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Executive Summary

Executive Summary

This document is a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) analyzing the environmental
effects of the proposed One Beverly Hills Overlay Specific Plan (proposed project). This section
summarizes the characteristics of the proposed project, alternatives to the proposed project, and
the environmental impacts and mitigation measures associated with the proposed project.

Project Synopsis

Project Applicant

BH Luxury Residences, LLC
1800 Century Park East, Suite 500
Los Angeles, California 90067

Oasis West Realty, LLC
1800 Century Park East, Suite 500
Los Angeles, California 90067

Lead Agency Contact Person

Masa Alkire, AICP, Principal Planner

City of Beverly Hills, Community Development Department
455 North Rexford Drive, First Floor

Beverly Hills, California 90210

malkire@beverlyhills.org

(310) 285-1135

Project Location

The 17.4-acre project site contains the parcels located at 9850, 9876, 9900, and 9988 Wilshire
Boulevard, west of the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard at the
western edge of the City of Beverly Hills. The site is comprised of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs):
4327-028-002 through -016. The site is regionally accessible from the San Diego Freeway
(Interstate 405, or I-405) and the Santa Monica Freeway (Interstate 10, or I-10), and locally
accessible from North Santa Monica Boulevard (State Route 2) and Wilshire Boulevard. 1-405 is
located approximately 2.3 miles southwest of the project site and I-10 is located approximately

2.3 miles south of the project site.

Approximately 54 percent of the project site is developed with existing structures and impervious
surfaces, while 46 percent of the project site is graded and undeveloped. The project site currently
contains existing hotels with related facilities (Beverly Hilton and Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills) at
9850-9876 Wilshire Boulevard (herein referred to as the “Beverly Hilton site™), an existing gas
station with convenience store (although not currently in operation) at 9988 Wilshire Boulevard
(“gas station site”), and a vacant, partially excavated property at 9900 Wilshire Boulevard (“9900
Wilshire Boulevard site™). Merv Griffin Way, a four-lane, north-south, private access road that is,
and historically has been, open to public use, traverses the project site.
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Table ES-1

Project Characteristics

Executive Summary

On the 9900 Wilshire Boulevard Site

Lot Area (sf)
Total Building Floor Area (sf)

Building Heights?

Residences (units [sf])
Hotels (rooms [sf])

Shared Hotel/Residential
Amenities? (sf)

Accessory Spaces

(units [sf])

Retail (sf)

Total Project Parking Spaces

Total Project Private Open
Space (sf)?

Total Project Public Open
Space (sf)®

Total Project Combined Open

Space area (sf)

On the Beverly Hilton Site
389,597

Beverly Hilton Hotel (E): 350,789

Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills
Hotel (E): 207,026

Conference Center (N): 37,562
Beverly Hilton Enhancement (N): 72,697

Beverly Hilton Hotel (E): 79’-1"3
Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills

Hotel (E): 124'-0"3

Conference Center (N): 31’-0™

Beverly Hilton Enhancement (N): 19'-6"2
0[0]

558 [632,838]

0

0[0]

35,236

and Gas Station Site
369368,467

Santa Monica Residences (N): 499,806
Garden Residences (N): 424,266
Wilshire Building (N): 213,966
Promenade and Park Pavilion (N):
127,3241

Santa Monica Residences (N): 410’-0"2
Garden Residences (N): 369’-0"2
Wilshire Building (N): 124’-03

Park Pavilion (N): 20’- 13
Promenade* (N): 5’0"

340 [1,024,553]

42 [113,485]

117,232

30 [10,092]

0
2,17956

191,664 (4.4 acres)374;240°7

361,349 (8.3 acres)409;412582

553,013 (12.7 acres)583;652>8

sf= square feet; (E)= existing; (N)= new

! Accessory spaces located in the Promenade are accounted for in the square-footage reported for “Accessory Spaces” and
“Shared Hotel/Residential Amenities” reports square-footage for shared hotel/residential amenities space in the

promenade.

2 Due to natural variation in the elevations across the project site, building heights are measured from a horizontal plane of
reference from which all vertical dimensions are measured (or datum level) so that the reported building heights can be
standardized and comparable to one another.

3Measured from +301 AMSL datum. Note the datum has changed between the Existing Specific Plans and the proposed project
because the Municipal Code requires the height of commercial buildings to be measured from the highest point on the sidewalk
adjacent to the site. Because the gas station site is included in the project site, the datum was adjusted to reflect the highest point on
the sidewalk adjacent to the project site, which is a location adjacent to the gas station site.

4 The Promenade is a shared hotel/residential amenity space that connects the buildings and contains the Park Pavilion

Building

5 Includes the entire project site (Beverly Hilton site, 9900 Wilshire Boulevard site, and gas station site)

5 The project includes 1,865 new parking spaces. In addition, 314 existing parking spaces would remain at the Waldorf

Astoria Beverly Hills Hotel

" Private open space would be reserved for hotel guests and residents

8 Open space includes the gardens and other landscaped areas, water features and pools, publicly accessible
roadways/walking paths, and similar areas. Public open space area is inclusive of the 1146 acres associated with portions of
the project site proposed to be modified and 1.73<4 acres of unmodified open space areas associated with the existing
Beverly Hilton and the existing Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills.

9 Approximately 4.5 acres of public open space would be publicly accessible.
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Table ES-2

Currently Approved

Entitlements and Existing
C-3 Zoning?

Proposed Entitlements

Comparison of Approved and Proposed Entitlements on the Project Site

Net Change
(Proposed Entitlements —
Currently Approved)

Residences
(units [sf])
Hotels
(rooms [sf])

Shared Hotel/Residential
Amenities? (sf)

Accessory Spaces
(units [sf])

Retail Floor Area (sf)
Total Floor Area Ratio

Maximum Building
Height

Open space (acres)

Parking Spaces

303 [1,068,676]

656 [806,403]

0[0]

46,686°
2.543

9900 Wilshire Boulevard
Site: 187485'-0"540
Gas Station Site: 45’-0"°
Beverly Hilton
Site: 200’-0”6
8.0
3,323

340 [1,024,553]
600 [746,323]
117,232
30[10,092]

35,236%
2.55
9900 Wilshire Boulevard
Site: 410’07
Gas Station Site: 124’-0"7
Beverly Hilton Site: 124'-0"7

12.7434

2,179

+37 [-44,123]
-56 [-60,080]

+117,232

+30 [+10,092]

-11,450
+0.01

9900 Wilshire Boulevard
Site: +234236°-0"8
Gas Station Site: +79’-0”
Beverly Hilton
Site: -60’-0"8
+4.754
-1,144

! Sources: City of Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016a
2 shared amenity space includes the Promenade and a park pavilion building

3 Average of the FAR for the gas station site (9988 Wilshire Boulevard) of 2.0 allowable under C-3 zoning and FAR of 2.55 for the
remainder of the project site (9900 Wilshire Boulevard site and Beverly Hilton site). The retail floor area estimate is based on this 2.0
FAR allowable under C-3 zoning.

435,236 sf of proposal retail includes the Santa Monica Retail component of the Beverly Hilton Enhancement only. All hotel retail uses
are captured under hotel land use.

5Measured from +290 datum
5Measured from +285 datum
"Measured from +301 datum

8Height difference measures physical difference (adjusted for datum difference)

9 Gas station site maximum height is the maximum height allowed under C-3 zoning

10 An additional 2 feet was approved for the South Building height in 2017 by administrative modification
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Table ES-3 Comparison of Existing Conditions and Proposed Entitlements on the
Project Site

Net Change
(Proposed Entitlements —
Existing Conditions Proposed Entitlements Existing Conditions)
Residential Uses 0 340[1,024,553] +340 [+1,024,553]
(units [sf])
Hotel Uses 739 [724,649] 600 [746,323] -139 [+21,674]
(rooms [sf])
Shared 0 117,232 +117,232
Hotel/Residential
Amenities? (sf)
Accessory Spaces 0[0] 301[10,092] +30 [+10,092]
(units [sf])
Retail Floor Area (sf) 0 35,236 +35,236
Gas Station Floor Area 3,521 0 -3,521
(sf)
Total Floor Area Ratio 0.96 2.55 +1.59
Maximum Building 9900 Wilshire Boulevard 9900 Wilshire Boulevard 9900 Wilshire Boulevard
Height Site: 0’-0” Site: 410’-0"2 Site: +410°-0”
Beverly Hilton Site: 124°-0”2  Beverly Hilton Site: 124’-0"2  Beverly Hilton Site: +0’-0”
Gas Station Site: 21’-10”2 Gas Station Site: 124’-0"2 Gas Station Site: +102’-2”
Open Space (acres) 3.7 12.743-4 +9.097
Parking Spaces 1,239 2,179 +940

tShared amenity space includes the Promenade and Park Pavilion Building.
2 Measured from +301 datum

3 This open space number does not include the vacant undeveloped 9900 Wilshire site and does not include the 9988 Wilshire gas
station site.

Project Objectives
The project includes the following objectives:

Preserve the Existing Specific Plans while allowing for a comprehensive and coordinated master
plan for the project site, through the Overlay Specific Plan, that increases the amount of open
space as compared to the Existing Specific Plans and takes advantage of the physical, social, and
economic potential of the project site

Define a comprehensive and coordinated master plan for the project site, through the Overlay
Specific Plan, generally consistent with the uses and floor area provided for by the Existing
Specific Plans and zoning that enhances the City’s western gateway and views of the project site
from Wilshire and North Santa Monica boulevards

Establish a new architectural gateway to the City of Beverly Hills at its westernmost entrance

Allow the hotels on the project site to remain competitive in the hotel industry and local and
regional marketplaces through the replacement of rooms in detached buildings, increasing the
supply of luxury hotel rooms, and adding appealing new retail and amenities to the site. These
features would encourage Beverly Hills visitors to continue to shop, stay, and dine in Beverly
Hills
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Maintain the integrity of the existing Welton Becket-designed Beverly Hilton Wilshire Tower and
the existing Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills and ancillary uses

Minimize building footprints to create approximately 12.743-4 acres of open space, including
publicly accessible botanical gardens, for the use and enjoyment of the Beverly Hills community
and project residents and guests by constructing an unifying landscaped elevated platform over
Merv Griffin Way from the Beverly Hilton to the new residential components of the Overlay
Specific Plan

Open the project site from Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard to
pedestrians and provide bicycle parking and connections to the City’s existing bike paths to
promote active transportation and pedestrian activity in and around the project site

Increase open space along Wilshire Boulevard through the development of a sculpture garden
for the use and enjoyment of the public and which complements the existing Beverly Gardens
Park on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard

Create a Beverly Hilton conference center that meets the needs of today’s business travelers,
hotel guests, and meeting attendees

Improve traffic circulation in and around the project site by providing additional vehicular access
points on Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard for project residents and
guests to reduce travel on Merv Griffin Way

Establish environmental and sustainability goals that will meet or exceed LEED Gold and WELL
requirements, implement capture and reuse of rainwater and greywater, and add green roofs to
new buildings

Provide new housing opportunities within the City, in close proximity to nearby office and retail
areas, and at a location well-served by existing and under construction public transit options
Provide full service residential units with hotel-like amenities that are competitive with existing
and proposed residential projects in the Wilshire Corridor and Century City, and have
comparable views

Provide annual net revenue to the City that substantially exceeds the revenue the City would
receive under the Existing Specific Plans or other commercial uses on the project site

Alternatives

As required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), this SEIR examines alternatives to
the proposed project. Studied alternatives include the following five alternatives. Based on the
alternatives analysis, Alternative 4 was determined to be the environmentally superior alternative.
Alternative 1: No Project (Buildout of Approved Entitlements)
Alternative 2: No Further Development
Alternative 3: One Residential/Hotel Tower and One Residential Tower
Alternative 4: Preservation of the Wilshire Edge Building, Swimming Pool and Lanai Rooms
Alternative 5: Reduced Building Heights

Alternative 1 (No Project Alternative) assumes that the proposed project would not move forward.
Development under the Approved Entitlements would continue on the project site, including
construction of the 8-story Residences A building, 18-story Residences B building, and two-story
Beverly Hilton conference/hotel facilities building on the Beverly Hilton site; and construction on the
9900 Wilshire Boulevard site of up to 193 condominium units and a 134 room luxury hotel in two
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buildings, along with an ancillary building for publicly accessible amenities, including approximately
16,057 sf of hotel restaurant space, 7,940 sf of meeting space, 14, 435 sf of spa and fitness, and
other guest amenities. Further, the gas station would bess againreopen. The No
Project (Approved Entitlements) Alternative would involve constructlon of 37 fewer residential
units, 56 more hotel rooms, no accessory spaces, and 11,450 additional sf of retail. While maximum
floor area would remain the same under both the proposed project and Approved Entitlements, the
maximum building heights would be shorter on the 9900 Wilshire Boulevard site (maximum of
187485 feet) and the gas station site (maximum of 45 feet), and taller on the Beverly Hilton site
(maximum of 200 feet) under the No Project Alternative. This alternative would provide two acres
less of open space in comparison to the proposed project.

Alternative 2 (No Further Development) would involve no change to the existing development on
the project site would occur and hotel operations would remain largely the same as current
conditions, although minor renovations and improvements to existing hotel facilities may occur in
the foreseeable future Under this scenario, the existing gas station at 9988 Wilshire Boulevard
would beeg agaiareopen. Alternative 2, like Alternative 1, is considered a “no
project” alternatlve as |t proposes no further action on the project site.

Alternative 3 (One Residential/Hotel Tower and One Residential Tower) would involve the
development of the Garden Residence with combined residential/hotel uses and the Santa Monica
Residence with residential uses. This alternative would not include construction of the Wilshire
Building in order to allow for increased building setbacks from Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa
Monica Boulevard. Removing the Wilshire Building would result in an increase in open space under
this alternative by 0.7 acre compared to the proposed project. The residential and hotel uses
included under the proposed project for the Wilshire Building would be redistributed to the Garden
Residences and Santa Monica Residence buildings, increasing their heights by 40 and 30 feet,
respectively. Under this alternative, access to the residential and hotel uses would continue to be
provided via a new private road along the western property boundary, similar to the proposed
project. All other components of this alternative would remain the same as those of the proposed
project, including the total FAR of 2.55. Construction techniques, duration, and equipment would be
similar to that used for construction of the proposed project. This alternative would have the same
program of uses as the proposed project, including the same total building square footages,
residential unit counts, and hotel room counts. The purpose of this alternative is to address
historical resource impacts related to the historic viewshed of the Wilshire Tower from Wilshire
Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard, and views from the Wilshire Tower.

Alternative 4 (Preservation of the Wilshire Edge Building, Swimming Pool and Lanai Rooms) would
alter development on the Beverly Hilton site to avoid demolition of the Wilshire Edge building and
the Lanai Rooms, and include reconstruction of the Swimming Pool in kind in at the same location as
it currently exists. The Wilshire Edge building would continue to be used as a conference center, and
no new conference center building would be constructed under this alternative. The parking garage
would be demolished under this alternative. Similar to Alternative 3, this alternative would not
include construction of the Wilshire Building in order to allow for increased building setbacks from
Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard. The remaining residential and hotel uses
would be redistributed to a new 14-story, 110 foot tall building in the middle of the project site,
parallel to Merv Griffin Way. Construction techniques, duration, and equipment would be similar to
that used for construction of the proposed project. This building would also include uses previously
envisioned for the Beverly Hilton Enhancement building under the proposed project, but the 36
poolside hotel rooms included in the proposed project would not be constructed as the existing
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Lanai Rooms would remain in place. Under this alternative, access to the residential and hotel uses
would continue to be provided via a new private road along the western property boundary, similar
to the proposed project. All other components of this alternative would remain the same as those of
the proposed project, including the total FAR of 2.55. This alternative would have the same program
of uses as the proposed project, including the same total building square footages, residential unit
counts, and hotel room counts. However, under this alternative, open space within the project site
would be reduced to 8.2 acres. The purpose of this alternative is to address historic resource
impacts related to the proposed project’s impacts to historic views of Wilshire Tower from Wilshire
Boulevard, and contributing buildings and features of the Beverly Hilton.

Alternative 5 (Reduced Building Heights), similar to Alternative 4, would alter development on the
Beverly Hilton site to avoid demolition of the Wilshire Edge building and the Lanai Rooms, and
include reconstruction of the Swimming Pool in kind at the same location as it currently exists. The
Wilshire Edge building would continue to be used as a conference center, and no new conference
center building would be constructed under this alternative. The parking garage would be
demolished under this alternative. This alternative would include the same program of uses,
including a total FAR of 2.55, the same total building square footages, residential unit counts, and
hotel room count (e.g. a total of 600 hotel rooms would be provided on the site including the 36
poolside hotel rooms in the existing Lanai Rooms which would remain in place). However, buildings
under this alternative would not exceed-is the heights approved under the 9900 Wilshire Specific
Plan (a maximum height of 174 feet measured from the project datum). Uses would be
redistributed between six new buildings ranging in height from 9 stories (89 feet) near Wilshire
Boulevard to 18 stories (174 feet) near North Santa Monica Boulevard. Under this alternative there
is no elevated botanical garden or public open space. Construction techniques, duration, and
equipment would be similar to that used for construction of the proposed project. Access to the
residential and hotel uses would continue to be provided via a new private road along the western
property boundary, similar to the proposed project. The purpose of this alternative is to address
historic resource impacts related to the proposed project’s impacts to contributing buildings and
features of the Beverly Hilton.

Refer to Section 6, Alternatives, for the complete alternatives analysis.

Areas of Known Controversy

The SEIR scoping process did not identify any areas of known controversy for the proposed project.
Responses to the Notice of Preparation of a Draft SEIR and input received at the SEIR scoping
meeting held by the City are summarized in Section 1, Introduction.

Issues to be Resolved

The project would require the discretionary approval of the City of Beverly Hills. Unless otherwise
indicated, the City’s Planning Commission will provide a recommendation to the City Council. The
City Council has the project approval authority. Specifically, the following approvals would be
required:

Certification of the Final SEIR

Approval of a General Plan Amendment to add the One Beverly Hills Overlay Specific Plan land
use designation to the project site

Approval of the One Beverly Hills Overlay Specific Plan
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Approval of a Zone Text Amendment to add the One Beverly Hills Overlay Specific Plan to the
Municipal Code and a Zoning Map Amendment to add the One Beverly Hills Overlay Specific
Plan zoning designation to the project site

Approval of a Development Agreement

Other approvals as required by the City, applications for which have not yet been submitted:
Approval of a Tentative Tract Map
Approval of Architectural Review (by the Architectural Commission)
Approval of an After Hours Construction Permit (by the Building Official)

City of Beverly Hills Traffic Management Plan, Building Permit, Grading Permit, Dewatering
Permit

Other approvals required by other agencies (such as the City of Los Angeles, California
Department of Transportation, and Metropolitan Water District of Southern California),
including but not limited to the following:

State of California, Division of Transportation permits for haul routes and use of oversized
transport vehicles on state facilities

City of Los Angeles permits for disposal of materials and haul routes

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California approval of a relocation agreement to
move Metropolitan pipelines within the project site and approval of design plans for
portions of project that could impact Metropolitan facilities

Issues Not Studied in Detall in the SEIR

As indicated in the Initial Study (Appendix A), there is no substantial evidence that significant
impacts would occur to the following issue areas: Aesthetics, Agriculture and Forestry Resources,
Energy, Hydrology/Water Quality, Mineral Resources, Population/Housing, Public Services (except
fire hydrant water flow, which is discussed in Section 4.11, Utilities and Service Systems), Recreation,
and Wildfire. Section 1, Introduction, includes a list of environmental issues studied in the SEIR in
Section 1.5, Scope and Content.

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

For purposes of this SEIR, existing conditions and remaining buildout allowed under the Existing
Specific Plans (Approved Entitlements) are both used as baselines for the analysis. Buildout allowed
under the Existing Specific Plans (Approved Entitlements) is included as a baseline because it
represents what is currently permitted for development at the project site. Table ES-4 summarizes
the environmental impacts of the proposed project, proposed mitigation measures, and residual
impacts (the impact after application of mitigation). A significance determination was made against
both the existing conditions and Approved Entltlements under the Existing Specific Plans, and both
conclusions are included in Table ES-44¢ 5ses. Since this is an SEIR, the final
conclusions will be based on comparisons between Approved Entitlements and the proposed
project. Impacts are categorized as follows:

Significant and Unavoidable. An impact that cannot be reduced to below the threshold level
given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact requires a
Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is approved per §15093 of the
CEQA Guidelines.
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Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. An impact that can be reduced to below the
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact
requires findings under §15091 of the CEQA Guidelines.

Less than Significant. An impact that may be adverse, but does not exceed the threshold levels
and does not require mitigation measures. However, mitigation measures that could further
lessen the environmental effect may be suggested if readily available and easily achievable.

No Impact. The proposed project would have no effect on environmental conditions or would
reduce existing environmental problems or hazards.
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Impact
Aesthetics

Aesthetics Impact (from Initial Study). The previous environmental
documentation concluded that the allowed development would increase
ambient nighttime light levels on the project site and illuminated
buildings and outdoor areas would be visible from some off-site vantages
(City of Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016). Per the previous environmental
documentation, the potential for unshielded or misdirected light sources
to adversely affect nighttime views is identified as a significant, but
mitigable, impact. The Beverly Hills Municipal Code Section 5-6-1101
prohibits the installation, use, or maintenance of any lighting that creates
an intensity of light on residential property that is greater than one foot-
candle above ambient light level. On-site lighting plans would be
reviewed by the Community Development Department as part of the
plan check prior to the issuance of building permits to enforce this
requirement. Furthermore, pursuant to PRC Section 21099(d), the
proposed project’s light impacts would not be considered significant,
although the proposed project would still be required to implement

Mitigation Measure MM-LG-1 as required by the previous environmental
documentation.

Air Quality

Impact AQ-1. The proposed project would generate population growth
and job growth. However, such growth would not exceed the growth
forecasts on which the 2016 AQMP is based or delay the timely
attainment of air quality standards. Regardless of whether compared to
existing conditions or Approved Entitlements, impacts related to AQMP
consistency would remain less than significant.

Impact AQ-2. The proposed project would generate temporary emissions
of criteria air pollutants during construction. Construction-related
emissions associated with the proposed project would exceed the
SCAQMD regional threshold for NOx emissions. Although previous
environmental documentation determined that the Existing Specific Plans
would have a significant and unavoidable construction air quality impact,
implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-AQ-1 through MM-AQ-9
would reduce the impacts of the proposed project to a less than
significant level. Therefore, in comparison to existing conditions and
Approved Entitlements, impacts of the proposed project would be less

Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts

Mitigation Measure(s)

In addition to complying with Beverly Hills Municipal Code
Section 5-6-1101, implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-
LG-1 from the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR and the
9900 Wilshire Specific Plan 2016 SEIR would further reduce
light-related impacts.

MM-LG-1. Project light sources shall be shielded, directed
downward when intended to illuminate walking or working
surfaces, and focused on the project site, to prevent light
spillover onto adjacent properties or roadways.

None required.

The following mitigation measures would be required for the
proposed project. These measures include Mitigation
Measures MM-AQ-1 through MM-AQ-7, as revised and
adapted to current industry standards from the previous
environmental documentation, as well as two new mitigation
measures (MM-AQ-8 and MM-AQ-9). These measures would
supersede Mitigation Measures MM AQ-1 through MM AQ-15
from the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR and Mitigation
Measures MM AQ-1 through MM AQ-13 from the 9900
Wilshire Specific Plan 2016 SEIR, which have been replaced to

Executive Summary

Residual Impact

Existing Conditions:
Less than significant

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant

Existing Conditions:
Less than significant

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant
Existing Conditions:

Less than significant

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact
than significant with mitigation. In addition, in comparison to Approved consolidate, update, and clarify the mitigation needed for the

Entitlements, project impacts would be less than what were identified in proposed project. The remaining mitigation measures from

previous environmental documentation. the previous environmental documents (MM AQ-9 through

MM AQ-15 from the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR and
MM AQ-9 through MM AQ-13 from the 9900 Wilshire Specific
Plan 2016 SEIR) are not necessary to mitigate project impacts
because the analysis in this SEIR did not identify significant
construction-related impacts associated with PM;o and PM_ 5
emissions. Nevertheless, this mitigation measures are
required for the Existing Specific Plans and therefore are
carried forward in this SEIR as required mitigation for the
proposed project.

MM-AQ-1. Prior to issuance of a grading, demolition, or
building permit, whichever comes first, the Developer shall
prepare a Construction Traffic Emission Management Plan to
minimize emissions from vehicles including, but not limited to,
scheduling truck deliveries and haul routes to avoid peak-hour
traffic conditions, consolidating truck deliveries, and
prohibiting truck idling in excess of 5 minutes. The
Construction Traffic Emission Management Plan shall be
submitted to the City of Beverly Hills Community Development
Department, and reviewed and approved by the appropriate
City Departments/Divisions (e.g. Building and Safety, Planning,
Transportation).?

MM-AQ-2. The Contractor shall ensure that the use of all
fossil-fueled construction equipment is suspended during first-
stage smog alerts.®

MM-AQ-3. The Contractor shall promote the use of electricity
or alternate fuels for on-site mobile equipment instead of
diesel equipment to the extent feasible.*

2 Equivalent to Mitigation Measure MM AQ-1 from both previous environmental documents.
% Equivalent to Mitigation Measure MM AQ-2 from both previous environmental documents.
4 Equivalent to Mitigation Measure MM AQ-3 from both previous environmental documents.
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact

MM-AQ-4. The Contractor shall maintain construction
equipment by conducting regular tune-ups according to the
manufacturers’ recommendations.®

MM-AQ-5. The Contractor shall promote the use of electric
welders to avoid emissions from gas or diesel welders, to the
extent feasible.®

MM-AQ-6. The Contractor shall promote the use of on-site
electricity or alternative fuels rather than diesel-powered or
gasoline-powered generators to the extent feasible.”

MM-AQ-7. Prior to use in construction, the Developer and
Contractor shall evaluate the feasibility of retrofitting the large
off-road construction equipment that will be operating for
significant periods. Retrofit technologies such as particulate
traps, selective catalytic reduction, oxidation catalysts, air
enhancement technologies, etc., shall be evaluated. These
technologies shall be required if they are verified by CARB
and/or the USEPA and are commercially available and can
feasibly be retrofitted onto construction equipment. Prior to
the start of each construction phase, the Contractor shall
submit an equipment inventory report to the City of Beverly
Hills Community Development Department for review and
approval. The equipment inventory report shall indicate which
equipment will not be operating for significant periods (and
will thus be excluded from consideration for retrofits) and
which equipment will be retrofitted. For all equipment that
will operate for significant periods but will not be retrofitted,
the equipment inventory report shall provide substantial
evidence as to why retrofits are not available or feasible.®
MM-AQ-8. The Contractor shall use tandem trucks (also
known as double belly dump trucks) with a minimum capacity
of 28 cubic yards (CY) for hauling soil material from the project
site.

® Equivalent to Mitigation Measure MM AQ-4 from both previous environmental documents.
¢ Equivalent to Mitigation Measure MM AQ-5 from both previous environmental documents.
" Equivalent to Mitigation Measure MM AQ-6 from both previous environmental documents.
8 Equivalent to Mitigation Measure MM AQ-7 from both previous environmental documents.
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact

MM-AQ-9. Demolition and grading phases shall not be
conducted concurrently. Each demolition or grading phase
must be fully completed before commencement of the
subsequent demolition or grading phase.

MM AQ-10*. The Contractor shall ensure that traffic speeds
on all unpaved roads are reduced to 15 miles per hour or
less. °

MM AQ-11*. The Contractor shall ensure that the project site
is watered at least three times daily during dry weather. 1°

MM AQ-12*. The Contractor shall install wind monitoring
equipment on site, to the extent feasible, and suspend grading
activities when wind speeds exceed 25 miles per hour per
SCAQMD guidelines. *

MM AQ-13*. The Contractor shall water storage piles or apply
cover when wind events are declared (wind speeds in excess
of 25 miles per hour). 12

MM AQ-14*. The Contractor shall apply nontoxic chemical soil
stabilizers on inactive construction areas (disturbed lands
within construction projects that are unused for at least four
consecutive days). 13

MM AQ-15*. The Contractor shall replace ground cover in
disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 14

MM AQ-16*. The project proponent shall establish a third-
party air quality consultant to conduct monitoring of the PMq
(dust) concentrations during the project demolition,
excavation, and grading phases of project construction
(approximately 588 work days°) to determine compliance

® Equivalent to Mitigation Measure MM AQ-8 from both previous environmental documents.
10 Equivalent to Mitigation Measure MM AQ-9 from both previous environmental documents.
1 Equivalent to Mitigation Measure MM AQ-10 from both previous environmental documents.
2 Equivalent to Mitigation Measure MM AQ-11 from both previous environmental documents.
13 Equivalent to Mitigation Measure MM AQ-12 from both previous environmental documents.
14 Equivalent to Mitigation Measure MM AQ-13 from both previous environmental documents.

15 The Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 FEIR stated that an air quality consultant would be required to conduct monitoring for approximately 92 work days. However, the updated construction
schedule provided by the applicant for the proposed project indicates that demolition, grading, and excavation phases will require approximately 588 work days. Therefore, this measure has been
revised accordingly.
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Mitigation Measure(s)

with applicable air quality standards. Monitoring shall be
accomplished using DustTrak™ aerosol monitors or other
similar monitoring network and shall meet the following
requirements:

The third-party consultant shall be approved by the
City of Beverly Hills Planning Department.

Costs for the monitoring network and tests by the
third-party consultant shall be borne by the project
applicant.

Monitors shall be located in such a manner that
appropriate upwind (background) and two downwind
locations from the project are selected. The locations
shall be selected in order to monitor the project’s
contribution to ambient PMj, concentrations and to
minimize the influence of dust contributions from
outside sources. One downwind monitoring station
shall be located near El Rodeo School’s southern
perimeter. The other downwind monitor shall be
located in an area beyond the project boundary where
the general public could be present for a period of
more than one hour. The upwind and downwind
directions shall be based on the prevailing daytime
wind direction in the vicinity of the project site. All
locations shall be approved by the third-party air
quality consultant and the Community Development
Director.

The monitoring network shall include at least one
anemometer to measure wind speeds and directions.
Each monitoring station shall be secured in such a
manner to prevent access and tampering by
unauthorized persons and to prevent damage to the
equipment.

Each monitoring station shall be sited in a location with
access to necessary infrastructure (e.g., electricity
needs, foundation requirements, internet
connectivity).

Executive Summary

Residual Impact
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Impact

Mitigation Measure(s)

Monitors shall be calibrated using collocated filter-
based samplers (Mini-Vol or other similar equipment).
The third-party consultant shall calibrate the
DustTrak™ monitors as needed to ensure that data is
within acceptable margins of error as determined by
manufacturer’s specifications.

The 5-hour rolling average dust concentration
threshold is equal to the threshold specified in
SCAQMD Rule 403 (50 micrograms per cubic meter) as
determined by the difference between the upwind and
downwind stations. The 1-hour average dust
concentration threshold shall be set at a level of

150 micrograms per cubic meter to provide sufficient
warning for on-site construction managers or
supervisors to implement corrective measures. An
exceedance of the 1-hour threshold shall not be
deemed as a violation of any air quality standard or
regulation.

Monitoring shall be continuous and provide data at 5-
minute intervals. The data shall report rolling 5-hour
and rolling 1-hour average PMjo concentrations.
Monitoring shall be active on any day that construction
activity occurs during the demolition, excavation, and
grading phases of project construction. Data shall be
made available to the third-party consultant, the City of
Beverly Hills, the project applicant, and the on-site
contractor on a secured internet website. The general
public shall have access to 5-hour average PMio
concentrations on a publicly accessible website.

Monitors shall be equipped with a visual alarm (strobe
light or similar) that shall notify appropriate on-site
construction managers or supervisors if established
thresholds are exceeded. Additionally, an email shall be
sent to appropriate on-site construction managers or
supervisors if specified PM;g thresholds are exceeded.
All corrective measures, as necessary to reduce
emissions to acceptable levels, shall be implemented
immediately. If immediate implementation of a specific

Residual Impact
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact

corrective measure will result in the creation of a
hazardous situation, as determined by the
Environmental Monitor, construction activity shall be
allowed to continue for a reasonable period of time as
determined by the Environmental Monitor, until such
time that it is safe to implement that corrective
measure. Corrective measures shall be documented by
the construction contractor in a log book accessible to
the third-party air quality consultant and the City of
Beverly Hills. Records shall be maintained of the
specific action taken, the time and date the corrective
action was taken, and written verification by the
appropriate on-site construction manager or supervisor
that the corrective action was taken.

The project applicant and contractor shall develop a
corrective action plan. The plan shall be prepared and
finalized prior to the commencement of project
demolition, the Plan shall indicate steps to safely and
adequately reduce on-site dust emissions. The plan
shall contain a list of possible corrective measures. The
measures shall include, but are not limited to,
application of water or other soil stabilizers, temporary
reduction in on-site vehicle speed, temporary reduction
in construction activity, suspension of construction
activity, and other appropriate measures. The plan
shall also require notification of the Principal of El
Rodeo School and the Beverly Hills Unified School
District Superintendent in the event of an exceedance
of any of the established thresholds. The project
applicant and contractor shall obtain approval of the
plan from the City of Beverly Hills Community
Development Director prior to commencing
demolition. 1

MM AQ-17*. The project applicant and/or contractor shall
comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 by ensuring visible dust

16 Equivalent to Mitigation Measure MM AQ-14 from the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR.
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Impact

Mitigation Measure(s)

emissions from the project site do not go beyond the property

line.

The project applicant and/or contractor shall designate
a person located on-site who is trained and certified by
CARB to conduct visible emissions evaluations (VEE).
The designated person shall ensure compliance with
SCAQMD Rule 403 by observing for visible dust
emissions beyond the property line during daytime
working hours. Observations shall be conducted in
accordance with USEPA Method 9 (Title 40, Code of
Federal Regulations, Part 60, Appendix A).

The project applicant and/or contractor shall obtain a
schedule of outdoor activities and athletic events at El
Rodeo School and Beverly Hills High School during the
construction period from the City or the Beverly Hills
Unified School District as soon as the information
becomes available, The City shall immediately provide
this information to the project applicant and
contractor. Provided that the Beverly Hills Unified
School District has provided the scheduling information
in a timely manner, the project applicant and
contractor shall require coordination of all construction
activities so as to minimize the occurrence of high-
emitting fugitive dust construction activities during the
scheduled outdoor events to the extent feasible.

In the event visible dust emissions are observed
beyond the property line, the designated person shall
immediately inform a lead supervisor or other
appropriate managing personnel. The supervisor shall
immediately implement corrective measures. If visible
dust emissions are anticipated to impact El Rodeo
School, the supervisor shall notify the Principal of El
Rodeo School and the Beverly Hills Unified School
District Superintendent. If immediate implementation
of a corrective measure shall result in the creation of a
hazardous situation, construction activity shall be
allowed to continue for a reasonable period of time
until such time that it is safe to implement corrective

Residual Impact
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Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact

measures. Corrective measures shall be documented
by the construction contractor in a log book accessible
to a third-party air quality consultant and the City of
Beverly Hills. Records shall be maintained of the
specific action taken, the time and date the corrective
action was taken, and written verification by the
appropriate on-site construction manager or supervisor
that the corrective action was taken. 17

* These mitigation measures are required for the Existing
Specific Plans and therefore are carried forward and
required for the proposed project.

Impact AQ-3. The proposed project would generate temporary localized None required.

emissions of criteria air pollutants during construction. Although the
Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR concludes that the Beverly Hilton
Specific Plan would have a significant and unavoidable impact associated
with construction-related emissions of PM1g and PM; 5 in excess of
SCAQMD LSTs, updated air pollutant modeling of the remaining buildout
under the Existing Specific Plans shows that construction activities would
no longer exceed SCAQMD LSTs for maximum daily construction
emissions. Similarly, construction-related emissions from the proposed
project would not exceed the SCAQMD LSTs. Therefore, regardless of
whether compared to existing conditions or Approved Entitlements,
localized construction air quality impacts under the proposed project
would be less than significant and impacts would be less than what was
identified in the previous environmental documentation.

Impact AQ-4. The proposed project would generate long-term emissions ~ None required.

of criteria air pollutants during operation. Although the proposed project
would result in a net increase of air pollutant emissions as compared to
the Approved Entitlements and existing uses to be demolished, emissions
would not exceed SCAQMD recommended thresholds. Therefore,
regardless of whether compared to existing conditions or Approved
Entitlements, operational air quality impacts related to criteria air
pollutant emissions under the proposed project would remain less than
significant.

1 Equivalent to Mitigation Measure MM AQ-15 from the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR.

Existing Conditions:
Less than significant

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant

Existing Conditions:
Less than significant

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact
Impact AQ-5. The proposed project would generate localized emissions None required. Existing Conditions:
of carbon monoxide and TACs. However, the proposed project would not Less than significant

expose sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of these
pollutants. Regardless of whether compared to existing conditions or
Approved Entitlements, impacts related to carbon monoxide hotspots o
and TACs would be less than significant. Less than significant

Biological Resources

Approved Entitlements:

Impact BIO-1. The project could have a substantial adverse effect on MM-BIO-1. The project applicant/contractor should conduct Existing Conditions:
locally important wildlife species that may occur on the project site. all demolition, construction, ground disturbance, and Less than significant
Regardless of whether compared to existing conditions or Approved vegetation clearing activities (collectively referred to as
Entitlements, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. “construction activities”) in such a way as to avoid protected .
nesting birds. To that end, no construction activities should be Approved I.Entlltllements:
initiated during the avian breeding and nesting season Less than significant

(February 1 — August 31).

If, however, construction activity is initiated during the avian
breeding and nesting season (February 1 — August 31), a pre-
construction survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist
for active bird nests (those containing eggs or nestlings, or
with juvenile birds still dependent on the nest). The survey
shall be conducted by a qualified biologist no more than seven
days prior to the initiation of construction activities. The
nesting bird survey shall cover the construction footprint plus
a buffer of 500 feet, as feasible. In the event access to private,
off-site areas is denied, areas can be surveyed from the
project site with binoculars or other means.

Any active nests that are present during the pre-construction
survey shall be avoided until determined by the biologist to no
longer be active. The biologist shall determine appropriate
avoidance buffers for each nest based on species, nest
location, and types of disturbance proposed in the vicinity of
the nest.

If construction activities are delayed after the survey has been
conducted, the qualified biologist shall conduct an additional
nesting bird survey such that no more than seven days have
elapsed between the last survey and the commencement of
construction activities.
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact

MM-BIO-2. If demolition is scheduled outside of the bat
maternity season (April 1-August 31), a pre-construction
clearance survey shall be conducted within two weeks prior to
demolition of the gas station site buildings to determine
whether bats are roosting. If bats are confirmed absent, the
buildings may be removed. If bats are present, the building
shall not be demolished until the steps described below are
completed.

If bats are determined to be present during the pre-
construction clearance survey, prior to demolition of the
Spanish tile-roofed buildings, a qualified bat biologist shall
install or directly supervise installation of humane eviction
devices and exclusionary material to evict bats that are
present and to prevent bats from roosting in the buildings.
Implementation of the humane eviction/exclusions is typically
performed in the fall (September or October) preceding
construction activity at each structure to avoid impacts to
hibernating bats during the winter months or during the
maternity season (typically from April 1 through August 31 in
Southern California), when flightless young are present.
Humane evictions/exclusions cannot be performed during the
bat maternity season because this would result in “take” of
juvenile bats and should be avoided during the winter because
bats are not consistently active and may be hibernating. Any
humane eviction/exclusion devices must be installed at least
10 to 14 days prior to the demolition of a structure housing
bats to allow sufficient time for the bats to vacate the roost(s).
If demolition is scheduled during the bat maternity season
(April 1-August 31), a pre-construction clearance survey shall
be conducted within two weeks of demolition of the gas

to least Bell’s vireo would result and this gortlon of the MM-BIO-1 is irrelevant and unnecessary.
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Impact

Impact BIO-2. There are no sensitive habitats, riparian habitats, or state
or federally protected wetlands within or adjacent to the project site.
Therefore, regardless of whether the project is compared to existing
conditions or Approved Entitlements, no impacts would result.

Impact BIO-3. The project would not substantially interfere with the
movement of resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established resident or migratory wildlife corridors on the project site.
The project site has the potential to support wildlife nursery sites (bird
nests and bat maternity colonies), regardless of whether compared to
existing conditions or Approved Entitlements, and impacts would be less
than significant with mitigation.

Impact BIO-4. The project would not conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance. Therefore, regardless of whether the project is
compared to existing conditions or Approved Entitlements, no impacts
would result.

Impact BIO-5. The project would not conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan. Therefore, regardless of whether the project is compared to existing
conditions or Approved Entitlements, no impacts would result.

Mitigation Measure(s)

station site buildings to determine whether maternity colonies

use the gas station site buildings. If the pre-construction
clearance survey determines maternity colonies use the gas
station site buildings or their use of the buildings cannot be

ruled out, replacement bat roosting habitat structures shall be

installed on site. The design of these structures shall be
developed in coordination with a bat biologist who has
experience designing roosting habitat mitigation to ensure
that appropriate crevice sizes and adequate thermal
characteristics are included in the specifications. The aspect
and location of the roost structures shall also be determined
in coordination with a bat biologist.

None required.

Please refer to MM-BIO-1 and MM-BIO-2.

None required.

None required.

Residual Impact

Existing Conditions:
No impact

Approved Entitlements:
No impact

Existing Conditions:
Less than significant

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant

Existing Conditions:
No impact

Approved Entitlements:
No impact

Existing Conditions:

No impact

Approved Entitlements:
No impact
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Cultural Resources??

Impact CUL-1. The Beverly Hilton Property is significant for its direct and
important associations with postwar commercial and cultural history,
Conrad Hilton and Welton Becket, and its noteworthy architectural
features. The Beverly Hilton Property and the Wilshire Tower are
considered a historical resource in accordance with CEQA and are eligible
for designation as a City landmark. Therefore, in comparison to existing
conditions, the project would result in a significant and unavoidable
impact to historical resources. The previous environmental
documentation concludes that a significant and unavoidable impact to
historical resources would occur under the existing specific plans.
although historical resource impacts under the proposed project would
not be greater than that determined in the previous environmental
documentation, the proposed project would also result in a significant
and unavoidable impact to historical resources, similar to the Approved
Entitlements.

Mitigation Measures MM-CR-75 and MM-CR-86, as modified
below, seek to expand knowledge of the property’s social and
cultural history and convey that knowledge to the general
public.

MM-CR-75. Because the period of significance for the
property is relatively modern (1955-1966), efforts shall be
made to document oral histories of individuals who have
relevant knowledge and experience with the cultural and
social history of the property during this time period.
Individuals with valuable institutional knowledge of the
property should be interviewed to capture this history before
it is lost forever. Outreach shall be conducted to identify a
maximum of two individuals to complete interviews, not to
exceed one hour each. Outreach should include but not be
limited to coordination with the Hilton Worldwide Holdings,
Inc. (formerly Hilton Hotels Corporation) and former
associates and/or family of Welton Becket. Interviews shall be
conducted using audio and/or video documentation and shall
be transcribed. The resulting interview materials shall be
offered to a minimum of two local organizations such as the
Beverly Hills Historical Society and the Beverly Hills Public
Library (Historical Collection).

MM-CR-86. An interpretive plague discussing the history of
the property, its significance, and its important details and
features shall be installed at the site. The plaque shall be
installed by the project proponent prior to issuance of building
occupancy permits on a publicly accessible building or in a
publicly accessible outdoor location on the project site. The
plaque shall include images and details from the previously
prepared HABS documentation, oral histories, and any
collected research pertaining to the historic property. The
content shall be prepared by a qualified architectural historian

Executive Summary

Residual Impact

Existing Conditions:
Significant and unavoidable

Approved Entitlements:

Significant and unavoidable,
but not an increased severity
impact in comparison to
Approved Entitlements

Section 6, Alternatives, of the
SEIR analyzes the following
four alternatives that would
reduce the project’s significant
and unavoidable impacts to
historic resources: Alternative
2: No Further Development,
Alternative 3: One
Residential/Hotel Tower and
One Residential Tower,
Alternative 4: Preservation of
the Wilshire Edge Building,
Swimming Pool and Lanai
Rooms, and Alternative 5:
Reduced Building Heights.
However only Alternative 2 (No
Further Development) would
reduce impacts to historic
resources to a less than
significant level.

% The Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR includes two mitigation measures labeled MM-CR-5 with the human remains-related mitigation measure as the second measure. It is referred to in this
SEIR as MM- CR 5b. The flrst MM-CR-5 measure under Beverly Hilton SQecn‘lc Plan 2008 EIR is similar to Mitigation Measure MM CR-6 under the 9900 Wllshlre Specific Plan EIR and is related to

Mitigation Measures MM-CR-5 and MM-CR-6 are no longer mitigation measures for cultural resources impacts.
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact

or historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualification Standards for History and/or
Architectural History (NPS 1983). Installation of the plaque
shall be completed within one year of the date of completion
of construction of the proposed project.

The mitigation measures from the previous environmental
documentation, reproduced below, would continue to apply
to the project: Mitigation Measure MM-CR-3 from the Beverly
Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR (labeled MM-CR-3a in this SEIR)
and the 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan 2016 SEIR, and Mitigation
Measure MM-CR-3 from the original 9900 Wilshire Specific
Plan 2008 EIR (labeled MM-CR-3b in this SEIR). Mitigation
Measure MM-CR-1 from the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008
EIR was fully implemented prior to demolition activities under
the Approved Entitlements in 2014 and thus is no longer
applicable to the project. Potentially historic streetlights were
removed in 2011 and thus Mitigation Measure MM-CR-2 from
the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR is no longer
applicable.

MM-CR-3a. In the event a previously unknown artifact is
uncovered during project construction, all work shall cease
until a certified archaeologist can investigate the finds and
make appropriate recommendations. Any artifacts uncovered
shall be recorded and removed for storage at a location to be
determined by the monitor.

MM-CR-3b. Potentially historic sign posts adjacent to the
project site on Merv Griffin Way shall be preserved and
reinstalled in approximately the same locations, as
appropriate, in consultation with the project proponents, the
City of Beverly Hills, and an architectural historian qualified
under the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.

Impact CUL-2. The likelihood of encountering undisturbed archaeological ~MM-CR-4. If buried cultural resources are encountered during  Existing Conditions:

resources is unlikely due to the highly disturbed nature of the project construction, all work shall be halted in the vicinity of the Less than significant

site. Regardless of whether compared to existing conditions or Approved  archaeological discovery until a qualified archaeologist can

Entitlements, the proposed project would result in less than significant assess the nature and significance of the archaeological i .

impacts to archaeological resources and human remains with mitigation.  discovery, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(f). Recovery Approved '_Ent_'t_lements'
of significant archaeological deposits, if necessary, shall Less than significant

include but not be limited to, manual or mechanical
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s)

excavations, monitoring, soils testing, photography, mapping,
or drawing to adequately recover the scientifically
consequential information from and about the archaeological
resource. Further treatment may be required, including site
recordation, excavation, site evaluation, and data recovery.
Any artifacts uncovered shall be recorded and removed for
storage at a location to be determined by the archaeologist.

MM-CR-5b. If human remains are found, State of California
Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5, states that no further
disturbance should occur until the County Coroner has made a
determination of origin and disposition pursuant to California
Public Resources Code, Section 5097.98. In the event of an
unanticipated discovery of human remains, the County
Coroner must 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. The most likely
descendant should complete the inspection of the site within
48 hours of being granted access and provide
recommendations for the treatment of the remains.

Energy
Energy Impact (from Initial Study). Long-term operation of the proposed  [n addition to complying with the previously mentioned
project would require permanent grid connections for electricity and standards and requirements, and being designed to achieve a

natural gas service to power internal and exterior building lighting, and LEED Gold rating and WELL Certification, implementation of
heating and cooling systems. The project would demand less energy than ~ Mitigation Measures MM ENG-1 and MM-ENG-2 from the

the Approved Entitlements. The project would be subject to the energy Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR, with minor modifications
conservation requirements of the California Energy Code (Title 24, Part 6 as shown below, would further reduce energy-related
of the California Code of Regulations, California’s Energy Efficiency impacts.

Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings) and the California  pmm-ENG-1. Prior to issuance of building permits-submittal of
Green Building Standards Code (Title 24, Part 11 of the California Code of  inalplans, the applicant shall make necessary alterations to
Regqulations). Additionally, the project would be designed to achieve a the generation or distribution system as required by SCE. The

LEED Gold rating through environmentally-sensitive architecture and applicant shall then provide to the Beverly Hills Community
building systems. Nonetheless, energy impacts could potentially be Development Department a letter from SCE that states that
Significant but would be less than Significant with imglementation of e|ectricit¥ will be Qrovided to the Erogosed Qro'ect and that all
mitigation. applicable energy conservation features have been

incorporated into the project design.

Executive Summary

Residual Impact

Existing Conditions:
Less than significant

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant
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Impact

Geology and Soils

Impact GEO-1. Although the Santa Monica Fault Zone was recently
designated as an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, the proposed
project is not located within 50 feet of this Fault Zone. Furthermore, no
active faults exist within the project site and no active faults are trending
toward the project site. Therefore, regardless of whether the project is
compared to existing conditions or Approved Entitlements, impacts
related to surface rupture would be less than significant.

Impact GEO-2. Seismically-induced ground shaking could damage
structures and infrastructure, resulting in loss of property or risk to
human safety. Similar to the Approved Entitlements, the design and
construction of the proposed project would be required to comply with
applicable provisions of the Beverly Hills Municipal Code and CBC.
Regardless of whether the project is compared to existing conditions or
buildout of the Approved Entitlements, with implementation of modified
mitigation measures contained in the previous environmental
documentation, impacts related to ground shaking would be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact

MM-ENG-2. Prior to issuance of building permits-submittal-of

j the applicant shall complete a load survey in
accordance with the Gas Company procedures and make any
necessary alterations to the distribution system as required by
the Gas Company. The applicant shall then provide to the
Beverly Hills Community Development Department a letter
from the Gas Company, which states that natural gas will be
provided to the proposed project and that all applicable
energy conservation features have been incorporated into the
project design.

None required. Existing Conditions:
Less than significant

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant

Mitigation Measure MM-GEO-1 from the Beverly Hilton Existing Conditions:
Specific Plan 2008 EIR, as revised below, would apply to the Less than significant
proposed project. Additions and revisions are shown as
italicized, underlined text. Deletions are shown as
strikethrough text.

MM-GEO-1. A Registered Civil Engineer and Certified
Engineering Geologist shall complete a final geotechnical
investigation specific to the proposed project. The geotechnical
evaluation shall include, but not be limited to, an estimation of
both vertical and horizontal anticipated peak ground
accelerations and seismic design parameters. The Approved
proposed project shall be designed and constructed in
accordance with recommendations contained in the site-

specific geotechnical investigation Report-of Geotechnical

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant

re: and in accordance with all applicable local, state, and
federal regulations, such as the California Building Code (CBC)
and Title 9 of the Beverly Hills Municipal Code. All buildings
shall be engineered to withstand the expected ground
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Impact GHG-1. Construction and operation of the proposed project
would generate temporary and long-term GHG emissions. The proposed
project would result in a net increase in GHG emissions as compared to
the existing uses to be demolished (existing conditions) and incrementally
greater net new emissions than remaining buildout of the Approved
Entitlements. However, the proposed project would not conflict with an
applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
GHG emissions, including the City’s General Plan and Sustainable City
Plan, SCAG 2020-2045 RTP/SCS, 2017 Scoping Plan, and EO B-55-18.
Furthermore, project-related GHG emissions would not exceed the
locally-applicable, project-specific threshold of 3.2 MT of CO.e per year or
the SCAQMD bright-line threshold of 3,000 MT of COe. Therefore,
regardless of whether compared to existing conditions or Approved
Entitlements, GHG emission impacts under the proposed project would
remain less than significant.

Mitigation Measure(s)

acceleration that may occur at the project site. The building
designs shall take into consideration the most current and
applicable seismic attenuation methods that are available.
Recommendations contained in the site-specific geotechnical
investigation shall be reviewed and approved by the Building
Official and incorporated into final grading and structural
design plans, as deemed appropriate by the Community
Development Director. Compliance with these requirements
shall be verified by the City of Beverly Hills prior to the issuance
of a building permit.

None required.

Executive Summary

Residual Impact

Existing Conditions:
Less than significant

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s)

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impact HAZ-1. The gas station site has three underground storage tanks MM-HAZ-1. Any suspect lead-based paint shall be sampled
that would be removed prior to construction of the proposed project. prior to any renovations or demolition activities. Any
Additionally, the project site has an existing gas station, convenience identified lead-based paint located within buildings scheduled
store, and other buildings which may contain asbestos, LBP, and/or PCBs for renovation or demolition, or noted to be damaged, shall be
and would be demolished as part of the proposed project. Regardless of abated by a licensed lead-based paint abatement contractor,

whether the project is compared to existing conditions or Approved and disposed of according to all state and local regulations.
Entitlements, with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures,  MM-HAZ-2. Construction activities shall comply with SCAQMD
potential impacts related to the underground storage tanks and Rule 1403- Ashestos Emissions from Demolition/Renovation
potentially hazardous building materials removal during construction Activities. This rule is intended to limit asbestos emissions
would be less than significant. Operation of the proposed project would from demolition or renovation of structures and the

not involve the use, generation, or storage of substantial quantities of associated disturbance of asbestos-containing materials
hazardous materials and potential impacts related to reasonably (ACMs) generated or handled during these activities. The rule
foreseeable upset and accident conditions and emissions of hazardous requires that SCAQMD be notified before demolition or
materials within 0.25 mile of a school during project operation would be renovation activity occurs. This notification includes a

less than significant. description of structures and methods utilized to determine

the presence of or absence of asbestos. All ACMs found on the
site shall be removed prior to demolition or renovation in
accordance with the requirements of Rule 1403.

MM-HAZ-3. Prior to demolition activities, the sampling of
suspect materials for lead content shall be conducted. If these
surfaces are determined to contain concentrations of lead at
or above regulatory limits, their removal by a licensed
abatement contractor in accordance with applicable
regulations shall be necessary prior to demolition or
renovation activities.

MM-HAZ-4. During demolition or renovation activities, the
airborne lead concentration shall not exceed the Permissible
Exposure Level (PEL), as required by the California
Occupational Health and Safety Administration (Cal/OSHA),
Title 8, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Construction
Safety Orders for Lead, Section 1532.1.

MM-HAZ-5. The demolition debris waste stream shall be
analyzed for lead content during materials separation to
ensure compliance with USEPA regulations related to
transportation and disposal of hazardous materials.

Residual Impact

Existing Conditions:
Less than significant

Approved Entitlements:

Less than significant
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact

MM-HAZ-6. All personnel workers potentially exposed to lead-
containing materials shall be trained and protected in
accordance with federal OSHA regulations.

MM-HAZ-7. Fluorescent light ballast labels shall be inspected
prior to demolition. If the ballast labels do not include the
statement “No PCBs”, the ballast(s) shall be properly removed
by a licensed PCB removal contractor and disposed of as PCB-
containing waste prior to demolition.

MM-HAZ-8. The project shall comply with the closure
conditions as directed in the Closure Permit to be issued by
LADWP EPD and shall meet, at a minimum, the applicable
requirements of California Health and Safety Code Division 20,
Chapter 6.7, Section 25298, California Code of Regulations
Title 23, Division 3, Chapter 16, Sections 2670 through 2672,
and the Los Angeles County Code. Additionally, the project
applicant shall provide noticing to Beverly Hills Unified School
District and to the administrative office of El Rodeo School at
the time of the UST removal and upon receipt of approval of a
UST Closure Permit from the LACDPW EPD.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Water Quality Impact (from Initial Study). Previous environmental Mitigation Measures MM-HYDRO-1 and MM-HYDRO-2 Existing Conditions:
documentation concluded redevelopment of the project site would included in previous environmental documentation would Less than significant
require compliance with a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination reduce water quality impacts from the parking areas/garage

System (NPDES) Permit for demolition- and construction-related water and landscaped areas and would also apply to the proposed 3

quality impacts. Previous environmental documentation also concluded project (City of Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016). %
water quality may be impacted by parking lot/garage-generated MM-HYDRO-1. Prior to the start of soil-disturbing activities at Less than significant
pollutants, as well as runoff from landscaped areas. Therefore, the the site, a Notice of Intent (NOI) and Stormwater Pollution

proposed project’s impacts to water quality would be less than significant  prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall be prepared in accordance

with implementation of mitigation. with, and in order to partially fulfill, the California SWRCB

Order No. 99-08-DWQ, NPDES General Permit No. CAS000002
(General Construction Permit). The SWPPP shall meet the
applicable provisions of Sections 301 and 402 of the Clean
Water Act (CWA) and Title 9, Chapter 4, Article 5, Storm Water
and Urban Runoff Pollution Control from the Beverly Hills
Municipal Code by requiring controls of pollutant discharges
that utilize best available technology (BAT) and best

conventional pollutant control technology (BCT) to reduce
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Impact

Land Use and Planning

Impact LU-1. The proposed project would adhere to the approved land
uses and overall approved floor area ratio of the Existing Specific Plans,
but would exceed the permitted FAR for C-3 uses and would allow for
increased building heights on the 9900 Wilshire Boulevard site and gas
station site in order to accommodate the creation of approximately
12.7434 acres of open space. Regardless of whether the project is
compared to existing conditions or Approved Entitlements, the proposed
project would be consistent with applicable local and regional planning
policies, regulations, and standards with implementation of mitigation
measures from other issue areas throughout this SEIR. Therefore, the
proposed project’s impacts related to land use and planning would be
less than significant.

Noise

Impact N-1. Daily construction activities associated with buildout of the
proposed project would generate temporary noise increases above
existing conditions that would be audible at nearby sensitive receivers
and comparable to those that would be generated under buildout of the
Approved Entitlements. Potential construction-related noise associated
with the proposed project would result in an increase of more than 5 dBA
at El Rodeo School during school hours, which would exceed the noise
increase permitted by the City’s Noise Ordinance. In addition, similar to
the Approved Entitlements, construction activities under the proposed
project that occur outside the City’s allowed construction hours (8:00
a.m. to 6:00 p.m., excluding weekends and public holidays) would result
in an increase of 5 dBA above ambient noise levels. Although the Beverly
Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR determined that buildout of the Beverly
Hilton Specific Plan would have a significant and unavoidable

Mitigation Measure(s)

pollutants. Examples of BAT/BCT that may be implemented

during site grading and construction could include straw hay
bales, straw bale inlet filters, filter barriers, and silt fences.

MM-HYDRO-2. Prior to issuance of any grading or building
permits, the project applicant shall prepare and submit to the
City of Beverly Hills a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation
Plan (SUSMP), to be prepared in accordance with the Los
Angeles County Manual for the Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plan, which details the requirements of the SUSMP.

With approval of the proposed Overlay Specific Plan, along
with adherence to existing regulations and implementation of
mitigation measures identified in other sections of this SEIR
(specifically, Mitigation Measures MM-AQ-1 through MM-AQ-
17*;, MM-BIO-1 and MM-BIO-2; MM-CR-3a through MM-CR-6;
MM-GEO-1; MM-HAZ-1 through MM-HAZ-8; MM-NOISE-1
through MM-NOISE-4; and MM-TRAF 1 through MM-TRAF-10;
MM-TCR-1 through MM-TCR-6; and MM-UTIL-1), would be
consistent with applicable policies of the City’s General Plan
and the Existing Specific Plans.

The following mitigation measure, which includes measures
revised and adapted to current industry standards from the
previous environmental documentation, would be required
for the proposed project. This measure would supersede
Mitigation Measure MM NOISE-1 from the Beverly Hilton
Specific Plan 2008 EIR and Mitigation Measure MM NOISE-1
from the 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan 2016 SEIR, which have
been replaced to consolidate, update, and clarify the
mitigation needed for the proposed project.

MM-NOISE-1. Prior to issuance of grading permits, the
Developer shall submit a Construction Management Plan
satisfactory to the Director of Community Development and
the Building Official. The Building Official shall enforce noise
attenuating construction requirements. The Construction

Residual Impact

Existing Conditions:
Less than significant

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant

Existing Conditions:
Less than significant

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant
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Impact

construction noise impact, implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-
NOISE-1 would reduce the impact of the proposed project to a less than
significant level. Therefore, in comparison to existing conditions and
Approved Entitlements, impacts of the proposed project would be less
than significant with mitigation. In addition, in comparison to Approved
Entitlements, project impacts would be less than what were identified in
previous environmental documentation.

Mitigation Measure(s)

Management Plan shall include, but not be limited to, the
following noise attenuation measures:

Excavation, grading, and other construction activities
related to the proposed project shall comply with
Section 5-1-206, Restrictions on Construction Activity,
of the Beverly Hills Municipal Code. Any deviations
from these standards shall require the written approval
of the City Building Official.

Stockpiling and vehicle staging areas shall be located as
far away as practicable from residences to the north
and El Rodeo School.

All heavy-duty stationary construction equipment (e.g.,
air compressors, generators, etc.) shall be placed so
that emitted noise is directed away from the nearest
sensitive receivers (i.e., residences to the north and El
Rodeo School).

Whenever practicable, construction activities shall be
scheduled so as to avoid operating several pieces of
equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise
levels.

Haul routes for removing excavated materials from the
site shall be designed to avoid residential areas and
areas occupied by noise-sensitive receivers (e.g.,
hospitals, schools, convalescent homes, etc.).

Prior to the start of every school year, the Developer
shall obtain a schedule of testing periods at El Rodeo
School. The Developer shall submit a construction
schedule for review and approval by the Community
Development Director and the Environmental Monitor
that ensures that no construction activity generating
the highest noise levels (e.g., simultaneous demolition,
grading, and building construction) is undertaken
during any designated testing periods at the school.
Such testing periods typically occur for one week per
semester; however, the exact dates and times will be
determined by the Beverly Hills Unified School District.

Executive Summary

Residual Impact
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Impact

Mitigation Measure(s)

For construction activities occurring during the City’s
allowed hours of construction (weekdays, excluding
public holidays, 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.), the following
shall be required:

All equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be operated
with closed engine doors and shall be equipped
with properly operating and maintained residential
grade mufflers consistent with manufacturers’
standards that provide at least a 5-dBA reduction in
noise levels.

The Contractor shall use portable sound enclosures
for all generators and air compressors that provide
at least a 10-dBA reduction in noise levels.

For construction activities occurring outside the City’s
allowed hours of construction, the following shall be
required:

Simultaneous occurrence of two or more
construction phases (demolition, site preparation,
grading, building construction, paving, and
architectural coating) shall be prohibited unless the
project applicant reduces the number of
construction equipment used for each overlapping
phase and it can be demonstrated through a
quantitative acoustical analysis prepared by a
qualified professional that this reduced
construction equipment portfolio utilized for
overlapping phases will not result in noise levels in
excess of 5 dBA above ambient noise levels. The
acoustical analysis shall be reviewed and approved
by the City prior to allowing simultaneous
occurrence of two or more construction phases
outside the City’s allowed hours of construction.
All equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be operated
with closed engine doors and shall be equipped
with properly operating and maintained mufflers
consistent with manufacturers’ standards that
provide at least a 20-dBA reduction in noise levels.

Residual Impact
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s)

The Contractor shall use portable sound enclosures
for all generators and air compressors that provide
at least a 10-dBA reduction in noise levels.

Impact N-2. Noise associated with operation of the proposed project, None required.

including noise from HVAC equipment, outdoor dining, and recreational
activities in the botanical gardens and the pools, would potentially be
audible at nearby noise-sensitive receivers. However, the project’s
operational noise would not increase ambient noise levels above the
standards established in Policy N 1.5 of the City’s General Plan Noise
Element. Therefore, regardless of whether compared to existing
conditions or Approved Entitlements, operational noise impacts
associated with the proposed project would be less than significant.

Impact N-3. The net increase in vehicle trips associated with the None required.

proposed project would increase off-site traffic noise at nearby sensitive
receivers. However, the project’s off-site traffic noise would not increase
ambient noise levels above the standards established in Policy N 1.5 of
the City’s General Plan Noise Element. Therefore, regardless of whether
compared to existing conditions or Approved Entitlements, off-site traffic
noise impacts associated with the proposed project would be less than
significant.

Impact N-4. Construction of the proposed project would generate None required.

daytime and nighttime construction vibration. Transient and steady-state
vibration levels would not exceed the thresholds for human annoyance or
structural damage to historic buildings or residences. Although previous
environmental documentation determined that the Approved
Entitlements would have a significant and unavoidable construction
vibration impact, updated vibration analysis indicates that impacts for
both scenarios would be less than significant. No operational vibration
impacts would occur. Therefore, in comparison to existing conditions and
Approved Entitlements, impacts of the proposed project would be less
than significant with mitigation. In addition, in comparison to Approved
Entitlements, project impacts would be less than what were identified in
previous environmental documentation.

Executive Summary

Residual Impact

Existing Conditions:
Less than significant

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant

Existing Conditions:
Less than significant

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant
Existing Conditions:

Less than significant

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s)

Impact N-5. Although the effect of ambient noise on the proposed The following mitigation measures, which include measures
project is not an impact under CEQA, the potential noise levels at noise- revised and adapted from previous environmental

sensitive receivers included in the proposed project are provided for documentation, would be required for the proposed project.
public disclosure. Similar to the Approved Entitlements, the proposed MM-NOISE-2*. The Developer shall implement sound
pI’OjeCt WOUId be exposed to tl’affiC nOise from W“Shire BOUIeVard and attenuation features to reduce noise levels at all private

North Santa Monica Boulevard in excess of the City’s exterior and interior  outdoor livable spaces (i.e., balconies) and outdoor dining
noise standards for multl-famlly residences and hotels of 65 CNEL and 45 areas. Such features may include doub|e_paned or laminated

CNEL, respectively, as well as the City’s exterior noise standard for glass, or Plexiglas. Acoustical analysis shall be performed prior
commercial uses of 75 CNEL. Mltlgatlon Measures MM-NOISE-2* and to the issuance of an occupancy permit to demonstrate that
MM-NOISE-3* from previous environmental documentation would noise levels at the exterior livable spaces and outdoor dining
continue to apply to the project. areas do not exceed the City’s noise/land use standards for

residences, hotels, and commercial uses. This requirement
shall be incorporated into the plans to be submitted by the
Developer to the City of Beverly Hills for review and approval
prior to the issuance of building permits.

MM-NOISE-3*. The Developer shall incorporate building
materials and techniques that reduce sound transmission
through walls, windows, doors, ceilings, and floors of on-site
residences in order to achieve interior noise levels in habitable
rooms that are below the CCR Title 24 standard for interior
noise of 45 CNEL. Such building materials and techniques may
include double-paned windows, staggered studs, or sound-
absorbing blankets incorporated into building wall design. All
exterior wall assemblies (including windows and wall
components) shall meet a minimum STC 40 rating to ensure
the adequate attenuation of noise at a range of frequencies.
All residential units shall be provided with forced-air
mechanical ventilation with non-operable windows. Acoustical
analysis shall be performed prior to the issuance of an
occupancy permit to demonstrate that noise levels in
habitable rooms do not exceed the CCR Title 24 standard of 45
CNEL. This requirement shall be incorporated into the plans to
be submitted by the Developer to the City of Beverly Hills for
review and approval prior to the issuance of building permits.
* These mitigation measures are required for the Existing
Specific Plans and therefore are carried forward and required
for the proposed project.

Residual Impact

Existing Conditions:
Less than significant

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant
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Cumulative. Construction activities conducted for the proposed project
before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. could generate a noise level increase
of 5 dBA above ambient noise levels outside the hours permitted by the
City’s Noise Ordinance, which would be a significant impact, and

implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-NOISE-1 would be required.

In the event that the 9900-9908 South Santa Monica Boulevard Project
and 140 South Lasky Drive Project also conduct construction activities
outside the hours specified in the City’s Noise Ordinance and combined
construction noise levels result in a 5 dBA increase in ambient noise
levels, the cumulative construction noise impact would be significant,
similar to the Approved Entitlements.

Mitigation Measure(s)

The following mitigation measure, which include measures
revised and adapted from previous environmental
documentation, would be required for the proposed project.
This measure would supersede Mitigation Measure MM-
NOISE-4 from the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR and
Mitigation Measure MM NOISE-4 from the 9900 Wilshire
Specific Plan 2016 SEIR.

MM-NOISE-4. Prior to the start of construction and during
construction, the Developer shall coordinate with the 9900-
9908 South Santa Monica Boulevard Project and 140 South
Lasky Drive Project Developers regarding the following:
All temporary roadway closures shall be coordinated to
limit overlap of roadway closures; and
All major deliveries for the three projects shall be
coordinated to limit the occurrence of simultaneous
deliveries. The Developers shall ensure that deliveries
of items such as concrete and other high-volume items
will not be done simultaneously.

Executive Summary

Residual Impact

Existing Conditions:
Significant and unavoidable (in
the event that construction
occurs outside the City’s
permitted hours), but not an
increased severity impactin
comparison to Approved
Entitlements

Approved Entitlements:

Significant and unavoidable (in
the event that construction
occurs outside the City’s
permitted hours), but not an
increased severity impactin
comparison to Approved
Entitlements

Section 6, Alternatives, of the
SEIR analyzes Alternative 2: No
Further Development, which
would reduce significant and
unavoidable impacts to a less
than significant level. None of
the other alternatives analyzed
would reduce this cumulative
impact to a less than significant
level because each could
include construction activities
outside the City’s allowed
hours, as permitted with
issuance of an after hours
construction permit per BHMC
Section 5-1-205(C-D).
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact
Public Services

Public Services Impact (from Initial Study). Previous environmental Mitigation Measure MM-FIRE-1 from the Beverly Hilton Existing Conditions:
documentation stated the Beverly Hills Fire Department (BHFD) indicated  Specific Plan 2008 EIR and 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan 2016 Less than significant
the proposed traffic signal at the intersection of Merv Griffin Way and SEIR, as included below, would apply to the proposed project.

Santa Monica Boulevard could potentially slow emergency response MM-FIRE-1. The proposed signal at the intersection of Santa .

- — - . : s = - Approved Entitlements:
times and inhibit access to the site. Impacts would be less than significant  Monica Boulevard and Merv Griffin Way shall be outfitted SEEEE e
with implementation of mitigation. with an Opticom device, a traffic signal pre-emption used to Less than significant

control signalized intersections to allow the BHFD to provide a
safe response route and to decrease response times to
emergencies.

Transportation and Traffic

Impact T-1. The proposed project would not conflict with any programs, Mitigation Measures MM-TRAF-1 through MM-TRAF-6 from Existing Conditions:

plans, ordinances or policies or involve any significant disruptions to the the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR and 9900 Wilshire Less than significant
local public transit, active transportation, and roadway systems. Specific Plan 2016 SEIR, as included below with minor

Regardless of whether the project is compared to existing conditions or revisions, would apply to the proposed project. Revisions to . .
Approved Entitlements, with implementation of mitigation measures the mitigation measures from the previous environmental Approved Fnt,'tllements'
contained in the previous environmental documentation as modified documentation are shown as italicized, underlined text for Less than significant
herein, impacts would be less than significant with implementation of additions and strikethrough for removed text.

mitigation. MM-TRAF-1. An Environmental Monitor shall be retained that

will be responsible for monitoring compliance with the
mitigation measures in the adopted Mitigation Monitoring
Program. The name, phone number, and other contact
information for the Environmental Monitor shall be posted on
the construction trailer or other location visible to public view
as determined by the Community Development Director. The
developer shall deposit funds sufficient to pay for the
Environmental Monitor who will be hired by and work for the
City.

MM-TRAF-2. The Environmental Monitor shall proactively
inform the public of the ongoing project progress and
exceptions to the expected plans. This shall include sending a
quarterly mailer to all property owners within 1,000 feet of
the exterior boundaries of the property. The developer shall
be responsible for the full cost of the mailer including postage.
The Environmental Monitor shall also respond to requests for
information and assistance from members of the public when
impacts raise special concerns by members of the public.
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Impact

Executive Summary

Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact

MM-TRAF-3. The Construction Relations Officer shall be
assigned, and a hotline number shall be published on
construction signage placed along the boundary of the project
site, along Wilshire Boulevard, Merv Griffin Way, and North
Santa Monica Boulevard to address day-to-day issues.
MM-TRAF-4. The Developer, Construction Relations Officer,
and Environmental Monitor shall each provide monthly
project updates to the Community Development Department
(CDD) Director, unless otherwise warranted due to resident
complaints.

MM-TRAF-5. The Developer shall revise-and-finalize submit a
Construction Traffic Management Plan to minimize-trafficflow
the Cityand-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 to non-peak 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 North Santa Monica Boulevards;
o . t |
accommeodate-construction-during-peak-hours;
Construction equipment traffic from the contractors
shall be controlled by flagmen flag persons;
Designate transport routes for heavy trucks and haul
trucks to be used over the duration of the project;

Schedule vehicle movements to ensure that there are
no vehicles waiting off-site and impeding public traffic
flow on the surrounding streets;

Establish requirements for loading/unloading and
storage of materials on the project site, where parking
spaces would be encumbered, length of time traffic

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
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Impact

Mitigation Measure(s)

travel lanes can be encumbered, sidewalk closings or
pedestrian diversions to ensure the safety of the
pedestrian and access to local businesses;

The Developer shall coordinate with Beverly Hills
Unified School District (BHUSD) in developing the
Construction Traffic Management Plan and shall notify
BHUSD of any traffic or pedestrian lane disruptions on
Wilshire Boulevard in advance.

The Developer shall coordinate with the Los Angeles
Country Club regarding the US Open tournament
activities at the club when developing the Construction
Traffic Management Plan and shall coordinate with
aetify the Los Angeles Country Club to ensure no efeny
traffic or pedestrian lane disruptions on Wilshire
Boulevard occurgirg during US Open tournament
activitiessa-advanee.

Coordinate with adjacent businesses and emergency
service providers to ensure adequate access exists to
the project site and neighboring businesses;

Coordinate with Metro regarding the bus stop
relocation at least 30 days prior to start of
construction;

Prohibit parking for construction workers except on the
project site and any designated off-site parking
locations. These off-site locations will require the
approval of the City of Beverly Hills. These off-site
parking locations cannot include any residential streets

Residual Impact
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Executive Summary

Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact

including Whittier Drive and those streets which
connect to Whittier Drive.

The Final Construction Traffic Management Plan shall be
submitted and approved by the City no later than 30 days
prior to commencement of construction and shall include:
A requirement for use of double belly trucks te-the
maximum-extentfeasible to reduce the number of
truck trips;
Provisions for the Environmental Monitor to oversee
and coordinate concurrent construction activities at

the 9900-9908 South Santa Monica Boulevard Project
and 140 South Lasky Drive Project

An Action Plan to avoid construction-related traffic
congestion and how to respond to unforeseen
congestion that may occur;

Requiring truck access and deliveries in non-peak traffic
periods to the greatest extent feasible; and

Prohibition of queuing of construction-related vehicles
on public streets in the City.

MM-TRAF-6. The Developer shall submit a Construction
Workers Parking Plan that identifies parking locations for
construction workers. To the maximum extent feasible, all
worker parking shall be accommodated on the project site.
During demolition and construction activities when
construction worker parking cannot be accommodated on the
project site, the Plan shall identify alternate parking locations
for construction workers and specify-the-method-of
transpertation shall include the shuttling of workers to and
from the project site using zero emissions vehicles. The Plan

shall be submitted for approval by the City at least 30 days
prior to commencement of construction. The Construction
Workers Parking Plan must include appropriate measures to
ensure that the parking location requirements for construction
workers will be strictly enforced. These include but are not
limited to the following measures:

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
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Impact

Impact T-2. The proposed project would result in increased daily trips to
the project site compared to existing conditions. However, the project
would reduce daily trips compared to buildout of the Approved
Entitlements. In comparison to existing conditions and Approved
Entitlements, the project would meet the City’s VMT Screening Criteria
for land use projects, indicating that the proposed project would have a
less than significant impact to VMT within the city. Therefore, regardless
of whether the project is compared to existing conditions or buildout of
the Approved Entitlements, the proposed project would not conflict with
or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b).

Mitigation Measure(s)

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 north of
Wilshire Boulevard or south of South 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, as-determined-by-the Community
DevelopmentDirector; for hiring a security guard to

enforce these parking provisions. The contractor shall
be responsible for all costs associated with parking and
the enforcement of this mitigation measure; 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.

None required.

Residual Impact

Existing Conditions:
Less than significant

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant
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Impact T-3. The proposed project driveways would provide adequate site
access and would not create hazardous traffic conditions with
implementation of modified mitigation measures contained in the
previous environmental documentation. Therefore, regardless of
whether the project is compared to existing conditions or Approved
Entitlements, impacts associated with the proposed project would be less
than significant.

Cumulative Impact. Construction associated with the proposed project
would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative traffic
impacts.

Executive Summary

Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact

Existing Conditions:
Less than significant

Mitigation Measure MM-TRAF-7 from the Beverly Hilton
Specific Plan 2008 EIR and Mitigation Measures MM-TRAF-7
and MM-TRAF-8 from the 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan 2016
SEIR, as included below with minor revisions, would apply to
the proposed project. Revisions to the mitigation measures
from the previous environmental documentation are shown as
italicized, underlined text for additions and strikethrough for
removed text.

MM-TRAF-7. The project applicant shall revise the project site
plan to indicate on-site traffic control planned for the project.
At a minimum, all traffic control devices shall be placed at all
project exits onto Wilshire Boulevard, North Santa Monica
Boulevard, and Merv Griffin Way prior to occupancy of the
new buildings proposed on the site.

MM-TRAF-8. Traffic control devices, and specifically stop
signs, shall be installed at each driveway exit point prior to
building occupancy.

MM-TRAF-9. The project applicant shall revise-the-projectsite
. . . ohi

| | el "
safely- ensure that the curb radius at the driveway at Wilshire
Boulevard and the westerly edge of the project will allow

vehicles sraveling-25-te-35-mph to turn safely.

Mitigation Measure MM-TRAF-8/MM-TRAF-9 from the
previous environmental documentation (shown as Mitigation
Measure MM-TRAF-10 in this document), as revised below,
would apply to the proposed project. Revisions to the
mitigation measures from the previous environmental
documentation are shown as italicized, underlined text for
additions and strikethrough for removed text.

MM-TRAF-10. The applicant for the proposed project shall
coordinate with the applicants for certain adjacent projects,
including 9900-9908 South Santa Monica Boulevard Project
and 140 South Lasky Drive Project The-Beverly Hilton
Revitalization-Plan/9900-Wilshire Plan-and the City of Beverly
Hills during all phases of construction regarding the following:

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant

Existing Conditions:
Less than significant

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant
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Tribal Cultural Resources

TCR-1. No tribal cultural resources are known to be present on-site.
However, based on the information provided during tribal consultation
for the proposed project, the project site and vicinity are considered to
be highly sensitive to tribal cultural resources by two consulted tribal
organizations. construction of the proposed project would involve
ground-disturbing activities such as grading and surface excavation,
which have the potential to unearth or adversely affect previously
unidentified significant tribal cultural resources. This potential would be
similar to that of buildout of the Approved Entitlements. Regardless of
whether the project is compared to existing conditions or Approved
Entitlements, the proposed project’s impact would be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated.

Mitigation Measure(s)

All temporary roadway closures for the proposed

project shall be coordinated to limit overlap of roadway

closures;

All major deliveries for the proposed project shall be
coordinated to limit the occurrence of simultaneous

deliveries. The applicants shall ensure that deliveries of

items such as concrete and other high-volume items
shall not be done simultaneously; and

The applicants shall coordinate regarding the loading

and unloading of delivery vehicles. Any-off-site-staging
shared:and

Applicants or their representatives shall meet on a
regular basis during construction to address any
outstanding issues related to construction traffic,
deliveries, and worker parking.

MM-TCR-1. Retain a Qualified Principal Investigator. A
qualified principal investigator, defined as an archaeologist
who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
professional archaeology and has had a minimum of 10 years
of experience as a principal investigator working with Native
American archaeological sites in southern California, shall be
retained to carry out all mitigation measures related to
archaeological and historical resources (hereafter qualified
archaeologist). The qualified archaeologist shall be contacted
in the event of an inadvertent archaeological discovery.
MM-TCR-2. Preconstruction Worker Training. At the project
kickoff and before construction activities begin, the qualified
archaeologist or their designee shall provide training to
construction personnel on information regarding regulatory

requirements for the protection of cultural resources including

tribal cultural resources. As part of this training, construction
personnel will be briefed on proper procedures to follow
should unanticipated cultural resources discoveries be made
during construction. Workers will be provided contact
information and protocols to follow in the event that

Residual Impact

Existing Conditions:
Less than significant

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact

inadvertent discoveries are made. If necessary, the qualified
archaeologist can create a training video, PowerPoint
presentation, or printed literature that can be shown to new
workers and contractors to avoid continuous training
throughout the course of the project.

MM-TCR-3. Retain Native American Monitoring. Native
American monitoring shall be conducted by a representative
of the Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation and a
representative of the Gabrielefio/Tongva San Gabriel Band of
Mission Indians, hereafter referred to collectively as
“Monitoring Tribes”). Monitoring shall occur during all project-
related, initial ground-disturbing construction activities (i.e.
grubbing, tree removal, boring, grading, excavation, potholing,
drilling and trenching etc.). The tribal monitors shall complete
daily monitoring logs that shall provide descriptions of the
day’s activities, including construction activities, locations, soil
and any cultural materials identified. Once excavation is
completed for a portion of the project site and entered into
the daily monitoring log, the monitoring of an area shall be
considered complete. The on-site monitoring shall end when
all ground-disturbing activities at the project site are
completed, or when the representatives of one or both
Monitoring Tribes have indicated that all upcoming ground-
disturbing activities at the project site have little to no
potential for impacting Tribal Cultural Resources of their
respective Tribe. Additionally, the qualified archaeologist, in
consultation with the City and the Native American monitor,
may recommend the reduction or termination of monitoring
depending upon observed conditions (e.g., no resources
encountered within the first 50 percent of ground
disturbance). Should neither the Gabrielefio Band of Mission
Indians — Kizh Nation and/or the Gabrielefio/Tongva San
Gabriel Band of Mission Indians not have sufficient qualified
staff, or not provide monitoring services at market rates, after
consultation between the two tribes and the City’s Director of
Community Development, the applicant may contract with a
different firm to provide a Native American monitor, subject
to approval by the City of Beverly Hills Director of Community
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact

Development. If one of the Monitoring Tribes opts not to
engage in monitoring activities required herein, Developer can
proceed with the project provided that the other Monitoring
Tribe provides the monitoring required by this mitigation
measure.

MM-TCR-4. Unanticipated Discovery of Tribal Cultural
Resources. In the event a Native American monitor identifies
cultural or archeological resources, the monitor shall be given
the authority to temporarily halt construction in the
immediate vicinity and within 50 feet of the discovery and to
contact the qualified archaeologist to investigate the find and
determine if it is a tribal cultural resource under CEQA by the
City of Beverly Hills in consultation with the ancestrally related
tribe(s) and qualified archaeologist. Construction activities can
continue in areas 50 feet away from the find and not
associated with the cultural resource location. In the event of a
find during ground disturbing activities, the Gabrielefio Band of
Mission Indians- Kizh Nation and the Gabrielefio/Tongva San
Gabriel Band of Mission Indians shall be notified by the City to
provide recommendations as to the treatment and disposition
of the find(s). Cultural Resources Monitoring and Mitigation
Plan shall be developed to outline monitor procedures.

MM-TCR-5. Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains. In
the event that human remains are encountered at the project
site, all work in the immediate vicinity of the burial must
cease, and any necessary steps to ensure the integrity of the
immediate area shall be taken. The Los Angeles County
Coroner will be immediately notified. The Coroner must then
determine whether the remains are Native American. Should
the Coroner determine the remains are Native American, the
Coroner has 24 hours to notify the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC), who shall in turn, notify the person they
identify as the most likely descendent (MLD). Further actions
shall be determined in part by the recommendations of the
MLD. The MLD has 48 hours of being granted access to the
project site to complete their inspection and make
recommendations or preferences for treatment of the
remains. If the MLD does not make recommendations within
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact

48 hours, the owner shall, with appropriate dignity, re-inter
the remains in an area of the property secure from further
disturbance. Alternatively, if the owner does not accept the
MLD’s recommendations, the owner or the descendent may
request mediation by the NAHC. Procedures of conduct
following the discovery of human remains have been
mandated by Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, PRC
Section 5097.98, and the California Code of Regulations
Section 15064.5(e) (CEQA).

MM-TCR-6. Reburial Treatment Measures. Prior to the
continuation of ground disturbing activities where human
remains and/or ceremonial object has been identified, the
Developer shall arrange a designated site location within the
footprint of the project for the respectful reburial of the
human remains and/or ceremonial objects. In the case where
discovered human remains cannot be fully documented and
recovered on the same day, the remains shall be covered with
muslin cloth and a steel plate that can be moved by heavy
equipment shall be placed over the excavation opening to
protect the remains. If this type of steel plate is not available,
a 24-hour guard shall be posted outside of working hours. If
feasible, the project shall be diverted to keep the remains in
situ and protected. If the project cannot be diverted, it may be
determined that burials will be removed. The MLD shall work
with the gualified archaeologist to ensure that the excavation
is treated carefully, ethically and respectfully. If data recovery
is approved by the MLD, documentation shall be taken which
includes at a minimum detailed descriptive notes and
sketches. Additional types of documentation shall be
approved by the MLD for data recovery purposes. Cremations
shall either be removed in bulk or by means as necessary to
ensure complete recovery of all material. If the discovery of
human remains includes four or more burials, the location is
considered a cemetery and a separate treatment plan shall be
created. Once complete, a final report of all activities is to be
submitted to the MLD and NAHC. The MLD does not authorize
any scientific study or utilization of any invasive and/or
destructive diagnostics on human remains.
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Impact

Utilities and Service Systems

UTIL-1. The proposed project would introduce additional population,
building height, and development area (including the gas station site) to
the project site as compared to existing conditions and Approved
Entitlements. However, similar to the previous environmental
documentation, mitigation is available to reduce potential impacts
related to fire flow facilities to a less than significant level. Regardless of
whether the project is compared to existing conditions or Approved
Entitlements, the proposed project would have a less than significant
impact to fire flow facilities with mitigation incorporated.

UTIL-2. Increased development on the project site would result in
increased water demand compared to existing conditions. However, the
project would result in a net decrease in water demand by approximately
16.5 acre-feet per year, as compared to Approved Entitlements.
Regardless of whether the project is compared to existing conditions or
Approved Entitlements, the proposed project’s water demand can be
accommodated by the current and planned water supplies as presented
in the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. Therefore, the proposed
project’s impacts to water supply would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measure(s)

Each occurrence of human remains and associated funerary
objects shall be stored using opaque cloth bags. All human
remains, funerary objects, sacred objects and objects of
cultural patrimony shall be removed to a secure container on
site if possible. These items should be retained and reburied
within six months of recovery. The site of reburial/repatriation
shall be on the project site but at a location agreed upon
between the MLD and the landowner at a site to be protected
in perpetuity. There shall be no publicity regarding any cultural
materials recovered.

MM-UTIL-1. Prior to issuance of grading permits, the project
applicant shall provide a preliminary design for the fire flow
infrastructure to the City for review by the PWD and Fire
Department. The project applicant shall pay for a hydraulic
analysis of the preliminary design to be prepared by the City-
selected consultant to ensure adequate fire flow is provided to
the project site and water quality of the water main is not
adversely impacted by the proposed design. The project
applicant shall pay a “fair share” of the cost to upgrade the
water main feeding hydrants serving the project site, which
may include the entire cost of upgrading the water main.
Upgrading of the water main shall be completed prior to
project building construction and prior to building occupancy
to ensure that adequate fire flow is available during project
construction and operation.

None required.

Residual Impact

Existing Conditions:
Less than significant

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant

Existing Conditions:
Less than significant

Approved Entitlements:
Less than significant
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact
Wastewater Treatment Impact (from Initial Study). The City Public Accordingly, previous environmental documentation included  Existing Conditions:
Works Department anticipated the existing wastewater system would be  the following mitigation measure, which would also apply to Less than significant
able to accommodate the additional flow generated by the Existing the proposed project, to reduce the impact associated with

Specific Plans and buildout would not require construction of new discharge of waste from the proposed restaurant use (City of .
wastewater treatment facilities or an expansion of existing facilities. Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016): %
However, the proposed restaurant use under the Existing Specific Plans MM-WW-1. The proposed restaurant shall install a Fat, Oil Less than significant
had the potential to generate a heavier discharge of fats, oils, and grease,  and Grease (FOG) Interceptor to remove these substances

which was considered a potentially significant impact. from its wastewater before entering the sanitary sewer

system. This device helps prevent these substances from
clogging the sanitary sewer system. The device shall be

regularly inspected by the Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works.
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Transportation and Traffic

Figure 4.9-1 Proposed Pedestrian Circulation Plan
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Approved Entitlements

Construction Impacts

Construction of the proposed project would require similar activities as buildout of the Approved
Entitlements. As discussed above under Existing Conditions and detailed below under Mitigation
Measures, the proposed project would implement similar mitigation measures as those contained
within the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR and 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan 2016 SEIR, modified
to meet the needs of the proposed project. With implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-
TRAF-1 through MM-TRAF-6, construction of the proposed project would have less than significant
impacts, similar to the Approved Entitlements.

Operational Impacts

VEHICULAR CIRCULATION

Under both the Approved Entitlements and the proposed project, increased development intensity
on the project site would lead to increased vehicle trips and traffic on nearby roadways compared to
existing conditions on the site (e.g., the 9900 Wilshire Boulevard site is currently undeveloped).
However, the project would place residential and retail uses in proximity to high quality transit
facilities and existing retail and residential development within the city, which is a development
pattern emphasized by the 2020 RTP/SCS for reducing VMT. In addition, as described further under
Impact T-2, the proposed project would result in reduced daily vehicle trips to and from the project
site compared to buildout of the Approved Entitlements. Therefore, the proposed project would
align with Goal CIR 6 of the Beverly Hills General Plan Circulation Element, which seeks to reduce
vehicle trips in the City, and Goal CIR 3 by reducing potential vehicle traffic in the neighborhoods to
the north of the project site. The proposed site access and circulation would be similar to the
Approved Entitlements, and as discussed above under Existing Conditions, would improve the safe
circulation of vehicles throughout the project site.

PUBLIC TRANSIT SYSTEM

Existing transit service is provided along the project frontage on Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa
Monica Boulevard as described under Section 4.9.1, Setting. The proposed project’s potential
impacts to existing transit service are as follows:

Project Driveways: Potential disruptions to existing transit service could occur with the addition
of the project driveways. In comparison to the Approved Entitlements, one additional driveway
would be provided on Wilshire Boulevard (the 9900 Wilshire Boulevard site had one access
driveway between Driveways A and B) and one fewer driveway would be provided on North
Santa Monica Boulevard (access to the planned Hotel Motor Court on the 9900 Wilshire
Boulevard site would be eliminated). As discussed above under Existing Conditions, project
driveways would not have a significant effect on public transit operations

New Traffic Signals: The new traffic signals would be installed at the intersection of North Santa
Monica Boulevard and Merv Griffin Way and the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and the
proposed new residential access roadway. The Merv Griffin Way and North Santa Monica
Boulevard traffic signal was also included in the Existing Specific Plans
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4.10 Tribal Cultural Resources

This section discusses the regulatory setting, and existing environmental setting, and analyzes the
potential tribal cultural resources impacts of the proposed project during both construction and
operational phases, respectively. Mitigation measures are proposed in an effort to reduce
significant impacts, as needed. Rincon Consultants, Inc. (Rincon) conducted a cultural resources
assessment for the project, which included a records search at the South-Central Coastal
Information Center (SCCIC) and a review of the Sacred Lands File (SLF). This analysis builds on the
analysis included in the Cultural Resources Technical Report completed for the proposed project,
which is included in Appendix D.

4.10.1 Setting

Ethnography

The project lies in an area traditionally occupied by the Native American group known as the
Gabrielefio (or Gabrielifio or Gabrielino). The name Gabrielefio was applied by the Spanish to those
natives that were associated with Mission San Gabriel (Bean and Smith 1978; Kroeber 1925). Today,
most contemporary Gabrielefio prefer to identify themselves as Tongva (King 1994); however, one
contemporary group, the Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians — Kizh Nation, prefer the term “Kizh.”
Gabrielefio territory included the Los Angeles basin and southern Channel Islands as well as the
coast from Aliso Creek in the south to Topanga Creek in the north. The Gabrielefio language belongs
to the Takic branch of the Uto-Aztecan language family, which can be traced to the Great Basin
region (Heizer 1978; Shipley 1978).

The Gabrielefio established large permanent villages and smaller satellite camps throughout their
territory. Society was organized along patrilineal non-localized clans, a common Takic pattern.
Gabrielefio subsistence was oriented around acorns supplemented by roots, leaves, seeds, and
fruits of a wide variety of plants. Meat sources included large and small mammals, freshwater and
saltwater fish, shellfish, birds, reptiles, and insects. Gabrielefio employed a wide variety of tools and
implements to gather and hunt food (Blackburn 1963; Kroeber 1925; McCawley 1996). The digging
stick, the bow and arrow, traps, nets, blinds, throwing sticks and slings, spears, harpoons, and hooks
were common tools. The Gabrielefio also made oceangoing plank canoes (known as ti'at) capable of
holding six to 14 people and used for fishing, travel, and trade between the mainland and the
Channel Islands.

Regulatory Setting

Senate Bill 18 of 2004

California Government Code Section 65352.3 (adopted pursuant to the requirements of SB 18)
requires local governments to contact, refer plans to, and consult with tribal organizations prior to
making a decision to adopt or amend a general or specific plan. The tribal organizations eligible to
consult have traditional lands in a local government’s jurisdiction, and are identified, upon request,
by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). As noted in the California Office of Planning
and Research’s Tribal Consultation Guidelines (2005),! “The intent of SB 18 is to provide California

1 https://opr.ca.gov/docs/011414_Updated_Guidelines_922.pdf
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Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Threshold 1: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource, defined in PRC Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, or
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American
tribe, and that is listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in PRC Section 5020.1(k)?

Threshold 2: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource, defined in PRC Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American
tribe, and that is a resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of PRC Section 5024.1? In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of PRC Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the
resource to a California Native American tribe.

Impact TCR-1 NO TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES ARE KNOWN TO BE PRESENT ON-SITE. HOWEVER,
BASED ON THE INFORMATION PROVIDED DURING TRIBAL CONSULTATION FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT, THE
PROJECT SITE AND VICINITY ARE CONSIDERED TO BE HIGHLY SENSITIVE TO TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES BY TWO
CONSULTED TRIBAL ORGANIZATIONS. CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD INVOLVE GROUND-
DISTURBING ACTIVITIES SUCH AS GRADING AND SURFACE EXCAVATION, WHICH HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO
UNEARTH OR ADVERSELY AFFECT PREVIOUSLY UNIDENTIFIED SIGNIFICANT TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. THIS
POTENTIAL WOULD BE SIMILAR TO THAT OF BUILDOUT OF THE APPROVED ENTITLEMENTS. REGARDLESS OF
WHETHER THE PROJECT IS COMPARED TO EXISTING CONDITIONS OR APPROVED ENTITLEMENTS, THE PROPOSED
PROJECT’S IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED.

Existing Conditions

Construction Impacts

The project site is in an urbanized area. Neither the CHRIS records search nor SLF identified any
tribal cultural resources on or near the project site that are listed or previously identified as eligible
for listing in the CRHR, or in a local register of historical resources. The majority of project site has
been previously graded and disturbed, including mass excavation of the approximately westerly half
of the site. The approximately eastern half of the project site is covered by buildings and paved
surfaces such as parking lots and sidewalks. The surface of the project site has been previously
graded and disturbed, and the majority has been developed and no tribal cultural resources are
known to have been discovered. Nevertheless, based on information provided to the City during the
tribal consultation process, the project site is located in the ancestral tribal territory of the
Gabrielefio/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians (Morales and Bogany 2020), and the
Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians — Kizh Nation (Salas and Teutimez 2020) and both tribes
consider this area, including the project site, to be highly sensitive to tribal cultural resources.
Construction of the proposed project would require substantial ground disturbance and excavation.
As such, the proposed project would have the potential to uncover as yet undiscovered significant
tribal cultural resources. Therefore, the proposed project would require mitigation to ensure that
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any undiscovered tribal cultural resources that could potentially be unearthed during construction
would be properly treated.

Operational Impacts

Operation of the proposed project would not include on-going ground disturbing activities;
therefore, operation of the project would not impact as yet undiscovered significant tribal cultural
resources. Impacts from operation of the project would be less than significant.

Approved Entitlements

Construction Impacts

As discussed above under Existing Conditions, construction of the proposed project would involve
ground disturbance during grading and excavation activities. Construction required for buildout of
the Approved Entitlements would similarly involve ground disturbing activities for grading and
excavation associated with new roadways, belowground parking structures, and building
foundations. Therefore, both the Approved Entitlements and proposed project have the potential to
significantly impact previously undiscovered tribal cultural resources. The proposed project would
include mitigation measures to reduce potential construction impacts to tribal cultural resources to
a less than significant level.

Operation

The Approved Entitlements and proposed project involve the same program of land uses and
development intensity. As described above under Existing Conditions, operation of the project
would not involve on-going ground disturbing activities. Therefore, operation of both Approved
Entitlements and the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to previously
undiscovered tribal cultural resources.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to tribal cultural resources to
less than significant levels. These mitigation measures have been developed based on the required
SB 18 and AB 52 consultation processes conducted between the City and tribes that requested
consultation. As consultation is still on-going with the Gabrielefio/Tongva San Gabriel Band of
Mission Indians and the Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians — Kizh Nation, both tribes will be
provided the following mitigation measures as part of the circulation and review of the Draft SEIR.

MM-TCR-1 Retain a Qualified Principal Investigator. A qualified principal investigator, defined
as an archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
professional archaeology and has had a minimum of 10 years of experience as a
principal investigator working with Native American archaeological sites in southern
California, shall be retained to carry out all mitigation measures related to
archaeological and historical resources (hereafter qualified archaeologist). The
qualified archaeologist shall be contacted in the event of an inadvertent
archaeological discovery.

MM-TCR-2 Preconstruction Worker Training. At the project kickoff and before construction
activities begin, the qualified archaeologist or their designee shall provide training
to construction personnel on information regarding regulatory requirements for the
protection of cultural resources including tribal cultural resources. As part of this
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MM-TCR-3

MM-TCR-4

training, construction personnel will be briefed on proper procedures to follow
should unanticipated cultural resources discoveries be made during construction.
Workers will be provided contact information and protocols to follow in the event
that inadvertent discoveries are made. If necessary, the qualified archaeologist can
create a training video, PowerPoint presentation, or printed literature that can be
shown to new workers and contractors to avoid continuous training throughout the
course of the project.

Retain Native American Monitoring. Native American monitoring shall be
conducted by a representative of the Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians-Kizh
Nation and a representative of the Gabrielefio/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission
Indians, hereafter referred to collectively as “Monitoring Tribes”). Monitoring shall
occur during all project-related, initial ground-disturbing construction activities (i.e.,
grubbing, tree removal, boring, grading, excavation, potholing, drilling and
trenching etc.). The tribal monitors shall complete daily monitoring logs that shall
provide descriptions of the day’s activities, including construction activities,
locations, soil and any cultural materials identified. Once excavation is completed
for a portion of the project site and entered into the daily monitoring log, the
monitoring of an area shall be considered complete. The on-site monitoring shall
end when all ground-disturbing activities at the project site are completed, or when
the representatives of one or both Monitoring Tribes have indicated that all
upcoming ground-disturbing activities at the project site have little to no potential
for impacting Tribal Cultural Resources of their respective Tribe. Additionally, the
qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the City and the Native American
monitor, may recommend the reduction or termination of monitoring depending
upon observed conditions (e.g., no resources encountered within the first 50
percent of ground disturbance). Should neither the Gabrielefio Band of Mission
Indians — Kizh Nation and/or the Gabrielefio/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission
Indians not have sufficient qualified staff, or not provide monitoring services at
market rates, after consultation between the two tribes and the City’s Director of
Community Development, the applicant may contract with a different firm to
provide a Native American monitor, subject to approval by the City of Beverly Hills
Director of Community Development. If one of the Monitoring Tribes opts not to
engage in monitoring activities required herein, Developer can proceed with the
project provided that the other Monitoring Tribe provides the monitoring required
by this mitigation measure.

Unanticipated Discovery of Tribal Cultural Resources. In the event a Native
American monitor identifies cultural or archeological resources, the monitor shall be
given the authority to temporarily halt construction in the immediate vicinity and
within 50 feet of the discovery and to contact the qualified archaeologist to
investigate the find and determine if it is a tribal cultural resource under CEQA by
the City of Beverly Hills in consultation with the ancestrally related tribe(s) and
qualified archaeologist. Construction activities can continue in areas 50 feet away
from the find and not associated with the cultural resource location. In the event of
a find during ground disturbing activities, the Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians-
Kizh Nation and the Gabrielefio/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians shall be
notified by the City to provide recommendations as to the treatment and
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disposition of the find(s). Cultural Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Plan shall be
developed to outline monitor procedures.

MM-TCR-5 Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains. In the event that human remains are
encountered at the project site, all work in the immediate vicinity of the burial must
cease, and any necessary steps to ensure the integrity of the immediate area shall
be taken. The Los Angeles County Coroner will be immediately notified. The Coroner
must then determine whether the remains are Native American. Should the
Coroner determine the remains are Native American, the Coroner has 24 hours to
notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), who shall in turn, notify
the person they identify as the most likely descendent (MLD). Further actions shall
be determined in part by the recommendations of the MLD. The MLD has 48 hours
of being granted access to the project site to complete their inspection and make
recommendations or preferences for treatment of the remains. If the MLD does not
make recommendations within 48 hours, the owner shall, with appropriate dignity,
re-inter the remains in an area of the property secure from further disturbance.
Alternatively, if the owner does not accept the MLD’s recommendations, the owner
or the descendent may request mediation by the NAHC. Procedures of conduct
following the discovery of human remains have been mandated by Health and
Safety Code Section 7050.5, PRC Section 5097.98, and the California Code of
Regulations Section 15064.5(e) (CEQA).

MM-TCR-6 Reburial Treatment Measures. Prior to the continuation of ground disturbing
activities where human remains and/or ceremonial object has been identified, the
Developer shall arrange a designated site location within the footprint of the project
for the respectful reburial of the human remains and/or ceremonial objects. In the
case where discovered human remains cannot be fully documented and recovered
on the same day, the remains shall be covered with muslin cloth and a steel plate
that can be moved by heavy equipment shall be placed over the excavation opening
to protect the remains. If this type of steel plate is not available, a 24-hour guard
shall be posted outside of working hours. If feasible, the project shall be diverted to
keep the remains in situ and protected. If the project cannot be diverted, it may be
determined that burials will be removed. The MLD shall work with the qualified
archaeologist to ensure that the excavation is treated carefully, ethically and
respectfully. If data recovery is approved by the MLD, documentation shall be taken
which includes at a minimum detailed descriptive notes and sketches. Additional
types of documentation shall be approved by the MLD for data recovery purposes.
Cremations shall either be removed in bulk or by means as necessary to ensure
complete recovery of all material. If the discovery of human remains includes four
or more burials, the location is considered a cemetery and a separate treatment
plan shall be created. Once complete, a final report of all activities is to be
submitted to the MLD and NAHC. The MLD does not authorize any scientific study
or utilization of any invasive and/or destructive diagnostics on human remains.

Each occurrence of human remains and associated funerary objects shall be stored
using opaque cloth bags. All human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects and
objects of cultural patrimony shall be removed to a secure container on site if
possible. These items should be retained and reburied within six months of
recovery. The site of reburial/repatriation shall be on the project site but at a
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location agreed upon between the MLD and the landowner at a site to be protected
in perpetuity. There shall be no publicity regarding any cultural materials recovered.

Significance After Mitigation

As consultation is still on-going with the Gabrielefio/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians and
the Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians — Kizh Nation, both tribes will be provided the mitigation
measures as part of the circulation and review of the Draft SEIR. Nonetheless, implementation of
Mitigation Measures MM-TCR-1 through MM-TCR-6 would ensure that unknown and unanticipated
significant tribal cultural resources that may be discovered during project construction would be
handled in a suitable manner. Therefore, regardless of whether compared to existing conditions or
Approved Entitlements, impacts to tribal cultural resources would be reduced to less than
significant levels.

4.10.3 Cumulative Impacts

The planned and pending projects in the vicinity of the project site are listed in Section 3,
Environmental Setting, and include apartment or condominium projects; mixed-use projects;
commercial/retail projects; hotel projects; and various other uses including medical offices,
restaurants, and office buildings. All sites of planned and pending developments are urbanized, and
none are known to contain tribal cultural resources. The proposed project, in conjunction with
planned and pending projects, would not have the potential to create significant impacts to tribal
cultural resources upon implementation of required mitigation.

Any significant artifacts or other resources found on the project site would be surrendered to the
appropriate Native American representative or reburied on the project site as described under
Mitigation Measures MM-TCR-5 and MM-TCR-6. This mitigation, when combined with the
unlikelihood of such artifacts or other resources being found as a result of the site being previously
disturbed, would ensure that cumulative impacts would be less than significant. In addition,
individual development proposals are reviewed separately by the appropriate jurisdiction and
undergo environmental review when it is determined that the potential for significant impacts exist.
In the event that future cumulative projects would result in impacts to known or unknown tribal
cultural resources, impacts to such resources would be addressed on a case-by-case basis.
Therefore, cumulative impacts related to tribal cultural resources would be less than significant.
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4.11 Utilities and Service Systems

This section discusses regulatory setting, and existing environmental setting, and analyzes the
project’s potential impacts to water supply and water facilities (water main providing fire flow to
hydrants serving the project site) during both construction and operational phases, respectively.
Mitigation measures are proposed in an effort to reduce significant impacts, as needed. Impacts
related to other utilities, including wastewater, storm water drainage, and solid waste, were
determined to be less than significant in the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project (refer to
Appendix A) and, therefore, are not further analyzed in this SEIR.

4.11.1 Setting

Water Supply and Demand

Information provided herein is from the City’s Final Draft 2015 Urban Water Management Plan?
(UWMP; City of Beverly Hills 2016b). The City’s Public Works Department (PWD) provides water
service to a 6.35-square mile service area, including the entire City of Beverly Hills and a portion of
the City of West Hollywood. In 2015, a total of 43,189 people resided in the service area, with
43,833 residing inside the City of Beverly Hills (City of Beverly Hills 2016b).

The City obtains its water through purchases from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California (MWD) and pumping of local groundwater. In 2015, nearly 100 percent of the City’s total
water supply was purchased from MWD, which, in turn, receives its supply from the State Water
Project (SWP) and the Colorado River. Historically, the City has pumped groundwater from the local
Hollywood Basin, which is then treated at the City’s water treatment plant before being distributed
to the City’s water system. In 2015, the City imported 10,389 acre-feet (AF) of water from MWD and
extracted 43 AF from groundwater, for a total supply of 10,432 AF. Water use in the City totaled
10,254 AF in 2015. The residential sector accounts for approximately 70 percent of total water use,
while the commercial, institutional, and industrial sectors account for the other 30 percent of use
(City of Beverly Hills 2016b).

The City’s Treatment Plant has been closed for operational improvements since 2016 and

100 percent of the City’s water supply is currently provided by MWD (City of Beverly Hills 2017a;
2018b; and 2019). Although MWD’s water supply has been reliable and cost effective, the recent
drought increased the City’s need to develop additional water supply reliability. The City plans to
implement three new groundwater supply projects that would involve developing three new
groundwater wells in the adjudicated portion of the Central Basin (La Brea Subarea [LBSA]),
developing two shallow water wells to increase groundwater production from the Hollywood Basin,
and participating in a water bank. It is expected that the new wells in the LBSA and Hollywood Basin
would be capable of producing approximately 1,700 acre-feet per year (AFY) and 2,000 AFY,
respectively (City of Beverly Hills 2016b).

In the UWMP, the City projects that annual water demand for the City and the portion of West
Hollywood served by the City under normal conditions will be 11,428 AFY in 2040. This represents
an increase of 1,174 AFY (11 percent) from 2015 demand. The projected increases between 2015
and 2040 account for the impact of projected development on water demand with ongoing
conservation measures in place.

1 A 2020 UWMP is in preparation but has not yet been completed.
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Table 4.11-1 and Table 4.11-2 show forecast water supplies under normal, single dry year, and
multiple dry year conditions. The City projects that, under non-drought conditions, MWD purchases
will increase to 7,728 AFY in 2040 and that the City can have a constant groundwater extraction rate
of 3,700 AFY,? for a total supply of 11,428 in 2040 (see Table 4.11-1). The minimum available annual
water supply for a scenario involving multiple dry years from 2038 to 2040 is estimated at

11,999 AF, including 8,299 AF of imported water and 3,700 AF of groundwater (see Table 4.11-2;
City of Beverly Hills 2016b). The City’s planned supply accommodates the projected demand for the
service area under both normal and multiple-year drought conditions.®

Table 4.11-1 Projected Water Supply in Beverly Hills — Normal Water Year

Water Supply (AF)
Groundwater Groundwater (LBSA
Imported (Hollywood Basin) of Central Basin)
2025 7,482 2,000 1,700 11,182
2030 7,562 2,000 1,700 11,262
2035 7,644 2,000 1,700 11,344
2040 7,728 2,000 1,700 11,428

Source: City of Beverly Hills UWMP (City of Beverly Hills 2016b)

Table 4.11-2 Projected Water Supply in Beverly Hills — Single and Multiple Dry Years

Water Supply (AF)
Groundwater Groundwater (LBSA
Imported (Hollywood Basin) of Central Basin)
2025 8,041 2,000 1,700 11,741
2030 8,125 2,000 1,700 11,825
2035 8,211 2,000 1,700 11,911
2040 8,299 2,000 1,700 11,999

Source: City of Beverly Hills UWMP (City of Beverly Hills 2016b)

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California

MWD provides water to southern California from northern California via the SWP and from the
Colorado River via the Colorado River Aqueduct. MWD is composed of 26 public agencies that
provide water to more than 19 million people in Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San
Diego, and Ventura counties. These agencies use and develop local water supplies as much as
possible to meet demand and purchase the remainder from MWD when necessary (MWD 2020a).

2 The 3,700 AFY consists of the existing groundwater capacity, as well as the addition of 2,050 AFY from the new wells in the LBSA and
Hollywood Basin.

3 According to the UWMP, City demands are estimated to increase by 5 percent during single- and multiple dry-year scenarios. Increased
demands during dry-year scenarios are projected to be met with imported water and groundwater supplies.
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MWD has prepared an Integrated Water Resource Plan that provides overall supply reliability
targets for the SWP, Colorado River Aqueduct, local water supplies, and conservation (MWD 2016).
The supply plan provides water supply and demand figures for the MWD service area. As indicated
in this report, the average year target supply would be 4.539 million AFY by 2040, while the total
demand in the MWD service area is estimated at 4.273 million AFY for this same period. This
represents a potential reserve or excess capacity of approximately 266,000 AF in average years.
Near-term supplies are also sufficient to meet current and future demand during a multiple dry year
scenario. Year 2025 supplies are projected to total approximately 4.240 million AFY, while demand
is predicted at 4.196 million AFY. This represents a short-term reserve or excess supply of
approximately 44,000 AFY in multiple dry years (MWD 2016).

MWD supplies are delivered to the PWD by the Santa Monica Feeder Line through two service
connections located on the east side of the Sunset Reservoir between Rexford and Alpine Drives.
Each connection has a capacity of 40 cubic feet per second or 23,000 AFY (at 80 percent capacity).

Hollywood Basin

In addition to imported surface water purchased from MWD, the City has historically utilized local
groundwater extracted from the local Hollywood Basin. The Hollywood Basin underlies the
northeastern part of the Coastal Plain of the Los Angeles Groundwater Basin and covers a surface
area of 10,500 acres, or 16.4 square miles (California Department of Water Resources 2004). The
basin is bounded on the north by the Santa Monica Mountains and the Hollywood Fault, on the east
by the Elysian Hills, on the west by the Inglewood Fault Zone, and on the south by the La Brea High,
which is a surface divide in the basin formed by an anticline that brings impermeable rocks close to
the surface. Surface drainage flows southward to join Ballona Creek, then westward to the Pacific
Ocean.

The Hollywood Basin is replenished by precipitation and stream flow from the higher areas to the
north. However, paving of streets and lining of drainage channels have greatly increased
impermeable surface and reduced percolation. Subsurface inflow may take place to a limited extent
from underflow through fractured rock in the Santa Monica Mountains and through the La Brea
High. The storage capacity of the basin is estimated at approximately 200,000 AF, although current
storage in the basin is unknown (California Department of Water Resources 2004). The Hollywood
Basin is not currently adjudicated and is presently managed by the City of Beverly Hills through
municipal ordinances. The natural safe yield of the basin is estimated at 3,000 AFY and annual
pumping limits are equal to 3,000 AFY (City of Beverly Hills 2016b).

In 2004, the City of Beverly Hills opened a reverse osmosis water treatment plant subsidized by
MWD to develop local groundwater supplies, thereby reducing demand on MWD’s resources. The
plant has a 2.7 million gallon per day (MGD) capacity and may be expanded to 5.4 MGD at a future
date, if economically feasible (City of Beverly Hills 2005b). As noted above, the treatment plant is
currently undergoing operational upgrades and is expected to be operational in September 2021
(City of Beverly Hills 2017a, 2018b, and 2019).

Water Distribution System

The Beverly Hills water distribution system is gravity-based and made up of 16 pressure zones (City
of Beverly Hills 2016b). As discussed above, the primary water supply is provided by MWD. In
addition, the City is served by three emergency water system interconnections provided by the City
of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP). To ensure that enough supply is on hand
to meet customer needs, the distribution system includes ten reservoirs with a combined storage
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capacity of 43.5 million gallons (City of Beverly Hills 2016b). The project site is served by the
Coldwater Canyon Reservoir, with a capacity of 8.5 million gallons, and the Woodland Reservoir,
with a capacity of 2 million gallons (City of Beverly Hills 2008a).

The project site is served by existing City water lines. To the north, the site is served by an eight-inch
ductile iron line beneath Wilshire Boulevard, which is fed by 12-inch and 10-inch concrete/cast iron
lines. To the south, a 12-inch line lies beneath North Santa Monica Boulevard. Figure 4.11-1,

Figure 4.11-2, and Figure 4.11-3, respectively, depict conceptual plans of proposed utility
connections to Beverly Hills Domestic Water, Metropolitan Water District Water, and Beverly Hills
Fire Water.

Conservation

In response to drought conditions and mandatory statewide urban water conservation, MWD
provides a water savings incentive program to member agencies, such as the City of Beverly Hills, for
water conservation programs. The incentive program funds conservation projects for all MWD
member agencies, including:

Residential and commercial turf removal

Low flow/high-efficiency toilet distribution and replacement
Direct installation of clothes washers and residential water audits
Multi-stream rotating nozzle distribution

MWD has also implemented rebate programs to incentivize the use of water efficient fixtures and
equipment for residences, businesses, industry, institutions, and large landscapes in southern
California. MWD’s rebate programs include SoCal Water$mart that assists customers with installing
high-efficiency toilets, clothes washers, plumbing fixtures, HVAC, sprinkler controllers, soil moisture
sensors, and other water saving devices (MWD 2020b).

In 1992, the City adopted an Emergency Water Conservation Ordinance (updated in 2015), that
establishes five stages of water shortage severity and implements certain initiatives to optimize
water supply during water shortages or drought conditions. The City is currently in Stage C of the
Contingency Plan, which determines that a 20 percent reduction in potable water is required. Stage
C also includes mandatory measures such as requiring restaurants to serve water only upon request;
requiring all public restrooms and private bathrooms in hotels to provide notices to patrons and
employees of water conservation goals; requiring repair of plumbing and irrigation leaks as soon as
practicable; requiring all users (except for tier 1) to reduce water usage to 80 percent of the amount
in the baseline period; and enforcement of strict outdoor watering schedules (City of Beverly Hills
2017b). Rebates are available to residential and commercial customers through the City for turf
removal and installation of high efficiency appliances including toilets, clothes washers, and
weather-based irrigation controllers (City of Beverly Hills 2020). The City requires new development
to comply with its water efficient landscaping ordinance where all new developments must submit a
landscaping design plan, irrigation design plan, grading design plan, and soil management report,
which must be approved by the City in order to receive a building permit (City of Beverly Hills
2018c).
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Figure 4.11-1 Conceptual Utility Exhibit — Beverly Hills Domestic Water
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Figure 4.11-2 Conceptual Utility Exhibit — Metropolitan Water District Water
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Figure 4.11-3 Conceptual Utility Exhibit — Beverly Hills Fire Water
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4.11.2 Regulatory Setting

State Regulations

Senate Bill 610

Senate Bill (SB) 610 was signed into law in 2001. This law requires cities and counties to develop
water supply assessments (WSAs) when considering approval of applicable development projects to
determine whether projected water supplies can meet the project’s anticipated water demand.
Triggers requiring the preparation of a WSA include residential developments of more than

500 dwelling units, shopping centers or business establishments employing more than

1,000 persons or having more than 500,000 sf of floor space, commercial office buildings employing
more than 1,000 persons or having more than 250,000 sf of floor space, and projects that would
demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the amount of water required by a

500 dwelling unit project. The proposed project does not involve this much new development and
therefore does not require preparation of a WSA pursuant to SB 610. Nevertheless, water supply
reliability is assessed in this Section 4.11.2.

Senate Bill 221

Whereas SB 610 requires a written assessment of water supply availability, SB 221 requires lead
agencies to obtain an affirmative written verification of sufficient water supply prior to approval of
certain specified subdivision projects. For this purpose, water suppliers may rely on an Urban Water
Management Plan (if the project is accounted for within such a plan), a Water Supply Assessment,
or other acceptable information that constitutes “substantial evidence.” “Sufficient water supply” is
defined in SB 221 as the total water supplies available during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry
water years within the 20-year (or greater) projection period that are available to meet the
projected demand associated with the proposed project, in addition to existing and planned future
uses. WSAs are required for residential projects of more than 500 units and hotels of more than
500 rooms. The proposed project does not involve this much development and therefore does not
require preparation of a WSA pursuant to SB 221. Therefore, the City may rely on its UWMP for
compliance with SB 221.

Water Conservation in Landscaping Act

The Water Conservation in Landscaping Act, enacted in 2006, required the DWR to update the
Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO). In 2009, the Office of Administrative Law
(OAL) approved the updated MWELO, which required a retail water supplier or a county to adopt
the provisions of the MWELO by January 1, 2010, or enact its own provisions equal to or more
restrictive than the MWELO provisions. The City has adopted a Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance
that also applies to new construction with landscape area greater than 2,500 square feet (Beverly
Hills Municipal Code Title 9, Chapter 4, Article 4).

Green Building Standards Code

In January 2010, the California Building Standards Commission adopted the statewide mandatory
Green Building Standards Code (herein referred to as “CAL Green Code”) that requires the
installation of water-efficient indoor infrastructure for all new projects beginning after January 1,
2011. CAL Green Code was revised in 2016 with the revisions taking effect on January 1, 2017.
However, these revisions do not have substantial implications to the water use already
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contemplated by the 2010 CAL Green Code. The CAL Green Code applies to the planning, design,
operation, construction, use, and occupancy of every newly constructed building or structure. All
new development must satisfy the indoor water use infrastructure standards necessary to meet the
CAL Green Code.

The CAL Green Code requires residential and nonresidential water efficiency and conservation
measures for new buildings and structures that will reduce the overall potable water use inside the
building by 20 percent. The 20 percent water savings can be achieved in one of the following ways:
(1) installation of plumbing fixtures and fittings that meet the 20 percent reduced flow rate specified
in the CAL Green Code, or (2) by demonstrating a 20 percent reduction in water use from the
building “water use baseline.”

Urban Water Management Plan Act

The California Urban Water Management Planning Act (California Water Code Division 6, Part 2.6
Sections 10610-10656) applies to municipal water suppliers, like the PWD, that serve more than
3,000 customers or provide more than 3,000 AFY of water. The Act requires water suppliers to
update their UWMP every five years to identify short-term and long-term water demand
management measures to meet growing water demands during the normal, single-dry, and
multiple-dry years. The plan should include a description of existing and planned water sources,
alternative sources, conservation efforts, reliability and vulnerability assessments, and a water
shortage contingency analysis. Details of the City’s efforts to promote the efficient use and
management of its water resources are contained in its 2015 UWMP (City of Beverly Hills 2016b).

Executive Order B-37-16

On May 9, 2016, the governor signed Executive Order (EO) B-37-16, which directs the State Water
Board and Department of Water Resources (DWR) to build on previous temporary statewide
emergency water restrictions to establish longer-term water conservation measures. In addition,
EO B-37-16 intends to accomplish the following:

Require monthly reporting by urban water suppliers on a permanent basis including information
regarding water use, conservation, and enforcement;

Develop new water use efficiency targets as part of the long-term conservation framework for
urban water agencies;

Permanently prohibit wasteful practices, such as hosing off sidewalks, driveways, and other
hardscapes, washing automobiles without a shut-off nozzle, and watering lawns in a manner
that causes runoff;

Minimize water system leaks across the state that continues to waste large amounts of water;

Strengthen standards for local Water Shortage Contingency Plans including requiring districts to
plan for droughts lasting at least five years, as well as more frequent and severe periods of
drought; and

Update existing requirements for Agricultural Water Management Plans so that irrigation
districts quantify their customers’ water use efficiency and plan for water supply shortages.

Executive Order B-40-17

On April 7, 2017, the governor signed EO B-40-17, which terminated the January 17, 2014 drought
state of emergency for all counties except for Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Tuolumne counties. In
addition, the EO rescinded the orders and provisions contained in the April 25, 2014 Emergency
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Proclamation, as well as EOs B-26-14, B-28-14, B-29-15, and B-36-15. Under EO B-40-17, the orders
and provisions contained in EO B-37-16 remain in full force and effect except for the portions of its
existing emergency regulations that require a water supply stress test or mandatory conservation
standard for urban water agencies.

Local Regulations

Beverly Hills General Plan

The City’s General Plan was updated in 2010. The Conservation Element of the General Plan
identifies the City’s goals for maintaining existing resources, while assuring an adequate supply to
meet future needs. General Plan goals and policies pertaining to water supply include:

CON 1 Water Supply System. High-quality reliable water supply, treatment, distribution,
pumping and storage systems that provide water as affordably as possible and meet current and
future daily and peak water demands of the City, considering the sustainability goals and
policies in this general plan.

CON 1.1 Rights to Groundwater. The City should continue to retain rights to groundwater.

CON 1.2 Urban Water Master Plan. Review, evaluate, and update the City’s Urban Water
Master Plan and related capital improvement programs on a regular basis in order to maintain
plans for expansion and improvement of distribution and storage facilities. The Department of
Public Works shall determine water facilities needed to service the City, prepare capital
improvements plans that include prioritization and identification of funding sources, and
upgrade the water supply and distribution system accordingly.

CON 1.3 Water Distribution System. Upgrade, maintain, and expand water supply, distribution,
pumping, storage, and treatment including facilities to address potential shortages in water
supply from the California State Water Project and the Colorado River

CON 1.4 Water Storage. Maximize the City’s access to water supplies, including possible
acquisition of wells outside the City, and designate and acquire land, if necessary, for siting
future water supply, storage, and distribution facilities.

CON 1.6 Development Requirements—Water Service. Require new development to be served
from an approved domestic water supply.

CON 1.7 Development Requirements—Groundwater. Require engineering design and
construction practices to ensure that existing and new development does not degrade the City’s
groundwater supplies.

CON 2 Water Conservation through System Improvements. Provision of a system that
minimizes water consumption through conservation methods and other techniques.

CON 2.1 Water Conservation Goals. Continue to establish, review, and update water
conservation goals and benchmarks on a continuous basis.

CON 2.4 Water Conservation Measures for Private Projects. Continue providing incentives, and
where practical, require the installation of water conserving measures, devices and practices for
new private construction projects and major alterations to existing private buildings, including
requirements for using reclaimed water for construction watering and for pumping
subterranean water back into the ground rather than into the storm drain system.

CON 2.5 Water Efficient Landscaping. Where feasible, encourage installation of drought
tolerant landscaping or water-efficient irrigation systems for all private and city landscaping and
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parkways. Identify and implement minimum design and installation efficiency criteria for
landscape irrigation systems.

CON 2.6 New Conservation Technology. Explore ways to strengthen local building codes for
new construction and to implement ordinances that require existing buildings to generate a
higher level of water efficiency as a requirement for renovations or additions, and upon sale of
the property.

CON 3 Water Conservation through Reduced Consumption. Conservation programs that limit
water consumption through site design, the use of water conservation systems and other
techniques.

CON 3.1 Water Conservation Ordinance. Review the City’s water conservation ordinance and
efficient landscaping ordinance regularly, and modify them as appropriate to achieve best
management practices.

CON 3.2 Green Building Program. Review the City’s green building program to ensure that the
program achieves water conservation, energy efficiency of buildings, encourages resource
conservation, reduces waste generated by construction projects, and promotes the health and
productivity of residents, workers, and visitors to the City.

CON 3.3 Rebate Programs. Continue cooperating with the MWD to offer rebate incentives for
the replacement of inefficient plumbing fixtures with water saving fixtures for all residential,
commercial, industrial, and institutional uses.

CON 3.8 Water Conservation Measures for Private Projects. Require the installation of water
conserving measures, devices and practices that meet “green building” standards for new
private construction projects and major alterations to existing private buildings.

CON 3.9 Water-Efficient Landscaping. Encourage and promote drought-tolerant landscaping or
water efficient irrigation systems for all private and city landscaping and parkways.

CON 3.10. Optimum Timing for Water Irrigation. Require that all public and private irrigation
systems irrigate at optimum times of the day, such as early mornings, or late afternoon and use
weather sensors to facilitate optimum irrigation. Develop an enforcement mechanism and
regulations to prohibit wasteful irrigation and water use practices, such as watering for street
cleaning, and utilize technology to permit monitoring and control.

CON 3.11. New Conservation Technology. Ensure all new private and City Facility projects
utilize conservation technologies

CON 4 Water Supply Costs. A system where the costs of improvements to the water supply,
transmission, distribution, storage and treatment systems are borne by those who benefit.

CON 4.1 Developer Fees. Require the costs of improvements to the existing water supply,
transmission, distribution, pumping, storage and treatment facilities necessitated by new
development be borne by those benefiting from the improvements, either through the payment
of fees, or by the actual construction of improvements.

Beverly Hills Municipal Code

Development in Beverly Hills is required to comply with Title 6 of the Beverly Hills Municipal Code.
Title 6 contains standards for the extension and enlargement of water distribution systems in the
City. The City has also established a Water Conservation Ordinance, which establishes the authority
for the City Manager to declare that a water shortage exists and to implement a five-stage program
to curtail water use during periods of extended drought. Other water conservation programs
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include leak reporting and repairs, meter replacements, rate structuring, improvements in
landscape irrigation equipment, and equipment rebates.

4.11.3 Previous Environmental Review

Previous environmental documentation concluded that water supplies would be adequate to serve
buildout associated with redevelopment of the project site under the Existing Specific Plans (City of
Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016a). No mitigation related to water supply was required in previous
environmental documentation.

With respect to water distribution, previous environmental documentation stated the fire flow of
1,000 to 1,500 gallons per minute (gpm) measured at hydrants serving the project site may not be
adequate for redevelopment of the entire project site and that such an impact would potentially be
significant. The previous environmental documentation included Mitigation Measures MM FIRE-2
and MM WTR-1, which both required the 8-inch and 10-inch sections of the water main feeding
hydrants near the project site along Wilshire Boulevard to be replaced with a 12-inch main in order
to achieve adequate fire flow for the project (City of Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016a). As further
discussed under Section 4.11.4, Impact Analysis, the proposed project would include a new
Mitigation Measure, MM-UTIL-1, to address the issue of fire flow.

4.11.4 Impact Analysis

Methodology and Significance Thresholds

As discussed in the Initial Study, potential impacts to water supply are assessed in this SEIR because
of the potentially increased demand for water associated with the increased number of residential
units and landscaping of the proposed project (compared to demand from the approved
entitlements), coupled with ongoing drought conditions in the region. In addition, the water main
providing fire flow to hydrants serving the project site may not be adequate to serve the proposed
project and Mitigation Measures MM WTR-1 and MM FIRE-2 provided in previous environmental
documentation may not be sufficient to address this issue. Therefore, potential impacts to water
infrastructure are assessed in this SEIR.

The following are the thresholds for determining the significance of impacts related to water service
and facilities. The proposed project’s impacts related to water supply and facilities are assessed to
determine whether the project would:

1. Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects.

2. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years.

The Initial Study concludes that the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts
with respect to significance criteria related to wastewater, storm drains, and solid waste (refer to
the Initial Study in Appendix A). Therefore, these significance criteria are not addressed in this SEIR.

For the purposes of this analysis, the proposed project’s additional water demand was compared to
current/future supplies and the adequacy of current water main capacities was evaluated. A
construction water consumption rate of 0.89 AF per acre for dry grading techniques is based on
historical usage reports and was utilized in the previous environmental documentation (City of
Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016a). Previous environmental documentation for the Beverly Hilton
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Specific Plan and 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan relied on the City of Los Angles 2006 Los Angeles CEQA
Thresholds Guide (City of Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016a). To maintain consistency with the
methodology of the previous environmental documentation, operational water demand rates for
the existing conditions, proposed project, and approved entitlements represent 125 percent of the
wastewater generation rates provided in the 2006 Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide to match the
estimates from the previous environmental documentation (City of Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016a).

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Threshold 1: Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or
expanded water facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Impact UTIL-1 THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD INTRODUCE ADDITIONAL POPULATION, BUILDING
HEIGHT, AND DEVELOPMENT AREA (INCLUDING THE GAS STATION SITE) TO THE PROJECT SITE AS COMPARED TO
EXISTING CONDITIONS AND APPROVED ENTITLEMENTS. HOWEVER, SIMILAR TO THE PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL
DOCUMENTATION, MITIGATION IS AVAILABLE TO REDUCE POTENTIAL IMPACTS RELATED TO FIRE FLOW FACILITIES
TO A LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT LEVEL. REGARDLESS OF WHETHER THE PROJECT IS COMPARED TO EXISTING
CONDITIONS OR APPROVED ENTITLEMENTS, THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD HAVE A LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT
IMPACT TO FIRE FLOW FACILITIES WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED.

Existing Conditions

The proposed project would increase development intensity on the project site by adding 340 new
residential units, 117,232 sf of additional amenities, 30 new accessory spaces, and 35,236 sf of retail
to the project site. Currently, fire hydrants serving the project site have a fire flow of 1,000 to

1,500 gallons per minute (gpm). Increased development on the site would require additional fire
flow capacity from nearby hydrants in order to ensure adequate water availability in the event of a
fire. As discussed below under Approved Entitlements, this concern was also noted for the Existing
Specific Plans, and mitigation was proposed to address the issue. With implementation of revised
mitigation provided in Mitigation Measures, the proposed project would be served by hydrants with
adequate fire flow capacity to ensure site safety, and impacts would be less than significant.

Approved Entitlements

Previous environmental documentation stated that the City Engineer had indicated that the fire
flow of 1,000 to 1,500 gallons per minute (gpm) measured at hydrants serving the project site may
not be adequate for redevelopment of the project site and that such an impact would potentially be
significant (City of Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016a). Fire hydrants numbered 339, 340, 341, 342, and
343, which are located along Wilshire Boulevard, are identified as those serving the project site.
Based on flow tests conducted in 2000, each hydrant exhibits a flow of approximately 1,000 to
1,500 gallons per minute with a residual pressure of 68 to 70 pounds per square inch (psi). An 8-inch
water main, fed by 10-inch and 12-inch lines, beneath Wilshire Boulevard supplies water to the
hydrants (City of Beverly Hills 2008a). In order to achieve adequate fire flow for the proposed
project, replacement of the 8-inch and 10-inch sections of the water main feeding the fire hydrants
with a 12-inch main were required by Mitigation Measures MM FIRE-2 and MM WTR-1 in previous
environmental documents (City of Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016a). However, the replacement water
main identified in these mitigation measures may no longer be adequate for the proposed project
because the water main size specified in the mitigation measure may no longer provide sufficient
fire flow for the proposed building heights, population, or building area (Hand 2020). Therefore, the
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proposed project would implement Mitigation Measure MM-UTIL-1 to contribute to the utility
upgrades required for the fire hydrants. Similar to existing Mitigation Measures MM FIRE-2 and

MM WTR-1, Mitigation Measure MM-UTIL-1 would potentially require the replacement of the water
main in Wilshire Boulevard adjacent to the project site. Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-
UTIL-1 would be required prior to the commencement of building construction to ensure that
sufficient fire flow is available to the project site early in the construction timeframe so that the
project site would have adequate fire protection in the event of a fire during the construction
period. If required by Mitigation Measure MM-UTIL-1, construction of the replacement main would
occur within the previously disturbed area of Wilshire Boulevard adjacent to the project site, which
would not result in new or substantially greater adverse environmental effects than those
previously identified for the Approved Entitlements.

Mitigation Measure

Mitigation Measure MM-UTIL-1 applies to all development proposed under the Overlay Specific
Plan.

MM-UTIL-1 Prior to issuance of grading permits, the project applicant shall provide a
preliminary design for the fire flow infrastructure to the City for review by the PWD
and Fire Department. The project applicant shall pay for a hydraulic analysis of the
preliminary design to be prepared by the City-selected consultant to ensure
adequate fire flow is provided to the project site and water quality of the water
main is not adversely impacted by the proposed design. The project applicant shall
pay a “fair share” of the cost to upgrade the water main feeding hydrants serving
the project site, which may include the entire cost of upgrading the water main.
Upgrading of the water main shall be completed prior to project building
construction and prior to building occupancy to ensure that adequate fire flow is
available during project construction and operation.

Significance After Mitigation

With implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-UTIL-1, water facilities serving the project site
would provide sufficient fire flow during project construction and operation.

Threshold 2: Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry
years?

Impact UTIL-2 INCREASED DEVELOPMENT ON THE PROJECT SITE WOULD RESULT IN INCREASED WATER
DEMAND COMPARED TO EXISTING CONDITIONS. HOWEVER, THE PROJECT WOULD RESULT IN A NET DECREASE
IN WATER DEMAND BY APPROXIMATELY 16.5 ACRE-FEET PER YEAR, AS COMPARED TO APPROVED
ENTITLEMENTS. REGARDLESS OF WHETHER THE PROJECT IS COMPARED TO EXISTING CONDITIONS OR APPROVED
ENTITLEMENTS, THE PROPOSED PROJECT’S WATER DEMAND CAN BE ACCOMMODATED BY THE CURRENT AND
PLANNED WATER SUPPLIES AS PRESENTED IN THE 2015 URBAN WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN. THEREFORE, THE
PROPOSED PROJECT’S IMPACTS TO WATER SUPPLY WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.

The proposed project would result in water use during construction for site watering activities and
long-term operation of the hotels, residences, and associated uses on the project site. This analysis
provides a comparison of the proposed project’s potential impacts compared to existing conditions
and buildout of the Approved Entitlements.
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Existing Conditions

Construction Impacts

Project construction would occur over approximately 50 months. During construction, water would
be used to reduce fugitive dust and aid in earth compaction during grading and earthwork. The
previous environmental documentation utilized a water consumption rate for construction-related
activities of 0.89 AF per acre for dry grading techniques based on historical usage reports (City of
Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016a). Based on this construction water consumption rate, project
construction would demand approximately 15.6 AF of water during the construction phase for site
watering.

The proposed project would utilize dewatering discharge to provide dust control on the project site
and has a permit for dewatering up to 144,000 gallons per day (or 161 AFY), which would be
sufficient for providing the dust control watering for the construction period. In the event that
municipal water is utilized for site watering, the City’s 2015 UWMP accommodates for an increase in
water use in its service territory of approximately 324 AF between 2020 and 2040. Additionally, in
2015, water supplied to the City exceeded total annual demand by 178 AF (City of Beverly Hills
2016b). Demand for water during construction would be temporary and spread across the
50-month construction period, and the City would have adequate water supply to accommodate
demand. Therefore, temporary impacts to water supply would be less than significant.

Operational Impacts

This analysis of anticipated water demand for the proposed project uses the rates identified in the
Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR and 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan 2016 SEIR, which were based
on the wastewater generation rates provided in the Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (City of
Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016a; City of Los Angeles 2006). The City has consistently used this
methodology in CEQA analyses (City of Beverly Hills 2008a, 2016a, and 2018a). Based on the water
use rates utilized in the previous environmental documentation, this analysis assumes 162.5 gpd per
hotel guest room and 150 gpd per a single bedroom housing unit, with an addition 50 gpd per each
additional bedroom added. Water use for ancillary hotel facilities was separately calculated at
0.1875 gallons per square foot per day, while water demand from hotel restaurant facilities was
estimated separately at a rate of 37.5 gallons per day per seat (City of Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016).
Table 4.11-3 compares operational water demand associated with the proposed project to that of
existing conditions and Approved Entitlements.

As shown in Table 4.11-3, existing uses consume an estimated 220.9 AFY. In comparison, the
estimated operational water demand for the proposed project would be 317.7 AFY, which
represents a net increase of 96.8 AFY from existing uses. This increase in water demand would be
due to increased development on the project site compared to existing conditions. However, the
calculations provided in Table 4.11-3 do not account for the use of captured rainwater and recycled
greywater for irrigating the project’s landscaping; therefore, these estimates are conservative.
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Table 4.11-3 Projected Water Demand

Demand Factor  Daily Demand  Annual Demand Annual

(gallons (gallons (gallons Demand
Land Use Quantity per day)! per day) per year) (AFY)?

Existing Conditions

Hotel 739 rooms 162.5 120,088 43,831,938 1345
Retail/Gas Station 13,016 sf 0.1 1,302 475,084 15
Meeting Rooms/Office 286,800 sf 0.1875 53,775 19,627,875 60.2
Space/Hotel Support

Restaurants 530 seats* 375 19,875 7,254,375 22.3
Landscaping 43,562 sf° 0.04958 2,160 788,328 2.4
Total - - 197,200 71,978,000 220.9

Approved Entitlements

Residential Units (1 BD) 41du 150 6,150 2,244,750 6.9
Residential Units (2 BD) 72du 200 14,400 5,256,000 16.1
Residential Units (3 BD) 168 du® 250 42,000 15,330,000 47.0
Residential Units (4 BD) 15du 300 4,500 1,642,500 5.0
Residential Units (5 BD) 7du 350 2,450 894,250 2.7
Hotel 656 rooms 162.5 106,600 38,909,000 1194
Retail 58,357 sf 0.1 5,836 2,130,031 6.5
Meeting Space/Office 332,187 sf 0.1875 62,285 22,734,048 69.8
Space/Hotel Support

Restaurants 1,083 seats* 375 40,613 14,823,563 455
Landscaping 272,250 sf 0.04958 13,498 4,926,827 15.1
Total - - 298,331 108,890,967 334.2
Proposed Project

Residential Units (1 BD) 146 du® 150 21,900 7,993,500 245
Residential Units (2 BD) 122 du 200 24,400 8,906,000 27.3
Residential Units (3 BD) 47 du 250 11,750 4,288,750 13.2
Residential Units (4 BD) 47 du 300 14,100 5,146,500 15.8
Residential Units (6 BD) 8du 400 3,200 1,168,000 3.6
Hotel 600 rooms 162.5 97,500 35,587,500 109.2
Retail 35,236 sf 0.1 3,523 1,286,114 39
Meeting Space/Office 326,404 sf 0.1875 61,201 22,338,274 68.6
Space/Hotel Support

Restaurants 750 seats* 37.5 28,125 10,265,625 315
Landscaping 361,596 sf 0.04958 17,928 6,543,694 20.08
Total - - 283,627 103,523,957 317.7

du: dwelling units; BD: bedroom(s); sf: square feet
1125 percent of sewage generation factors from the LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Exhibit M.2-12 (City of Los Angeles 2006)
21 acre-foot = 325,851 gallons

3 Assumes that for the approved Beverly Hilton Specific Plan, each residential unit would include 3-bedrooms based on Beverly Hilton
Specific Plan 2008 EIR water demand calculations.

4Based on industry standard of 1 seat per 20 sf of restaurant space, assuming that 60 percent of restaurant space is used for dining
area (Total Food Service 2013).

SExisting landscaping is from the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the Beverly Hills Specific Plan Amendment
(2018a) and does not include existing gas station landscaping, which is assumed to be minimal.

6 Conservatively assumes that all 30 accessory spaces are 1-bedroom dwelling units.
Note: Some numbers may not add up due to rounding.
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Per the 2015 UWMP, water demand under normal conditions is projected to be 11,428 AFY in 2040.
This represents a 324-AFY increase from the projected 2020 water demand of 11,104 AFY. With the
combination of imported water resources and local groundwater, the City projects an available
water supply of 11,428 AF in 2040 during normal (non-drought) conditions (see Table 4.11-1). Thus,
2040 supplies are forecast to meet demand in a non-drought year. The UWMP also presents a
scenario assuming a single-dry year, as well as multiple-dry years (consecutive drought years)
between 2020 and 2040 (see Table 4.11-2). Under these scenarios, the UWMP projects a 2040
water supply of 11,999 AFY in 2040 and demand of 11,999 AFY (City of Beverly Hills 2016b).

The UWMP accounts for existing uses and planned and pending development, which includes the
existing uses on the project site and buildout of the Approved Entitlements. Although the proposed
project would result in increased water demand compared to existing conditions, because the
proposed project would result in a net decrease in water demand compared to the Approved
Entitlements (which are accounted for in the UWMP), water demand associated with the proposed
project can be met with the City’s projected water supply and existing water supply entitlements.
Impacts to water supply would be less than significant.

Approved Entitlements

Construction

As discussed above under Existing Conditions, project construction watering would require 15.6 AF
for dust control site watering. The Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR determined that
construction over the 9-acre site would require approximately 8.0 AF and the 9900 Wilshire Specific
Plan 2016 EIR determined that construction over the 8-acre site would require approximately

7.1 AF. The project site would be 22,343 sf, or approximately 0.5 acre, larger (due to the addition of
the gas station site) than the total combined land area considered in the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan
2008 EIR and the 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan 2016 SEIR. Therefore, project construction would
demand approximately 0.4 AF (0.89 AF per acre multiplied by 0.5 acres) more than construction
considered under the previous environmental documentation. Though the proposed project would
demand more water during construction activities, the project would utilize dewatering discharge to
provide dust control on the project site and has a permit for dewatering up to 144,000 gallons per
day (or 161 AFY), which would be sufficient for providing the dust control watering for the
construction period. In the event that municipal water is utilized for site watering. Therefore,
project construction is not anticipated to impact municipal water supply. In addition, as discussed
under Existing Conditions, if construction were to utilize municipal water for construction site
watering, the City would have adequate water supply to accommodate demand. Therefore,
construction impacts would be less than significant.

Operation

As shown in Table 4.11-3, the Approved Entitlements would result in operational water
consumption of 334.2 AFY. In comparison, the estimated operational water demand for the
proposed project would be 317.7 AFY, which represents a net decrease of 16.5 AFY from demand
associated with Approved Entitlements. This reduction in water demand in comparison to entitled
uses is due to the decreased number of hotel rooms and reduced square footage of retail, hotel
office/support/meeting room, and restaurant space, which offsets the increased number of
residential units and landscaped area associated with the project. In addition, the calculations
provided in Table 4.11-3 do not account for the use of captured rainwater and recycled greywater
for irrigating the project’s landscaping; therefore, these estimates are conservative.
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As discussed above under Existing Conditions, the UWMP accounts for existing uses and planned
and pending development, which includes Approved Entitlements. Because the proposed project
would result in a net decrease in water demand compared to the Approved Entitlements, water
demand associated with the proposed project can be met with the City’s projected water supply
and existing water supply entitlements. Impacts to water supply would be less than significant
similar to the impact conclusions of the previous environmental documentation.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required for the proposed project because water supply impacts would be less than
significant. Similar to all development in Beverly Hills, the proposed project would be subject to the
City of Beverly Hills’ Water Conservation Ordinance and citywide water conservation programs set
forth by the PWD.

Significance After Mitigation

The proposed project’s impact would be less than significant without mitigation. Therefore, no new
or increased severity significant impact would occur above those identified in the Beverly Hilton
Specific Plan 2008 EIR and 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan 2016 SEIR.

4.11.5 Cumulative Impacts

The potential for cumulative impacts to water supply and fire flow facilities is assessed based upon
consideration of the proposed project in combination with the cumulative projects identified in
Table 3-1 in Section 3, Environmental Setting. Forecasted development in the City (including the
proposed project and planned and pending development within the City of Beverly Hills and the City
of West Hollywood located within the service area of the City’s Public Works Department, listed in
Table 3-1) would generate an increased demand of approximately 670 AFY* of water between 2020
and 2040 under normal conditions, bringing overall demand to 11,852 AF in 2040 (11,182 AFY
projected demand in 2025 plus 670 AFY). In a single dry year and in a multiple dry year scenario in
2040, future demand is estimated at 11,999 AFY. Because no additional entitlements or resources
would be required to meet cumulative water demand from planned and pending development,
including the proposed project, cumulative impacts to water supply would be less than significant.
In addition, similar to the proposed project, all planned and pending development in the City would
be subject to applicable water conservation requirements contained in the Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinance (Beverly Hills Municipal Code Title 9, Chapter 4, Article 4) and the Green
Building Standards Code.

Impacts related to the extension of water supply facilities to individual development projects are
typically generated in the immediate vicinity of a project. The nearest anticipated development
project is a mixed-use project at 9900-9908 South Santa Monica Boulevard located south across
North and South Santa Monica Boulevards from the project site, a distance of approximately

250 feet (project number 16 in Table 3-1). This project is on an infill site; therefore, similar to the
proposed project, construction of water supply facilities would not result in significant disturbance
beyond the boundaries of individual sites or previously disturbed areas immediately adjacent to
sites (i.e., roadways). Therefore, no significant cumulative impact related to water supply facilities
would occur.

4 Calculated using water demand factors derived from the 2006 LA CEQA Thresholds Guide’s sewage generation factors (Exhibit M.2-12),
assuming that water demand factors are 125 percent of sewage generation factors.
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5 Other CEQA-Required Discussions

This section discusses growth-inducing impact and irreversible environmental impacts associated
with the proposed project.

51 Growth Inducement

Section 15126(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of a proposed project’s growth-
inducing impact. Pursuant to Section 15126.2(e) of the CEQA Guidelines, this includes ways in which
a project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing,
either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment, including ways in which a project could
remove an obstacle to population growth. Induced growth is any growth that exceeds planned
growth and results from new development that would not have taken place without the
implementation of the proposed project. Typically, the growth-inducing potential of a project would
be considered significant if it results in growth or population concentration that exceeds those
assumptions included in pertinent master plans, land use plans, or projections made by regional
planning authorities. However, the creation of growth-inducing potentials does not automatically
lead to growth, whether it would be below or in exceedance of a projected level.

Growth does not necessarily create significant physical changes to the environment. However,
depending upon the type, magnitude, and location of growth, it can result in significant adverse
environmental effects. The environmental effects of induced growth are secondary or indirect
impacts of the proposed project. Secondary effects of growth could include increased demand on
community public services, increased traffic and noise, degradation of air and water quality, and
conversion of agricultural land and open space to developed uses. The proposed project’s growth
inducing potential is therefore considered significant if project-induced growth could result in
significant physical effects in one or more environmental issue areas.

5.1.1 Population Growth

Existing Conditions

SCAG forecasts that the population of Beverly Hills will reach 35,800 by 2045, an increase of

2,025 residents from the City’s estimated 2020 population (SCAG 2020b; California Department of
Finance [CDOF] 2020a). SCAG’s 2045 population forecasts are based on land use, general plans, and
zoning as of 2015 (SCAG 2020). The Beverly Hilton Specific Plan and the original 2008 9900 Wilshire
Specific Plan were developments anticipated in the City’s 2010 General Plan and are thus accounted
for in population growth projections for the City; however, the 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan as
amended in 2016 was not. Though the amended 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan is not accounted for in
the City’s growth projections, the amendment resulted in a reduction of housing units from the
original 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan (193 housing units compared to 252 units originally planned) and
therefore any potential population growth generated by the amended 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan
would not exceed the existing growth projections associated with the original 2008 9900 Wilshire
Specific Plan.

The proposed project would provide 340 new residential units plus 30 accessory spaces that could
potentially be utilized as staff living quarters. The City currently has approximately 2.30 people per
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dwelling unit (CDOF 2020a). The proposed project would therefore accommodate an estimated
782 residents within the 340 residential units (340 dwelling units x 2.30 people per dwelling unit)
plus potentially, an additional 69 residents within the 30 accessory spaces (30 dwelling units x
2.30 people per dwelling unit) for a total residential population of 851 residents. In addition,
cumulative projects detailed in Section 3, Environmental Setting, would add an additional 126 net
new dwelling units in the City with an estimated associated population increase of 290 residents
(126 dwelling units x 2.30 people per dwelling unit). The proposed project along with cumulative
development would add an additional 1,141 residents, which would fall within the anticipated
population growth in the City.

Moreover, as discussed in Section 4.1, Air Quality, and Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
development and operation of the proposed project would not generate air pollutant or GHG
emissions that would result in a significant impact with implementation of mitigation. In addition,
the proposed project involves redevelopment in a fully urbanized area that lacks significant native
biological habitats, known cultural resource remains, surface water, or other environmental
resources. Therefore, population growth associated with the proposed project would not result in
significant long-term physical environmental effects. Therefore, compared to existing conditions,
population growth associated with the proposed project would not result in significant long-term
physical environmental effects.

Approved Entitlements

As detailed in Section 4.1, Air Quality, the proposed project would result in approximately

41 additional residents (conservatively assuming all accessory spaces are used as staff housing)
when compared to the Existing Specific Plans as of the 2010 General Plan. Cumulative projects
would add an additional 290 residents to the City. Compared to buildout of the Approved
Entitlements, the additional 41 residents associated with the proposed project plus the additional
290 residents associated with cumulative development would result in a population increase of
approximately 331 residents for a total population of 34,106 persons (33,775 + 331), which is within
SCAG’s forecasted 2045 population of 35,800 residents for Beverly Hills.

Moreover, as discussed in Section 4.1, Air Quality, and Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
development and operation of the proposed project would not generate air pollutant or GHG
emissions that would result in a significant impact beyond that identified in the Beverly Hilton
Specific Plan 2008 EIR and 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan 2016 SEIR (hereafter referred to collectively as
“previous environmental documentation”). In addition, the proposed project involves
redevelopment in a fully urbanized area that lacks significant native biological habitats, known
cultural resource remains, surface water, or other environmental resources. Therefore, population
growth associated with the proposed project would not result in significant long-term physical
environmental effects when compared to Approved Entitlements.

5.1.2 Economic Growth

Existing Conditions

The proposed project would generate temporary employment opportunities during construction.
Because construction workers would be expected to be drawn from the existing regional workforce,
construction of the project would not be growth-inducing from a temporary employment
standpoint. Operation of the proposed project would also add long-term employment
opportunities; however, SCAG’s employment forecast for the City in 2045 is 81,300 jobs, which
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would be an increase of approximately 27,450 jobs as compared to the City’s existing 53,850 jobs
opportunities (United States Census 2017). According to the project applicant, the existing Beverly
Hilton hotel currently has 257 full-time and full-time equivalent employees, and the proposed
project would require approximately 79 new employees. Assuming the existing gas station
(although not currently operational) employs six persons (two persons per shift with three 8-hour
shifts), the project would result in a net increase of 73 employees on-site as compared to existing
on-site conditions. This would represent less than 1 percent of the anticipated employment growth
within the City.

As discussed above under Section 5.1.1, Population Growth, new residents accommodated by the
proposed project would not lead to substantial unplanned population growth within the City. New
residents associated with the proposed project would incrementally increase demand for goods and
services and the 340 additional dwelling units would generate incrementally more residential tax
revenues for the City (see Section 4.1, Air Quality, Table 4.1-6). Future residents would also
incrementally increase the local workforce, as compared to existing conditions. Because the project
site is located in an urbanized area and is adjacent to a California Air Resources Board-designated
Central Business District, residents seeking employment within the City would likely be primarily
accommodated by existing employment opportunities in the area. Therefore, compared to existing
conditions, the proposed project would not induce substantial economic expansion beyond that
which is already anticipated for the City to the extent that direct physical environmental effects
would result. Moreover, the environmental effects associated with any future development in or
around the City would be addressed as part of the CEQA environmental review for such
development projects.

Approved Entitlements

As shown in Section 4.1, Air Quality, Table 4.1-6, the net increase in employment opportunities
associated with the proposed project would be approximately 31 to 53 persons greater than
employment opportunities anticipated under the remaining building of the Approved Entitlements.
Nevertheless, the net increase in employment opportunities under the proposed project would
represent approximately 0.3 percent of job growth projected for Beverly Hills by 2045 (73 of
27,450 jobs) and would not exceed SCAG employment forecasts.

Compared to the Existing Specific Plans as of the 2010 General Plan, the 41 additional residents that
would be accommodated by the proposed project would incrementally increase demand for goods
and services and the 18 additional dwelling units would generate incrementally more residential tax
revenues for the City (see Section 4.1, Air Quality, Table 4.1-6). Future residents would also
incrementally increase the local workforce, as compared to Approved Entitlements. Because the
project site is located in an urbanized area and is adjacent to a California Air Resources Board-
designated Central Business District?, residents seeking employment within the City would likely be
primarily accommodated by existing employment opportunities in the area. Therefore, because the
proposed project would only accommodate 41 more residents than the Approved Entitlements, it
would not induce substantial economic expansion beyond that which would occur under the
Approved Entitlements to the extent that direct physical environmental effects would result.
Moreover, the environmental effects associated with any future development in or around the City
would be addressed as part of the CEQA environmental review for such development projects.

1 A Central Business District is defined as a census tract with at least 5,000 jobs per square mile (using 2011 census data) (ARB 2015).
2 A Central Business District is defined as a census tract with at least 5,000 jobs per square mile (using 2011 census data) (ARB 2015).
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5.1.3 Removal of Obstacles to Growth

Existing Conditions

The proposed project involves infill development on a site located in a fully urbanized area and
would require upgrades to existing infrastructure to support the new proposed land uses on-site. As
discussed in Section 4.11, Utilities and Service Systems, the project would be required to implement
Mitigation Measure MM-UTIL-1, which requires the project applicant to pay a “fair share” of the
cost to upgrade water main infrastructure that feeds fire hydrants serving the site in order to
maintain sufficient fire flow to the project site. However, the project site is located in a fully built-
out area of the City and this improvement would not remove an obstacle to additional growth in the
vicinity. The project would not otherwise include expansion of infrastructure beyond what is
required to ensure the safety of the project site and would not result in excess infrastructure
capacity that could induce increased development in the area.

Furthermore, as discussed in Section XVIII, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Initial Study
(Appendix A), as well as Section 4.11, Utilities and Service Systems, and Section 4.9, Transportation
and Traffic, of this SEIR, other existing infrastructure servicing the project site, including the
transportation network, water and wastewater treatment facilities, and landfills, would be adequate
to serve the proposed project. Though the proposed project would include a new private residential
access road along the western edge of the project site and reconfiguration of Merv Griffin Way and
its intersection with Santa Monica Boulevard, the project would not add any new public roadways to
the area. No other new or expanded roads or other infrastructure would be required to serve the
project; therefore, it would not remove any obstacles to growth compared to existing conditions.

Approved Entitlements

The proposed project involves the same program of land uses and development intensity as the
development envisioned under the Existing Specific Plans. As discussed above under Existing
Condlitions, the proposed project would require upgrades to the water main infrastructure that
feeds fire hydrants serving the site in order to maintain sufficient fire flow to the project site. The
Existing Specific Plans also required upgrades to ensure sufficient fire flow to the project site.
However, the project site is located in a fully built-out area of the City and this improvement would
not remove an obstacle to additional growth in the vicinity. The project would not otherwise include
expansion of infrastructure beyond what is required to ensure the safety of the project site and
would not result in excess infrastructure capacity that could induce increased development in the
area.

As discussed above under Existing Conditions, the proposed project would include a new private
residential access road along the western edge of the project site and reconfiguration of Merv
Griffin Way and its intersection with Santa Monica Boulevard, these improvements are also
contained in the Existing Specific Plans. Other than the addition of the private residential access
road, the project would no new or expanded roads or other infrastructure would be required to
serve the project; therefore, it would not remove any obstacles to growth in comparison to
Approved Entitlements.
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5.2 Irreversible Environmental Effects

Public Resources Code Section 21100(b)(2)(B) and Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines require
that an EIR analyze the extent to which the proposed project’s primary and secondary effects would
impact the environment and commit nonrenewable resources to uses that future generations would
not be able to reverse. CEQA also requires decisionmakers to balance the benefits of a project
against its unavoidable environmental risks in determining whether to approve a project. This
section addresses non-renewable resources, the commitment of future generations to the proposed
uses, and irreversible impacts associated with the proposed project.

Existing Conditions

The proposed project involves infill development on a currently, partially developed site in the City
on which similar development (the Existing Specific Plans) have already been entitled or commercial
uses already operate (the existing Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills hotel, Beverly Hilton hotel, and gas
station). Construction and operation of the proposed project would involve an irreversible
commitment of construction materials and non-renewable energy resources. The proposed project
would involve the use of building materials and energy, some of which are non-renewable
resources. Consumption of these resources would occur with any development in the region and
are not unique to the proposed project.

The proposed project would add 340 new residential units, 117,232 sf of amenities, 30 accessory
spaces, and 35,236 sf of retail. In addition, 129 existing hotel rooms and the gas station would be
removed from the project site. Increased development intensity on the site would irreversibly
increase local demand for non-renewable energy resources such as petroleum products and natural
gas. However, increasingly efficient building design and automobile engines would offset this
demand to some degree by reducing the amount of energy required to operate the project’s
buildings and the gasoline consumed by vehicles accessing the project site. As discussed in

Section 2, Project Description, the proposed project’s design features would meet LEED Gold and
WELL Certification or equivalent standards, using less water and energy and reducing greenhouse
gas emissions when compared to a commercial building that is not built to LEED standards. In
addition, the project would be subject to the energy conservation requirements of the California
Energy Code (Title 24, Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations, California’s Energy Efficiency
Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings) and the California Green Building Standards
Code (Title 24, Part 11 of the California Code of Regulations). The California Energy Code provides
energy conservation standards for all new and renovated commercial and residential buildings
constructed in California, and the Green Building Standards Code requires solar access, natural
ventilation, and stormwater capture.

Though the proposed project would result in increased vehicle trips and GHG emissions compared
to the currently partially developed condition of the site, the project would include features to
incentivize use of sustainable modes of transportation for residents and visitors accessing the site
including EV charging infrastructure, secured bicycle parking and connections to the existing bike
lanes throughout the City, pedestrian walking paths, and a dedicated ride sharing drop off and
pickup zone. These features would help reduce vehicle fuel use associated with the proposed
project. Consequently, the project would not use unusual amounts of energy and impacts related to
consumption of non-renewable and slowly renewable resources would be less than significant.
Again, consumption of these resources would occur with any development in the region and is not
unigue to the proposed project.
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The proposed project would require a commitment of law enforcement, fire protection, water
supply, wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal services. However, as discussed in

Section XIV, Public Services, and Section XVIII, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Initial Study
(Appendix A), and Section 4.11, Utilities, of this SEIR, impacts to public services, utilities, and service
systems would be less than significant with the incorporation of mitigation.

Approved Entitlements

As with the Approved Entitlements, the proposed project would irreversibly increase local demand
for non-renewable energy resources such as petroleum products and natural gas. However, as
discussed above under Existing Conditions, the proposed project’s design features would meet LEED
Gold and WELL Certification or equivalent standards, as well as the latest Title 24 and CALGreen
requirements, which would result in less energy and water consumption and fewer greenhouse gas
emissions than buildings constructed as part of the Approved Entitlements.

As detailed in Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the single greatest source of GHG emissions
and greatest consumer of nonrenewable resources associated with both the Approved Entitlements
and the proposed project is automobile use generated by the project. In comparison to the
Approved Entitlements, the proposed project would generate fewer daily vehicle trips, which would
incrementally decrease petroleum consumption, local traffic, and regional air pollutant and GHG
emissions, as discussed in Section 4.1, Air Quality, Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and
Section 4.9, Transportation and Traffic. Furthermore, as discussed above under Existing Conditions,
the project would include features to incentivize use of sustainable modes of transportation for
residents and visitors accessing the site. Consequently, the project would not use substantially more
energy or construction materials compared to buildout of the Approved Entitlements, and impacts
related to consumption of non-renewable and slowly renewable resources would be less than
significant.

As discussed under Existing Conditions, the proposed project would require a commitment of law
enforcement, fire protection, water supply, wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal
services. However, the commitment of these resources would occur under both the Approved
Entitlements and the proposed project. Both the Approved Entitlements and the proposed project
would have a less than significant impacts to these resources with implementation of mitigation
(City of Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016a).

Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR identified significant and unavoidable impacts in the areas of
aesthetics (visual character and guality, and views), air quality (temporary construction impacts),
cultural resources (demolition of potential historic resources), land use and planning
(inconsistencies with land use and conservation policies), and noise/vibration (temporary
construction impacts). The 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan 2008 EIR identified significant and
unavoidable impacts in the areas of aesthetics (visual character and quality, and views), air quality
(temporary construction impacts), cultural resources (demolition of potential historic resources),
land use and planning (inconsistencies with land use and conservation policies), and noise/vibration
(temporary construction impacts). The 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan 2016 SEIR identified increased
severity significant and unavoidable impacts in the areas of air quality (temporary construction
impacts) and vibration (temporary construction impacts). As detailed in this SEIR, the proposed
project would not increase the severity of irreversible environmental impacts relative to the
Approved Entitlements.
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6 Alternatives

Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines provides guidance for the identification and evaluation of
project alternatives in an EIR. The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6[a]) state that an “EIR shall
describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the
alternatives.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) also states that “an EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially
feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation.” The
alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project. Other alternatives can be considered but are not required to satisfy the
requirements of CEQA.

In defining feasibility of alternatives, CEQA Guidelines state that among the factors that may be
taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic
viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations,
jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise
have access to the alternative site (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f](1)).

As required by Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, this Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report (SEIR) examines a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project that would attain
most of the basic project objectives (stated in Section 2, Project Description, of this SEIR), but would
avoid or substantially lessen significant adverse impacts identified for the project. As discussed in
Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, one significant and unavoidable impact was identified for the
project related to historical resources. As discussed in Section 2, Project Description, the objectives
for the proposed project, are as follows:

Preserve the Existing Specific Plans while allowing for a comprehensive and coordinated master
plan for the project site, through the Overlay Specific Plan, that increases the amount of open
space as compared to the Existing Specific Plans and takes advantage of the physical, social, and
economic potential of the project site

Define a comprehensive and coordinated master plan for the project site, through the Overlay
Specific Plan, generally consistent with the uses and floor area provided for by the Existing
Specific Plans and zoning that enhances the City’s western gateway and views of the project site
from Wilshire and North Santa Monica boulevards

Establish a new architectural gateway to the City of Beverly Hills at its westernmost entrance

Allow the hotels on the project site to remain competitive in the hotel industry and local and
regional marketplaces through the replacement of rooms in detached buildings, increasing the
supply of luxury hotel rooms, and adding appealing new retail and amenities to the site. These
features would encourage Beverly Hills visitors to continue to shop, stay, and dine in Beverly
Hills

Maintain the integrity of the existing Welton Becket-designed Beverly Hilton Wilshire Tower and
the existing Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills and ancillary uses
Minimize building footprints to create approximately 12.733-4 acres of open space, including

publicly accessible botanical gardens, for the use and enjoyment of the Beverly Hills community
and project residents and guests by constructing an unifying landscaped elevated platform over
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Merv Griffin Way from the Beverly Hilton to the new residential components of the Overlay
Specific Plan

Open the project site from Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard to
pedestrians and provide bicycle parking and connections to the City’s existing bike paths to
promote active transportation and pedestrian activity in and around the project site

Increase open space along Wilshire Boulevard through the development of a sculpture garden
for the use and enjoyment of the public and which complements the existing Beverly Gardens
Park on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard

Create a Beverly Hilton conference center that meets the needs of today’s business travelers,
hotel guests, and meeting attendees

Improve traffic circulation in and around the project site by providing additional vehicular access
points on Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard for project residents and
guests to reduce travel on Merv Griffin Way

Establish environmental and sustainability goals that will meet or exceed LEED Gold and WELL
requirements, implement capture and reuse of rainwater and greywater, and add green roofs to
new buildings

Provide new housing opportunities within the City, in close proximity to nearby office and retail
areas, and at a location well-served by existing and under construction public transit options

Provide full service residential units with hotel-like amenities that are competitive with existing
and proposed residential projects in the Wilshire Corridor and Century City, and have
comparable views

Provide annual net revenue to the City that substantially exceeds the revenue the City would
receive under the Existing Specific Plans or other commercial uses on the project site

Included in this analysis are five alternatives, including the CEQA-required “no project” alternative,
that involve changes to the proposed project that may reduce the project-related environmental
impacts as identified in this SEIR. Alternatives have been developed to provide a reasonable range
of options to consider that would help decision makers and the public understand the general
implications of revising or eliminating certain components of the proposed project.

The following alternatives are evaluated in this SEIR:

Alternative 1: No Project (Buildout of Approved Entitlements)

Alternative 2: No Further Development

Alternative 3: One Residential/Hotel Tower and One Residential Tower

Alternative 4: Preservation of the Wilshire Edge Building, Swimming Pool and Lanai Rooms
Alternative 5: Reduced Building Heights

Table 6-1 provides a summary comparison of the development characteristics of the proposed
project and each of the alternatives considered. Detailed descriptions of the alternatives are
included in the impact analysis for each alternative. The potential environmental impacts of each
alternative are analyzed in Section 6.1, Alternative 1: No Project (Buildout of Approved
Entitlements), through Section 6.5, Alternative 5: Reduced Building Heights.

6-2



Table 6-1 Characteristics of Alternatives Compared to the Proposed Project

Specific Plan
Characteristic

Demolition Area

Floor Areas
Residential Uses (sf)
Hotel Uses (sf)

Shared Hotel/Residential
Amenities (sf)

Accessory Spaces (sf)
Retail (sf)

Total Floor Area (sf)

Lot Area (sf)

Sitewide Floor Area Ratio

Maximum Building Height

Beverly Hilton!

Waldorf Astoria Beverly
Hills

Beverly Hilton Conference

Center

Proposed Project

Palm/Oasis Court,
Swimming Pool and
Lanai Rooms, parking
garage, Wilshire Edge
building, Gas Station

1,024,553
746,323
117,232

10,092
35,236
1,933,436
758,064
2.55:1

79’-1” (8 stories)

124°-0” (12 stories)

31-0” (2 stories)*

Alternative 1:
No Project

(Buildout of
Approved
Entitlements)

Palm/Oasis Court,
Swimming Pool and
Lanai Rooms, parking
garage, Wilshire Edge
building

1,068,676
806,403
0

0

46,686%
1,875,079
758,064
2.54:1

79’-1” (8 stories)

124°-0” (12 stories)

29’ (2 stories)?

Alternative 2:
No Further
Development

None

0
724,649
0

0
3,521°
728,170
758,064
0.96:1

79’-1” (8 stories)

124°-0” (12 stories)

Not constructed
(existing Conference
Center/Wilshire Edge
building is 18’-6” and
2 stories)!

Alternative 3:
One Residential/
Hotel Tower and
One Residential
Tower

Palm/Oasis Court,
Swimming Pool and
Lanai Rooms, parking
garage, Wilshire Edge
building, Gas Station

1,024,553
746,323
117,232

10,092
35,236
1,933,436
758,064
2.55:1

79’-1” (8 stories)

124°-0” (12 stories)

31'-0” (2 stories)*

Alternative 4:
Preservation of

the Wilshire Edge
Building, Swimming
Pool and Lanai
Rooms

Palm/Qasis Court,
parking garage, Gas
Station

1,024,553
746,323
117,232

10,092
35,236
1,933,436
758,064
2.55:1

79’-1” (8 stories)

124’-0” (12 stories)

Not constructed
(existing Conference
Center/Wilshire Edge
building is 18’-6” and
2 stories)!

Alternatives

Alternative 5:
Reduced
Building Height

Palm/Qasis Court,
parking garage, Gas
Station

1,024,553
746,323
117,232

10,092
35,236
1,933,436
758,064
2.55:1

79’-1” (8 stories)

124’-0” (12 stories)

Not constructed
(existing Conference
Center/Wilshire Edge
building is 18’-6” and
2 stories)!
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Specific Plan
Characteristic

Proposed Project

Beverly Hilton 19’-6” (1 story)

Enhancement!

Santa Monica Residence!  410’-0” (32 stories)
Garden Residence! 369’-0” (28 stories)
Wilshire Building* 124°-0” (10 stories)
Residences A? -

Residences B? -

North Residential -
Building®
South Residential -
Building®
Alternative 4 New -
Building*
Alternative 5 Building A* -

Alternative 5 Buildings -
B and C?

Alternative 5 Building D -
Alternative 5 Buildings -

Eand F!

Tallest Building On-site 410-0™

Number of Hotel Rooms and Residential Units
Hotels Rooms 600

Residential Units 340

Other Features

Open Space (acres) 12.743-45

Parking Spaces 2,179

Alternative 1:
No Project
(Buildout of
Approved
Entitlements)

97°-0” (8 stories)
200’-0” (18 stories)
161°-0” (13 stories)

185’-0” (15 stories
stories)

200'-0

656
303

8.0
3,323

Alternative 2:
No Further
Development

124’-0™

739
0

3.7
1,239

Alternative 3:
One Residential/
Hotel Tower and
One Residential
Tower

19’-6” (1 story)

440’-0” (35 stories)
409’-0” (32 stories)

440'-0™

600
340

134444
2,179

Alternative 4:
Preservation of

the Wilshire Edge
Building, Swimming
Pool and Lanai
Rooms

410’-0” (32 stories)
369’-0” (28 stories)

110’-0” (14 stories)*

410'-0™

600
340

10.944-6
2,179

Alternative 5:
Reduced
Building Height

89'-0” (9 stories)
174’-0” (17 stories)

174°-0” (18 stories)
110’-0” (12 stories)

174’-0™

600
340

10.146:8
2,179




Alternatives

Alternative 4:
Alternative 1: Alternative 3: Preservation of
No Project One Residential/ the Wilshire Edge

(Buildout of Alternative 2: Hotel Tower and Building, Swimming Alternative 5:
Specific Plan Approved No Further One Residential Pool and Lanai Reduced
Characteristic Proposed Project Entitlements) Development Tower Rooms Building Height

(sf) = square feet

! Height measured from +301 datum

2 Height measured from +285 datum

3 Height measured from +290 datum

4 The retail floor area estimate is based on this 2.0 FAR allowable under C-3 zoning plus the retail floor area included in the Existing Specific Plans.
5 Square footage of gas station

5 Open space includes the gardens and other landscaped areas, water features and pools, publicly accessible roadways/walking paths, and similar areas. Public open space area is inclusive of the
1149 acres associated with portions of the project site proposed to be modified and 1.73+4 acres of unmodified open space areas associated with the existing Beverly Hilton and the existing
Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills.

"This open space number does not include the vacant undeveloped 9900 Wilshire site and does not include the 9988 Wilshire gas station site.
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6.1  Alternative 1: No Project Alternative

6.1.1 Description

This alternative assumes that the proposed project would not move forward. Development under
the Approved Entitlements would continue on the project site, including construction of the 8-story
Residences A building, 18-story Residences B building, and two-story Beverly Hilton
conference/hotel facilities building on the Beverly Hilton site; and construction on the 9900 Wilshire
Boulevard site of up to 193 condominium units and a 134 room luxury hotel in two buildings, along
with an ancillary building for publicly accessible amenities, including approximately 16,057 sf of
hotel restaurant space, 7,940 sf of meeting space, 14,435 sf of spa and fitness, and other guest
amenities. Further, the gas station would become operational again. The No Project (Approved
Entitlements) Alternative would involve construction of 37 fewer residential units, 56 more hotel
rooms, no accessory spaces, and 11,450 additional sf of retail. While maximum floor area would
remain the same under both the proposed project and Approved Entitlements, the maximum
building heights would be shorter on the 9900 Wilshire Boulevard site (maximum of 185 feet) and
the gas station site (maximum of 45 feet), and taller on the Beverly Hilton site (maximum of 200
feet) under the No Project Alternative. As noted in Table 6-1, this alternative would provide 4.75+4
acres less of open space in comparison to the proposed project. Figure 6-1 provides a site plan for
Alternative 1 and Figure 6-2 provides a massing diagram.




Alternatives

Figure 6-1 Conceptual Site Plan for Alternative

///////;/ . 7

¥
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Figure 6-2 Massing Diagram for Alternative 1

Note: All heights shown are measured from +301 datum.
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6.1.2 Impact Analysis

a. Air Quality

As discussed in Section 4.1, Air Quality, remaining development under the Approved Entitlements
would generate greater maximum daily construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions than the
proposed project and greater maximum daily on-site emissions of volatile organic compounds,
primarily because the Approved Entitlements would include greater soil export and greater total
square footage due to more parking spaces. The remaining development under the Approved
Entitlements would result in an exceedance of the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s
(SCAQMD) regional threshold for nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions during construction. All mitigation
from the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR and the 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan 2016 SEIR would
continue to apply. However, this mitigation would be less stringent than that required for the
proposed project and would not be sufficient to reduce construction-related NOx emissions below
the threshold of significance. Therefore, impacts related to maximum daily criteria pollutant
emissions during construction of Alternative 1 would be significant and unavoidable and greater
than those of the proposed project.

As shown Section 4.1, Air Quality, both the remaining development under the Approved
Entitlements and the proposed project would generate greater long-term operational emissions
than existing uses.! Operation of the remaining development under the Approved Entitlements
would generate fewer net new volatile organic compound, NOx, carbon monoxide, and sulfur
dioxide emissions and greater particulate matter emissions as compared to the proposed project.
The increase in particulate matter emissions is because the remaining development under the
Approved Entitlements would generate more vehicle trips than the proposed project because the
proposed project would include fewer hotel rooms and less restaurant space and would include
demolition of the existing gas station and convenience store, all of which are high trip-generating
land uses (Appendix G). Nevertheless, net new operational emissions associated with the remaining
development under the Approved Entitlements would not exceed the SCAQMD daily emissions
thresholds, and similar to the proposed project, impacts would be less than significant.

As discussed in Section 4.1, Air Quality, the remaining development under the Approved
Entitlements would not conflict with the SCAQMD’s 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) or
expose sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of carbon monoxide or toxic air
contaminants (TACs). Overall, air quality impacts associated with Alternative 1 would be greater
than those of the proposed project due to the significant and unavoidable impact associated with
maximum daily NOx emissions during construction.

b. Biological Resources

Similar to the proposed project, previous environmental documentation concluded that the
Approved Entitlements would not conflict with any habitat conservation plans or local ordinances,
as the project site is not within or nearby the boundaries of a habitat conservation plan and no
heritage trees are located on the project site. Likewise, previous environmental documentation
determined that the Approved Entitlements would not result in significant impacts to protected
species, riparian and wetland habitat, and migratory wildlife corridors (City of Beverly Hills 2008a

1 As noted in Section 4.1, Air Quality, existing uses to be demolished under remaining development of the Approved Entitlements include
217 hotel rooms, 17,315 sf of meeting room space, 1,239 parking spaces, a swimming pool, 2,556 sf of mercantile retail, 2,610 sf of hotel
restaurant, and one acre of landscaping. In addition to these, existing uses to be demolished under the proposed project would include a
14-pump gas station and convenience store.
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and 2016a). As discussed in Section 4.2, Biological Resources, a field reconnaissance survey and
Focused Bat Survey were both conducted in 2020. Neither found evidence of the presence of
protected species on the site, including birds and bats, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community, wetlands, or heritage trees. However, structures and mature trees on the project site,
as well as trees and structures in the vicinity of the project site, could potentially be utilized by
nesting birds or roosting bats, though no nests or roosts were observed during the site surveys.
Compliance with Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game (CFG) Codes 3503,
3503.3, 3511, and 3513, which provide protection for nesting birds, would reduce impacts related to
nesting birds under Alternative 1. However, previous environmental documentation does not
contain mitigation for nesting birds or bat pre-construction surveys and avoidance; therefore,
Alternative 1 could have a potentially significant impact to biological resources, which would be a
greater impact than the proposed project.

c. Cultural Resources

As discussed in Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, buildout of both the Approved Entitlements and the
proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact to a historical resource (the
Beverly Hilton Property) due to demolition and construction activities. Under both the Approved
Entitlements and the proposed project, demolition of the Wilshire Edge Building (existing
conference center), the Lanai Rooms and Swimming Pool, the Palm/Oasis Court Building, and the
parking garage would materially impair the resource and alter physical characteristics that help to
convey the Beverly Hilton Property’s historic significance. Under both the Approved Entitlements
and the proposed project, the Beverly Hilton Property would no longer be eligible for designation in
the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR); however, the Wilshire Tower individually may
remain eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), CRHR and as a City of
Beverly Hills Landmark.

In addition, both the Approved Entitlements and proposed project would have significant and
unavoidable impacts related to the loss of significant viewsheds of the Wilshire Tower. Buildout of
the Approved Entitlements would result in the loss of the two remaining significant views of the
Wilshire Tower from the west from Wilshire Boulevard and from the south and west from North
Santa Monica Boulevard. Likewise, the proposed project’s residential towers, Wilshire Building, and
the Park Pavilion Building within the promenade would significantly alter views both to and from the
property generally and, more specifically, to and from the Wilshire Tower. The loss of character-
defining views would alter the immediate surroundings of the Wilshire Tower, such that the
significance of the Beverly Hilton Property would be materially impaired. Therefore, both
Alternative 1 and the proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact to
historical resources.

Potential impacts of buildout of the Approved Entitlements (Alternative 1) on the Los Angeles
Country Club (LACC) property as a historical resource were not considered in previous
environmental documents. Alternative 1 would construct buildings in close proximity to and visible
from the LACC property; however, Alternative 1 would not result in material impairment of the
LACC’s significance and impacts to the property as a result of Alternative 1 would be less than
significant, similar to the proposed project. Overall, Alternative 1 would have similar significant and
unavoidable impacts to cultural resources (historical resources specifically) as the proposed project.
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d. Geology and Soils

The Approved Entitlements would be constructed on the same project site as the proposed project,
excluding the gas station site. As discussed in Section 4.4, Geology and Soils, although the project
site is within 300 feet of the Santa Monica Fault Zone, it is not located within 50 feet of an Alquist-
Priolo Special Study Zone. In addition, no active faults are present on-site, and no active faults are
trending toward the project site. Therefore, both the Approved Entitlements and the proposed
project would have a less than significant impact related to surface rupture.

Due to the close proximity of several faults, both the Approved Entitlements and the proposed
project would have a significant but mitigable impact related to seismic ground shaking. Both
projects would be required to implement mitigation measures that require construction in
accordance with recommendations made in their respective geotechnical investigation reports.
Therefore, the impact of the Approved Entitlements would be similar to that of the proposed
project and both would have a less than significant geologic impact with mitigation incorporated.

e. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Similar to the proposed project, the remaining development under the Approved Entitlements
would not conflict with applicable plans or policies related to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
because it would consist of infill development that would comply with applicable energy
conservation requirements and incorporate sustainability features while being consistent with
regional efforts to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by providing housing and services in an
already urbanized area well-served by transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.

As shown in Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, construction and operation of remaining
development under the Approved Entitlements would generate incrementally less GHG emissions as
compared to the proposed project.?2 GHG emissions associated with Alternative 1 would not exceed
the SCAQMD bright-line threshold of 3,000 MT of CO2e or the locally-applicable, project-specific
efficiency threshold of 3.2 MT of COe per service person per year. Therefore, GHG emissions
associated with Alternative 1 would remain less than significant, similar to the proposed project.

Overall, impacts related to GHG emissions for the Approved Entitlements would be decreased in
comparison to the proposed project due to the incremental decrease in GHG emissions. Impacts
would be less than significant.

f. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

As discussed in Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, both the Approved Entitlements and
proposed project would involve demolition of buildings that, due to their age, may contain asbestos,
lead-based paint, and polychlorinated biphenyls. Previous environmental documentation included
mitigation measures to ensure the proper testing of building materials in order to identify
potentially hazardous materials within buildings planned for demolition or renovation, and the
proper handling and disposal of any hazardous materials discovered during construction (City of
Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016a). Neither the operation of the Approved Entitlements nor the
proposed project would involve the use, storage, or disposal of significant quantities of hazardous
materials, and would therefore not pose a risk to the environment or nearby land uses. However,

2 As noted in Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, existing uses to be demolished under remaining development of the Approved
Entitlements include 217 hotel rooms, 17,315 sf of meeting room space, 1,239 parking spaces, a swimming pool, 2,556 sf of mercantile
retail, 2,610 sf of hotel restaurant, and one acre of landscaping. In addition to these, existing uses to be demolished under the proposed
project would include a 14-pump gas station and convenience store.
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under Alternative 1, it is assumed that the gas station would operate and would store gasoline in
the three USTs onsite. As discussed in Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, there are no
open leaking UST cases on the project site, although there has previously been a case of a leak at
the site, which was remediated and closed in 2016. Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 1
would continue storage of petroleum products at the gas station site, which represents a potential
risk to the environment and nearby land uses from release of hazardous materials, similar to the risk
posed by any gas station of a similar size in the region. Unlike the proposed project, Alternative 1
would not be required to implement mitigation measures related to the removal of underground
storage tanks. Continued operation of the gas station would be required to comply with all federal,
State, and local regulations, which would reduce risks related to potential release of hazardous
materials. Because operation of the gas station is an existing condition, Alternative 1 would not
result in an impact related to release of hazardous materials. Overall, impacts related to hazards and
hazardous materials would be reduced in comparison to the proposed project because this
alternative would not result in a potential risk to the environment and nearby land uses from
release of hazardous materials due to removal of the USTs; however, impacts would remain less
than significant with mitigation for both Alternative 1 and the proposed project.

g. Land Use and Planning

Alternative 1 includes buildout of the Approved Entitlements and continued operation of the
existing gas station; therefore, it is consistent with the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan and the 9900
Wilshire Specific Plan, as well as the C-3 zoning standards for the gas station site, and is already fully
entitled by the City. As such, it would have no conflicts with respect to applicable land use plans or
policies. The proposed project, by comparison, would require adoption of the Overlay Specific Plan
and additional required approvals. As discussed in Section 4.7, Land Use and Planning, adoption of
these amendments would not conflict with other City plans or policies. Impacts would be less than
significant with mitigation for both the proposed project and Alternative 1. Nevertheless, the overall
impact of Alternative 1 would be incrementally less because no further changes to adopted plans
would be required.

h. Noise

As discussed in Section 4.8, Noise, construction activities for remaining development under the
Approved Entitlements would be substantially similar to those of the proposed project. Therefore,
construction noise and vibration impacts would be significant, similar to those of the proposed
project, and all mitigation from the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR and the 9900 Wilshire
Specific Plan 2016 SEIR would continue to apply. However, this mitigation would be less stringent
than that required for the proposed project because it does not include as strict of requirements for
mufflers, portable sound enclosures, and construction phasing restrictions. As a result, this
mitigation would not be sufficient to reduce construction noise and vibration impacts below the
threshold of significance. Therefore, construction noise and vibration impacts would be significant
and unavoidable under remaining development of the Approved Entitlements and greater than
those of the proposed project. This finding is consistent with the significant and unavoidable
construction noise impact identified in the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR and the significant
and unavoidable construction vibration impacts identified in the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008
EIR and the 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan 2016 SEIR.

Alternative 1 would result in a different distribution of operational noise sources such as heating,
ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment, swimming pools, outdoor dining areas, and
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recreational space across the project site. However, given that operational noise levels under the
proposed project are considerably lower than existing ambient noise levels, this redistribution
would be unlikely to result in a substantial increase in operational noise as compared to the
proposed project such that Alternative 1 would result in more than a one decibel (dBA) increase in
ambient noise levels at the nearest sensitive receivers. Therefore, operational noise impacts would
be less than significant, similar to the proposed project.

As discussed in Section 4.8, Noise, remaining development under the Approved Entitlements would
increase existing traffic-related noise by less than 1 dBA along nearby roadways; therefore, off-site
traffic noise impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project.

Exposure of the proposed land uses under Alternative 1 to ambient noise levels in excess of the
City’s exterior and interior noise level standards would be similar to that of the proposed project. All
mitigation from the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR and the 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan 2016
SEIR would continue to apply, which would achieve noise/land use compatibility. Overall, noise
impacts would be increased in comparison to the proposed project because of the significant and
unavoidable impacts related to both construction noise and vibration under this alternative.

I. Transportation and Traffic

Previous environmental documentation concluded that construction of the Approved Entitlements
could potentially have significant impacts to the transportation system related to construction
worker trips and parking, construction equipment and debris hauling, and temporary lane and
sidewalk closures (City of Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016a). However, mitigation measures included in
the previous environmental documentation, such as implementation of a Construction Traffic
Management Plan and Construction Workers Parking Plan, were determined to reduce potential
impacts to a less than significant level (City of Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016a). Therefore, similar to
the proposed project, construction under Alternative 1 would have a less than significant
construction impact to the transportation system with implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-
TRAF-1 through MM-TRAF-6 from the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR and 9900 Wilshire
Specific Plan 2016 SEIR.

Previous environmental documentation determined that the Approved Entitlements would have
less than significant operational impacts to programs, plans, ordinances and policies addressing the
circulation system, including policies related to public transit and active transportation (City of
Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016a). As discussed in Section 4.9, Transportation and Traffic, increased
development intensity on the project site under both the Approved Entitlements and the proposed
project would lead to increased vehicle trips and traffic on nearby roadways compared to existing
conditions at the site. As detailed under Impact T-2, buildout of the Approved Entitlements would
result in greater vehicle trips and VMT than the proposed project. The City has adopted four
screening criteria to determine whether projects may have significant VMT impacts. Screening
Criterion 4 indicates that projects located in a Transit Priority Area (TPA) may also be screened out
from conducting a VMT analysis because they are presumed to have a less than significant impact.
Based on existing transit service in Beverly Hills, the project site is located in a commercial zone
within the boundary of four existing TPAs, less than a half-mile from four Metro Rapid bus stops,
including the Santa Monica/Wilshire stop of Metro Rapid Line 704 and the Wilshire/Santa Monica
stop of Metro Rapid Line 720 on both directions. Alternative 1’s FAR is 2.54 and meets the

0.75 minimum requirement established in the OPR Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation
Impacts in CEQA (2018). The project site is designated as Mixed Residential and Commercial in the
SCAG RTP/SCS. Therefore, Alternative 1 is consistent with the RTP/SCS. Based on this information,
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Alternative 1 is presumed to have a less than significant VMT impact and can be screened out from
further VMT analysis. Based on the screening criteria, similar to the proposed project, Alternative 1
would not conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) and would not
result in a significant transportation impact related to VMT.

The project site has a high level of accessibility for emergency vehicles, both from a regional and a
site perspective due to the project site’s location adjacent to North Santa Monica Boulevard and
Wilshire Boulevard and the numerous site access points provided throughout. Previous
environmental documentation included mitigation for the inclusion of Opticom devices on the new
traffic signal at Merv Griffin Way and North Santa Monica Boulevard to ensure that the Approved
Entitlements would not impair emergency access and response (City of Beverly Hills 2008a and
2016a). Similar to the proposed project, previous environmental documentation determined the
Approved Entitlements would not impede emergency access (City of Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016a).
In addition, the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008 EIR determined that the Beverly Hilton Specific
Plan would not create hazardous conditions due to geometries of proposed driveways and
intersections (City of Beverly Hills 2008a). Likewise, the 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan 2016 SEIR
included mitigation that would require an adequate turn radius for the site access from Wilshire
Boulevard to ensure that vehicles could safety turn right onto the property (City of Beverly Hills
2016a). Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 1 would have less than significant impacts
related to project construction, emergency access, and the safety of project driveways and
intersections with implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-TRAF-7 from the Beverly Hilton
Specific Plan 2008 EIR and Mitigation Measures MM TRAF-7 and MM TRAF-8 from the 9900 Wilshire
Specific Plan 2016 SEIR. Overall, impacts related to transportation and traffic would be similar to the
proposed project and less than significant with mitigation.

j- Tribal Cultural Resources

As discussed in Section 4.10, Tribal Cultural Resources, ground-disturbing activities during
construction would have the potential to unearth or adversely affect previously unidentified
significant tribal cultural resources. Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-TCR-1 through
MM-TCR-6 would be required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Because

Alternative 1 would be constructed on predominately the same site as the proposed project
(excluding the gas station site), Alternative 1 would have similar impacts to tribal cultural resources.
However, the previous environmental documentation does not contain mitigation for tribal cultural
resources; therefore, Alternative 1 would have a potentially significant impact to tribal cultural
resources, which would be a greater impact than the proposed project.

k. Utilities

As discussed in Section 4.11, Utilities (Water Supply), buildout under the Approved Entitlements
(Alternative 1) would introduce additional population, housing, height, and development area to the
project site as compared to existing conditions. Existing fire flow facilities servicing the project site
may not be adequate for redevelopment of the project site. However, Mitigation Measures MM-
FIRE-2 and MM-WTR-1 in previous environmental documents require replacement of the water
main feeding the fire hydrants servicing the project site to achieve adequate fire flow for buildout
under the Approved Entitlements. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, impacts related to fire
flow facilities would be less than significant for Alternative 1 with mitigation.

Regarding water supply, Alternative 1 would generate demand for an estimated 334.2 acre-feet per
year (AFY) of water. By comparison, the proposed project would generate demand for about
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317.7 AFY. Thus, demand associated with Alternative 1 would be about 16.5 AFY (5.2 percent) more
than that of the proposed project, and impacts would be incrementally greater. In addition,
Alternative 1 would not provide the graywater capture system for landscape irrigation included in
the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would use less water than Alternative 1 and
would include more water sustainability features. However, similar to the proposed project, current
and planned water supplies would be adequate to meet the demands of Alternative 1 and impacts
would remain less than significant.

|. Relationship of the Alternative to Project Objectives

Alternative 1 would be less effective than the proposed project in meeting the following project
objectives due to (1) its lack of integrated site planning; (2) its requirements to achieve LEED Silver
rather than LEED GOLD and WELL Certification; (3) its reduced open space acreage, including
reduced publicly accessible open space; (4) its reduced residential unit count; and (5) its reduced
annual net revenue as compared to the proposed project:

Preserve the Existing Specific Plans while allowing for a comprehensive and coordinated master
plan for the project site, through the Overlay Specific Plan, that increases the amount of open
space as compared to the Existing Specific Plans and takes advantage of the physical, social, and
economic potential of the project site

Define a comprehensive and coordinated master plan for the project site, through the Overlay
Specific Plan, generally consistent with the uses and floor area provided for by the Existing

Specific Plans and zoning that enhances the City’s western gateway and views of the project site
from Wilshire and North Santa Monica boulevards

Minimize building footprints to create approximately 12.7 acres of open space, including
publicly accessible botanical gardens, for the use and enjoyment of the Beverly Hills community
and project residents and guests by constructing an unifying landscaped elevated platform over
Merv Griffin Way from the Beverly Hilton to the new residential components of the Overlay
Specific Plan

Establish environmental and sustainability goals that will meet or exceed LEED Gold and WELL
requirements, implement capture and reuse of rainwater and greywater, and add green roofs to
new buildings

Provide new housing opportunities within the City, in close proximity to nearby office and retail
areas, and at a location well-served by existing and under construction public transit options

Provide full service residential units with hotel-like amenities that are competitive with existing
and proposed residential projects in the Wilshire Corridor and Century City, and have
comparable views

Provide annual net revenue to the City that substantially exceeds the revenue the City would
receive under the Existing Specific Plans or other commercial uses on the project site

Alternative 1 would meet the following project objectives to the same extent as the proposed
project because it would include similar types of land uses and architectural design:

Establish a new architectural gateway to the City of Beverly Hills at its westernmost entrance

Open the project site from Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard to
pedestrians and provide bicycle parking and connections to the City’s existing bike paths to
promote active transportation and pedestrian activity in and around the project site
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Increase open space along Wilshire Boulevard through the development of a sculpture garden

for the use and enjoyment of the public and which complements the existing Beverly Gardens
Park on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard

Create a Beverly Hilton conference center that meets the needs of today’s business travelers,
hotel guests, and meeting attendees

Improve traffic circulation in and around the project site by providing additional vehicular access
points on Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard for project residents and
guests to reduce travel on Merv Griffin Way

In addition, Alternative 1 would be slightly more effective in achieving the following project
objectives because it would increase the number of luxury hotel rooms when compared to the
proposed project and maintain the Welton Becket-designed pool configuration:

Allow the hotels on the project site to remain competitive in the hotel industry and local and
regional marketplaces through the replacement of rooms in detached buildings, increasing the
supply of luxury hotel rooms, and adding appealing new retail and amenities to the site. These

features would encourage Beverly Hills visitors to continue to shop, stay, and dine in Beverly
Hills

Maintain the integrity of the existing Welton Becket-designed Beverly Hilton Wilshire Tower and
the existing Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills and ancillary uses

6.2  Alternative 2: No Further Development

6.2.1 Description

Under this alternative, no change to the existing development on the project site would occur and
hotel operations would remain largely the same as current conditions, although minor renovations
and improvements to existing hotel facilities may occur in the foreseeable future (see Table 6-1).
Under this scenario, the existing gas station at 9988 Wilshire Boulevard would become operational
again as a gas station. Alternative 2, like Alternative 1, is considered a “no project” alternative as it
proposes no further action on the project site.

6.2.2 Impact Analysis

This alternative is reflective of a comparison of the proposed project to the existing conditions at
the time this analysis was completed. A full comparison of the proposed project to existing
conditions (no further development) is provided within the individual resource sections in

Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis, of this SEIR. No change in environmental conditions
would occur under this alternative because no development would occur, and site conditions would
not change. This alternative would avoid the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable impacts
related to cultural resources (specifically historical resources) and cumulative construction noise, as
well as significant, but mitigable impacts related to air quality, biological resources, geology and
soils, hazards and hazardous materials, land use and planning, transportation and traffic, tribal
cultural resources, and utilities. No significant impacts would occur under this alternative and none
of the mitigation measures required for the proposed project or in the previous environmental
documentation would apply.

Overall, this alternative’s impacts would be less than those of the proposed project in each
environmental category. Hev
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W@-E&-@b% Furthermore thrs alternatrve would not fulfill any of the applrcant S stated
objectives for the project, nor would it meet the 2848 General Plan Land Use Element vision for the
project site as an anchor location with higher intensity development with a variety of land uses
(Policy LU 9.3 Anchor Locations). In addition, similar alternatives to this no further development
alternative were rejected by the City Council in 2008 as socially infeasible for several reasons,
including that this alternative does not achieve the objective of increasing the City’s housing stock
without eliminating existing housing stock and does not enhance the City’s gateways through open
space, landscaping, and a gateway statement at the corner of Wilshire and North Santa Monica
Boulevards (City of Beverly Hills Resolution No. 08-R-12600). Further this alternative would leave
the 9900 Wilshire site in a vacant, fenced, and partially excavated condition. Also, Alternative 2

would not fulfil any of the project objectives beyond the following one:

Maintain the integrity of the existing Welton Becket-designed Beverly Hilton Wilshire Tower and
the existing Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills and ancillary uses.

6.3 Alternative 3: One Residential/Hotel Tower and
One Residential Tower

6.3.1 Description

This alternative involves the development of the Garden Residence with combined residential/hotel
uses and the Santa Monica Residence with residential uses. This alternative would not include
construction of the Wilshire Building in order to allow for increased building setbacks from Wilshire
Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard. Removing the Wilshire Building would result in an
increase in open space under this alternative by 0.7 acre compared to the proposed project. The
residential and hotel uses included under the proposed project for the Wilshire Building would be
redistributed to the Garden Residences and Santa Monica Residence buildings, increasing their
heights by 40 and 30 feet, respectively. Under this alternative, access to the residential and hotel
uses would continue to be provided via a new private road along the western property boundary,
similar to the proposed project. As detailed in Table 6-1, all other components of this alternative
would remain the same as those of the proposed project, including the total FAR of 2.55.
Construction techniques, duration, and equipment would be similar to that used for construction of
the proposed project. This alternative would have the same program of uses as the proposed
project, including the same total building square footages, residential unit counts, and hotel room
counts. The purpose of this alternative is to address historical resource impacts related to the
historic viewshed of the Wilshire Tower from Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica
Boulevard, and views from the Wilshire Tower. Figure 6-3 provides a site plan for Alternative 3 and
Figure 6-4 provides a massing diagram.
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Figure 6-4 Massing Diagram for Alternative 3
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6.3.2 Impact Analysis

a. Air Quality

Construction-related and operational air pollutant emissions associated with Alternative 3 would
not be substantially different than those of the proposed project despite the increase in building
height because the total square footage of all uses would remain the same, and would require
similar construction techniques, equipment, and use duration. Similar to the proposed project,
Mitigation Measures MM-AQ-1 through MM-AQ-17*3 would be required for this alternative to
reduce construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions to a less than significant level, and
operational emissions would be less than significant without mitigation. Because Alternative 3
would not change the number of residential units or hotel rooms, the square footage of commercial
uses, or the proposed land use types, this alternative would accommodate a similar number of
residents and employees, generate a similar number of net new vehicle trips, and have a similarly
low potential to generate considerable TAC emissions as the proposed project. Therefore, as with
the proposed project, Alternative 3 would not conflict with the SCAQMD’s 2016 AQMP or expose
sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of carbon monoxide or TACs. Overall air quality
impacts associated with Alternative 3 would be similar to those of the proposed project and would,
therefore, be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

b. Biological Resources

Alternative 3 would include a similar construction footprint, including the underground parking
structure configuration, promenade structure, and building locations, and the same mix of land uses
as the proposed project, but would remove the Wilshire Building located at the northwest corner of
the project site and extend the botanical gardens in this area of the project site. As the site
configuration, construction activities, and land uses would be similar to the proposed project,
impacts to biological resources related to construction and operation of Alternative 3 would be
similar to the proposed project. As discussed in Section 4.2, Biological Resources, a field
reconnaissance survey and Focused Bat Survey were both conducted in 2020. Neither found
evidence of the presence of protected species on the site, including birds and bats, riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural community, wetlands, or heritage trees. However, structures and mature
trees on the project site, as well as trees and structures in the vicinity of the project site, could
potentially be utilized by nesting birds or roosting bats, though no nests or roosts were observed
during the site surveys. Therefore, construction of Alternative 3 would result in similar impacts to
biological resources compared to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative
3 would be required to implement Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-1, which requires pre-construction
surveys and avoidance of nesting birds, and Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-2, which includes
requirements for pre-construction bat surveys and avoidance measures. Overall, impacts to
biological resources would be similar to the proposed project and less than significant with
mitigation incorporated.

c. Cultural Resources

Alternative 3 would have incrementally fewer impacts to a historical resource (the Beverly Hilton)
than the proposed project. Like the proposed project, Alternative 3 would also include the
demolition of Beverly Hilton Property’s contributing buildings and features, including the western

3 «*” indicates a mitigation measure that is carried forward from previous environmental documentation and is required for the proposed
project.
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Wilshire Edge building, the Swimming Pool and Lanai Rooms, the Palm/QOasis Court, and the parking
garage. Demolition of these structures would materially impair the resource and alter physical
characteristics that help to convey the Beverly Hilton Property’s historic significance. Although the
Beverly Hilton Property would no longer be eligible for designation in the CRHR, the Wilshire Tower
individually may remain eligible for listing in the NRHP, CRHR and as a City of Beverly Hills Landmark.

Because Alternative 3 would not include construction of the Wilshire Building and would include
increased setbacks from North Santa Monica Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard, Alternative 3 would
preserve more of the significant view of the Wilshire Tower from the south and west from North
Santa Monica Boulevard and from the north and west from Wilshire Boulevard that would be lost
under the proposed project. In addition, views from the Wilshire Tower to the west would be
improved because they would not be obstructed by the Wilshire Building under this scenario.
Therefore, Alternative 3 would have less of an impact to the significant viewsheds of and from the
Wilshire Tower, when compared to the proposed project. Nevertheless, the historical resource
impacts of Alternative 3 would remain significant and unavoidable due to the demolition of most of
the Beverly Hilton Property’s contributing buildings and features.

Adjacent to the LACC, Alternative 3 would construct taller buildings than the proposed project but
would construct one less building (because of elimination of the Wilshire Building). While these
buildings would alter the immediate surroundings of the LACC property, they would not result in
material impairment of the property’s significance and impacts to the property as a result of
Alternative 3 would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. Overall, impacts related
to cultural resources would be reduced in comparison to the proposed project but would remain
significant and unavoidable.

d. Geology and Soils

Alternative 3 would be constructed on the same project site as the proposed project. As discussed in
Section 4.4, Geology and Soils, although the project site is within 300 feet of the Santa Monica Fault
Zone, it is not located within 50 feet of an Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zone. In addition, no active
faults are present on-site, and no active faults are trending toward the project site. Therefore, both
Alternative 3 and the proposed project would have a less than significant impact related to surface
rupture.

Due to the close proximity of several faults, both Alternative 3 and the proposed project would have
a significant but mitigable impact related to seismic ground shaking. Both projects would be
required to implement mitigation measures that require construction in accordance with
recommendations made in their respective geotechnical investigation reports. Therefore, the
impact of Alternative 3 would be similar to that of the proposed project and both would have a less
than significant geologic impact with mitigation incorporated.

e. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would not conflict with the applicable GHG emission
reduction measures/policies of the Beverly Hills General Plan and Sustainable City Plan, Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2020-2045 RTP/SCS, 2017 Scoping Plan, and Executive
Order (EO) B-55-18 because it would consist of infill development that would comply with applicable
energy conservation requirements and incorporate sustainability features, while being consistent
with regional efforts to reduce VMT by providing housing and services in an already urbanized area
well-served by transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.
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Construction-related and operational GHG emissions associated with Alternative 3 would not be
substantially different than those of the proposed project despite the increase in building height
because the total square footage of all uses would remain the same and a similar number of
residents and employees (i.e., a similar service population) would be accommodated. Therefore,
similar to the proposed project, GHG emissions associated with Alternative 3 would not exceed the
locally-applicable, project-specific threshold of 3.2 MT of COe per year or the SCAQMD bright-line
threshold of 3,000 MT of COze.

Overall, impacts related to GHG emissions would be similar to the proposed project and less than
significant.

f. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would involve demolition of the Palm/Qasis Court
Building, swimming pool, Lanai Rooms, parking garage, gas station, and Wilshire Edge Building. As
discussed in Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, due to the age of these structures, they
may contain asbestos, lead-based paint, and polychlorinated biphenyls. In addition, the gas station
site contains three currently empty USTs, which would be removed during demolition of the gas
station. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would be required to comply with mitigation
measures to ensure the proper testing of building materials in order to identify potentially
hazardous materials within buildings planned for demolition, and the proper handling and disposal
of any hazardous materials discovered during construction. Likewise, Alternative 3 would be
required to comply with mitigation contained in Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
regarding the proper removal and closure of the onsite USTs.

Operation of both Alternative 3 and the proposed project would not involve the use, storage, or
disposal of significant quantities of hazardous materials, and would therefore, not pose a risk to the
environment or nearby land uses. In addition, Alternative 3 would be required to include an
Opticom device on the new traffic signal at Merv Griffin Way and North Santa Monica Boulevard to
ensure that the project would not impair emergency evacuation plans and emergency response.
Similar to the proposed project, with implementation of mitigation identified Section 4.6, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, Alternative 3 would not result in any significant impacts related to
hazards and hazardous materials. Overall, impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials
would be similar to the proposed project and less than significant with mitigation.

g. Land Use and Planning

As with the proposed project, Alternative 3 would require a new Overlay Specific Plan and
amendments to the General Plan. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would occur on
sites designated for residential, commercial, and hotel uses, and within the City’s existing
framework. The scale and massing of Alternative 3 would be generally compatible with other urban
development on North Santa Monica Boulevard in Century City, where buildings of similar scale are
located. The 35-story, 440-foot tall Santa Monica Residences and the 32-story, 409-foot tall Garden
Residences under Alternative 3 would be approximately 30 and 40 feet taller than the proposed
project’s respective buildings. Similar to the proposed project, these buildings would exceed the
height of the existing Beverly Hilton (95 feet) and Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills (150 feet), and the
maximum building heights allowed in the Existing Specific Plans*.

4 The maximum building heights entitled by the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan and 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan are 200 feet and 185 feet,
respectively.
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In comparison to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would increase the height of the Santa Monica
Residences by approximately 7 percent and the height of the Garden Residences by approximately
10 percent. The proposed project would contribute to a gradual west-to-east transition in building
height along North Santa Monica Boulevard consistent with 2010 General Plan goals and policies LU
1.1 (The Scale of the City), LU 2.1 (City Places: Neighborhoods, Districts, and Corridor), and LU 9.3
(Anchor Locations). In comparison, Alternative 3 would contribute to a more abrupt west-to-east
transition along North Santa Monica Boulevard as its buildings are more similar in height to the Ten
Thousand, a 40 story, approximately 460-foot tall residential building located at 10000 North Santa
Monica Boulevard, approximately 320 feet southwest of the project site. Alternative 3 would be
generally consistent with the City’s 2010 General Plan, but incrementally less consistent than the
proposed project due to the increase in the scale of development on the project site (up to a

10 percent increase in building height) and would be potentially incrementally less consistent with
the scale of development envisioned for the City of Beverly Hills. However, Alternative 3 would
increase open space within the project site in comparison to the proposed project, consistent with
2010 General Plan goals and policies LU 2.2 (Public Streetscapes and Landscape), LU 7.2 (Amenities),
LU 9.4 Anchor Location Design Criteria), LU 13 (Public and Quasi-Public Uses Supporting Resident
Needs), LU 13.10 (Parks and Open Spaces), and LU 16.4 (Public Places). Alternative 3 would have less
than significant impacts related to land use and planning with approval of a general plan
amendment and overlay specific plan, and implementation of mitigation measures identified
throughout the SEIR; however, in comparison to the proposed project, it would be incrementally
less consistent with the scale of development envisioned for the project site, but would be
incrementally more consistent with policies related to provisioning of open space. Overall, land use-
related impacts would be greater under Alternative 3, although impacts would remain significant
but mitigable similar to the proposed project.

h. Noise

Alternative 3 would require similar construction activities as the proposed project despite the
increase in building height because the total square footage of all uses would remain the same;
therefore, construction noise and vibration impacts would be similar to those of the proposed
project. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measures MM-NOISE-1 and MM-NOISE-4 would
be required for this alternative to reduce construction noise and vibration impacts to a less than
significant level.

Alternative 3 would redistribute operational noise sources such as swimming pools across the
project site due to increased building setbacks from Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica
Boulevard. This modified layout of buildings would site some operational noise sources farther away
from sensitive receivers to the north and south. Therefore, operational noise impacts under this
alternative would be incrementally less than those of the proposed project and would remain less
than significant.

Because the land uses, square footages, and access points would remain the same under Alternative
3, the number and distribution of net new vehicle trips would be the same as the proposed project.
Therefore, off-site traffic noise impacts would be similar to those of the proposed project and would
be less than significant.

The proposed land uses under Alternative 3 would be exposed to incrementally lower ambient noise
levels due to increased building setbacks from Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica
Boulevard. Nevertheless, the proposed land uses would likely still be exposed to ambient noise
levels in excess of the City’s exterior and interior noise level standards, and similar to the proposed
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project, MM-NOISE-2* and Mitigation Measure MM-NOISE-3*2 would continue to apply to this
alternative to achieve noise/land use compatibility. Overall, noise impacts would be reduced in
comparison to the proposed project and would remain less than significant with mitigation.

I. Transportation/Traffic

Because the land uses and square footages would remain the same under Alternative 3, the number
and distribution of net new vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled would be the same as the
proposed project. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would not conflict with
or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b).

As with the proposed project, construction of Alternative 3 would disrupt the circulation system
through temporary roadway closures, lane closures, and sidewalk closures and construction-related
trips to and from the site. Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-TRAF-1 through MM-
TRAF-6, and MM-TRAF-10 would minimize disruptions during construction for the both the
proposed project and Alternative 3. Therefore, construction of Alternative 3 would have less than
significant construction-related impacts to the circulation system.

As discussed in Section 4.9, Transportation and Traffic, the project site has a high level of
accessibility for emergency vehicles, both from a regional and a site perspective due to the project
site’s location adjacent to North Santa Monica Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard and the numerous
site access points provided throughout. Alternative 3 would have the same access points as the
proposed project; therefore, impacts related to emergency access and safety of project driveways
and intersections would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-
TRAF-7 through MM-TRAF-9. Overall, impacts related to transportation and traffic would be similar
to the proposed project and less than significant with mitigation.

j. Tribal Cultural Resources

As discussed in Section 4.10, Tribal Cultural Resources, ground-disturbing activities during
construction would have the potential to unearth or adversely affect previously unidentified
significant tribal cultural resources, and implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-TCR-1 through
MM-TCR-6 would be required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Because Alternative
3 would be constructed on the same site as the proposed project, Alternative 3 would have similar
impacts to tribal cultural resources and would be required to implement Mitigation Measures MM-
TCR-1 through MM-TCR-6 to reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Overall, impacts related
to tribal cultural resources would be similar to the proposed project and less than significant with
mitigation.

k. Utilities

Because Alternative 3 would contain the same land use program and square footages as the
proposed project, the indoor water demand of Alternative 3 would be similar to that of the
proposed project. Alternative 3 would include more open space (0.7 acre) than the proposed
project; therefore, it would demand incrementally more water for landscape watering. However,
similar to the proposed project, current and planned water supplies would be adequate to meet the
demands of Alternative 3 and impacts would remain less than significant.

Similar to the proposed project, the replacement water main identified in the previous
environmental documents’ mitigation measures (MM FIRE-2 and MM WTR-1) may no longer be
adequate for this alternative because the water main size specified in the mitigation measure may
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no longer provide sufficient fire flow for the alternative’s building heights, population, or building
area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would be required to implement
Mitigation Measure MM-UTIL-1 to contribute to the utility upgrades required for the fire hydrants.
Overall, impacts related to utilities would be similar to the proposed project and less than significant
with mitigation.

|. Relationship of the Alternative to Project Objectives

Alternative 3 would meet the following project objectives to the same extent as the proposed
project because it would include the same program of uses and would be designed in a similar
architectural style with similar environmental performance standards:

Establish a new architectural gateway to the City of Beverly Hills at its westernmost entrance

Allow the hotels on the project site to remain competitive in the hotel industry and local and
regional marketplaces through the replacement of rooms in detached buildings, increasing the
supply of luxury hotel rooms, and adding appealing new retail and amenities to the site. These

features would encourage Beverly Hills visitors to continue to shop, stay, and dine in Beverly
Hills

Open the project site from Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard to
pedestrians and provide bicycle parking and connections to the City’s existing bike paths to
promote active transportation and pedestrian activity in and around the project site

Create a Beverly Hilton conference center that meets the needs of today’s business travelers,
hotel guests, and meeting attendees

Improve traffic circulation in and around the project site by providing additional vehicular access
points on Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard for project residents and
guests to reduce travel on Merv Griffin Way

Establish environmental and sustainability goals that will meet or exceed LEED Gold and WELL
requirements, implement capture and reuse of rainwater and greywater, and add green roofs to
new buildings

Provide new housing opportunities within the City, in close proximity to nearby office and retail
areas, and at a |location well-served by existing and under construction public transit options

Provide full service residential units with hotel-like amenities that are competitive with existing
and proposed residential projects in the Wilshire Corridor and Century City, and have
comparable views

Provide annual net revenue to the City that substantially exceeds the revenue the City would
receive under the Existing Specific Plans or other commercial uses on the project site

Alternative 3 would be slightly more effective in achieving the following project objectives because
it would (1) include 0.7 acre more open space than the proposed project; (2) would preserve more
of the significant view of the Wilshire Tower from the south and west from North Santa Monica
Boulevard and from the north and west from Wilshire Boulevard that would be lost under the
proposed project; and (3) improve views from the Wilshire Tower to the west as compared to the
proposed project because they would not be obstructed by the Wilshire Building:

Preserve the Existing Specific Plans while allowing for a comprehensive and coordinated master
plan for the project site, through the Overlay Specific Plan, that increases the amount of open
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space as compared to the Existing Specific Plans and takes advantage of the physical, social, and
economic potential of the project site

Define a comprehensive and coordinated master plan for the project site, through the Overlay
Specific Plan, generally consistent with the uses and floor area provided for by the Existing

Specific Plans and zoning that enhances the City’s western gateway and views of the project site
from Wilshire and North Santa Monica boulevards

Maintain the integrity of the existing Welton Becket-designed Beverly Hilton Wilshire Tower and
the existing Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills and ancillary uses

Minimize building footprints to create approximately 12.7 acres of open space, including
publicly accessible botanical gardens, for the use and enjoyment of the Beverly Hills community
and project residents and guests by constructing an unifying landscaped elevated platform over
Merv Griffin Way from the Beverly Hilton to the new residential components of the Overlay
Specific Plan

Increase open space along Wilshire Boulevard through the development of a sculpture garden

for the use and enjoyment of the public and which complements the existing Beverly Gardens
Park on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard

6.4  Alternative 4: Preservation of the Wilshire Edge
Building, Swimming Pool and Lanai Rooms

6.4.1 Description

This alternative would alter development on the Beverly Hilton site to avoid demolition of the
Wilshire Edge building and the Lanai Rooms, and include reconstruction of the Swimming Pool in
kind in at the same location as it currently exists. The Wilshire Edge building would continue to be
used as a conference center, and no new conference center building would be constructed under
this alternative. The parking garage would be demolished under this alternative. Similar to
Alternative 3, this alternative would not include construction of the Wilshire Building in order to
allow for increased building setbacks from Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard.
The remaining residential and hotel uses would be redistributed to a new 14-story, 110-foot tall
building in the middle of the project site, parallel to Merv Griffin Way. Construction techniques,
duration, and equipment would be similar to that used for construction of the proposed project.
This building would also include uses previously envisioned for the Beverly Hilton Enhancement
building under the proposed project, but the 36 poolside hotel rooms included in the proposed
project would not be constructed as the existing Lanai Rooms would remain in place. Under this
alternative, access to the residential and hotel uses would continue to be provided via a new private
road along the western property boundary, similar to the proposed project. As detailed in Table 6-1,
all other components of this alternative would remain the same as those of the proposed project,
including the total FAR of 2.55. This alternative would have the same program of uses as the
proposed project, including the same total building square footages, residential unit counts, and
hotel room counts. However, under this alternative, open space within the project site would be
reduced to 8.2 acres. The purpose of this alternative is to address historic resource impacts related
to the proposed project’s impacts to historic views of Wilshire Tower from Wilshire Boulevard, and
contributing buildings and features of the Beverly Hilton. Figure 6-5 provides a site plan for
Alternative 4 and Figure 6-6 provides a massing diagram.
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Figure 6-5 Conceptual Site Plan for Alternative 4
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Figure 6-6 Massing Diagram for Alternative 4
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6.4.2 Impact Analysis

a. Air Quality

Construction-related air pollutant emissions associated with Alternative 4 would be incrementally
less than those of the proposed project because fewer demolition activities would be required given
that the Wilshire Edge Building and Lanai Rooms would remain in place. However, similar to the
proposed project, Mitigation Measures MM-AQ-1 through MM-AQ-17*3 would be required for this
alternative to reduce construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions to a less than significant
level. Operational air pollutant emissions associated with Alternative 4 would not be substantially
different than those of the proposed project despite the increase in building height because the
total square footage of all uses would remain the same. Therefore, operational emissions would be
less than significant, similar to the proposed project. Because Alternative 4 would not change the
number of residential units or hotel rooms, the square footage of commercial uses, or the proposed
land use types, this alternative would accommodate a similar number of residents and employees,
generate a similar number of net new vebhicle trips, and have a similarly low potential to generate
TAC emissions as the proposed project. Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 4
would not conflict with the SCAQMD’s 2016 AQMP or expose sensitive receptors to substantial
concentrations of carbon monoxide or TACs. Overall air quality impacts associated with Alternative
4 would be incrementally reduced in comparison to the proposed project due to the reduction in
construction-related emissions, therefore impacts would remain less than significant with mitigation
incorporated.

b. Biological Resources

Alternative 4 would include the same mix of land uses as the proposed project; therefore, impacts
to biological resources related to operation of Alternative 4 would be similar to the proposed
project. As discussed in Section 4.2, Biological Resources, a field reconnaissance survey and Focused
Bat Survey were both conducted in 2020. Neither found evidence of the presence of protected
species on the site, including birds and bats, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community,
wetlands, or heritage trees. However, structures and mature trees on the project site, as well as
trees and structures in the vicinity of the project site, could potentially be utilized by nesting birds or
roosting bats, though no nests or roosts were observed during the site surveys. Although the
construction footprint under Alternative 4 would be reduced in comparison to the proposed project,
Alternative 4 would only avoid construction in existing developed areas within the Beverly Hilton
site and would continue to include construction in areas identified in Section 4.2, Biological
Resources, as potentially supporting bird nests or bats (the gas station site and 9900 Wilshire
Boulevard site). Therefore, construction of Alternative 4 would result in similar impacts to biological
resources compared to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 4 would
be required to implement Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-1, which requires pre-construction surveys
and avoidance of nesting birds, and Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-2, which includes requirements for
pre-construction bat surveys and avoidance measures. Overall, impacts to biological resources
would be similar to the proposed project and less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

c. Cultural Resources

Alternative 4 would have fewer impacts to a historical resource (the Beverly Hilton Property) than
the proposed project. Alternative 4 would not demolish the western Wilshire Edge building or the
Lanai Rooms, which are contributing buildings and features of the Beverly Hilton Property as

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 6-29



City of Beverly Hills
One Beverly Hills Overlay Specific Plan

discussed in Section 4.3, Cultural Resources. Nonetheless, as with the proposed project, the Beverly
Hilton Property would not retain substantial integrity from its period of significance and would not
remain eligible for designation in the CRHR, but the Wilshire Tower individually may remain eligible
for listing in the NRHP, CRHR and as a City of Beverly Hills Landmark . Because Alternative 4 would
include increased setbacks from Wilshire Boulevard, it would preserve more of the significant view
of the Wilshire Tower from the north and west from Wilshire Boulevard that would be lost under
the proposed project. However, as with the proposed project, Alternative 4 would result in the loss
of the significant view of the Wilshire Tower from the south and west from North Santa Monica
Boulevard. Additionally, like the proposed project views from the Beverly Hilton would be
obstructed by the new 14 story, 110-foot tall building that would be built parallel to Merv Griffin
Way. Therefore, although Alternative 4 would have fewer impacts to the Beverly Hilton Property by
preserving several contributing buildings and features and significant views from Wilshire
Boulevard, Alternative 4 would have a significant and unavoidable historical resources impact due to
the demolition of the Palm/Oasis Court and Parking Garage, reconstruction of the Swimming Pool,
impacts to views of the Wilshire Tower from North Santa Monica Boulevard, and impacts to views
from the Beverly Hilton.

Adjacent to the LACC, Alternative 4 would construct buildings of similar height to the proposed
project but would construct one less building (the Wilshire Building would not be constructed).
While these buildings would alter the immediate surroundings of the LACC property, they would not
result in material impairment of the property’s significance and impacts to the property as a result
of Alternative 4 would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. Because it would
construct fewer buildings than the proposed project, Alternative 4 would have an incrementally
lower impact to the historical significance of the LACC property, however, impacts would remain
less than significant. Overall, impacts related to cultural resources would be reduced in comparison
to the proposed project but would remain significant and unavoidable.

d. Geology and Soils

Alternative 4 would be constructed on the same project site as the proposed project. As discussed in
Section 4.4, Geology and Soils, although the project site is within 300 feet of the Santa Monica Fault
Zone, itis not located within 50 feet of an Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zone. In addition, no active
faults are present on-site, and no active faults are trending toward the project site. Therefore, both
Alternative 4 and the proposed project would have a less than significant impact related to surface
rupture.

Due to the close proximity of several faults, both Alternative 4 and the proposed project would have
a significant but mitigable impact related to seismic ground shaking. Both projects would be
required to implement mitigation measures that require construction in accordance with
recommendations made in their respective geotechnical investigation reports. Therefore, the
impact of Alternative 4 would be similar to that of the proposed project and both would have a less
than significant geologic impact with mitigation incorporated.

e. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 4 would not conflict with the applicable GHG emission
reduction measures/policies of the Beverly Hills General Plan and Sustainable City Plan, SCAG 2020-
2045 RTP/SCS, 2017 Scoping Plan, and EO B-55-18 because it would consist of infill development
that would comply with applicable energy conservation requirements and incorporate sustainability
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features while being consistent with regional efforts to reduce VMT by providing housing and
services in an already urbanized area well-served by transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.

Construction-related GHG emissions associated with Alternative 4 would be incrementally less than
those of the proposed project because fewer demolition activities would be required given that the
Wilshire Edge Building and Lanai Rooms would remain in place. Operational GHG emissions
associated with Alternative 4 would not be substantially different than those of the proposed
project despite the increase in building height because the total square footage of all uses would
remain the same and a similar number of residents and employees (i.e., a similar service population)
would be accommodated. Therefore, as with the proposed project, GHG emissions associated with
Alternative 4 would not exceed the locally-applicable, project-specific threshold of 3.2 MT of CO.e
per year or the SCAQMD bright-line threshold of 3,000 MT of COze.

Overall, impacts related to GHG emissions would be incrementally reduced in comparison to the
proposed project because of the reduction in construction emissions, but both proposed project
and Alternative 4 impacts would be less than significant.

f. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 4 would involve demolition of the Palm/Oasis Court
Building, parking garage, and gas station. As discussed in Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, due to the age of these structures, they may contain asbestos, lead-based paint, and
polychlorinated biphenyls. In addition, the gas station site contains three currently empty USTs,
which would be removed during demolition of the gas station. Similar to the proposed project,
Alternative 4 would be required to comply with mitigation measures to ensure the proper testing of
building materials in order to identify potentially hazardous materials within buildings planned for
demolition, and the proper handling and disposal of any hazardous materials discovered during
construction. Likewise, Alternative 4 would be required to comply with mitigation contained in
Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, regarding the proper removal and closure of the
onsite USTs.

Operation of either Alternative 4 or the proposed project would not involve the use, storage, or
disposal of significant quantities of hazardous materials, and would therefore, not pose a risk to the
environment or nearby land uses. In addition, Alternative 4 would be required to include an
Opticom device on the new traffic signal at Merv Griffin Way and North Santa Monica Boulevard to
ensure that the project would not impair emergency evacuation plans and emergency response.
Similar to the proposed project, with implementation of mitigation identified Section 4.6, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, Alternative 4 would not result in any significant impacts related to
hazards and hazardous materials. Overall, impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials
would be similar to the proposed project and less than significant with mitigation.

g. Land Use and Planning

As with the proposed project, Alternative 4 would require a new Overlay Specific Plan and
amendments to the General Plan. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 4 would occur on
sites designated for residential, commercial, and hotel uses, and within the City’s existing
framework. The scale and massing of the Alternative 4 would be generally compatible with other
urban development on North Santa Monica Boulevard in Century City, where buildings of similar
scale are located. Under this alternative the Santa Monica Residences and Garden Residences would
be similar in height to the proposed project; however, a new 14 story, 110-foot tall building would
be built in the middle of the project site parallel to Merv Griffin Way to accommodate uses
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proposed in the Wilshire Building and Beverly Hilton Enhancement building, which would not be
built under this alternative. However, the 36 poolside hotel rooms included in the proposed project
would not be constructed as the existing Lanai Rooms would remain in place. This new building
would exceed the height of the existing Wilshire Tower (95 feet) but would be shorter than the
Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills (150 feet) and the maximum building heights allowed in the Existing
Specific Plans. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would contribute to a gradual west-
to-east transition in building height along North Santa Monica Boulevard consistent with 2010
General Plan goals and policies LU 1.1 (The Scale of the City), LU 2.1 (City Places: Neighborhoods,
Districts, and Corridor), and LU 9.3 (Anchor Locations). However, Alternative 4 would decrease open
space within the project site by 1.8 acres in comparison to the proposed project, making it
incrementally less consistent than the proposed project with 2010 General Plan goals and policies
LU 2.2 (Public Streetscapes and Landscape), LU 7.2 (Amenities), LU 9.4 Anchor Location Design
Criteria), LU 13 (Public and Quasi-Public Uses Supporting Resident Needs), LU 13.10 (Parks and Open
Spaces), and LU 16.4 (Public Places). Alternative 4 would have less than significant impacts related
to land use and planning with approval of a General Plan Amendment and Overlay Specific Plan and
implementation of mitigation measures identified throughout the SEIR; however, in comparison to
the proposed project, it would be incrementally less consistent with policies related to provisioning
of open space. Overall, land use-related impacts would be greater under Alternative 4, although
impacts would remain significant but mitigable similar to the proposed project.

h. Noise

Alternative 4 would require similar construction activities as the proposed project despite the
increase in some building heights because the total square footage of all uses would remain the
same; therefore, construction noise and vibration impacts would be similar to those of the proposed
project. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measures MM-NOISE-1 and MM-NOISE-4 would
be required for this alternative to reduce construction noise and vibration impacts to a less than
significant level.

Alternative 4 would redistribute operational noise sources such as swimming pools, outdoor dining
areas, and recreational space across the project site due to the removal of the Wilshire Building, the
relocation of the Beverly Hilton Enhancement building uses, and the retention of the Wilshire Edge
building, Lanai Rooms, and Swimming Pool at their current locations. However, given that
operational noise levels under the proposed project are considerably lower than existing ambient
noise levels, this modified layout would be unlikely to result in a substantial increase in operational
noise as compared to the proposed project such that Alternative 4 would result in more than a 1-
dBA increase in ambient noise levels at the nearest sensitive receivers. Therefore, operational noise
impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project.

Because the land uses, square footages, and access points would remain the same under Alternative
4, the number and distribution of net new vehicle trips would be the same as the proposed project.
Therefore, off-site traffic noise impacts would be similar to those of the proposed project and would
be less than significant.

The proposed land uses under Alternative 4 would be exposed to incrementally lower ambient noise
levels due to increased building setbacks from Wilshire Boulevard. Nevertheless, the proposed land
uses would likely still be exposed to ambient noise levels in excess of the City’s exterior and interior
noise level standards, and similar to the proposed project, Mitigation Measures MM-NOISE-2* and
MM-NOISE-3*2 would continue to apply to achieve noise/land use compatibility (City of Beverly Hills
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2008a and 2016). Overall, noise impacts would be similar to the proposed project and less than
significant with mitigation.

I. Transportation/Traffic

Because the land uses and square footages would remain the same under Alternative 4, the number
and distribution of net new vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled would be the same as the
proposed project. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, Alternative 4 would not conflict with
or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b).

As with the proposed project, construction of Alternative 4 would disrupt the circulation system
through temporary roadway closures, lane closures, and sidewalk closures and construction-related
trips to and from the site. Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-TRAF-1 through MM-TRAF-6
and MM-TRAF-10 would minimize disruptions during construction for the both the proposed project
and Alternative 4. Therefore, construction of Alternative 4 would have less than significant
construction-related impacts to the circulation system.

As discussed in Section 4.9, Transportation and Traffic, the project site has a high level of
accessibility for emergency vehicles, both from a regional and a site perspective due to the project
site’s location adjacent to North Santa Monica Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard and the numerous
site access points provided throughout. Alternative 4 would have similar access points as the
proposed project, with the only difference being the removal of the proposed access driveway for
the Wilshire Building which would not be constructed under Alternative 4; therefore, impacts
related to emergency access and safety of project driveways and intersections would be less than
significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-TRAF-7 through MM-TRAF-9. Overall,
impacts related to transportation and traffic would be similar to the proposed project and less than
significant with mitigation.

j. Tribal Cultural Resources

As discussed in Section 4.10, Tribal Cultural Resources, ground-disturbing activities during
construction would have the potential to unearth or adversely affect previously unidentified
significant tribal cultural resources, and implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-TCR-1 through
MM-TCR-6 would be required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Because Alternative
4 would be constructed on the same site as the proposed project, Alternative 4 would have similar
impacts to tribal cultural resources and would be required to implement Mitigation Measures MM-
TCR-1 through MM-TCR-6 to reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Overall, impacts related
to tribal cultural resources would be similar to the proposed project and less than significant with
mitigation.

k. Utilities

Because Alternative 4 would contain the same land use program and square footages as the
proposed project, the interior water demand of Alternative 4 would be similar to that of the
proposed project. Alternative 4 would include less open space than the proposed project; therefore,
it would demand proportionally less outdoor water. Therefore, as discussed in Section 4.11, Utilities,
current and planned water supplies would be adequate to meet the demands of Alternative 4, and
impacts would be less than significant. Similar to the proposed project, the replacement water main
identified in the previous environmental documents’ mitigation measures (MM-FIRE-2 and
MM-WTR-1) may no longer be adequate for this alternative because the water main size specified in
the mitigation measure may no longer provide sufficient fire flow for the alternative’s building
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heights, population, or building area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, Alternative 4 would

ber

equired to implement Mitigation Measure MM-UTIL-1 to contribute to the utility upgrades

required for the fire hydrants. Overall, impacts related to utilities would be reduced in comparison
to the proposed project because this alternative would demand less water for outdoor uses, but

imp

acts would remain less than significant with mitigation.

Relationship of the Alternative to Project Objectives

Alternative 4 would be less effective than the proposed project in meeting the following project
objectives because it (1) would not include a new Beverly Hilton Conference Center; (2) would not
include the replacement of hotel rooms in the existing detached buildings (e.g., the Lanai Rooms);
and (3) would result in reduced open space acreage as compared to the proposed project:

Preserve the Existing Specific Plans while allowing for a comprehensive and coordinated master
plan for the project site, through the Overlay Specific Plan, that increases the amount of open
space as compared to the Existing Specific Plans and takes advantage of the physical, social, and
economic potential of the project site

Allow the hotels on the project site to remain competitive in the hotel industry and local and
regional marketplaces through the replacement of rooms in detached buildings, increasing the
supply of luxury hotel rooms, and adding appealing new retail and amenities to the site. These

features would encourage Beverly Hills visitors to continue to shop, stay, and dine in Beverly
Hills

Minimize building footprints to create approximately 12.7 acres of open space, including
publicly accessible botanical gardens, for the use and enjoyment of the Beverly Hills community
and project residents and guests by constructing an unifying landscaped elevated platform over
Merv Griffin Way from the Beverly Hilton to the new residential components of the Overlay
Specific Plan

Increase open space along Wilshire Boulevard through the development of a sculpture garden

for the use and enjoyment of the public and which complements the existing Beverly Gardens
Park on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard

Create a Beverly Hilton conference center that meets the needs of today’s business travelers,
hotel guests, and meeting attendees

Alternative 4 would meet the following project objectives to the same extent as the proposed
project because it would include the same program of uses and would be designed in a similar
architectural style with similar environmental performance standards:

Establish a new architectural gateway to the City of Beverly Hills at its westernmost entrance

Open the project site from Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard to
pedestrians and provide bicycle parking and connections to the City’s existing bike paths to
promote active transportation and pedestrian activity in and around the project site

Improve traffic circulation in and around the project site by providing additional vehicular access
points on Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard for project residents and
guests to reduce travel on Merv Griffin Way

Establish environmental and sustainability goals that will meet or exceed LEED Gold and WELL
requirements, implement capture and reuse of rainwater and greywater, and add green roofs to
new buildings
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Provide new housing opportunities within the City, in close proximity to nearby office and retail
areas, and at a location well-served by existing and under construction public transit options

Provide full service residential units with hotel-like amenities that are competitive with existing
and proposed residential projects in the Wilshire Corridor and Century City, and have
comparable views

Provide annual net revenue to the City that substantially exceeds the revenue the City would
receive under the Existing Specific Plans or other commercial uses on the project site

In addition, Alternative 4 would be slightly more effective in achieving the following project
objective because it would reduce impacts to historical resources by preserving some contributing
buildings and features of the Beverly Hilton Property and the significant view of the Wilshire Tower
from Wilshire Boulevard that would be lost under the proposed project:

Define a comprehensive and coordinated master plan for the project site, through the Overlay
Specific Plan, generally consistent with the uses and floor area provided for by the Existing

Specific Plans and zoning that enhances the City’s western gateway and views of the project site
from Wilshire and North Santa Monica boulevards

Maintain the integrity of the existing Welton Becket-designed Beverly Hilton Wilshire Tower and
the existing Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills and ancillary uses

6.5 Alternative 5. Reduced Building Heights

6.5.1 Description

Similar to Alternative 4, this alternative would alter development on the Beverly Hilton site to avoid
demolition of the Wilshire Edge building and the Lanai Rooms, and include reconstruction of the
Swimming Pool in kind at the same location as it currently exists. The Wilshire Edge building would
continue to be used as a conference center, and no new conference center building would be
constructed under this alternative. The parking garage would be demolished under this alternative.
As detailed in Table 6-1, this alternative would include the same program of uses, including a total
FAR of 2.55, the same total building square footages, residential unit counts, and hotel room count
(e.g., a total of 600 hotel rooms would be provided on the site including the 36 poolside hotel rooms
in the existing Lanai Rooms which would remain in place). However, buildings under this alternative
would not exceed is the heights approved under the 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan (a maximum height
of 174 feet measured from the project datum). Uses would be redistributed between six new
buildings ranging in height from 9 stories (89 feet) near Wilshire Boulevard to 18 stories (174 feet)
near North Santa Monica Boulevard. Under this alternative there is no elevated botanical garden or
public open space. Construction techniques, duration, and equipment would be similar to that used
for construction of the proposed project. Access to the residential and hotel uses would continue to
be provided via a new private road along the western property boundary, similar to the proposed
project. Figure 6-7 provides a conceptual site plan for Alternative 5 and Figure 6-8 provides a
massing diagram.
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Figure 6-8 Massing Diagram for Alternative 5
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6.5.2 Impact Analysis

a. Air Quality

Construction-related and operational air pollutant emissions associated with Alternative 5 would
not be substantially different than those of the proposed project despite the decrease in building
height because the total square footage of all uses would remain the same even though building
massing would change. Similar to the proposed project, Mitigation Measures MM-AQ-1 through
MM-AQ-17*3 would be required for this alternative to reduce construction-related criteria air
pollutant emissions to a less than significant level, and operational emissions would be less than
significant. Because Alternative 5 would not change the number of residential units or hotel rooms,
the square footage of commercial uses, or the proposed land use types, this alternative would
accommodate a similar number of residents and employees, generate a similar number of net new
vehicle trips, and have a similarly low potential to generate TAC emissions as the proposed project.
Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 5 would not conflict with the SCAQMD’s 2016
AQMP or expose sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of carbon monoxide or TACs.
Overall air quality impacts associated with

Alternative 5 would be similar to those of the proposed project and would therefore be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated.

b. Biological Resources

Alternative 5 would include the same mix of land uses as the proposed project; therefore, impacts
to biological resources related to operation of Alternative 5 would be similar to the proposed
project. As discussed in Section 4.2, Biological Resources, a field reconnaissance survey and Focused
Bat Survey were both conducted in 2020. Neither found evidence of the presence of protected
species on the site, including birds and bats, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community,
wetlands, or heritage trees. However, structures and mature trees on the project site, as well as
trees and structures in the vicinity of the project site, could potentially be utilized by nesting birds or
roosting bats, though no nests or roosts were observed during the site surveys. Although the
construction footprint under Alternative 5 would be reduced in comparison to the proposed project,
Alternative 5 would only avoid construction in existing developed areas within the Beverly Hilton
site and would continue to include construction in areas identified in Section 4.2, Biological
Resources, as potentially supporting bird nests or bats (the gas station site and 9900 Wilshire
Boulevard site). Therefore, construction of Alternative 5 would result in similar impacts to biological
resources compared to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 5 would
be required to implement Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-1, which requires pre-construction surveys
and avoidance of nesting birds, and Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-2, which includes requirements for
pre-construction bat surveys and avoidance measures. Overall, impacts to biological resources
would be similar to the proposed project and less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

c. Cultural Resources

Alternative 5 would have fewer impacts to a historical resource (the Beverly Hilton Property) than
the proposed project. Alternative 5 would not demolish the western Wilshire Edge building or the
Lanai Rooms, which are contributing buildings and features of the Beverly Hilton Property as
discussed in Section 4.3, Cultural Resources. Nonetheless, as with the proposed project, the Beverly
Hilton Property would not retain substantial integrity from its period of significance and would not
remain eligible for designation in the CRHR, but the Wilshire Tower individually may remain eligible
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for listing in the NRHP, CRHR and as a City of Beverly Hills Landmark. Similar to the proposed
project, Alternative 5 would impact significant views of the Wilshire Tower from the north and west
from Wilshire Boulevard and from the south and west from North Santa Monica Boulevard.
Additionally, views from the Beverly Hilton would be obstructed by the six, 9- to 18-story buildings
included under this alternative. Therefore, although Alternative 5 would have fewer impacts to the
Beverly Hilton Property by preserving several contributing buildings and features, Alternative 5
would have a significant and unavoidable historical resources impact due to the demolition of the
Palm/QOasis Court and Parking Garage, reconstruction of the Swimming Pool, impacts to views from
North Santa Monica Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard, and impacts to views from the Beverly
Hilton.

Adjacent to the LACC, Alternative 5 would construct shorter buildings in comparison to the
proposed project but would construct one more building (four total buildings along the project site’s
western edge). While these buildings would alter the immediate surroundings of the LACC property,
they would not result in material impairment of the property’s significance and impacts to the
property as a result of Alternative 5 would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project.
Overall, impacts related to cultural resources would be reduced in comparison to the proposed
project but would remain significant and unavoidable.

d. Geology and Soils

Alternative 5 would be constructed on the same project site as the proposed project. As discussed in
Section 4.4, Geology and Soils, although the project site is within 300 feet of the Santa Monica Fault
Zone, it is not located within 50 feet of an Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zone. In addition, no active
faults are present on-site, and no active faults are trending toward the project site. Therefore, both
Alternative 5 and the proposed project would have a less than significant impact related to surface
rupture.

Due to the close proximity of several faults, both Alternative 5 and the proposed project would have
a significant but mitigable impact related to seismic ground shaking. Both projects would be
required to implement mitigation measures that require construction in accordance with
recommendations made in their respective geotechnical investigation reports. Therefore, the
impact of Alternative 5 would be similar to that of the proposed project and both would have a less
than significant geologic impact with mitigation incorporated.

e. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 5 would not conflict with the applicable GHG emission
reduction measures/policies of the Beverly Hills General Plan and Sustainable City Plan, SCAG 2020-
2045 RTP/SCS, 2017 Scoping Plan, and EO B-55-18 because it would consist of infill development
that would comply with applicable energy conservation requirements and incorporate sustainability
features while being consistent with regional efforts to reduce VMT by providing housing and
services in an already urbanized area well-served by transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.

Construction-related and operational GHG emissions associated with Alternative 5 would not be
substantially different than those of the proposed project despite the decrease in building height
because the total square footage of all uses would remain the same and a similar number of
residents and employees (i.e., a similar service population) would be accommodated. Therefore,
similar to the proposed project, GHG emissions associated with Alternative 5 would not exceed the
locally-applicable, project-specific threshold of 3.2 MT of COe per year or the SCAQMD bright-line
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threshold of 3,000 MT of CO.e. Overall, impacts related to GHG emissions would be similar to the
proposed project and less than significant.

f. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 5 would involve demolition of the Palm/Oasis Court
Building, parking garage, and gas station. As discussed in Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, due to the age of these structures, they may contain asbestos, lead-based paint, and
polychlorinated biphenyls. In addition, the gas station site contains three currently empty USTs,
which would be removed during demolition of the gas station. Similar to the proposed project,
Alternative 5 would be required to comply with mitigation measures to ensure the proper testing of
building materials in order to identify potentially hazardous materials within buildings planned for
demolition, and the proper handling and disposal of any hazardous materials discovered during
construction. Likewise, Alternative 5 would be required to comply with mitigation contained in
Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, regarding the proper removal and closure of the
onsite USTs.

Operation of both Alternative 5 and the proposed project would not involve the use, storage, or
disposal of significant quantities of hazardous materials, and would therefore, not pose a risk to the
environment or nearby land uses. In addition, Alternative 5 would be required to include an
Opticom device on the new traffic signal at Merv Griffin Way and North Santa Monica Boulevard to
ensure that the project would not impair emergency evacuation plans and emergency response.
Similar to the proposed project, with implementation of mitigation identified Section 4.6, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, Alternative 5 would not result in any significant impacts related to
hazards and hazardous materials. Overall, impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials
would be similar to the proposed project and less than significant with mitigation.

g. Land Use and Planning

As with the proposed project, Alternative 5 would require a new Overlay Specific Plan and
amendments to the General Plan. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 5 would occur on
sites designated for residential, commercial, and hotel uses, and within the City’s existing
framework. The scale and massing of the Alternative 5 would be generally compatible with other
urban development on North Santa Monica Boulevard, including within the project site, where
buildings of similar scale are located. Under this alternative, six new buildings ranging in height from
9 stories (89 feet) near Wilshire Boulevard to 18 stories (174 feet) near North Santa Monica
Boulevard would be built. Five of these new building would exceed the height of the existing Beverly
Hilton (95 feet) and three would exceed the height of the Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills (150 feet).
None of the buildings would exceed the maximum building height allowed under the 9900 Wilshire
Specific Plan (a maximum height of 174 feet measured from the project datum). Similar to the
proposed project, this alternative would contribute to a gradual west-to-east transition in building
height along North Santa Monica Boulevard consistent with 2010 General Plan goals and policies LU
1.1 (The Scale of the City), LU 2.1 (City Places: Neighborhoods, Districts, and Corridor), and LU 9.3
(Anchor Locations). However, Alternative 5 would eliminate the botanical gardens, and overall open
space would be reduced by 2.6 acres in comparison to the proposed project, making this alternative
less consistent than the proposed project with 2010 General Plan goals and policies LU 2.2 (Public
Streetscapes and Landscape), LU 7.2 (Amenities), LU 9.4 Anchor Location Design Criteria), LU 13
(Public and Quasi-Public Uses Supporting Resident Needs), LU 13.10 (Parks and Open Spaces), and
LU 16.4 (Public Places). Alternative 5 would have less than significant impacts related to land use
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and planning with approval of an overlay specific plan and implementation of mitigation measures
identified throughout the SEIR; however, in comparison to the proposed project, it would be less
consistent with policies related to provisioning of open space. Overall, land use-related impacts
would be greater under Alternative 5, although impacts would remain significant but mitigable
similar to the proposed project.

h. Noise

Alternative 5 would require similar construction activities as the proposed project despite the
decrease in building height because the total square footage of all uses would remain the same;
therefore, construction noise and vibration impacts would be similar to those of the proposed
project. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measures MM-NOISE-1 and MM-NOISE-4 would
be required for this alternative to reduce construction noise and vibration impacts to a less than
significant level.

Alternative 5 would redistribute operational noise sources such as swimming pools, outdoor dining
areas, and recreational space across the project site due to the construction of more structures than
the proposed project. However, given that operational noise levels under the proposed project are
considerably lower than existing ambient noise levels, this modified layout would be unlikely to
result in a substantial increase in operational noise as compared to the proposed project such that
Alternative 5 would result in more than a 1-dBA increase in ambient noise levels at the nearest
sensitive receivers. Therefore, operational noise impacts would be less than significant, similar to
the proposed project.

Because the land uses, square footages, and access points would remain generally the same under
Alternative 5, the number and distribution of net new vehicle trips would be the same as the
proposed project. Therefore, off-site traffic noise impacts would be similar to those of the proposed
project and would be less than significant.

Exposure of the proposed land uses to ambient noise levels in excess of the City’s exterior and
interior noise level standards would be similar for Alternative 5 as for the proposed project because
setbacks from Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard (the primary noise sources in
the project area) would remain generally the same. As with the proposed project, Mitigation
Measure MM-NOISE-2* and MM-NOISE-3* from the previous environmental documentation would
be required to achieve noise/land use compatibility (City of Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016a). Overall,
noise impacts would be reduced in comparison to the proposed project but would remain less than
significant with mitigation.

I. Transportation/Traffic

Because the land uses and square footages would remain the same under Alternative 5, the number
and distribution of net new vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled would be the same as the
proposed project. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, Alternative 5 would not conflict with
or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b).

As with the proposed project, construction of Alternative 5 would disrupt the circulation system
through temporary lane closures and sidewalk closures and construction-related trips to and from
the site. Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-TRAF-1 through MM-TRAF-6, and MM-TRAF-
10 would minimize disruptions during construction for the both the proposed project and
Alternative 5. Therefore, construction of Alternative 5 would have less than significant construction-
related impacts to the circulation system.
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As discussed in Section 4.9, Transportation and Traffic, the project site has a high level of
accessibility for emergency vehicles, both from a regional and a site perspective due to the project
site’s location adjacent to North Santa Monica Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard and the numerous
site access points provided throughout. Alternative 5 would have the same access points as the
proposed project; therefore, impacts related to emergency access and safety of project driveways
and intersections would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-
TRAF-1 through MM-TRAF-6. Overall, impacts related to transportation and traffic would be similar
to the proposed project and less than significant with mitigation.

j. Tribal Cultural Resources

As discussed in Section 4.10, Tribal Cultural Resources, ground-disturbing activities during
construction would have the potential to unearth or adversely affect previously unidentified
significant tribal cultural resources, and implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-TCR-1 through
MM-TCR-6 would be required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Because Alternative
5 would be constructed on the same site as the proposed project, it would have similar impacts to
tribal cultural resources and would be required to implement Mitigation Measures MM-TCR-1
through MM-TCR-6 to reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Overall, impacts related to
tribal cultural resources would be similar to the proposed project and less than significant with
mitigation.

k. Utilities

Because Alternative 5 would contain the same land use program and square footages as the
proposed project, the interior water demand of Alternative 5 would be similar to that of the
proposed project. Alternative 5 would reduce open space by 2.6 acres ; therefore, it would be
anticipated to require less outdoor water use for landscape irrigation. Therefore, as discussed in
Section 4.11, Utilities, current and planned water supplies would be adequate to meet the demands
of Alternative 5, and impacts would be less than significant. Similar to the proposed project, the
replacement water main identified in the previous environmental documents’ mitigation measures
(MM FIRE-2 and MM WTR-1) may no longer be adequate for this alternative because the water
main size specified in the mitigation measure may no longer provide sufficient fire flow for the
alternative’s building heights, population, or building area. Therefore, similar to the proposed
project, Alternative 5 would be required to implement Mitigation Measure MM-UTIL-1 to contribute
to the utility upgrades required for the fire hydrants. Overall, impacts related to utilities would be
reduced in comparison to the proposed project because this alternative would demand less water
for outdoor uses, but impacts would remain less than significant with mitigation.

|. Relationship of the Alternative to Project Objectives

Alternative 5 would be less effective than the proposed project in meeting the following project
objectives because it would not include (1) a new Beverly Hilton Conference Center; (2) replacement

of hotel rooms in the existing detached buildings (e.g., the Lanai Rooms); or (3) public open space:

Preserve the Existing Specific Plans while allowing for a comprehensive and coordinated master
plan for the project site, through the Overlay Specific Plan, that increases the amount of open
space as compared to the Existing Specific Plans and takes advantage of the physical, social, and
economic potential of the project site

Allow the hotels on the project site to remain competitive in the hotel industry and local and
regional marketplaces through the replacement of rooms in detached buildings, increasing the
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supply of luxury hotel rooms, and adding appealing new retail and amenities to the site. These

features would encourage Beverly Hills visitors to continue to shop, stay, and dine in Beverly
Hills

Minimize building footprints to create approximately 12.7 acres of open space, including
publicly accessible botanical gardens, for the use and enjoyment of the Beverly Hills community
and project residents and guests by constructing an unifying landscaped elevated platform over
Merv Griffin Way from the Beverly Hilton to the new residential components of the Overlay
Specific Plan

Open the project site from Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard to
pedestrians and provide bicycle parking and connections to the City’s existing bike paths to
promote active transportation and pedestrian activity in and around the project site

Increase open space along Wilshire Boulevard through the development of a sculpture garden

for the use and enjoyment of the public and which complements the existing Beverly Gardens
Park on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard

Create a Beverly Hilton conference center that meets the needs of today’s business travelers,
hotel guests, and meeting attendees

Additionally, Alternative 5 would be less effective in meeting the following project objective
because it would be composed of buildings that are shorter than the proposed project and would
not provide as much open space:

Establish a new architectural gateway to the City of Beverly Hills at its westernmost entrance

Alternative 5 would meet the following project objectives to the same extent as the proposed
project because it would include the same program of uses and would be designed in a similar
architectural style with similar environmental performance standards:

Define a comprehensive and coordinated master plan for the project site, through the Overlay
Specific Plan, generally consistent with the uses and floor area provided for by the Existing

Specific Plans and zoning that enhances the City’s western gateway and views of the project site
from Wilshire and North Santa Monica boulevards

Improve traffic circulation in and around the project site by providing additional vehicular access
points on Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard for project residents and
guests to reduce travel on Merv Griffin Way

Establish environmental and sustainability goals that will meet or exceed LEED Gold and WELL
reguirements, implement capture and reuse of rainwater and greywater, and add green roofs to
new buildings

Provide new housing opportunities within the City, in close proximity to nearby office and retail
areas, and at a location well-served by existing and under construction public transit options

Provide full service residential units with hotel-like amenities that are competitive with existing
and proposed residential projects in the Wilshire Corridor and Century City, and have
comparable views

Provide annual net revenue to the City that substantially exceeds the revenue the City would
receive under the Existing Specific Plans or other commercial uses on the project site
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In addition, Alternative 5 would be slightly more effective in achieving the following project
objective because it would reduce impacts to historical resources by preserving some contributing
buildings and features of the Beverly Hilton Property:

Maintain the integrity of the existing Welton Becket-designed Beverly Hilton Wilshire Tower and
the existing Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills and ancillary uses

6.6 Alternatives Considered but Rejected

During the preparation of this SEIR, 3 alternatives were considered but rejected. These alternatives
and the reasons that they were eliminated from further consideration are described below.

Code-Compliant Retail/Office Alternative (Alternative 2 of the Beverly Hilton
Specific Plan 2008 EIR and Alternative 3 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan 2016 SEIR)

Under the Code-Compliant Retail/Office Alternative, the project would be constructed in
compliance with the principal development standards for the C-3 zone under the BHMC, and the gas
station site is assumed to remain. The permitted uses in the C-3 zone include a wide range of
commercial uses, including retail shops, restaurants and offices, but do not include residential uses
(BHMC Section 10-3-1601). Under this alternative, the maximum development density on site would
be limited to the 2:1 FAR permitted in a C-3 zone. Building heights would be reduced under this
alternative to the 45-foot height maximum permitted in the C-3 zone. No residential units would be
constructed.

As with the proposed project, the Wilshire Tower would remain intact under the Code-Compliant
Alternative. The existing Wilshire Edge building, Palm/Oasis Court, Lanai Rooms, Swimming Pool,
and parking garage would be demolished. The proposed Conference Center along Wilshire
Boulevard and Beverly Hilton Enhancement along North Santa Monica Boulevard would continue to
be developed under this alternative, subject to Planning and Zoning Code standards for hotel
development, since hotel uses are a conditionally permitted use in the C-3 zone. Under this
alternative, the remainder of the project site would be built out with a mix of office and retail space,
up to the maximum FAR permitted on site (2:1). The subterranean parking structure would be
decreased in capacity and size to reflect the changed parking demand associated with office and
retail land uses.

The Code-Compliant Office/Retail Alternative would involve demolition of the same existing hotel
buildings as the proposed project and would replace the planned residential uses with a mix of retail
and office uses to be housed in two or more buildings. Implementation of this project alternative
would achieve the following project objectives:

Allow hotels on the project site to remain competitive in the hotel industry and local and
regional marketplaces through the replacement of rooms in detached buildings, increasing the
supply of luxury hotel rooms, and adding appealing new retail and amenities to the site. These
features would encourage Beverly Hills visitors to continue to shop, stay, and dine in Beverly
Hills

Maintain the integrity of the existing Welton Becket-designed Beverly Hilton Wilshire Tower and
the existing Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills and ancillary uses

Open the project site from Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard to
pedestrians and provide bicycle parking and connections to the City’s existing bike paths to
promote active transportation and pedestrian activity in and around the project site
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Create a Beverly Hilton conference center that meets the needs of today’s business travelers,
hotel guests, and meeting attendees

Establish environmental and sustainability goals that will meet or exceed LEED Gold and WELL
requirements, implement capture and reuse of rainwater and greywater, and add green roofs to
new buildings

A different Code Compliant/Office Retail version of the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan was considered
in 2008, but this alternative was rejected by the City Council in 2008 as socially infeasible for several
reasons, including that this alternative does not achieve the objective of increasing the City’s
housing stock without eliminating existing housing stock and does not enhance the City’s gateways
through open space, landscaping, and a gateway statement at the corner of Wilshire and North
Santa Monica Boulevards (City of Beverly Hills Resolution No. 08-R-12600). These reasons for
eliminating this alternative remain valid, therefore, it was rejected from further consideration in this
analysis.

Reduced Density Alternative (Alternative 3 of the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan
2008 EIR)

Under this alternative, selected land uses planned as part of the proposed project would be reduced
by 40 percent. To accomplish this density reduction, the residential component of the proposed
project would be reduced by 40 percent, from 340 to 204 residential units, and the square footage
reduced accordingly. The Santa Monica Residences and Garden Residences towers would be
reduced in height and massing to reflect the reduced density, and the number of parking spaces on-
site would also be reduced. The Conference Center building, the Wilshire Building, and Beverly
Hilton Enhancement would be constructed under this alternative with no reduction in square
footage. The Reduced Density Alternative would result in the implementation of project
characteristics similar to those of the proposed project; however, the residential density would be
reduced by 40 percent. As such, all project objectives would be achieved under this project
alternative; however, objectives related to increasing residential uses in the City would be achieved
to a lesser extent than the proposed project.

A different Reduced Density version of the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan was considered in 2008, but
this alternative was rejected by the City Council in 2008 as socially infeasible because this
alternative does not achieve the objective of increasing the City’s housing stock without eliminating
existing housing stock (City of Beverly Hills Resolution No. 08-R-12600). These reasons for
eliminating this alternative remain valid, therefore, the Reduced Density alternative for the
proposed project was rejected from further consideration in this analysis.

Additional Parking Level (Alternative 7 of the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan 2008
EIR)

This alternative would increase parking supply and alter the parking structure configuration but
would not change any other components of the proposed project. The Additional Parking Level
Alternative proposes construction of an additional subterranean parking level. Under this
alternative, additional new parking spaces would be provided for use by the general public and
employees of the Business Triangle. This alternative keeps all other components of the proposed
project unchanged, including building heights, setbacks, floor area ratio, and roadway
improvements. This alternative would achieve all of the project objectives. However, this alternative
has the potential to result in increased air quality and GHG emissions impacts related to the
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additional construction required. Furthermore, the proposed project would not have a significant
parking impact; therefore, this alternative would not eliminate or substantially reduce any
significant impact of the proposed project and was rejected from further consideration in this
analysis.

6.7 Environmentally Superior Alternative

Table 6-2 indicates whether each alternative’s environmental impact is greater than, less than, or
similar to that of the proposed project for each of the issue areas studied. Based on the comparison
provided in Table 6-2, Alternative 2, the No Further Development alternative, would be the
environmentally superior alternative because, in general, the environmental impacts associated
with this alternative would be overall less than any other alternative, including the proposed project
and Alternative 1, No Project (Buildout of Approved Entitlements). However, Section 15126.6 of the
CEQA Guidelines requires that if the environmentally superior alternative is determined to be a “no
project” alternative then an EIR must also identify an environmentally superior alternative among
the other alternatives. Alternative 2, like Alternative 1, is considered a “no project” alternative as it
proposed no further action on the project site. Therefore, Alternative 4 (Preservation of the Wilshire
Edge Building, Swimming Pool and Lanai Rooms), is identified as the environmentally superior
alternative because the alternative would reduce impacts to cultural resources (specifically
historical resources) in that it would preserve some contributing buildings and features of the
Beverly Hilton Property and the significant view of the Wilshire Tower from Wilshire Boulevard that
would be lost under the proposed project. Nonetheless, it is noted that the historical resource
impacts of Alternative 4 would remain significant and unavoidable due to the continued demolition
of buildings that contribute to the significance of the Beverly Hilton Property. In addition, overall air
quality impacts and GHG impacts associated with Alternative 4 would be incrementally reduced in
comparison to the proposed project due to the reduction in construction-related emissions.

Moreover, Alternative 4 would be less effective than the proposed project in meeting the following
project objectives because it (1) would not include a new Beverly Hilton Conference Center:;
(2) would not include the replacement of hotel rooms in the existing detached buildings (e.qg., the

Lanai Rooms); and (3) would result in reduced open space acreage as compared to the proposed
project:

Preserve the Existing Specific Plans while allowing for a comprehensive and coordinated master
plan for the project site, through the Overlay Specific Plan, that increases the amount of open
space as compared to the Existing Specific Plans and takes advantage of the physical, social, and
economic potential of the project site

Allow the hotels on the project site to remain competitive in the hotel industry and local and
regional marketplaces through the replacement of rooms in detached buildings, increasing the
supply of luxury hotel rooms, and adding appealing new retail and amenities to the site. These

features would encourage Beverly Hills visitors to continue to shop, stay, and dine in Beverly
Hills

Minimize building footprints to create approximately 12.7 acres of open space, including
publicly accessible botanical gardens, for the use and enjoyment of the Beverly Hills community
and project residents and guests by constructing an unifying landscaped elevated platform over
Merv Griffin Way from the Beverly Hilton to the new residential components of the Overlay
Specific Plan
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Increase open space along Wilshire Boulevard through the development of a sculpture garden

for the use and enjoyment of the public and which complements the existing Beverly Gardens
Park on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard

Create a Beverly Hilton conference center that meets the needs of today’s business travelers,
hotel guests, and meeting attendees

Alternative 4 would meet the following project objectives to the same extent as the proposed
project because it would include the same program of uses and would be designed in a similar
architectural style with similar environmental performance standards:

Establish a new architectural gateway to the City of Beverly Hills at its westernmost entrance

Open the project site from Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard to
pedestrians and provide bicycle parking and connections to the City’s existing bike paths to
promote active transportation and pedestrian activity in and around the project site

Improve traffic circulation in and around the project site by providing additional vehicular access
points on Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard for project residents and
guests to reduce travel on Merv Griffin Way

Establish environmental and sustainability goals that will meet or exceed LEED Gold and WELL
reguirements, implement capture and reuse of rainwater and greywater, and add green roofs to
new buildings

Provide new housing opportunities within the City, in close proximity to nearby office and retail
areas, and at a location well-served by existing and under construction public transit options

Provide full service residential units with hotel-like amenities that are competitive with existing
and proposed residential projects in the Wilshire Corridor and Century City, and have
comparable views

Provide annual net revenue to the City that substantially exceeds the revenue the City would
receive under the Existing Specific Plans or other commercial uses on the project site

In addition, Alternative 4 would be slightly more effective in achieving the following project
objective because it would reduce impacts to historical resources by preserving some contributing
buildings and features of the Beverly Hilton Property and the significant view of the Wilshire Tower
from Wilshire Boulevard that would be lost under the proposed project:

Define a comprehensive and coordinated master plan for the project site, through the Overlay
Specific Plan, generally consistent with the uses and floor area provided for by the Existing

Specific Plans and zoning that enhances the City’s western gateway and views of the project site
from Wilshire and North Santa Monica boulevards

Maintain the integrity of the existing Welton Becket-designed Beverly Hilton Wilshire Tower and
the existing Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills and ancillary uses
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Table 6-2

Air Quality

Biological
Resources

Cultural
Resources

Geology and
Soils

Greenhouse
Gas Emissions

Hazards and
Hazardous
Materials

Land Use and
Planning

Noise

Transportation
and Traffic

Tribal Cultural
Resources

Utilities

Proposed
Project
Impact

Classification

SM

SM

SU

SM

LTS

SM

SM

SM

SM

SM

SM

Alternative 1:
No Project
(Buildout of
Approved
Entitlements)

SU -

PS -

LTS +

SM +

SM +

SU -

PS -

SM -

Impact Comparison of Alternatives

Alternative 2:
No Further
Development

LTS +

LTS +

LTS +

LTS +

LTS +

LTS +

LTS +

LTS +

LTS +

LTS +

Alternative 3:
One
Residential/
Hotel Tower
and One
Residential
Tower

SU +

LTS =

SM -

SM +

SM =

SM =

Alternative 4:
Preservation
of the
Wilshire Edge
Building,
Swimming
Pool and
Lanai Rooms

SM +

SU +

LTS +

SM -

SM =

SM +

Alternative 5:
Reduced
Building
Heights

SU +

LTS =

SM -

SM =

SM +

Notes: SU = significant and unavoidable, PS = potentially significant, SM = significant and mitigable, LTS = less than significant

+ Superior to the proposed project (reduced level of impact)
- Inferior to the proposed project (increased level of impact)

= Similar level of impact to the proposed project
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8 Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

This section includes comments received during public circulation of the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) prepared for the One Beverly Hills Overlay Specific Plan Project
(project).

The Draft SEIR was circulated for a 53-day public review period that began on December 18, 2020
and ended on February 8, 2021. The City received nine comment letters on the Draft SEIR. The
comment letters are included herein, along with responses to the environmental concerns raised by
the commenters. The commenters and the page number on which each commenter’s letter appear
are listed below. In addition, responses to oral comments received during the January 28, 2021
Planning Commission hearing are provided after Letter 9.

Letter No. and Commenter

1 Todd Johnson, President and CEO, Beverly Hills Chamber of Commerce 8-2
2 Dale J. Goldsmith, Armbruster Goldsmith & Delvac LLP, on behalf of the Los Angeles County 8-5
Club
3 Dr. William Bierer and Beverly Bierer 8-13
4 Darian Bojeaux 8-16
5 Darian Bojeaux 8-26
6 Darian Bojeaux 8-28
7 Steve Mayer 8-38
8 Joan Agajanian Quinn 8-45
9 Tom Roberts 8-48
Comments at January 28, 2021 Planning Commission Hearing 8-50

The comment letters and responses follow. The comment letters are numbered sequentially and
each separate issue raised by the commenter, if more than one, has been assigned a number. The
responses to each comment identify first the number of the comment letter, and then the number
assigned to each issue (Response 1.1, for example, indicates that the response is for the first issue
raised in Comment Letter 1).

Where a comment resulted in a change to the Draft SEIR text, a notation is made in the response
indicating that the text is revised. Changes in text are signified by double strikeout font (desble
strikesutfont) where text was removed and by double underlined font (double underlined font)
where text was added. These changes in text are noted in the Final SEIR’s Executive Summary
through Chapter 7.
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CHAMBER
9
COMMERLCE

January 28, 2021

Honorable Planning Commission Chair Peter Ostroff
Beverly Hills Planning Commission

City of Beverly Hills

455 North Rexford Drive

Beverly Hills, CA 90210

Dear Honorable Chair Ostroff and Members of the Beverly Hills Planning Commission:

The Beverly Hills Chamber of Commerce writes to you in support of the One Beverly Hills
Project, a unified vision for the properties at 9850, 9876, 9900, and 9988 Wilshire Boulevard,
including the Beverly Hilton, that has been designed by the renowned Norman Foster of Foster +
Partners and architecture firm Gensler. The One Beverly Hills Project presents a unique and
exciting vision for the western gateway to our City and one that will support the City’s vitality
for decades to come. The Project includes two beautiful residential buildings, a new mixed use
residential/luxury hotel building and expanded conference room space. Amongst other things,
the Project will add hundreds of needed units to the City’s housing stock which will be an
attraction for future residents of our City.

The Project will include 13.4 acres of open space, including an 8-acre botanical garden, of which
4.5-acres will be publicly accessible and a great amenity to the community, including two miles
of walking paths, art and water features, as well as a beautiful 4 story dining and retail pavilion.
Additional benefits to the community include billions of dollars in tax revenue and money spent
in Beverly Hills over the next 30 years, millions in projected property taxes, and a buy local
program the One Beverly Hills Project has committed to in order to support our local economy.
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We believe this development will be a landmark in our City and an important component in
continuing to make Beverly Hills a top notch place to live, work and visit. We strongly suppor
the One Beverly Hills Project and encourage you to do the same.

1.1
cont'd

Sincerely,

Todd Johnson
President and CEO
Beverly Hills Chamber of Commerce

2
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Letter 1

COMMENTER: Todd Johnson, President and CEO, Beverly Hills Chamber of Commerce
DATE: January 28, 2021

Response 1.1
The commenter states support for the proposed project.

This comment does not relate to the environmental impacts of the project or the Draft SEIR. The
commenter’s support of the project is noted and will be provided to City decision makers for their
consideration.




ARMBRUSTER GOLDSMITH & DELVAC LLP

LAND USE ENTITLEMENTS O LITIGATION o0 MUNICIPAL ADVOCACY

12100 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 1600
LOS ANGELES, CA 90025

DALE J. GOLDSMITH Tel: (310) 209-8800
DIRECT DIAL: 310-254-9054 Fax: (310) 209-8801
E-MAIL: Dale@agd-landuse.com WEB: www.AGD-LandUse.com

February 8, 2021

BY EMAIL

Mr. Masa Alkire, AICP

Principal Planner

Community Development Department
City of Beverly Hills

455 North Rexford Drive

Beverly Hills, California 90210

Email: malkire@beverlyhills.org

Re:  Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the One Beverly Hills
Overlay Specific Plan Project

Dear Masa:

We represent the Los Angeles Country Club (“LACC”). On behalf of our client, we have
reviewed the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (“DSEIR”) for the proposed
modifications to the One Beverly Hills Overlay Specific Plan Project (the “Project”). As the
Project would be located along the entire eastern boundary of LACC’s South Course, it has the
potential to have unique and significant impacts on the LACC property, including its golf
courses and operations.

2.1

We wish to emphasize at the outset that LACC does not oppose the Project. However,
LACC wants to make sure all potential impacts on the LACC property are properly disclosed
and mitigated to the fullest extent feasible. LACC is particularly concerned that the shadows
cast by the Project will adversely impact the health of the flora of LACC’s golf courses.

An expert study should be prepared to assess this potential impact. The applicant has 99
agreed to work with LACC regarding preparation of such a study. We are hopeful that we will
be able address all LACC’s concerns though this study and with continued dialogue with the
applicant. Nonetheless, we are submitting these comments to the SDEIR to preserve LACC’s
rights.

Please note that LACC did not receive notice from the City of Beverly Hills that the
DSEIR was available for public comment, and only learned of its release from the applicant after
the start of the circulation period. As we have not had the benefit of the entire comment period, 2.3
we are providing only our preliminary comments. We reserve the right to make further
comments.
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Mr. Masa Alkire
February 8, 2021
Page 2

A. Cultural Resources

The Cultural Resources Technical Report (DSEIR Appendix D) and the Final SEIR
should include an evaluation of whether shadows on the South Course could result in signficant
impacts to this important historic/cultural resource.

B. Land Use

The DSEIR does not analyze consistency with applicable goals and objectives of the
Westwood Community Plan, within which the LACC is located. As noted, Project shadows
could potentially harm or kill the flora of LACC’s South and North Courses, which would
conflict with such goals and objectives. Therefore, an expert study of the effects of the shading
on such flora is needed to support a conclusion that the Project’s land use impacts are less than
significant. If the study discloses significant impacts, mitigation would be required.

C. Noise

The U.S. Open is a major golf tournament that will be televised worldwide. LACC has
been selected as the site of 2023 U.S. Open. Project construction noise and vibration have the
potential to disrupt the tournament and interfere with television broadcasts.

The DSEIR states that golf courses are not identified as a noise-sensitive use in the City’s
General Plan, which limits noise-sensitive uses to residences, schools, churches, and libraries.
Noise and vibration can impact a variety of other uses beyond these four listed in the SDEIR.
For example, the City of Los Angeles (where LACC is located) considers noise sensitive use to
include residences, transient lodgings, schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes,
auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, playgrounds, and parks.! The U.S. Open golf
competition and associated television broadcasting activities should be considered to be noise
and vibration sensitive under CEQA.

We appreciate that the DSEIR includes a recommended condition of approval that would
limit certain construction activities “generating the highest noise levels (e.g., simultaneous
demolition, grading, and building construction)” during the U.S. Open. However, this condition
does not go far enough. We understand that the applicant has volunteered to cease all
construction during the U.S. Open. The measure should be revised accordingly.

D. Traffic

Project construction activities have the potential to create hazardous traffic conditions
during the U.S. Open due to heavy truck traffic, lane closures, and pedestrian/vehicular conflicts,
etc. We appreciate that the DSEIR provides for notification of and coordination with LACC

1L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide.
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Mr. Masa Alkire
February 8, 2021

Page 3

during the U.S. Open. However, we are concerned that this will not fully address potential A
impacts. We therefore request that the measure be revised to prohibit all lane closures and

prohibit all Project construction traffic from using streets in the vicinity of LACC during the U.S. 2.7
Open (Wednesday to Sunday), typically the first weekend of June. cont'd

Thank you for your consideration. We are available to provide additional information at
your request.

Sincerely,

}%\] Goldsmlth

cc: Mr. Kenneth M. Doran, Esq.
Mr. O’Malley Miller, Esq.
Mr. Michael Beam
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Letter 2

COMMENTER: Dale J. Goldsmith, Armbruster Goldsmith & Delvac LLP, on behalf of the Los
Angeles County Club

DATE: February 8, 2021

Response 2.1

The commenter, on behalf of the Los Angeles County Club (LACC), states that the proposed project
has the potential to result in significant impacts to the LACC property. The commenter notes that
the LACC does not oppose the proposed project.

The commenter’s concerns related to the environmental impacts of the proposed project on the
LACC property are addressed in Responses 2.2 through 2.7.

Response 2.2

The commenter expresses concern that shadows cast by the proposed project may result in adverse
impacts to the health of flora at the LACC’s golf courses and requests completion of a technical
study to evaluate this potential impact. The commenter indicates that the project applicant has
agreed to work with LACC to prepare this study.

As discussed in Response 1.d under Section 1, Aesthetics, within the Environmental Checklist of the
Initial Study for the project, a shadow analysis was conducted of the proposed project that
concluded shadow impacts would be less than significant based on the project-specific Shadow
Studies prepared by Foster + Partners (August 2020), which are included as Appendix A of the Initial
Study (see Appendix A of the Draft SEIR for the project Initial Study). The commenter is also referred
to Figures 10 through 19 of the Initial Study for simulations of shadows formed by the proposed
project.

As stated in the Initial Study (page 34):

The City of Beverly Hills has not adopted specific thresholds to assess project-related shade
and shadow nor light and glare impacts, but as a matter of standard practice, has utilized
the applicable thresholds from the City of Los Angeles’ CEQA Thresholds Guide. For shade
and shadow, a project may have a significant impact if shadow-sensitive uses would be
shaded by project-related structures for more than:

Three hours between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. Pacific Standard Time
between late October and early April, or

Four hours between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Pacific Daylight Time between
early April and late October.

The Initial Study identifies the LACC as a shadow-sensitive use (page 35). As shown on Figures 10
through 12 of the Initial Study, during the summer solstice (June 21), shadows from the proposed
project would occur on portions of the LACC property for less than four hours between 9:00 a.m.
and 5:00 p.m. Pacific Daylight Time between early April and late October. No one area on the LACC
property would be shaded for more than four hours per day. In fact, no shadows from the project
would occur on the LACC property beyond 12:00 p.m. during the summer solstice (see Figures 12
and 13 of the Initial Study). As stated on page 35 of the Initial Study:
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The approved buildings under the Existing Specific Plans would shade the Los Angeles
Country Club’s South Golf Course in the morning hours (from at least 7:30 a.m. to noon).
The proposed buildings would cast longer and larger shadows than the Existing Specific Plan
buildings, and would also shade the Los Angeles Country Club’s South Golf Course from at
least 7:30 a.m. to noon. Therefore, while the proposed project would shade a larger area
than the Existing Specific Plan, it would not increase the amount of time that Los Angeles
Country Club’s South Golf Course, a shadow-sensitive use, is in shade, in comparison to the
Existing Specific Plan, and would not shade the property for more than four hours between
9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. from early April to late October.

As shown on Figures 14 through 19 of the Initial Study, during the winter solstice (June 21), shadows
from the proposed project would occur on portions of the LACC property for less than three hours
between 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. Pacific Standard Time between late October and early April. No
one area on the LACC property would be shaded for more than three hours per day. In fact, no
shadows from the project would occur on the LACC property beyond 10:00 a.m. during the winter
solstice (see Figures 14 through 16 of the Initial Study as well as the “Winter Solstice 10:00 AM”
figure in Appendix A of the Initial Study). As stated on page 35 of the Initial Study:

The approved buildings under the Existing Specific Plans would shade the Los Angeles
Country Club’s South and North Golf Courses in the morning hours (from at least 7:30 a.m.
to 8:30 a.m.). The proposed buildings would cast longer shadows than the Existing Specific
Plan buildings, but would only shade the Los Angeles Country Club’s South and North Golf
Courses in the morning hours (from at least 7:30 a.m. to 10:00 a.m.), or for one hour
between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. This is less than the applicable three hour
threshold for this time period. Therefore, shadow impacts of the proposed project to the
Los Angeles Country Club’s South and North Golf Courses would be less than significant
during that part of the year.

Accordingly, based on the thresholds of significance used by the City of Beverly Hills, shadow
impacts would be less than significant and would not require mitigation.

Regarding the proposed project’s effects on the health of flora on the LACC’s property, the LACC’s
golf course fairways and greens are composed of Bermuda grass.* According to the United States
Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service, Bermuda grass requires one-half
to a full day of sunlight.? The proposed project would not prevent the LACC’s South and North Golf
Courses from receiving the required amount of sunlight for Bermuda grass propagation.

Response 2.3

The commenter notes that LACC did not receive notice from the City regarding the availability of the
Draft SEIR for public comment.

The comment is hoted. The Draft SEIR was circulated for a 53-day public review period that began
on December 18, 2020 and ended on February 8, 2021. The City mailed a copy of the Notice of
Availability of the Draft SEIR to the ownership address listed with the County of Los Angeles

1 GolfNow. 2021. Los Angeles Country Club. https://www.golfnow.com/courses/1027801-los-angeles-country-club-details (accessed
February 2021).

2 United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service. N.d. Plant Fact Sheet — Bermudagrass (Cynodon
dactylon). https://plants.usda.gov/factsheet/pdf/fs_cyda.pdf (accessed February 2021).
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Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk. In addition, a Planning Commission meeting on the Draft SEIR took
place on January 28, 2021 to receive additional written and verbal comments.

Response 2.4

The commenter requests the SEIR and associated Cultural Response Technical Report include an
evaluation of whether shadows cast by the proposed project on the South Course would resultin a
significant impact to a historic resource.

As stated in Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, of the Draft SEIR (page 4.3-32):

The LACC property is significant and eligible for listing in the NRHP and CRHR at the local
level of significance under Criteria A/1 for its association with the broad patterns of local
history, specifically the early development of private recreational facilities in the city of Los
Angeles. Additionally, the North Course is significant under Criteria C/3 as an excellent
example of a 1920s golf course designed by master golf course architects George C. Thomas
Jr. and William “Billy” Bell during a period known as the golden era of golf course design.

The shadow impacts of the proposed project on the historical significance of the South Course are
addressed under Impact CUL-1 in Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, of the Draft SEIR (page 4.3-40),
which states:

The proposed buildings will cast a shadow on a portion of the [LACC] property. However,
these shadows are confined to a small portion of the South Course, which is eligible for
historic designation only under Criterion A/1 making the details of its physical characteristics
less essential in its ability to convey historic significance. Despite the shadows, the South
Course would retain the features that define its character under Criterion A, for example its
function as a golf course, its varied topography and natural drainage features for example.
Additionally, the shadow analysis conducted in support of the Initial Study for the project
indicates that the project would not result in prolonged periods of shade and shadow on the
property (City of Beverly Hills 2020). Increased shade on the property would not alter any of
its character-defining features such that they would be materially impaired. Additionally,
potential impacts as a result of increased shade on the property are limited to a small
portion of the over 300-acre property and would not impact the property’s overall
character.

Overall, as concluded on page 4.3-41 of the Draft SEIR, “while these proposed buildings would alter
the immediate surroundings of the LACC property, they would not result in material impairment of
the property’s significance and impacts to the property as a historical resource would be less than
significant.”

Response 2.5

The commenter expresses concern the SEIR did not analyze the project’s consistency with the
Westwood Community Plan, in which the LACC is located. The commenter states that shadows cast
by the proposed project could potentially result in adverse impacts to the flora of LACC’s golf
courses, which would conflict with the goals and objectives of the Westwood Community Plan. The
commenter requests preparation of a technical study on the effects of the project’s shadows and
implementation of mitigation for any identified significant impacts.
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As stated in Table 1-1 in Section 1, Introduction, of the Draft SEIR, the LACC lies within the City of Los
Angeles Westwood Community Plan Area. The Westwood Community Plan does not include goals
and objectives related to compatibility of private open space, like the LACC, with adjacent uses, and
the project site is not within that Community Plan Area.

The commenter is referred to Response 2.2 regarding the analysis and potential impacts of shadows
from the project to the LACC property, including its flora.

Response 2.6

The commenter expresses a concern that construction noise and vibration associated with the
proposed project would have the potential to disrupt the 2023 U.S. Open and interfere with
television broadcasts. The commenter states that the 2023 U.S. Open should be considered to be
noise- and vibration-sensitive under CEQA. The commenter requests Condition NOISE-5 be revised
to prohibit all construction activities during the 2023 U.S. Open.

As discussed in Section 4.8, Noise, of the Draft SEIR, “construction activities would not result in a
significant noise impact at the off-site Los Angeles Country Club. However, condition NOISE-5 is
identified below to address temporary construction noise that may occur during the 2023 US Open
for consideration by City decisionmakers. This condition is not to mitigate a CEQA impact.”

Although not required under CEQA, the applicant has agreed to revise Condition NOISE-5 as follows:

CONDITION NOISE-5  Prior to issuance of grading permits, the Developer shall submit a
Construction Management Plan satisfactory to the Director of
Community Development and the Building Official, which Plan shall
include noise attenuating construction requirements. The
Construction Management Plan shall include, but not be limited to,
the following noise attenuation measures:

Prior to start of construction phases that would extend into
2023, the Developer shall obtain a schedule of tournament
events from the Los Angeles Country Club for the 2023 US
Open. The Developer shall submit a construction schedule for
review and approval by the Community Development Director
and the Environmental Monitor that ensures that no
construction activity generating the highest noise levels (e.g.,
simultaneous demolition, grading, and building construction) is
undertaken during the 2023 US Open and that all reasonable
efforts are taken to reduce construction noise that may disrupt
tournament play to the maximum extent feasible. The Building
Official shall enforce noise attenuating construction
requirements.

Response 2.7

The commenter expresses a concern that project construction activities would create hazardous
traffic conditions during the U.S. Open. The commenter requests that Mitigation Measure MM-

TRA-5 be revised to prohibit all lane closures and prohibit all project-related construction traffic

from using streets in the vicinity of the LACC during the 2023 U.S. Open.
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Although not required under CEQA, the applicant has agreed to revise the eleventh bullet in
Mitigation Measure MM-TRA-5 as follows:

The Developer shall coordinate with the Los Angeles Country Club regarding the US Open
tournament activities at the club when developing the Construction Traffic Management
Plan and shall coordinate with setif# the Los Angeles Country Club to ensure no sfeay
traffic or pedestrian lane disruptions on Wilshire Boulevard occureisg during US Open
tournament activities#a-eelvance.
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From: Beverly Bierer

To: Masa Alkire
Subject: Re: Stop the massive development ONE Beverly Hills.
Date: Friday, January 29, 2021 8:12:52 PM

CAUTION: External Sender
iUse caution when clicking links or opening attachmentsi

I am against both projects but the one that troubles me the most is the one by the old railroad
track. Unbelievable to but some there. Make it a park . The city should have bought it, not a
developer

Sent from my iPhone

On Jan 29, 2021, at 11:13 AM, Masa Alkire <malkire@beverlyhills.org> wrote:

Ms. Bierer

Thank you, your email has been received. As a point of clarification is this a
comment regarding the One Beverly Hills project - which is located on and near
the Beverly Hilton Property, or is this a comment on the Beverly Hills Creative
Offices project - located on former railway right-of-way, just east of City Hall?

| want to make sure your comment is correctly routed and included as comment
on the correct project.

Best Regards,

Masa Alkire
Principal Planner
City of Beverly Hills

310 285-1135

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
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malkire@beverlyhills.org

From: Beverly Bierer <beverlybierer@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2021 10:46 PM

To: Masa Alkire

Subject: Stop the massive development ONE Beverly Hills.

CAUTION: External Sender
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments

My husband Dr William Bierer & | ,Beverly Bierer, want to voice our opposition to the massive &
disgraceful development that you are attempting to push through during this horrible pandemic.

The planning commission should never allow such a huge project to proceed without a vote to the
entire citizens of the city of Beverly Hills.

We are enraged, first by the illegal removal of all those trees, second the enormous size of the
project without adequate parking, third pushing this project through on ground that has toxic waste .

As residents for over 35years we are appalled by this . Investigators should find out who on the
Planning Committee & City Council took a bribes for this dangerous project.

Unhappily your,

Beverly A. Bierer

706 N. Foothill Road

Beverly Hills.

PS. We will notify our friends about this project & see what we can do to remove the members in the
next election...

Sent from my iPad

Sent from my iPad

The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a
minimum of 2 years. All retained E-mails will be treated as a
Public Record per the California Public Records Act, and may be
subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject to the
exemptions, of that Act.
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Letter 3

COMMENTER: Dr. William Bierer and Beverly Bierer
DATE: January 28, 2021 and January 29, 2021

Response 3.1
The commenters express opposition against the proposed project.

This comment does not relate to the environmental impacts of the project or the Draft SEIR. The
commenters’ opposition is noted and will be provided to City decision makers for their
consideration.

Response 3.2
The commenters express opposition to the Beverly Hills Creative Offices project.

The comments does not relate to the environmental impacts of the One Beverly Hills project or the
subject Draft SEIR.
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From: Darian Bojeaux

To: Masa Alkire

Cc: Ms. Nancy Barth

Subject: Re: 9850-9988 Wilshire

Date: Wednesday, January 27, 2021 4:57:44 PM

. CAUTION: External Sender .
iUse caution when clicking links or opening attachmentsi

Okay, I am trying to get this figured out.
For the Hilton, in 2008—is that 9876 Wilshire?, the Hilton was entitle to build:

1) New pool and poolside hotel rooms—you have not provided the information on the
extent of these new poolside hotel rooms, how many square feet, how many stories, etc.

2) New 29’ tall conference center—you have not provided the square footage.

3) New 8 story building, 97 feet tall, 108,153 SF (36 units); and

4) New 18 story building, 200 feet tall, 263,300 SF (74 units).

How many parking spaces?

For Robinson’s May, 9900 Wilshire, there was an approved modified plan in 2016, but wasn’t
that dependent on some payments and some things that can’t happen now? Or is that plan still
in tact as approved, and will the proposed project be subject to all of those same requirements?

1) Total 901,514 SF (204,291 SF of hotel plus 697,223 SF of housing units)
2) N. Bldg, 13 stories, 161 feet tall (102 units); and

3) S. Bldg, 15 stories, 185’ tall (91 units + 134 hotel rooms)

4) Hotel lobby building, 26’ tall—how many square feet?

5) 1,140 parking spaces

New proposal:

1) 1,933,436 SF new instead of pre-approved 108,153 + 263,300 + 204,291 + 697,223
(plus poolside hotel rooms and conference center) or 1,272,967 plus poolside hotel rooms and
conference center, or an additional 660,469 SE?

2) 6 new buildings instead of 4 buildings?

3) Previous 4 building tallest heights were 8 stories, 18 stories, 13 stories, and 15 stories.
Now 6 buildings and you have not indicated the height of all of them, but it looks like 32
stories, 28 stories, and 11 stories for 3 of them. And then there is no height mentioned for one
building, and then 31’ and 20’ tall.

4) Only 1865 new parking spaces? Why would you count what is under the Waldorf when
that parking is for the Waldorf?

I have to do more work for a true comparison of what was approved and what is being
requested, but the city should have laid this out for all residents to review and understand, and
what was already approved should have been shown and compared to what is being requested,
in all respects.
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That has not been done.

Please let me know where I am wrong, and please let me know what the requirements were of
Wanda upon which its project was approved—I remember there was quite a bit of money
which was supposed to go to the city. Is the still a pre-requisite for the current proposed
project?

We have gotten a little closer here with the information you provided, which I had to request,
but why can’t the residents be provided with the kind of notice we are entitled to receive,
instead of being bombarded with a lot of information which must be sifted though to obtain
any kind of understanding of what the developer may be entitled to, as opposed to what the
developer is seeking?

Thank you.

Darian

On 26 Jan, 2021, at 1:11 PM, Masa Alkire <malkire@beverlyhills.org> wrote:

Darian

| apologize, | made an error in the proposed project description | emailed you on
Friday. | have highlighted the error in blue below. The correct statement for the
number of residential units proposed is:

e  Maximum 370 units (340 proposed residential units and an additional 30
accessory spaces that could be used for staff housing)

Feel free to contact me if you have any questions
Masa

Masa Alkire, AICP
Principal Planner

City of Beverly Hills

455 N Rexford Dr
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Direct: 310-285-1135
malkire@beverlyhills.org

From: Masa Alkire
Sent: Friday, January 22, 2021 5:48 PM
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To: 'Darian Bojeaux' <bojeaux@earthlink.net>
Subject: Re: 9850-9988 Wilshire

Hi Darian

Based on your questions:

What exactly has already been approved for the site—number of buildings,
number of stories for each, height of each building, number of units and type of
units for each, and location of buildings? Maybe some pictures.

And what exactly do they want to put up now—number of buildings, number of
stories for each, height of each building, number of units and type of unit for each
building, and location of each building?

Here is a summary of the 2 approved projects and the currently proposed project:

Approved 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan
7.95-acre Robinson's May Site, on the west side of Merv Griffin Way

e 9900 Wilshire Project approved in 2008 and modified in 2016.
e The 2016 approval is 901,514 SF. Subtotals: Hotel floor area 204,291 SF.
Residential floor area 697,223 SF.
e There are 2 main buildings: North Building and South Building. There is also
a hotel amenity/lobby building connected to east side of the South Building.
e North Building: 13-story building, 161 feet tall, 102 residential units
e South Building: 15-story building, 185 feet tall, 91 residential units, 134
hotel rooms
e Hotel Amenity/Lobby Building: 26 feet tall
e The residential unit mix on the approved plans is: 41 one-bedrooms, 67
two-bedrooms, 22 three-bedrooms, 36 three bedrooms + den, 15 four-
bedrooms, 5 two-bedroom townhomes, 7 penthouse units (5+ bedrooms).
e 1140 parking spaces in 3 parking levels under the buildings.
| have attached the approved site plan. The North Building and South Building are
labeled. The hotel amenity/lobby building is indicated by ‘hotel’.
Below is a rendering the approved 9900 Wilshire Project. It is a view from the
Wilshire side of the site looking to the south. The North Building is in the
foreground on the right side of the image. The South Building is in the background
in the center of the image. The Hotel Amenity/Lobby Building is to the left of the
South Building
<image002.png>
Approved Beverly Hilton Specific Plan
8.94 acre site, east of Merv Griffin
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Approved in 2008.

In 2008, the Beverly Hilton site floor area was 543,537 SF. Plan approved
204,349 SF of demolition and 634,377 SF of new construction. Approved
maximum floor area is 973,565 SF, a 430,028 SF net increase over 2008.

e Approved Demolition: Beverly Hilton parking structure; Beverly Hilton low

rise buildings on Wilshire, both west (conference center) and east
(offices/hotel support) of Y-shaped tower; Oasis/Palm Court hotel
building; pool and surrounding hotel rooms
e Approved structures already built: Waldorf Astoria hotel (built in 2017).
e  Approved Beverly Hilton structures not yet built (approved overall size of
Beverly Hilton is 395,012 SF):
8§ Rebuilt Hilton pool and poolside hotel rooms
8 New Hilton conference center, 29 feet tall from datum
e Approved residential structures not yet built:
8§ 8-story building with 36 residential units. 97 feet tall and
108,153 SF (‘Luxury Residences A’)
8 18-story building with 74 residential units. 200 feet tall and
263,300 SF (‘Luxury Residences B’)
8 Project plans: 55 two-bedroom and 55 three-bedroom units
e 2183 parking spaces under the buildings
e  Maximum of 110 residential units allowed
e Maximum of 522 hotel rooms allowed

| have attached the approved site plan. Luxury Residences A and B are on the left
side of the plan, closest to Merv Griffin Way.

| have also attached the approved elevation drawings for Luxury Residences A and
B.

Proposed Project
17.4 acre site: 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan + Beverly Hilton Specific Plan + 0.5-
acre 76 Gas Station Site (9988 Wilshire)

e Proposed floor area is 9900 Wilshire (901,514 SF) + Beverly Hilton
(973,565 SF) + 9988 Wilshire @ 2.5 FAR (58,357 SF) = 1,933,436 SF
6 new buildings are proposed

Proposed demolition is roughly the same as approved Beverly Hilton
demolition described above.

Merv Griffin proposed to be below grade, covered by a proposed 8-acre
botanical garden. 4.5-acres proposed to be open to the public.

4 structures proposed west of Merv Griffin:
§ 32-story building with 162 residential units, 410 feet tall and
499,806 SF (‘Santa Monica Residences’)
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§ 28-story building with 141 residential units, 369 feet tall and
424,266 SF (‘Garden Residences’)
8§ 11-story building with 42 hotel rooms and 37 residential
units, 124 feet tall and 213,966 SF (‘Wilshire Building’)
§ Residential amenity structure — connects the 3 buildings
above, located under the botanical garden, includes 30
spaces that could be used for staff housing, 124,324 SF
(‘Promenade’)
e 2 structures proposed east of Merv Griffin:
8 Replacement Beverly Hilton conference center, 31 feet tall
and 37,562 SF
8 Building replacing hotel floor area, includes restaurant, retail,
and 36 hotel rooms, 20 feet tall and 72,697 SF (‘Beverly
Hilton Enhancement’)
e Maximum of 600 hotel rooms for whole site
e  Maximum 340 residential units (310 residential units and 30 potential
staff units) THIS IS IN ERROR. SHOULD INSTEAD STATE: Maximum 370
units (340 proposed residential units and an additional 30 accessory
spaces that could be used for staff housing)
e Residential unit mix on plans: 116 one-bedroom, 122 two-bedroom, 47
three-bedroom, 47 four-bedroom, and & six-bedroom.
e 2,179 parking spaces are proposed in the plan area. 1865 spaces
underneath the new buildings and 314 existing under the Waldorf Astoria.

| have attached a proposed site plan. Please note the Promenade structure is
under the garden on this site plan, with the labeled ‘Garden Pavilion’ the only
portion of the Promenade above the garden level.

The rendering below is the overall site. The two high rise structures are Santa
Monica Residences (left) and Garden Residences (right). Those buildings are
located near the western property line (near LACC). The Wilshire Building is
located right of the two high rise structures and has frontage on Wilshire. The
Conference Center is in the foreground in front of the two high-rises. It has a
green roof thus is not readily apparent in this image. The Promenade structure
connects the three structures on the right side of this image underneath the
botanical garden. The Beverly Hilton Enhancement building is behind the existing
Wilshire Tower with frontage on Santa Monica. The applicant has posted more
renderings from different perspectives at www.onebeverlyhills.com
<image005.png>

| hope this provides an overview of the two existing approvals and the proposed
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project. Feel free to contact me by email or phone if you would like to run
through this material or need clarifications.

Best Regards,
Masa

Masa Alkire

Principal Planner

City of Beverly Hills

310 285-1135
malkire@beverlyhills.org

From: Darian Bojeaux

Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2021 5:38 PM
To: Masa Alkire

Subject: Re: 9850-9988 Wilshire

CAUTION: External Sender
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments

Is there someone at the city who can make this very simple?

What exactly has already been approved for the site—number of buildings, number of stories for
each, height of each building, number of units and type of units for each, and location of buildings?
Maybe some pictures. 4.1
cont'd
And what exactly do they want to put up now—number of buildings, number of stories for each,
height of each building, number of units and type of unit for each building, and location of each
building?

You know, simple communication designed to inform instead of to overload, overburden and

confuse?

Thanks.

Darian

>0n 21 Jan, 2021, at 5:12 PM, Masa Alkire wrote:
>

> Hi Darian

>
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> Which E-notice are you referring to? Is it the Planning Commission hearing notice or the current
projects list the City distributes?

>

> Here are a couple of locations that might provide the information you are seeking:

>

> The staff report includes a comparison table (table 3, page 8) of the existing conditions/existing C-
3 zoning with the proposed project. You can access the staff report through this link:
http://beverlyhills.granicus.com/GeneratedAgendaViewer.php?event_id=d602e0bb-d4d2-4111-
9cch-901db6d408ae
>

> The One Beverly Hills Overlay Specific Plan Draft SEIR is available on at
www.beverlyhills.org/environmental . The Project Description Section describes the existing

approvals on Pages 2-7 to 2-10. The new project is described on pages 2-11 through 2-31.
>

> Best Regards,

> Masa

>

>

> Masa Alkire, AICP

> Principal Planner

> City of Beverly Hills

> 455 N Rexford Dr

> Beverly Hills, CA 90210
> Direct: 310-285-1135

> malkire@beverlyhills.org

> From: Darian Bojeaux

> Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2021 4:42 PM

> To: Masa Alkire

> Subject: 9850-9988 Wilshire

>

> CAUTION: External Sender

> Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments
>

>

>

> Hi.

>

> | notice that there are loads of materials in the e-notice about the Hilton-Robinsons May
properties, which seems to have been presented in somewhat of an incomprehensible manner. 4.1

> cont'd

> Can you recommend a plan so an interested person could determine what has already been

approved for these properties, versus what is presently being proposed?
>

> Thanks.

>

> Best,
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>

> Darian

> (310) 276-6847

> The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All retained E-mails
will be treated as a Public Record per the California Public Records Act, and may be subject to

disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject to the exemptions, of that Act.
>

The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a
minimum of 2 years. All retained E-mails will be treated as a
Public Record per the California Public Records Act, and may be
subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject to the
exemptions, of that Act.

<2016 9900 Wilshire Approved Site Plan.pdf><2008 Beverly Hilton Approved
Site Plan.jpg><Hilton Site Residence A elevations.jpg><Hilton Site Residence B
elevations.jpg><One Beverly Hills Overlay Specific Plan Site Plan.pdf>
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Letter 4

COMMENTER:
DATE:

Response 4.1

Darian Bojeaux
January 21, 2021 through January 27, 2021

The commenter requests information on the Approved Entitlements and the proposed project.

Please refer to Section 2.4.2, Existing Specific Plans, in Section 2, Project Description, of the Draft
SEIR for a summary of the Approved Entitlements under the Existing Specific Plans. Table 2-2 in
Section 2, Project Description, provides a comparison of the Approved Entitlements and the
proposed project, including the number of residential units, hotel rooms, square footages, heights,
and parking. Table 2-2 is also provided below for ease of reference:

Table 2-2

Currently Approved

Entitlements and Existing

Comparison of Approved and Proposed Entitlements on the Project Site

Net Change
(Proposed Entitlements —

Residences
(units [sf])

Hotels
(rooms [sf])

Shared Hotel/Residential
Amenities? (sf)

Accessory Spaces
(units [sf])

Retail Floor Area (sf)
Total Floor Area Ratio

Maximum Building
Height

Open Space

Parking Spaces

C-3 Zoning?
303 [1,068,676]

656 [806,403]

0[0]

46,686°
2.543

9900 Wilshire Boulevard
Site: 185’-0"°
Gas Station Site: 45’-0"°
Beverly Hilton
Site: 200’-0”%
8.0
3,323

Proposed Entitlements
340 [1,024,553]

600 [746,323]
117,232
30 [10,092]

35,236%
2.55

9900 Wilshire Boulevard
Site: 410’-0”7

Gas Station Site: 124’-0"7
Beverly Hilton Site: 124'-0"7

13.4
2,179

Currently Approved)
+37 [-44,123]

-56 [-60,080]
+117,232
+30 [+10,092]

-11,450
+0.01

9900 Wilshire Boulevard
Site: +236’-0”8
Gas Station Site: +79’-0”
Beverly Hilton
Site: -60’-0"8
5.4
-1,144

! Sources: City of Beverly Hills 2008a and 2016a
2 Shared amenity space includes the Promenade and a park pavilion building

3 Average of the FAR for the gas station site (9988 Wilshire Boulevard) of 2.0 allowable under C-3 zoning and FAR of 2.55 for the
remainder of the project site (9900 Wilshire Boulevard site and Beverly Hilton site). The retail floor area estimate is based on this 2.0
FAR allowable under C-3 zoning.

435,236 sf of proposal retail includes the Santa Monica Retail component of the Beverly Hilton Enhancement only. All hotel retail uses
are captured under hotel land use.

> Measured from +290 datum
5 Measured from +285 datum
"Measured from +301 datum

8Height difference measures physical difference (adjusted for datum difference)

9 Gas station site maximum height is the maximum height allowed under C-3 zoning
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The second column in Table 2-2 shows the characteristics of the currently Approved Entitlements.
This column is based on what is currently allowed to be built on the project site, based on (1) the
adopted Beverly Hilton Specific Plan (2008; see pages 2-7 and 2-8 of the Draft SEIR); (2) the adopted
9900 Wilshire Specific Plan (approved in 2008 and amended in 2016; see page 2-8 of the Draft SEIR);
and (3) what is allowed on the gas station site in the northwestern corner of the project site based
on current zoning (page 2-7 of the Draft SEIR). The third column shows the proposed entitlements
(i.e., the currently proposed project; see Section 2.5, Project Characteristics, of the Draft SEIR). The
fourth column of Table 2-2 provides a comparison between the Approved Entitlements and the
currently proposed project.

The Approved Entitlements include four new buildings (i.e., North Building, South Building, Luxury
Residences A, and Luxury Residences B) beyond those currently existing on the project site and
those that would be demolished and re-built (e.g., poolside hotel rooms at the Beverly Hilton Hotel
and the Beverly Hilton Hotel conference center). Figures 2-4 and 2-5 in Section 2, Project
Description, of the Draft SEIR provide the site layout of the Approved Entitlements under the
Beverly Hilton Specific Plan and the 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan, respectively. Figure 2-6 in the Draft
SEIR provides the site layout of the proposed project.

Additionally, the proposed project would include five new buildings (i.e., the Wilshire Building,
Garden Residence, Santa Monica Residence, Park Pavilion, and Beverly Hilton Enhancement) beyond
those currently existing on the project site and those that would be demolished and re-built (e.g.,
the Beverly Hilton Hotel conference center).
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From: Karen Myron

To: Masa Alkire

Subject: FW: Agenda Item 2, 9850-9988 Wilshire
Date: Thursday, January 28, 2021 5:34:47 PM

This just came in.

Karen Myron
Commission Specialist
Planning Division
310-285-1126

From: Darian Bojeaux <bojeaux@earthlink.net>
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2021 5:29 PM

To: CommentPC <CommentPC@beverlyhills.org>
Subject: Agenda Item 2, 9850-9988 Wilshire

CAUTION: External Sender
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments

An adequate presentation of this project requires a comparison between what was already approved for these
properties compared to what is now being requested, and this has not been done.

As far as I can tell, an additional 660,000 square feet over what was previously approved, is being requested, not to
mention much taller buildings, and the current presentation is such a mish mosh that there is no chance for residents
to determine and compare the difference between what has been approved and the approval now sought.

Here is what needs to be set forth for each the Hilton and Wanda projects:

What was previously approved, including number of buildings, and height, dimensions, and square footage of each,
parking requirements for each, and the promised monetary return to the city, upon which the approval was based.

There should also be a pictorial representation of what was approved compared with is being requested to be
approved.

While I do not believe that the Planning Commission or the City Council majority have any interest in the opinions
or interests of the residents, it is obvious that there has been a failure of the city to provide the most basic

information, and that should be remedied.

Darian Bojeaux
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Letter 5

COMMENTER: Darian Bojeaux
DATE: January 28, 2021

Response 5.1

The commenter expresses concern that there has not been an adequate presentation of the
comparison between the Approved Entitlements and the proposed project. The commenter
provides a summary of their perception of the differences. The commenter requests a summary of
the Approved Entitlements for the project site including the number, dimensions, and square
footage of buildings; parking requirements; and the promised monetary return to the City. The
commenter also requests a pictorial representation of the Approved Entitlements and the proposed
project.

Please refer to Response 4.1. Additionally, the Approved Entitlements (9900 Wilshire Specific Plan
and the Beverly Hilton Specific Plan) include various public benefit terms, including monetary
benefits (Ord. 16-0-2713 and Ord. 08-0-2547). The project applicant has included a request for a
new development agreement for the proposed project as part of entitlements the City Council will
consider.
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Masa Alkire

From: Darian Bojeaux <bojeaux@earthlink.net>
Sent: Tuesday, February 9, 2021 5:48 PM

To: Masa Alkire

Subject: Re: 9850-9988 Wilshire

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: External Sender

Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments

Mr. Alkire,

Thank you for your message.

Are you saying that you will respond to my question within the Final SEIR instead of now?

A proper answer would entail a thorough, accurate comparison of what has been approved for all parcels with
what is now being requested. Residents shouldn’t have to review lengthy documents from several projects to
dredge out this information. They need to know what the developer is already entitled to, and exactly how it
compares with that is now being requested.

Of course I understand that the majority of our developer friendly city council members are so disinterested
with what the residents want, that they may not care if we are ever provided with this information. Maybe they
even want this information to be obfuscated as has occurred so far.

The point is that it sounds like you are leaving that work to take hours of my time to tease out the relevant
information for a comparison when I do not see how residents or anyone else can evaluate the proposed project
without being provided with a clear understanding of what was already approved and what was expected

monetarily from the developers in return.

Why did I ever had to ask when this is the most elementary, obvious requirement to a consideration of the
project?

And please include this in the Final SEIR.
Thank you.

Darian Bojeaux

On 9 Feb, 2021, at 5:33 PM, Masa Alkire <malkire@beverlyhills.org> wrote:

Hi Darian
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Since the email below was received during the public comment period on the Draft SEIR, we are going to
incorporate the full correspondence as well as responses to the questions into the Final SEIR. | will post
the two existing approved specific plans on the City’s webpage where the Draft SEIR is located if you
would like to review those documents prior to the release of the Final SEIR. | should have those items
up by the end of this week. They will be located at www.beverlyhills.org/environmental and be located
under the One Beverly Hills Overlay Specific Plan header.

Best Regards

Masa Alkire, AICP
Principal Planner

City of Beverly Hills

455 N Rexford Dr
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Direct: 310-285-1135
malkire@beverlyhills.org

From: Darian Bojeaux <bojeaux@earthlink.net>
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2021 4:57 PM
To: Masa Alkire <malkire@beverlyhills.org>

Cc: Ms. Nancy Barth <nlbarth@ix.netcom.com>
Subject: Re: 9850-9988 Wilshire

CAUTION: External Sender

Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments

Okay, I am trying to get this figured out.
For the Hilton, in 2008—is that 9876 Wilshire?, the Hilton was entitle to build:

1) New pool and poolside hotel rooms—you have not provided the information on the extent
of these new poolside hotel rooms, how many square feet, how many stories, etc.

2) New 29’ tall conference center—you have not provided the square footage.

3) New 8 story building, 97 feet tall, 108,153 SF (36 units); and

4) New 18 story building, 200 feet tall, 263,300 SF (74 units).

How many parking spaces?

For Robinson’s May, 9900 Wilshire, there was an approved modified plan in 2016, but wasn’t
that dependent on some payments and some things that can’t happen now? Or is that plan still in
tact as approved, and will the proposed project be subject to all of those same requirements?

1) Total 901,514 SF (204,291 SF of hotel plus 697,223 SF of housing units)
2) N. Bldg, 13 stories, 161 feet tall (102 units); and

3) S. Bldg, 15 stories, 185’ tall (91 units + 134 hotel rooms)

4) Hotel lobby building, 26’ tall—how many square feet?
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5) 1,140 parking spaces
New proposal:

1) 1,933,436 SF new instead of pre-approved 108,153 + 263,300 + 204,291 + 697,223 (plus
poolside hotel rooms and conference center) or 1,272,967 plus poolside hotel rooms and
conference center, or an additional 660,469 SE?

2) 6 new buildings instead of 4 buildings?

3) Previous 4 building tallest heights were 8 stories, 18 stories, 13 stories, and 15 stories.
Now 6 buildings and you have not indicated the height of all of them, but it looks like 32 stories,
28 stories, and 11 stories for 3 of them. And then there is no height mentioned for one building,
and then 31° and 20’ tall.

4) Only 1865 new parking spaces? Why would you count what is under the Waldorf when
that parking is for the Waldorf?

I have to do more work for a true comparison of what was approved and what is being requested,
but the city should have laid this out for all residents to review and understand, and what was
already approved should have been shown and compared to what is being requested, in all
respects.

That has not been done.

Please let me know where I am wrong, and please let me know what the requirements were of
Wanda upon which its project was approved—I remember there was quite a bit of money which
was supposed to go to the city. Is the still a pre-requisite for the current proposed project?

We have gotten a little closer here with the information you provided, which I had to request, but
why can’t the residents be provided with the kind of notice we are entitled to receive, instead of
being bombarded with a lot of information which must be sifted though to obtain any kind of
understanding of what the developer may be entitled to, as opposed to what the developer is
seeking?

Thank you.

Darian

On 26 Jan, 2021, at 1:11 PM, Masa Alkire <malkire@beverlyhills.org> wrote:

Darian
| apologize, | made an error in the proposed project description | emailed you on Friday.
I have highlighted the error in blue below. The correct statement for the number of

residential units proposed is:

e Maximum 370 units (340 proposed residential units and an additional 30
accessory spaces that could be used for staff housing)

Feel free to contact me if you have any questions
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Masa Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Masa Alkire, AICP
Principal Planner

City of Beverly Hills

455 N Rexford Dr
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Direct: 310-285-1135
malkire@beverlyhills.org

From: Masa Alkire

Sent: Friday, January 22, 2021 5:48 PM

To: 'Darian Bojeaux' <bojeaux@earthlink.net>
Subject: Re: 9850-9988 Wilshire

Hi Darian

Based on your questions:

What exactly has already been approved for the site—number of buildings,
number of stories for each, height of each building, number of units and type of
units for each, and location of buildings? Maybe some pictures.

And what exactly do they want to put up now—number of buildings, number of
stories for each, height of each building, number of units and type of unit for
each building, and location of each building?

Here is a summary of the 2 approved projects and the currently proposed
project:

Approved 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan
7.95-acre Robinson's May Site, on the west side of Merv Griffin Way
e 9900 Wilshire Project approved in 2008 and modified in 2016.
e The 2016 approval is 901,514 SF. Subtotals: Hotel floor area 204,291 SF.
Residential floor area 697,223 SF.
e There are 2 main buildings: North Building and South Building. There
is also a hotel amenity/lobby building connected to east side of the South
Building.
e North Building: 13-story building, 161 feet tall, 102 residential units
e South Building: 15-story building, 185 feet tall, 91 residential units, 134
hotel rooms
e Hotel Amenity/Lobby Building: 26 feet tall
e The residential unit mix on the approved plans is: 41 one-bedrooms, 67
two-bedrooms, 22 three-bedrooms, 36 three bedrooms + den, 15 four-
bedrooms, 5 two-bedroom townhomes, 7 penthouse units (5+
bedrooms).
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e 1140 parking spaces in 3 parking levels under the buildings.
| have attached the approved site plan. The North Building and South Building
are labeled. The hotel amenity/lobby building is indicated by ‘hotel’.
Below is a rendering the approved 9900 Wilshire Project. It is a view from the
Wilshire side of the site looking to the south. The North Building is in the
foreground on the right side of the image. The South Building is in the
background in the center of the image. The Hotel Amenity/Lobby Building is to
the left of the South Building
<image002.png>
Approved Beverly Hilton Specific Plan
8.94 acre site, east of Merv Griffin

e Approved in 2008.

e In 2008, the Beverly Hilton site floor area was 543,537 SF. Plan approved
204,349 SF of demolition and 634,377 SF of new construction. Approved
maximum floor area is 973,565 SF, a 430,028 SF net increase over 2008.

e Approved Demolition: Beverly Hilton parking structure; Beverly Hilton
low rise buildings on Wilshire, both west (conference center) and east
(offices/hotel support) of Y-shaped tower; Oasis/Palm Court hotel
building; pool and surrounding hotel rooms

e Approved structures already built: Waldorf Astoria hotel (built in 2017).

e Approved Beverly Hilton structures not yet built (approved overall size of
Beverly Hilton is 395,012 SF):

= Rebuilt Hilton pool and poolside hotel rooms

= New Hilton conference center, 29 feet tall from datum

e Approved residential structures not yet built:

= 8-story building with 36 residential units. 97 feet tall and
108,153 SF (‘Luxury Residences A’)

= 18-story building with 74 residential units. 200 feet tall and
263,300 SF (‘Luxury Residences B’)

® Project plans: 55 two-bedroom and 55 three-bedroom units

e 2183 parking spaces under the buildings

e  Maximum of 110 residential units allowed

e Maximum of 522 hotel rooms allowed

| have attached the approved site plan. Luxury Residences A and B are on the
left side of the plan, closest to Merv Griffin Way.

| have also attached the approved elevation drawings for Luxury Residences A
and B.

Proposed Project
17.4 acre site: 9900 Wilshire Specific Plan + Beverly Hilton Specific Plan + 0.5-
acre 76 Gas Station Site (9988 Wilshire)
e Proposed floor area is 9900 Wilshire (901,514 SF) + Beverly Hilton
(973,565 SF) + 9988 Wilshire @ 2.5 FAR (58,357 SF) = 1,933,436 SF
e 6 new buildings are proposed
e Proposed demolition is roughly the same as approved Beverly Hilton
demolition described above.
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Merv Griffin proposed to be below grade, covered by a proposed 8-acre

botanical garden. 4.5-acres proposed to be open to the public.
4 structures proposed west of Merv Griffin:

= 32-story building with 162 residential units, 410 feet tall and

499,806 SF (‘Santa Monica Residences’)

= 28-story building with 141 residential units, 369 feet tall and

424,266 SF (‘Garden Residences’)
= 11-story building with 42 hotel rooms and 37 residential
units, 124 feet tall and 213,966 SF (‘Wilshire Building’)
= Residential amenity structure — connects the 3 buildings
above, located under the botanical garden, includes 30
spaces that could be used for staff housing, 124,324 SF
(‘Promenade’)
2 structures proposed east of Merv Griffin:
= Replacement Beverly Hilton conference center, 31 feet tall
and 37,562 SF
= Building replacing hotel floor area, includes restaurant,
retail, and 36 hotel rooms, 20 feet tall and 72,697 SF
(‘Beverly Hilton Enhancement’)
Maximum of 600 hotel rooms for whole site
Maximum 340 residential units (310 residential units and 30 potential
staff units) THIS IS IN ERROR. SHOULD INSTEAD STATE: Maximum 370
units (340 proposed residential units and an additional 30 accessory
spaces that could be used for staff housing)
Residential unit mix on plans: 116 one-bedroom, 122 two-bedroom, 47
three-bedroom, 47 four-bedroom, and 8 six-bedroom.
2,179 parking spaces are proposed in the plan area. 1865 spaces
underneath the new buildings and 314 existing under the Waldorf
Astoria.

| have attached a proposed site plan. Please note the Promenade structure is
under the garden on this site plan, with the labeled ‘Garden Pavilion’ the only
portion of the Promenade above the garden level.

The rendering below is the overall site. The two high rise structures are Santa
Monica Residences (left) and Garden Residences (right). Those buildings are
located near the western property line (near LACC). The Wilshire Building is
located right of the two high rise structures and has frontage on Wilshire. The
Conference Center is in the foreground in front of the two high-rises. It has a
green roof thus is not readily apparent in this image. The Promenade structure
connects the three structures on the right side of this image underneath the
botanical garden. The Beverly Hilton Enhancement building is behind the

existing Wilshire Tower with frontage on Santa Monica. The applicant has posted

more renderings from different perspectives at www.onebeverlyhills.com
<image005.png>
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| hope this provides an overview of the two existing approvals and the proposed
project. Feel free to contact me by email or phone if you would like to run
through this material or need clarifications.

Best Regards,
Masa

Masa Alkire

Principal Planner

City of Beverly Hills

310 285-1135
malkire@beverlyhills.org

From: Darian Bojeaux

Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2021 5:38 PM
To: Masa Alkire

Subject: Re: 9850-9988 Wilshire

CAUTION: External Sender
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments

Is there someone at the city who can make this very simple?

What exactly has already been approved for the site—number of buildings, number of stories for
each, height of each building, number of units and type of units for each, and location of

buildings? Maybe some pictures. 61

And what exactly do they want to put up now—number of buildings, number of stories for each, cont'd

height of each building, number of units and type of unit for each building, and location of each
building?

You know, simple communication designed to inform instead of to overload, overburden and
confuse?

Thanks.
Darian

>0n 21 Jan, 2021, at 5:12 PM, Masa Alkire wrote:

>

> Hi Darian

>

> Which E-notice are you referring to? Is it the Planning Commission hearing notice or the
current projects list the City distributes?

>

> Here are a couple of locations that might provide the information you are seeking:

>

> The staff report includes a comparison table (table 3, page 8) of the existing
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conditions/existing C-3 zoning with the proposed project. You can access the staff report
through this

link: http://beverlyhills.granicus.com/GeneratedAgendaViewer.php?event id=d602e0bb-d4d2-
4111-9ccb-901db6d408ae

>

> The One Beverly Hills Overlay Specific Plan Draft SEIR is available on

at www.beverlyhills.org/environmental . The Project Description Section describes the existing
approvals on Pages 2-7 to 2-10. The new project is described on pages 2-11 through 2-31.

>

> Best Regards,

> Masa

>

>

> Masa Alkire, AICP

> Principal Planner

> City of Beverly Hills

> 455 N Rexford Dr

> Beverly Hills, CA 90210

> Direct: 310-285-1135

> malkire@beverlyhills.org

> From: Darian Bojeaux

> Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2021 4:42 PM

>To: Masa Alkire

> Subject: 9850-9988 Wilshire

>

> CAUTION: External Sender

> Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments

>

>

>

> Hi.

>

> | notice that there are loads of materials in the e-notice about the Hilton-Robinsons May
properties, which seems to have been presented in somewhat of an incomprehensible manner. 6.1

N cont'd
> Can you recommend a plan so an interested person could determine what has already been
approved for these properties, versus what is presently being proposed?

>

> Thanks.

>

> Best,

>

> Darian

>(310) 276-6847

> The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All retained E-
mails will be treated as a Public Record per the California Public Records Act, and may be subject
to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject to the exemptions, of that Act.

>

The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All
retained E-mails will be treated as a Public Record per the California Public Recorc
Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject to the
exemptions, of that Act.
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<2016 9900 Wilshire Approved Site Plan.pdf><2008 Beverly Hilton Approved
Site Plan.jpg><Hilton Site Residence A elevations.jpg><Hilton Site Residence B
elevations.jpg><One Beverly Hills Overlay Specific Plan Site Plan.pdf>

The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All
retained E-mails will be treated as a Public Record per the California Public Records
Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject to the
exemptions, of that Act.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Letter 6

COMMENTER: Darian Bojeaux
DATE: February 9, 2021

Response 6.1
The commenter requests information on the Approved Entitlements and the proposed project.

Please refer to Response 4.1.
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City of Beverly Hills
One Beverly Hills Overlay Specific Plan

From: Steve Mayer

To: Masa Alkire

Subject: One Beverly Hills Overlay Specific Plan SEIR - Observations
Date: Monday, February 8, 2021 11:42:28 PM

CAUTION: External Sender

iUse caution when clicking links or opening attachmentsi

Please permit this communication to provide observations relative to the One Beverly
HillsOverlay Specific Plan SEIR:

Page 17: Project jecti

“Open the project site from Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica
Boulevard to pedestrians and provide bicycle parking and connections to the
City’s existing bike paths to promote active transportation and pedestrian
activity in and around the project site.”

(1) Will the width of the new sidewalk be expanded to promote “pedestrian activity?

(A) The “new” sidewalk in front of the Waldorf is comparatively minimum in
width that it has created a conflict between Waldorf / Hilton guests and bus passengers.
Combined with bicyclists who use the sidewalk (instead of the street), it is dangerous.

It is not unusual for individuals to be right on the edge of the curb, or need
to enter Wilshire to avoid the conflict.

“Establish environmental and sustainability goals that will meet or exceed
LEED Gold and WELL requirements, implement capture and reuse of
rainwater and greywater, and add green roofs to new buildings.”

(2) Why are not the private residences being constructed to the LEED Platinum standard?

3) Relative to “environmental and sustainability goals,” what incentives are being
provided to employees to use public transit?

“Provide new housing opportunities within the City, in close proximity to
nearby office and retail areas, and at a location well-served by existing and
under construction public transit options.”

(4) The phrase “at a location well-served by existing and under construction public transit
options,” is materially inaccurate and should be corrected.

Pa : Itural R r

“Impact CUL-1. The Beverly Hilton Property is significant for its direct and
important associations with postwar commercial and cultural history, Conrad
Hilton and Welton Becket, and its noteworthy architectural features. The
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Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Beverly Hilton property and the Wilshire Tower are considered a historical ‘
resource in accordance with CEQA and are eligible for designation as a City
landmark. Therefore, in comparison to existing conditions, the project would
result in a significant and unavoidable impact to historical resources. The
previous environmental documentation concludes that a significant and
unavoidable impact to historical resources would occur under the existing
specific plans. although historical resource impacts under the proposed project 7.5
would not be greater than that determined in the previous environmental cont'd
documentation, the proposed project would also result in a significant and
unavoidable impact to historical resources, similar to the Approved
Entitlements.”

(5) What public art current exists on the property, and what public art is being proposed at
the site(s)?

Page 36: Green House Gases

‘Impact GHG-1. Construction and operation of the proposed project would
generate temporary and long-term GHG emissions. The proposed project
would result in a net increase in GHG emissions as compared to the existing
uses to be demolished (existing conditions) and incrementally greater net new
emissions than remaining buildout of the Approved Entitlements. However, the
proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions, including the
City’s General Plan and Sustainable City Plan, SCAG 2020-2045 RTP/SCS,
2017 Scoping Plan, and EO B-55-18. Furthermore, project-related GHG
emissions would not exceed the locally-applicable, project-specific threshold of
3.2 MT of CO2e per year or the SCAQMD bright-line threshold of 3,000 MT of
CO2e. Therefore, regardless of whether compared to existing conditions or
Approved Entitlements, GHG emission impacts under the proposed project
would remain less than significant.”

7.6

(6) Rephrasing Observation No. 3: What incentives will be provided to employees to
use public transit to reduce green house gases?

Page 42: Noise

“Impact N-5. Although the effect of ambient noise on the proposed project is
not an impact under CEQA, the potential noise levels at noise-sensitive
receivers included in the proposed project are provided for public disclosure.
Similar to the Approved Entitlements, the proposed project would be exposed to
traffic noise from Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard in
excess of the City’s exterior and interior noise standards for multi-family
residences and hotels of 65 CNEL and 45 CNEL, respectively, as well as the 7.7
City’s exterior noise standard for commercial uses of 75 CNEL. Mitigation
Measures MM-NOISE-2* and MM-NOISE-3* from previous environmental
documentation would continue to apply to the project.”

(7) What will be done to mitigate noise once the project is in operation?

(A) A current Commissioner has stated that rooftop activity on the Waldorf can v
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be heard routinely in an area between 500 and 1000 feet away

(B) A recent letter to the City Council from a resident close to a mile away
complained about the noise from a New Year’s Eve concert at the Hilton / Waldorf.

What conditions can be constructed into a development agreement that will provide
assurances to prevent a repetition?

Page 46: Traffic

“MM-TRAF-5 - Coordinate with Metro regarding the bus stop relocation at
least 30 days prior to start of construction,”

(8) When the Waldorf was being constructed, the eastbound bus stop at Wilshire / Santa
Monica was relocated 10 minutes east.

(A) Signage to indicate the relocation was destroyed almost immediately

(B) No provisions were provided to the bus passengers for the added time to
their commute

How will the affected bus riders be properly notified and be compensated?

Page 48: Traffic

“Impact T-2. The proposed project would result in increased daily trips to the
project site compared to existing conditions. However, the project would
reduce daily trips compared to buildout of the Approved Entitlements. In
comparison to existing conditions and Approved Entitlements, the project
would meet the City’s VMT Screening Criteria for land use projects, indicating
that the proposed project would have a less than significant impact to VMT
within the city. Therefore, regardless of whether the project is compared to
existing conditions or buildout of the Approved Entitlements, the proposed
project would not conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.3, subdivision (b).”

9) Rephrasing Observation No. 3: What incentives will be provided to employees to
use public transit to reduce traffic congestion?

Page 393: Gas Station Site

“Gas Station Site: The gas station site has a current land use designation of
General Commercial, Low Density and is zoned C-3 (Commercial). Land uses
permitted on the gas station site include, but are not limited to, hotels,
churches, cafes, libraries, art galleries, playgrounds, and studios. As
previously discussed, the proposed project would place a small portion of the
124-foot tall8, 213,966-sf residential and hotel Wilshire Building within the gas
station site, as well as roadway infrastructure associated with the new
residential access road.”

(10)  Where is the economic impact analysis of how much Beverly Hills and area residents
will be paying more for gas, due to the elimination of one of handful of gas stations in the
area?
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Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Letter 7

COMMENTER: Steve Mayer
DATE: February 8, 2021

Response 7.1

The commenter restates the seventh project objective from the Project Objectives section of the
Executive Summary of the Draft SEIR and asks whether the width of the sidewalks adjacent to the
project site will be widened to promote pedestrian activity. The commenter expresses concern that
the width of the existing sidewalk in front of the Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills Hotel is not sufficient
to accommodate pedestrian traffic related to the Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills Hotel, Beverly Hilton
Hotel, and the North Santa Monica/Wilshire bus stop as well as bicyclists who travel on the
sidewalk.

The sidewalks located along both the Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard
frontages of the Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills are generally 10 feet in width, which exceeds the four-
foot minimum sidewalk width standard required by the Beverly Hills Municipal Code.3 The project
proposal includes improvements to the City’s Class 2 bicycle facilities located on North Santa Monica
Boulevard. The draft Specific Plan proposes a lane configuration that includes a five-foot wide
bicycle lane along the North Santa Monica project frontage (see Specific Plan Figure 7). With regard
to bicyclists using the sidewalk, Beverly Hills Municipal Code Sections 5-5-8 and 5-6-801 expressly
prohibits operation of a bicycle on public sidewalks in the business district.

Response 7.2

The commenter restates the eleventh project objective from the Project Objectives section of the
Executive Summary of the Draft SEIR and questions why the proposed residences are not being
constructed to LEED Platinum standards.

The Draft SEIR evaluates the project as proposed. The project is not required by the City of Beverly
Hills or under CEQA to achieve LEED Platinum standards. This comment on the project is noted and
will be provided to City decision makers for their consideration.

Response 7.3

The commenter asks for information on the incentives being provided to employees to use public
transit.

Itis noted that per Beverly Hills Municipal Code Section 10-7-301 et al., the City does not require
transit incentives for development projects in areas congested by vehicular traffic. Nonetheless, the
existing Beverly Hilton Hotel and Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hilton Hotel provide transit incentives to
its employees consistent the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Rule 2202 Employee
Commute Reduction Program.4 Through this program, the employer keeps track of how employees
travel to/from their jobs and provides the opportunity for prize incentives to employees who
carpool or use other modes of transportation other than single-occupancy vehicles. The program is

3 see “Standard Drawing BH 105 in City of Beverly Hills. N.d. Standard Detail Drawings.
https://www.beverlyhills.org/cbhfiles/storage/files/filebank/5621--Standard%20Drawings%201_reduced_REVISED%2012-6-2011.pdf
(accessed February 2021).

4 5ee http://www.agmd.gov/home/programs/business/r2202-forms-guidelines.
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tracked by South Coast Air Quality Management District on an annual basis. The most recent annual
reports for the Beverly Hilton and the Waldorf Astoria hotels (2019 and 2020) show that although
most employees use single-occupancy vehicles to travel to/from work, a number of employees
utilize transit (buses), multiple-occupancy vehicles (carpools), zero emissions vehicles, bicycling, and
walking. This employee incentives program would continue to be maintained for the hotels
following implementation of the proposed project and would also be inclusive of employees of the
hotel in the proposed Wilshire Building.

Response 7.4

The commenter restates the twelfth project objective from the Project Objectives section of the
Executive Summary of the Draft SEIR and expresses concern the phrase “at a location well-served by
existing and under construction public transit options” in Section 2.6, Project Objectives, of the Draft
SEIR is materially inaccurate and requests correction.

The phrase quoted by the commenter is part of a project objective and is not a commentary on the
transit accessibility of the project site. Nevertheless, the project site is well-served by existing and
under construction public transit options, contrary to what the commenter suggests. As stated in
Section 1, Aesthetics, of the Initial Study prepared for the project (Appendix A to the Draft SEIR) and
Section 4.9, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft SEIR, the project site is located in a transit
priority area, defined as an area within 0.5 mile of a major transit stop that is existing or planned
(Public Resources Code Section 21099[a][7]). The definition of a major transit stop includes sites
containing the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of
15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods (PRC Section 21064.3).
The project site is immediately adjacent to the Wilshire Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard and
Wilshire Boulevard/Whittier Drive bus stops that service several bus routes, including but not
limited to LA Metro Lines 20 and 720, which run along Wilshire Boulevard, and Lines 4 and 704,
which run along Santa Monica Boulevard. These bus routes have service intervals of 15 minutes or
less during peak hours. In addition, as stated in Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and

Section 4.9, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft SEIR, the future Century City stop for the Metro
Purple Line extension is planned to be located approximately 0.5 mile (walking distance) south of
the project site.

Response 7.5

The commenter restates the impact summary of Impact CUL-1 from Table ES-4 in the Executive
Summary of the Draft SEIR and requests information on the public art currently present on-site and
the public art proposed for the site.

The proposed project would not affect existing art on the site in a manner that would result in
cultural resources impacts. Consistent with the terms of the 2008 Beverly Hilton Specific Plan, in
2017, the 12-foot by 12-foot stainless steel public art piece entitled “Sway” by artist Nick Petronzio
was installed at the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard. The 9900
Wilshire Development Agreement requires two “gateway statements,” one on Wilshire Boulevard
and one on Santa Monica Boulevard. These obligations can be met through the placement of public
art. In addition, the 9900 Wilshire Development agreement requires payment of $250,000 to the
City for public art funding. Placement of public art may be a term considered for the development
agreement applicable to the proposed project.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Response 7.6

The commenter restates the impact summary of Impact GHG-1 from Table ES-4 in the Executive
Summary of the Draft SEIR and requests information on the incentives being provided to employees
to use public transit to reduce the project’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.

See Response 7.3. The existing Beverly Hilton Hotel and Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hilton Hotel
provide transit incentives to its employees consistent the South Coast Air Quality Management
District’s Rule 2202 Employee Commute Reduction Program, and this employee incentives program
would be maintained for the hotels following implementation of the proposed project. Regardless,
as discussed in detail in Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft SEIR, the proposed
project would not result in significant GHG emission impacts. Therefore, mitigation is not required
to reduce the project’s GHG emissions.

Response 7.7

The commenter restates the impact summary of Impact N-5 from Table ES-4 in the Executive
Summary of the Draft SEIR and requests information on how the project’s operational noise will be
mitigated. The commenter notes a current Commissioner has stated that rooftop activity at the
Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills Hotel can be heard between 500 to 1,000 feet away. The commenter
also notes a resident submitted a letter to City Council with a noise complaint related to a New
Year’s Eve concert at the Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills Hotel and Beverly Hilton Hotel. The
commenter asks for information on conditions that could be incorporated into a development
agreement to prevent re-occurrence of this situation.

A detailed analysis of the operational noise impacts of the proposed project is provided under
Impact N-2 in Section 4.8, Noise, of the Draft SEIR. Operational noise sources evaluated in detail
include heating, ventilation, and air conditioning equipment; trash hauling; delivery trucks; loading
operations; outdoor dining; botanical gardens; and pools. As stated under Impact N-2, other minor
noise sources, such as landscaping activities and use of radios or speakers at residential and hotel
balconies, would not contribute substantially to the ambient noise environment and are regulated
by BHMC Section 5-1-201 and 5-1-209. Residential noise could also be regulated by the Covenants,
Conditions & Restrictions (CC&Rs) for the project. As concluded on page 4.8-33 and shown in Table
4.8-14, operational noise sources associated with the proposed project would result in less than a
one decibel increase in existing ambient noise levels, which would not be a significant increase as
compared to existing conditions. In addition, operational noise sources of the proposed project
would be similar to those associated with the Approved Entitlement, which were determined by
previous environmental documentation to result in less-than-significant operational noise impacts.
Therefore, the project’s operational noise impacts would be less than significant, and mitigation is
not required.

The City regulates special events through issuance of special event permits pursuant to the
requirements of Beverly Hills Municipal Code Chapter 8. Any future special events held at the
project site would be subject to special event permitting, and the Director of Community Services or
their designee may impose conditions are deemed appropriate to protect public health, safety, and
welfare (Beverly Hills Municipal Code Section 4-8-8). Additionally, the City regulates noise through
its Municipal Code and project conditions of approval.
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Response 7.8

The commenter restates the impact summary of Mitigation Measure MM-TRAF-5 from Table ES-4 in
the Executive Summary of the Draft SEIR, provides a summary of impacts to the eastbound Metro
bus stop during construction of the Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hills Hotel, and requests information on
how affected bus riders will be notified and compensated during construction of the proposed
project.

Notification and compensation of bus riders during construction is beyond the purview of the CEQA.
This comment does not relate to the environmental impacts of the project or the Draft SEIR. This
comment is noted and will be provided to City decision makers for their consideration.

Response 7.9

The commenter restates the impact summary of Impact T-2 from Table ES-4 in the Executive
Summary of the Draft SEIR and requests information on the incentives being provided to employees
to use public transit to reduce traffic congestion.

See Response 7.3. The existing Beverly Hilton Hotel and Waldorf Astoria Beverly Hilton Hotel
provide transit incentives to its employees consistent the South Coast Air Quality Management
District’s Rule 2202 Employee Commute Reduction Program, and this employee incentives program
would be maintained for the hotels following implementation of the proposed project. Pursuant to
Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2), “automobile delay, as described solely by level of
service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a
significant impact on the environment pursuant to this division, except in locations specifically
identified in the guidelines, if any.” In addition, according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(a),
“Generally, vehicle miles traveled is the most appropriate measure of transportation impacts. For
the purposes of this section, ‘vehicle miles traveled’ refers to the amount and distance of
automobile travel attributable to a project. Other relevant considerations may include the effects of
the project on transit and non-motorized travel. Except as provided in subdivision (b)(2) below
(regarding roadway capacity), a project’s effect on automobile delay shall not constitute a significant
environmental impact.” Therefore, traffic congestion is not an environmental impact requiring
evaluation under CEQA.

Response 7.10

The commenter restates a portion of the impact analysis under Impact LU-1 in Section 4.7, Land Use
and Planning, of the Draft SEIR and requests information on the economic impact analysis of
increased gas prices resulting from the elimination of a gas station in the City.

This comment does not relate to the environmental impacts of the project or the Draft SEIR. CEQA
requires an analysis of physical impacts to the environment; it does not require analysis of social
and economic impacts. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15382, “an economic or social change by itself
shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment.” Effects analyzed under CEQA must
be related to a physical change, and changes in fuel prices in the City are not physical impacts
required to be included in a CEQA analysis.
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Letter 8

From: joan a. quinn

To: Masa Alkire

Subject: Re: STOP THESE BUILDERS

Date: Monday, February 1, 2021 5:48:18 PM

CAUTION: External Sender

iUse caution when clicking links or opening attachmentsi

the mixed use project and the addition of 8000more residents

joan agajanian quinn
cell 310-291-9867
Beverly Hills View

The Joan Quinn Profiles

From: Masa Alkire <malkire@beverlyhills.org>
To: 'joan a. quinn' <jaquinn1@aol.com>

Sent: Mon, Feb 1, 2021 9:54 am

Subject: RE: STOP THESE BUILDERS

Hello Ms. Quinn

Thank you for your comment. Is there a specific project that you are commenting on? |

want to make sure that | include your comment as part of the correspondence received on

project applications currently submitted to the City.

Best Regards,

Masa Alkire, AICP
Principal Planner

City of Beverly Hills

455 N Rexford Dr
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Direct: 310-285-1135
malkire@beverlyhills.org

From: joan a. quinn <jaquinn1@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, January 29, 2021 11:28 AM
To: Masa Alkire <malkire@beverlyhills.org>
Subject: STOP THESE BUILDERS

CAUTION: External Sender

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
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Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments

HI MASA 8.1
I AM NOT IN FAVOR OF ALL THIS DEVELOPMENT. cont'd
THANKS, JOAN

joan agajanian quinn
cell 310-291-9867
Beverly Hills View

The Joan Quinn Profiles

The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2
years. All retained E-mails will be treated as a Public Record per the
California Public Records Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to
the terms, and subject to the exemptions, of that Act.
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Letter 8

COMMENTER: Joan Agajanian Quinn
DATE: January 29, 2021 and February 1, 2021

Response 8.1

The commenter states opposition to the proposed project. The commenter also states the proposed
project would generate 8,000 more residents.

The commenter’s opposition is noted and will be provided to City decision makers for their
consideration. In addition, it is noted the proposed project would not generate an additional

8,000 residents. As stated in Response 14.a under Section 14, Population and Housing, within the
Environmental Checklist of the Initial Study for the project, assuming a rate of 2.30 persons per
household, the proposed project would generate an estimated 851 residents (see Appendix A of the
Draft SEIR for the project Initial Study). This comment does not relate to the environmental impacts
of the project or the Draft SEIR.
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From: Ryan Gohlich

To: Masa Alkire

Subject: FW: one beverly hills?

Date: Thursday, February 4, 2021 11:16:10 PM
FYT for the file.

-------- Original message --------

From: Tom Roberts <tomrobertsarchitect@aol.com>
Date: 2/4/21 3:19 PM (GMT-08:00)

To: CommentPC <CommentPC@beverlyhills.org>
Subject: one beverly hills?

CAUTION: External Sender

iUse caution when clicking links or opening attachmentsi

Here we go again.

In the pictures in the Weekly, where are the buildings?

One is proposed to be 42 stories tall, where is it?

In regards to the picture of the balconies, does anyone really believe the hedges shown are a serious
proposal?

How are they going to be watered and maintained?

Who is going to hang over the balconies to trim them into those straight lines?

As an Architect | am appalled at any architectural firm that would promote such deceit.

We know from experience the developer is not an honorable man.

He has proven it most obviously with his commandeering and walling-off of the "pedestrian promenade”
along Wilshire Boulevard which was obviously just so much "eye-wash" in his presentations before the
referendum.

It is certainly not there in the final product.

Then there was a "park" which no one bought into.

Now he is back with another "park" and a 42 story building that he is trying to hide with vegetation.
Frank Lloyd Wright always said that if you had a bad building, just plant ivy.

Ivy does not grow that high.

ISN'T THERE SOME WAY YOU CAN GET BENNY SERIOUSLY DOWN TO BUSINESS RIGHT FROM
THE BEGINNING AND KEEP HIM FROM DOING THE SAME DANCE OVER AND OVER?

Surprise us.

We are tired of playing this game.

Aren't you?

Tom Roberts
Architect
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Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Letter 9

COMMENTER: Tom Roberts
DATE: February 4, 2021

Response 9.1

The commenter requests information on the locations of the proposed buildings, specifically the
building proposed to be 42 stories in height.

Please refer to Figures 2-6 and 2-7 in Section 2, Project Description, of the Draft SEIR for site plans
show the locations of each of the proposed buildings. As shown therein, the proposed Santa Monica
Residences building, which would be approximately 410 feet in height (32 stories), would be located
on the southern corner of the project site along North Santa Monica Boulevard. This comment does
not relate to the environmental impacts of the project or the Draft SEIR.

Response 9.2

The commenter asks whether the hedges shown in the rendering of the balconies are accurately
depicted and requests information on their maintenance.

Section 4.9 of the Specific Plan describes the landscaping on the balconies as a feature of the design
of the Santa Monica Residence, Garden Residence, and Wilshire Building. The Specific Plan identifies
that project landscaping, including balcony landscaping consistent with the City Council’s approval,
is subject to final approval by the City’s Architectural Commission. The ongoing maintenance of the
balcony landscaping is required to be incorporated into the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions
(CC&Rs) that would be recorded for the property.

Response 9.3

The commenter expresses discontent with the project developer.

The commenter’s opposition to the developer is noted and will be provided to City decision makers
for their consideration. This comment does not relate to the environmental impacts of the project
or the Draft SEIR.
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Responses to Comments at the January 28, 2021 Planning
Commission Hearing

The proposed project was reviewed by the City’s Planning Commission during a public hearing on
January 28, 2021. Comments provided by the Commissioners and one member of the public are
summarized below. Responses to each comment have been provided.

COMMENTER: Steve Mayer

Comment 1

The commenter expresses concerns that the bus service reduction cuts envisioned by the
Metropolitan Transportation Authority’s (Metro) NextGen Program, as summarized on pages 4.9-5
and 4.9-6 in Section 4.9, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft SEIR, would reduce the number of
existing and future employees on the project site who use public transit and would thereby result in
the need for extra parking.

Response 1

The commenter’s concerns are noted. The project proposes approximately 2,179 parking spaces,
which would be adequate to accommodate an additional 25 to 50 employee vehicles in the event
that Metro’s reductions to Lines 14, 16/316, and 17 reduce the number of employees using public
transit. In addition, Metro Rapid Lines 704 and 720 would continue to serve the Santa
Monica/Wilshire stop in both directions. Although they have fewer stops, Line 720 travels a
generally parallel route as Line 16/316 (approximately 0.5 mile to the north) from downtown Los
Angeles to Century City, and Line 704 travels a generally parallel route as Line 14 (approximately
one mile to the north) from downtown Los Angeles to Century City. Furthermore, Metro plans to
add Line 617 to replace Line 17 on Robertson Boulevard to continue service into Beverly Hills.
Existing and future employees would have the opportunity to utilize these lines. Even with these bus
route modifications, the project site would continue to be located within the boundary of four
transit priority areas, less than 0.5 mile from four Metro Rapid bus stops, including the Santa
Monica/Wilshire stop of Metro Rapid Lines 704 and 720 in both directions. Therefore, as discussed
under Impact T-2 in Section 4.9, Transportation and Traffic, the project would still be presumed to
have a less than significant impact related to vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and can be screened out
from further VMT analysis.

Comment 2

The commenter states the section entitled “LA Metro First Last Mile Strategic Plan” on page 4.9-10
in Section 4.9, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft SEIR may not be especially relevant to the
proposed project because the City’s Complete Streets Plan and Connect Beverly Hills project are
sometimes in conflict with Metro guidelines.

Response 2

As stated on page 4.9-10 of the Draft SEIR, the City worked with Metro to develop the
Wilshire/Rodeo Station Pathway Plan for the Wilshire/Rodeo Station as part of the First Last Mile
Strategic Plan and Planning Guidelines (2014). However, these are merely guidelines to help
integrate local transportation planning with regional efforts, and the City’s local Complete Streets
Plan (currently in draft form) and the Connect Beverly Hills project supersede these guidelines,
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when appropriate, to provide an effective local transportation network. As discussed in Section 4.9,
Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft SEIR, impacts to the transportation network would be less
than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-TRAF-1 through MM-TRAF-6.

Comment 3

The commenter suggests the project applicant has its general managers walk the property
periodically to observe operations.

Response 3

This comment does not relate to the environmental impacts of the project or the Draft SEIR.

COMMENTER: Commissioner Myra Demeter, Ph.D.

Comment 1

The Commissioner notes she reviewed the Draft SEIR and found certain discussions to be intriguing.
The Commissioner expressed an opinion the impacts that were identified to be significant and
mitigable seemed reasonable. The Commissioner requests more thought be given to mitigating the
project’s significant and unavoidable impacts to historic resources and provides an example of how
a non-profit organization is memorializing the experiences of Holocaust survivors through hologram-
type representations (the Shoah Foundation’s Dimensions in Testimony initiative).

Response 1

The project’s impacts to historical resources would be significant and unavoidable due to the
demolition of contributing structures. As stated on page 4.3-36 in Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, of
the Draft SEIR:

As a result of these demolition activities, the Beverly Hilton Property as a whole would no
longer retain substantial integrity from its period of significance as required by the CRHR
[California Register of Historical Resources] and the City of Beverly Hills’ Register of Historic
Properties under BHMC [Beverly Hills Municipal Code] 10-3-3212(A)(3). This would result in
a substantial adverse change to a historical resource and would create a significant impact
to historical resources. Although Wilshire Tower may qualify for historic designation as an
individual resource, the Beverly Hilton Property as a collection of buildings would no longer
retain substantial integrity from its period of significance or remain eligible for CRHR
designation.

In addition, as stated on page 4.3-37 in Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, construction of the proposed
buildings “would collectively diminish views both to and from the Wilshire Tower, thereby altering
its setting and resulting in an impact to historical resources, the Beverly Hilton Property.”

Mitigation measures identified to reduce historical impacts include preservation and reinstallation
of potentially historic sign posts adjacent to the project site on Merv Griffin Way (MM-CR-3);
documentation of the oral histories of individuals who have relevant knowledge and experience
with the cultural and social history of the property using audio and/or video documentation; and
installation of an interpretive plague discussing the history of the property, its significance, and its
important details and features shall be installed at the site. In addition, the former Robinsons-May
building and the components of the Beverly Hilton Hotel to be demolished have already been
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photographed and reports have been written meeting the Level 3 recordation standards of the
Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS; completed March 2014). Although these mitigation
measures would reduce impacts to historical resources, impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable because of the permanent loss of eligibility of the Beverly Hilton Property for CRHR
designation and the permanent alteration of views to and from the Wilshire Tower.

The Commissioner’s suggestion to incorporate technology similar to that used by the Dimensions in
Testimony initiative of the Shoah Foundation will be taken into consideration. However, use of this
technology would not be sufficient to mitigate project impacts to historical resources to a less-than-
significant level because it would not change the permanent loss of eligibility of the Beverly Hilton
Property for CRHR designation or the permanent alteration of views to and from the Wilshire
Tower. In addition, Mitigation Measure MM-CR-5 already includes a requirement to conduct
interviews using audio and/or video technology, and the previously prepared HABS documentation
provides additional information regarding the history of the Beverly Hilton Property. Therefore,
revisions to the identified mitigation measures for impacts to historical resources are not necessary.

Comment 2

The Commissioner questions whether construction noise monitoring would occur.

Response 2
As discussed under Impact N-1 in Section 4.8, Noise, of the Draft SEIR:

Construction noise monitoring data collected during construction activities at the Waldorf
Astoria Beverly Hills from 2014 to 2016 measured average hourly noise levels ranging from
65 to 75 dBA Leq at 320 feet during demolition activities and 65 to 75 dBA Leq at 140 feet
during other construction activities with occasional spikes up to 80 dBA Leq during haul truck
pass-bys (Veneklasen Associates, Inc. 2014-2017). Those measured noise levels are similar
to the noise levels estimated for the proposed project construction activities at residences
to the north and El Rodeo School (see Table 4.8-10). As indicated in the construction noise
monitoring reports, the measured noise levels during the majority of construction activities
did not indicate measurable differences in ambient noise levels due to construction
activities.

Therefore, noise monitoring during proposed project construction would not be required as impacts
would already be less than significant. Revisions to the identified mitigation measures for impacts
associated with noise are not necessary.

Comment 3
The Commissioner expresses a concern that Mitigation Measure MM-TRAF-6 does not include a
provision to prohibit workers from parking on residential streets north of Wilshire Boulevard.

Response 3

Mitigation Measure MM-TRAF-6 has been revised as follows (see double underline text) to
incorporate the Commissioner’s suggestion as a clarification of the requirements for construction
worker parking:

MM-TRAF-6  The Developer shall submit a Construction Workers Parking Plan that
identifies parking locations for construction workers. To the maximum
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extent feasible, all worker parking shall be accommodated on the project
site. During demolition and construction activities when construction
worker parking cannot be accommodated on the project site, the Plan shall
identify alternate parking locations for construction workers and specify-the
method-oftransportation shall include the shuttling of workers to and from
the project site using zero emissions vehicles. The Plan shall be submitted for
approval by the City at least 30 days prior to commencement of
construction. The Construction Workers Parking Plan must include
appropriate measures to ensure that the parking location requirements for
construction workers will be strictly enforced. These include but are not
limited to the following measures:

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 north of Wilshire Boulevard or south of
South 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, as
determined-by-the Community-Development-Director; for hiring a
security guard to enforce these parking provisions. The contractor shall
be responsible for all costs associated with parking and the
enforcement of this mitigation measure; 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.

Comment 4

The Commissioner expresses a concern that although pedestrian access to the project site would be
provided at the intersection of North Santa Monica Boulevard and Merv Griffin Way, there is no
pedestrian access to that access point for residents south of the project site.

Response 4

No pedestrian crosswalk across North Santa Monica Boulevard at Merv Griffin Way currently exists.
Additionally, no sidewalks exist along the east side on North Santa Monica Boulevard. If pedestrians
want to access the project site without walking through the parking lot along North Santa Monica
Boulevard, they would need to go to the Wilshire Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard intersection to
cross the roadway and access the site. The project applicant is proposing a stop-controlled
intersection for vehicles at the intersection of North Santa Monica Boulevard and Merv Griffin Way,
while maintaining the current pedestrian access to the site from the intersection.

COMMENTER: Commissioner Andy Licht
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Comment 1

The Commissioner expresses an opinion the project applicant should consider equipping nearly all
of the proposed parking spaces with electric vehicle charging stations.

Response 1

The Commissioner’s suggestion is noted and will be provided to City decision makers for their
consideration. However, the incorporation of electric vehicle charging stations beyond those
required under the California Buildings Standards Code (Title 24 of the California Code of
Regulations) is not necessary to mitigate any of the project’s significant environmental impacts. For
example, as discussed in Section 4.1, Air Quality, and Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
operational emissions of criteria air pollutants and GHGs associated with the project (including
those generated by vehicle trips to and from the project site) would not exceed the applicable
thresholds of significance. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant without the inclusion of
electric vehicle charging stations beyond those required under the California Buildings Standards
Code.

Comment 2

The Commissioner expresses concern about allowing left turn-in and left turn-out of the proposed
signalized intersection at the north/south road.

Response 2

As stated on page 4.9-40 in Section 4.8, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft SEIR, “The new
traffic signals on North Santa Monica Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard would improve vehicle
circulation and safety on the main access routes for the project site. The signals would include
Opticom devices to ensure that emergency vehicles are not slowed by traffic at these intersections.”
In addition, the footnote on this page states, “In the event that the traffic signal planned for the
intersection of the North-South Road and Wilshire Boulevard is not installed, safe circulation would
be provided via a stop sign and intersection configuration that would restrict movements at the
intersection to right-hand turns.”

Comment 3

The Commissioner expresses an opinion that future residents of the project site should be able to
exit the proposed parking structure onto Merv Griffin Way.

Response 3

The Commissioner’s suggestion is noted and will be provided to City decision makers for their
consideration. However, alterations to the internal circulation pattern would not affect the VMT
analysis in the SEIR, and as discussed further in Response 7.9, level of service is not used as a metric
to evaluate the project’s environmental impacts under CEQA pursuant to Public Resources Code
Section 21099(b)(2).

Comment 4

The Commissioner expresses an opinion that the project should include a hedge, wall, or similar
solid barrier along the edge of the project site adjacent to the Los Angeles County Club.
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Response 4

The Commissioner’s suggestion is noted and will be provided to City decision makers for their
consideration. However, views of the project site from the Los Angeles Country Club are private
views, and the City has not adopted any specific policies protecting private views. In addition, as
detailed in the Initial Study included in Appendix A of the Draft SEIR, the project qualifies for the
streamlining process provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099(d)(1), which states “Aesthetic
and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an
infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the
environment.” Therefore, no revisions to the SEIR are necessary in response to this comment.

Comment5

The Commissioner requests that the project applicant consider stopping construction for the week
before and the week of the 2023 U.S. Open.

Response 5

Although not required by the project applicant under CEQA, the applicant has agreed to implement
Condition NOISE-5, which includes limitations on construction activity during the US Open. The
Commissioner is referred to Response 2.6 for a discussion of this topic and revisions made in light of
the Commissioner’s suggestion.

COMMENTER: Vice Chair Lori Greene Gordon

Comment 1

The Vice Chair states the SEIR is very complete, thorough, and well-vetted and is adequate for the
purposes of the Planning Commission. The Vice Chair states that although it is not a CEQA issue,
traffic impacts related to level of service will be an important issue for the community.

Response 1

The Vice Chair’s remarks are noted and will be provided to City decision makers for their
consideration. As alluded to by the Vice Chair, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section
21099(b)(2), “automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of
vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the
environment pursuant to this division, except in locations specifically identified in the guidelines, if
any.” Therefore, traffic impacts related to level of service are not discussed in the SEIR. However,
the Local Transportation Assessment contained in Appendix G of the Draft SEIR includes a discussion
of project impacts related to level of service for decision makers’ consideration.

Comment 2

The Vice Chair requests inclusion of a massing rendering of the proposed project in the EIR to
facilitate comparison of the proposed project with the alternatives and to provide additional
transparency.

Response 2

To incorporate the Vice Chair’s suggestion, a massing rendering has been added to Section 2, Project
Description, as Figure 2-9.
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COMMENTER: Chair Peter Ostroff

Comment 1

The Chair states that the Draft SEIR is an excellent start. The Chair states the SEIR will benefit from
the project team’s legal counsel, both on the City side and the applicant side. The Chair states he is
confident that the City’s decision makers will have all the information they need respecting the
environmental impacts of the proposed project.

Response 1

The Chair’s remarks are noted and will be provided to City decision makers for their consideration.
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