"

MECH

10'-0"

27'-0"

26'-0"

9'-0"

38'-0"

RESI.
ELEV.
LOBBY

UP
TO STREET

26'-0"

120'-0"

71'-6"

9'-0"

UP

PARKING RAMP

DN

26'-11"

STANDARD STALLS 28
EVCS STALLS 2
EVCS VAN STALL 1
TANDEM STALLS 20
ADA STALL 1
ADA VAN STALL 1
TOTAL:53

SLOPE = 1:6

2'-6"

72'-0"

PROPERTY LINE AFTER DEDICATION
PROPERTY LINE BEFORE DEDICATION

OVERALL AREA:

29,096 SF

PARKING SPOT AND ACCESS THERETO EXEMPTION:
BELOW GRADE VOID SPACES EXEMPTION:
ELEVATOR / STAIR SHAFT EXEMPTION:
ELEVATOR LOBBY EXEMPTION:

27,559 SF
651 SF
686 SF
200 SF

TOTAL FLOOR AREA:

0 SF

9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90212
THOMAS JUUL-HANSEN LLC - DESIGNER
15 MAIDEN LANE, FLOOR 19
NEW YORK NY 10038
TEL: 212.929.7109
STEINBERG HART - EXECUTIVE ARCHITECT
523 WEST 6TH STREET, SUITE 245
LOS ANGELES, CA 90014
TEL: 213.599.4300

(SHALL NOT EXCEED 2,000 SF OR 5% OF ENTIRE BUILDING AREA PER PARKING FLOOR)
(UP TO 100SF PER ELEVATOR)

A-100.00 PARKING FLOOR -1
SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"
9/4/2018
9908 SANTA MONICA BLVD., LLC
11777 SAN VICENTE BLVD., SUITE 550
LOS ANGELES, CA 90049
TEL: 310.556.2300

SANTA MONICA BLVD

300'-0"
30'-0"

3'-0"

267'-0"

SLOPE = 1:8

RETAIL
ELEVATOR
LOBBY

DN

DN

UP

26'-0"

UP

18'-0"

3'-0"

3'-0"

SHORT TERM BIKE

44'-7"

RESTAURANT FRONT OF HOUSE
1,919 SF

RETAIL
7,113 SF

RETAIL
PARKING RAMP

UP

SLOPE = 1:6

DN

RETAIL SERVICE CORRIDOR
1,511 SF

RESIDENTIAL EGRESS
254 SF

RESIDENTIAL EGRESS
203 SF

UP

AMENITY
3,527 SF

RESIDENTIAL LOBBY
5,046 SF

RESIDENTIAL
ELEVATOR
LOBBY

UP

RECEIVING /
COMMERCIAL STORAGE
516 SF

5'-0"

8'-0"

41'-11"

ADA
DROP-OFF

20'-0"

RESTAURANT BACK OF HOUSE
1,772 SF

CHARLEVILLE BLVD

120'-0"

108'-6"

UP

E.L. +0'-0"

14'-0"

DN

MOVE IN
276 SF
RESIDENTIAL
PORTE COCHERE

2'-6" 6'-0"

30'-0"

RESIDENTIAL
PARKING RAMP

SLOPE = 1:6

27'-0"

PROPERTY LINE AFTER DEDICATION

LOADING DOCK

TRASH
ROOM
166 SF

26'-0"

LONG
TERM
BIKE
205 SF

13'-6"

BUILDING MECH
514 SF

50'-0"

PROPERTY LINE BEFORE DEDICATION

8FT PARTIAL HEIGHT
PRIVACY WALL

OVERALL AREA:

24,437 SF

BUILDING MECHANICAL SPACES EXEMPTION:
ELEVATOR / STAIR SHAFT EXEMPTION:
ELEVATOR LOBBY EXEMPTION:

685 SF
1,040 SF
370 SF

TOTAL FLOOR AREA:

22,342 SF

RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA:
COMMERCIAL RETAIL FLOOR AREA:
COMMERCIAL RETAIL SUPPORT FLOOR AREA:
RESTAURANT FOH FLOOR AREA:
RESTAURANT BOH FLOOR AREA:

9,306 SF
7,113 SF
2,232 SF
1,919 SF
1,772 SF

9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90212
THOMAS JUUL-HANSEN LLC - DESIGNER
15 MAIDEN LANE, FLOOR 19
NEW YORK NY 10038
TEL: 212.929.7109
STEINBERG HART - EXECUTIVE ARCHITECT
523 WEST 6TH STREET, SUITE 245
LOS ANGELES, CA 90014
TEL: 213.599.4300

SERVICE ALLEY

8FT PARTIAL HEIGHT
PRIVACY WALL

(UP TO 100SF PER ELEVATOR)

A-110.00 1ST FLOOR PLAN
SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"
9/4/2018
9908 SANTA MONICA BLVD., LLC
11777 SAN VICENTE BLVD., SUITE 550
LOS ANGELES, CA 90049
TEL: 310.556.2300

269'-3"
42'-0"

60'-11"

63'-6"

60'-11"

4'-0"

42'-0"

LIVING

DINING

DINING

BEDROOM
1

LIVING

DINING

16'-6"

2J TERRACE
1,050 SF

2A TERRACE
819 SF

2B TERRACE
852 SF

BEDROOM
1

LIVING

BEDROOM
2

MASTER
SUITE

BEDROOM
1

DINING

KITCHEN

KITCHEN

DN

1,892 SF

2,627 SF

1,613 SF
KITCHEN

UP

4BR
4.5BA

2C 4.5BA

E.L. +14'-0"

BUILDING STORAGE
BEDROOM
2

4,044 SF

KITCHEN

KITCHEN

2D

2G 2BR
2.5BA

2BR
2.5BA

2F

1BR
1.5BA

2E

BEDROOM
2

1BR
1.5BA

1,179 SF

1,124 SF
KITCHEN

KITCHEN
MASTER
SUITE

MASTER
SUITE

DINING
DINING

MEDIA
ROOM

UP

MASTER
SUITE

MASTER
SUITE

MEDIA
ROOM

DN

TRASH
ROOM

BEDROOM
1
DINING

BEDROOM
3

BEDROOM
1
LIVING

LIVING

DINING

LIVING
2G TERRACE
362 SF

2F TERRACE
545 SF

13'-0"

MASTER
SUITE

MASTER
SUITE

2D TERRACE
362 SF

2E TERRACE
545 SF

LIVING

7'-0" 2'-6"

2'-6" 7'-0"

BUILDING STORAGE

1,705 SF

1,705 SF

BEDROOM
3

BEDROOM
1

4BR

4,044 SF

106'-6"

106'-6"

2B

BUILDING
STORAGE

UP

2H TERRACE
3,030 SF

2BR
2.5BA

2A 3BR
3.5BA

DN

2BR
2.5BA

KITCHEN

2H

DINING

LIVING

MASTER
SUITE

KITCHEN

BEDROOM
1

2C TERRACE
158 SF

LIVING

MASTER
SUITE

2J

10'-11"

9'-6"

16'-6"

10'-11"

4'-0"

4'-0"

26'-9"

PROPERTY LINE AFTER DEDICATION
PROPERTY LINE BEFORE DEDICATION

26'-9"

62'-0"

67'-8"

10'-0"

67'-8"

62'-0"
4'-0"

OVERALL AREA:

23,166 SF

ELEVATOR / STAIR SHAFT EXEMPTION:
ELEVATOR LOBBY EXEMPTION:

624 SF
289 SF

TOTAL FLOOR AREA:

22,253 SF

9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90212
THOMAS JUUL-HANSEN LLC - DESIGNER
15 MAIDEN LANE, FLOOR 19
NEW YORK NY 10038
TEL: 212.929.7109
STEINBERG HART - EXECUTIVE ARCHITECT
523 WEST 6TH STREET, SUITE 245
LOS ANGELES, CA 90014
TEL: 213.599.4300

(UP TO 100SF PER ELEVATOR)

A-120.00 2ND FLOOR PLAN
SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"
9/4/2018
9908 SANTA MONICA BLVD., LLC
11777 SAN VICENTE BLVD., SUITE 550
LOS ANGELES, CA 90049
TEL: 310.556.2300

269'-3"
61'-3"

63'-6"

13'-0"
7'-0"

3J
TERRACE
126 SF
BEDROOM
1

DINING
BEDROOM
1

DINING

LIVING

LIVING

BEDROOM
2

3B
TERRACE
129 SF
DINING

LIVING

MASTER
SUITE
DINING

LIVING

MASTER
SUITE

MASTER
SUITE

BEDROOM
1

KITCHEN

KITCHEN
2BR
2.5BA

DN

1,755 SF

3A

3BR
3.5BA

3B

2,522 SF

KITCHEN

2BR
2.5BA
DN

3J

1,476 SF
KITCHEN

KITCHEN

4BR
4.5BA

E.L. +25'-0"

4,044 SF

KITCHEN
BEDROOM
2

4,044 SF

KITCHEN

KITCHEN

3G 2BR
2.5BA

3D

1,639 SF
1BR
1.5BA

3E

1,124 SF
MASTER
SUITE
BEDROOM
3

KITCHEN

2BR
2.5BA

BEDROOM
2

1,639 SF

3F

MEDIA
ROOM

BEDROOM
1

3C 4BR
4.5BA

1BR
1.5BA

1,179 SF

MASTER
SUITE

DINING

106'-6"

3H

UP

UP

BEDROOM
1

106'-6"

3C
TERRACE
135 SF

3A
TERRACE
207 SF

6'-0"

6'-0"

LIVING

9'-8"

20'-0"

9'-8"

DINING

4'-0"

42'-0"

4'-0"

3H
TERRACE
135 SF

60'-11"

20'-0"

41'-8"

4'-0"

26'-9"

MASTER
SUITE

DINING

DINING
UP

MEDIA
ROOM

DN

BEDROOM
3

BEDROOM
1

TRASH
ROOM

BEDROOM
1

DINING

MASTER
SUITE

LIVING
LIVING

12'-6"

LIVING

3G
TERRACE
235 SF

MASTER
SUITE
3D
TERRACE
235 SF

7'-0" 2'-6"

2'-6" 7'-0"

22'-0"

12'-6"

MASTER
SUITE

LIVING

PROPERTY LINE AFTER DEDICATION
PROPERTY LINE BEFORE DEDICATION

62'-0"

67'-8"

OVERALL AREA:

22,676 SF

ELEVATOR / STAIR SHAFT EXEMPTION:
ELEVATOR LOBBY EXEMPTION:

624 SF
289 SF

TOTAL FLOOR AREA:

21,763 SF

9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90212
THOMAS JUUL-HANSEN LLC - DESIGNER
15 MAIDEN LANE, FLOOR 19
NEW YORK NY 10038
TEL: 212.929.7109
STEINBERG HART - EXECUTIVE ARCHITECT
523 WEST 6TH STREET, SUITE 245
LOS ANGELES, CA 90014
TEL: 213.599.4300

10'-0"

67'-7"

62'-0"

(UP TO 100SF PER ELEVATOR)

A-130.00 3RD FLOOR PLAN
SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"
9/4/2018
9908 SANTA MONICA BLVD., LLC
11777 SAN VICENTE BLVD., SUITE 550
LOS ANGELES, CA 90049
TEL: 310.556.2300

269'-3"
63'-6"

60'-11"

13'-0"

20'-0"

7'-0"

9'-8"

4'-0"

4G
TERRACE
390 SF

4'-0"

42'-0"

9'-8"

60'-11"

20'-0"

42'-0"

4'-0"

26'-9"

4B
TERRACE
390 SF

4A
TERRACE
417 SF

DINING

DINING

KITCHEN

BEDROOM
1

BEDROOM
2

BEDROOM
3

DINING

LIVING

BEDROOM
1

BEDROOM
2

BEDROOM
3

KITCHEN

BEDROOM
1

BEDROOM
2

LIVING

LIVING
MASTER
SUITE

4BR
4.5BA

4A

3BR
3.5BA

4B

DN

2,920 SF

3,443 SF

4BR
4.5BA
DN

4G

3,443 SF

KITCHEN
UP

UP

106'-6"

106'-6"

MASTER
SUITE

MASTER
SUITE

E.L. +36'-0"

4F

KITCHEN

KITCHEN

4BR
4.5BA

4C

3,572 SF

4BR
4.5BA

3,572 SF

4E

MASTER
SUITE

1BR
1.5BA

4D

1,124 SF

MASTER
SUITE
BEDROOM
2

1BR
1.5BA

MASTER
SUITE

1,179 SF

MASTER
SUITE

DINING

DINING

BEDROOM
3

UP

BEDROOM
3

DN

BEDROOM
2

TRASH
ROOM
LIVING

LIVING

LIVING

LIVING

9'-1"

9'-1"
KITCHEN

BEDROOM
1

BEDROOM
1

KITCHEN
DINING

DINING

4C
TERRACE
143 SF

7'-0" 2'-6"

2'-6" 7'-0"

22'-0"

4F
TERRACE
143 SF

PROPERTY LINE AFTER DEDICATION
PROPERTY LINE BEFORE DEDICATION

26'-9"

62'-0"

67'-8"

OVERALL AREA:

21,947 SF

ELEVATOR / STAIR SHAFT EXEMPTION:
ELEVATOR LOBBY EXEMPTION:

624 SF
289 SF

TOTAL FLOOR AREA:

21,034 SF

9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90212
THOMAS JUUL-HANSEN LLC - DESIGNER
15 MAIDEN LANE, FLOOR 19
NEW YORK NY 10038
TEL: 212.929.7109
STEINBERG HART - EXECUTIVE ARCHITECT
523 WEST 6TH STREET, SUITE 245
LOS ANGELES, CA 90014
TEL: 213.599.4300

10'-0"

67'-7"

62'-0"

4'-0"

(UP TO 100SF PER ELEVATOR)

A-140.00 4TH FLOOR PLAN
SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"
9/4/2018
9908 SANTA MONICA BLVD., LLC
11777 SAN VICENTE BLVD., SUITE 550
LOS ANGELES, CA 90049
TEL: 310.556.2300

26'-9"

42'-0"

185'-3"

4'-0"

42'-0"

4'-0"

10'-0"

3'-0"

9'-0"

11'-5"
AMENITY GARDEN
5,944 SF

UP

UP

UP

ADA RAMP

9'-0"

4'-0"

17'-5"

29'-11"

E.L. +47'-0"

UP

UP

17'-7"

DN

DN

E.L. +47'-0"

35'-9"

75'-0"
25'-0"

52'-7"

5'-0"

97'-6"

INTERIOR AMENITY / FITNESS ROOM
1,820 SF

E.L. +52'-0"

5'-0"

36'-0"

E.L. +47'-0"

72'-4"

POOL DECK
3,623 SF

5'-0"

STORAGE

POOL
1,875 SF

UP

MECH.
1,394 SF

DN

19'-0"

17'-6"
2'-6"

7'-0" 2'-6"

PROPERTY LINE AFTER DEDICATION
PROPERTY LINE BEFORE DEDICATION

OVERALL AREA:

4,800 SF

BUILDING MECHANICAL SPACES EXEMPTION:
ELEVATOR / STAIR SHAFT EXEMPTION:
ELEVATOR LOBBY EXEMPTION:

1,399 SF
488 SF
300 SF

TOTAL FLOOR AREA:

2,613 SF

9900-9916 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90212
THOMAS JUUL-HANSEN LLC - DESIGNER
15 MAIDEN LANE, FLOOR 19
NEW YORK NY 10038
TEL: 212.929.7109
STEINBERG HART - EXECUTIVE ARCHITECT
523 WEST 6TH STREET, SUITE 245
LOS ANGELES, CA 90014
TEL: 213.599.4300

LANDSCAPING

6'-6"

5'-0" 5'-0"

TRASH
ROOM

(UP TO 100SF PER ELEVATOR)

A-150.00 ROOF DECK PLAN
SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"
9/4/2018
9908 SANTA MONICA BLVD., LLC
11777 SAN VICENTE BLVD., SUITE 550
LOS ANGELES, CA 90049
TEL: 310.556.2300

+83'-11"
(E.L. +62'-0")

T.O. ELEVATOR
BULKHEADS
STONE CLADDING
AT BULKHEADS &
ROOF AMENITY

+78'-11"
(E.L. +57'-0")

T.O. STAIR
BULKHEADS,
INT.AMENITY,
MECH ROOM

GLASS
GUARDRAIL

+73'-11"

METAL
GUARDRAIL, TYP.
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