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

Edward Levin 
Levin-Morris Architects LLP 
1305 North Harper Avenue 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

 
Project Description 
 

Buildings and Uses.  The Project would involve demolition of four existing one- to two-
story buildings, as shown in the existing site plan above, and construction of a new six-story, 
72-foot high condominium building with 23 residential units and 46 parking spaces.  Based on a 
proposed 42,755-square-foot building on a site area of 14,232 square feet, the floor area ratio 
(FAR) would be 3.00.  The condominium building would include one level of subterranean 
parking; one level of at-grade parking with a lobby and gym; five levels of residential units; and 
a rooftop common area.  The condominium building would offer a variety of bedroom counts, 
including two units designated for “very low income” housing. 
 
The applicant proposes to construct 16 base housing units, including two units for very low 
income households.  Based on this inclusion of affordable housing, and pursuant to BHMC 
Section 10-3-1526, the applicant has requested a density bonus to build six additional housing 
units on the project site.  As permitted by BHMC Section 10-3-2801, the Project  includes the 
construction of one additional efficiency unit.  Density Bonus Permit incentives   have also been 
requested to exceed the standard height limit in Height District C, given that the proposed 
Project would be 72 feet in height; to allow for non-enclosed ground floor parking; and to 
reduce the parking requirements.  

 

Site Access.  Access to on-site parking would be provided by two driveways from the 
existing alley behind the site, parallel to Burton Way.  One driveway would lead from the alley 
to the underground parking level, while another driveway to the west would lead to at-grade 
parking.  The alley provides access between Foothill Road to the west and North Maple Drive to 
the east.  Pedestrians would continue to have direct access to the project site from Burton Way. 
 

Site Preparation and Construction.  To prepare the site for project construction, four 
existing residential buildings located on the project  site  would be demolished.  The site would be 
excavated to a depth of approximately 13 feet for the subterranean parking garage.  
Construction is projected to last approximately 15 months. 
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ALTERNATIVES 
 
As required by Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 6 this EIR examines a 
reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed Project.  Section 6 also discusses the feasibility 
of implementing the Project at alternative sites.  Finally, it identifies the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative as required by the CEQA Guidelines. 
 
The following alternatives are evaluated in this EIR: 
 

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

 Alternative 2:  Reduced Footprint and Historic Preservation 

 Alternative 3:  Project without Density Bonus 

 Alternative 4: Height-Compliant with Density Bonus 
 
The No Project alternative would avoid the Project’s significant and unavoidable impact on 
historic resources.  Consequently, the No Project alternative could be considered 
environmentally superior.  However, the No Project alternative would not fulfill the basic 
objectives of the Project stated in Section 2.0, Project Description.  Furthermore, the No Project 
alternative would not include any potential benefits associated with redevelopment of the site, 
such as increased affordable housing opportunities in the City.   Of the development 
alternatives being considered, the Reduced Footprint and Historic Preservation alternative 
provides the most reductions in environmental impacts, primarily due to the avoidance of 
demolition on the 9269 Burton Way parcel, and is considered the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative.   
 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Table ES-1 includes a brief description of the environmental issues relative to the Project, the 
identified significant environmental impacts, proposed mitigation measures, and residual 
impacts.  Impacts are categorized by classes.  Class I impacts are defined as significant, 
unavoidable adverse impacts which require a statement of overriding considerations to be 
issued pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines §15093 if the Project is approved.  Class II impacts 
are significant adverse impacts that can be feasibly mitigated to less than significant levels and 
which require findings to be made under Section 15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  Class III 
impacts are considered less than significant impacts.  Potential impacts that were analyzed in 
the Initial Study and found to be less than significant are not included in this table.  The initial 
study/NOP are attached hereto as Appendix A. 
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Table ES-1  Summary of Environmental Impacts, 
Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Impact CR-1  The proposed Project 
would involve demolition of the 
existing buildings at 9265 – 9269 
Burton Way.  The 9269 Burton Way 
property is considered a historic 
resource pursuant to CEQA.  
Mitigation is required to reduce this 
impact, but would not reduce it to a 
less than significant level.  The 
impact would be Class I, significant 
and unavoidable. 

CR-1(a) Documentation Report.  A historic 
preservation professional qualified in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards shall be selected by the City of 
Beverly Hills to complete a Documentation 
Report on the property located at 9269 Burton 
Way.  The property shall be photographed 
according to accepted archival methods, and a 
written historic report prepared by a qualified 
historic preservation professional.  This 
documentation, along with historical background 
of the properties, shall be submitted to the 
Beverly Hills Public Library, and shall be 
completed and approved by the City prior to the 
issuance of demolition permits. 
 
CR-1(b) Interpretive Plan.  In consultation with 
the City of Beverly Hills, a historic preservation 
professional qualified in accordance with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards shall be 
selected by the city to prepare an on-site 
interpretive plan, focusing on the significant 
historic themes associated with the property at 
9269 Burton Way.  The plan  shall consist of a 
public display or other suitable interpretive 
approach, as approved by the City, and shall be 
installed in an appropriate public or semi-public 
location on the project site.  The interpretive 
plan shall be completed and approved prior to 
the issuance of building permits for the 
proposed Project, and shall be  installed prior to 
occupancy of the proposed building.  If the 
proposed building is not occupied within two 
years after the issuance of demolition permits, 
another suitable temporary or permanent 
location for the interpretive display shall be 
determined, subject to the approval of the City.  
The interpretive display shall remain 
permanently in public view, including a 
minimum of five years on the project site.  After 
this period, the interpretive display may be 
moved to another location in Beverly Hills, 
subject to the approval of the City. 

Significant and 
unavoidable 
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Table ES-1  Summary of Environmental Impacts, 
Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact 

Impact CR-2  There are no known 
archaeological or paleontological 
resources or human remains on the 
project site.  However, there is 
potential to unearth previously 
unknown archaeological or 
paleontological resources.  This is a 
Class II, significant but mitigable, 
impact. 

CR-2(a) Archeological/Paleontological 
Monitoring.  In the event that a previously 
unknown artifact or fossil is uncovered during 
project construction, all work shall cease until a 
certified archaeologist and/or paleontologist can 
investigate the finds and make appropriate 
recommendations.  The applicant shall 
coordinate with the Native American Heritage 
Commission on the treatment of such artifacts.  
Any artifacts uncovered shall be recorded and 
removed for storage at a location to be 
determined by the monitor.   
 
CR-2(b) Coroner Notification.  If human 
remains are unearthed, State Health and Safety 
Code Section 7050.5 requires that no further 
disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner 
has made the necessary findings as to origin 
and disposition pursuant to Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.98.  If the remains are 
determined to be of Native American descent, 
the coroner has 24 hours to notify the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC).  The 
NAHC will then identify the person(s) thought to 
be the Most Likely Descendent (MLD) of the 
deceased Native American, who will then help 
determine what course of action should be 
taken in dealing with the remains.     

Less than significant 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
This document is a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed 9265 Burton Way 
Condominium Project (the “Project”).  The Project site is located in the southern portion of Los 
Angeles County, in the City of Beverly Hills.  The Project site is regionally accessible via 
Interstate 405 (the San Diego Freeway) and Interstate 10 (the Santa Monica Freeway) and locally 
accessible via Santa Monica Boulevard (State Route 2).  The project would be a six-story, 42,755 
square-foot residential building with ground-level parking and a subterranean garage.  This 
section discusses:   
 

(1) the environmental impact report background;  
(2) the legal basis for preparing an EIR;  
(3) the scope and content of the EIR;  
(4) lead, responsible, and trustee agencies; and  
(5) the environmental review process required under the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).   
 

The project is described in greater detail in Section 2.0, Project Description. 
 
1.1 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT BACKGROUND 
 
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an environmental impact report was prepared for the Project 
and distributed for agency and public review for a 30-day review period that began on 
February 25, 2013.  The NOP and responses are presented in Appendix A, along with the Initial 
Study that was prepared for the Project.  One comment letter was received.  The letter was from 
the Native American Heritage Commission on the topic of cultural resources; this issue is 
addressed in Section 4.1 Cultural Resources.  
 
1.2 PURPOSE AND LEGAL AUTHORITY 
 
The Project requires the discretionary approval of the City of Beverly Hills Planning 
Commission and City Council.  Therefore, it is subject to the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  In accordance with Section 15121 of the State of California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the purpose of this EIR is to serve as an 
informational document that: 
 

...will inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the significant 
environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant 
effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. 

 
This EIR has been prepared as a Project EIR pursuant to Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines.  
A Project EIR is appropriate for a specific development project.  As stated in the CEQA 
Guidelines: 
 

This type of EIR should focus primarily on the changes in the environment that would 
result from the development project.  The EIR shall examine all phases of the project, 
including planning, construction, and operation. 
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This EIR is to serve as an informational document for the public and City of Beverly Hills 
decision-makers.  The process will culminate with Planning Commission and City Council 
hearings to consider certification of a Final EIR and approval of the Project. 
 
1.3 SCOPE AND CONTENT 
 
This EIR addresses the issues determined to be potentially significant by the City of Beverly 
Hills.  The issue addressed in this focused EIR is Cultural Resources.  For the reasons documented in 
the Initial Study ( Appendix A to this EIR), impacts in all other environmental topical areas would either 
not occur or would be less than significant. 
 
For this issue area, the EIR identifies the potentially significant environmental impacts, 
including site-specific and cumulative effects of the Project.  In addition, the EIR recommends 
feasible mitigation measures, where possible, that would eliminate or reduce adverse 
environmental effects. 
 
The EIR references pertinent City policies and guidelines, certified EIRs and adopted CEQA 
documents, and background documents prepared or relied upon by the City in preparing this 
CEQA analysis.  A full reference list is contained in Section 7.0, References and Report Preparers. 
The Alternatives section of the EIR (Section 6.0) was prepared in accordance with Section 
15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines.  The alternatives discussion evaluates the CEQA-required “no 
project” alternative and two alternative development scenarios for the site.  It also identifies the 
environmentally superior alternative among the alternatives assessed.   
 
The level of detail contained throughout this EIR is consistent with the requirements of CEQA 
and applicable court decisions.  The CEQA Guidelines provide the standard of adequacy on 
which this document is based.  The Guidelines state: 
 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers 
with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account 
of environmental consequences.  An evaluation of the environmental effects of the 
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in 
light of what is reasonably feasible.  Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR 
inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the 
experts.  The courts have looked not for perfection, but for adequacy, completeness, and a 
good faith effort at full disclosure. (Section 15151) 

 
1.4 LEAD, RESPONSIBLE, AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES 
 
The CEQA Guidelines define lead, responsible, and trustee agencies.  The City of Beverly Hills is 
the lead agency for the Project because it holds principal responsibility for approving the 
Project. 
 
A responsible agency refers to a public agency other than the lead agency that has discretionary 
approval over the Project, and a trustee agency refers to a state agency having jurisdiction by 
law over natural resources affected by a project.  There are no responsible or trustee agencies for 
the Project. 
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1.5 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 
 
The major steps in the environmental review process, as required under CEQA, are outlined 
below.  The steps are presented in sequential order. 
 
1. Notice of Preparation (NOP).  After deciding that an EIR is required, the lead agency must 

send an NOP soliciting input on the EIR scope to the State Clearinghouse, other concerned 
agencies, and parties previously requesting notice in writing (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15082; Public Resources Code Section 21092.2).  The NOP must be posted in the County 
Clerk’s office for 30 days.  The NOP may be and in this case was accompanied by an Initial 
Study that identifies the issue areas for which the proposed project could create significant 
environmental impacts.   

 
2. Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  The DEIR must contain:   
 

a) table of contents or index; 
b) summary;  
c) project description;  
d) environmental setting; 
e) discussion of significant impacts (direct, indirect, cumulative, growth-inducing and 

unavoidable impacts);  
f) a discussion of alternatives; and 
g) mitigation measures. 
 
A discussion of irreversible changes is also required for projects involving the adoption, 
amendment, or enactment of a plan, policy, or ordinance of a public agency; the adoption by 
a Local Agency Formation Commission of a resolution making determinations; or for a 
project which will be subject to the requirement for preparing an environmental impact 
statement pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15127). 

 
3. Notice of Completion/Notice of Availability of Draft EIR.  A lead agency must file a 

Notice of Completion with the State Clearinghouse when it completes a Draft EIR and 
prepare a Public Notice of Availability of Draft EIR.  The lead agency must place the Notice 
in the County Clerk’s office for 30 days (Public Resources Code Section 21092) and send a 
copy of the Notice to anyone requesting it (CEQA Guidelines Section 15087).  Additionally, 
public notice of DEIR availability must be given through at least one of the following 
procedures:  a) publication in a newspaper of general circulation; b) posting on and off the 
project site; and c) direct mailing to owners and occupants of contiguous properties.  The 
lead agency must solicit input from other agencies and the public, and respond in writing to 
all comments received (Public Resources Code Sections 21104 and 21253).  The minimum 
public review period for a DEIR is 30 days.  When a Draft EIR is sent to the State 
Clearinghouse for review, the public review period must be 45 days unless the 
Clearinghouse (Public Resources Code 21091) approves a shorter period. 

 
4. Final EIR.  A Final EIR must include:  a) the Draft EIR; b) copies of comments received 

during public review; c) list of persons and entities commenting; and d) responses to 
comments.  
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5. Certification of FEIR.  Prior to making a decision on a project, the lead agency must in its 
independent judgment certify that:  a) the FEIR has been completed in compliance with 
CEQA; b) the Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency; and 
c) the decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final ElR prior 
to approving a project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15090). 

 
6. Lead Agency Project Decision.  A lead agency may: a) disapprove a project because of its 

significant environmental effects; b) require changes to a project to reduce or avoid 
significant environmental effects; or c) approve a project despite its significant 
environmental effects, if the proper findings and statement of overriding considerations are 
adopted (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15042 and 15043). 

 
7. Findings/Statement of Overriding Considerations.  For each significant impact of the 

project identified in the EIR, the lead or responsible agency must find, based on substantial 
evidence, that either: a) the project has been changed to avoid or substantially reduce the 
magnitude of the impact; b) changes to the project are within another agency's jurisdiction 
and such changes have or should be adopted; or c) specific economic, social, or other 
considerations make the mitigation measures or project alternatives infeasible (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15091).  If an agency approves a project with unavoidable significant 
environmental effects, it must prepare a written Statement of Overriding Considerations 
that sets forth the specific social, economic, or other reasons supporting the agency's 
decision. 

 
8. Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program.  When an agency makes findings on significant 

effects identified in the EIR, it must adopt a reporting or monitoring program for mitigation 
measures that were adopted or made conditions of project approval to mitigate significant 
effects. 

 
9. Notice of Determination.  An agency must file a Notice of Determination after deciding to 

approve a project for which an EIR is prepared (CEQA Guidelines Section 15094).  A local 
agency must file the Notice with the County Clerk.  The Notice must be posted for 30 days 
and sent to anyone previously requesting notice.  Posting of the Notice starts a 30-day 
statute of limitations on CEQA legal challenges (Public Resources Code Section 21167[c]). 
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
This section describes the project location, characteristics of the site and the proposed 
development, project objectives, and the approvals needed to implement the 9265 Burton Way 
Condominium Project. 
 
2.1 PROJECT APPLICANT 
 

Edward Levin 
Levin-Morris Architects LLP 
1305 North Harper Avenue 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 
 

2.2 PROJECT LOCATION 
 
The project site is located in the City of Beverly Hills.  The site addresses are 9265-9269 Burton 
Way.  The approximately 0.33-acre site is on the north side of Burton Way between North 
Foothill Road and North Maple Drive.  The site is composed of two assessor’s parcels; Table 2-1 
shows the parcel numbers and site areas.    
 

Table 2-1 
Site Parcels 

Address Parcel Number Approximate Area 

9265-67 Burton Way 4342-010-009 
7,800 square feet (0.18 

acres) 

9269 Burton Way 4342-010-008 
6,435 square feet (0.15 

acres) 

Source:  Parcel Numbers and Areas from Los Angeles County of the 
Assessor, 2013. 

 
The project site is accessible from Interstate 405 (the San Diego Freeway) and Interstate 10 (the 
Santa Monica Freeway), as well as Santa Monica Boulevard (State Route 2) and Burton Way.  
Figure 2-1 shows the City of Beverly Hills in a regional context, while Figure 2-2 shows the 
Project’s immediate vicinity from an aerial perspective.   
 
2.3 CURRENT LAND USE AND REGULATORY SETTING 
 
2.3.1 Current Land Use 
 
The project site is rectangular in shape and generally level in topography.  It is developed with 
multi-family residential buildings, as described below.  The existing buildings include 10 
residential units and carports with 10 parking spaces.   
 

9265-67 Burton Way.  The 0.18-acre rectangular lot is currently occupied by a 1,713-
square-foot residential structure and a 1,273-square-foot structure consisting of a garage with 
residential units above.  This parcel has frontage on Burton Way and an alley to the rear of the 
site.  Ornamental trees and landscaping are present around the buildings. 
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9269 Burton Way.  The 0.15-acre rectangular lot is currently occupied by a 2,663-square-
foot residential structure and a 654-square-foot accessory garage.  The parcel has frontage on 
Burton Way and an alley to the rear of the site.  Ornamental trees and landscaping are present 
around the buildings. 
 
2.3.2 Surrounding Land Uses 
 
The project site is bordered to the west by the eight-story L’Ermitage Hotel and to the east by a 
four-story multi-family residential building.  An alley borders the project site to the north, directly 
beyond which are commercial and institutional uses including a US Post Office.  To the south is 
Burton Way, a wide boulevard with travel lanes separated by a broad landscaped median; on the 
other side of Burton Way are single-family residential uses.  The building is entirely surrounded 
by urban uses.  The project site has frontage on Burton Way on the south, which is a broad 
boulevard supporting mostly residential development.  Surrounding buildings range from one 
to eight stories in height.   
 
Photographs depicting current conditions on the site and surrounding properties are shown in 
Figures 2-3a and 2-3b.  The existing site plan is shown in Figure 2-4.  Table 2-2 summarizes the 
existing characteristics and land use classifications of the project site.   
 

Table 2-2 
Existing Site Characteristics 

Site Size Approximately 14,232 square feet (0.33 acres) 

Regional Access 
 
 

Local Access 

Interstate 405 (San Diego Freeway); 
Interstate 10 (Santa Monica Freeway) 
 
Santa Monica Boulevard (State Route 2); 
Burton Way 

Public Services 

Water: 
Sewer: 
Fire: 
Police: 

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

General Plan Land Use 
Designations 

Multiple Residential 

Zoning Designations Multi-Family Residential (R-4) 

Current Use and 
Development 

Three two-story residential structures: 2,663 square 
feet, 1,713 square feet, and 1,273 square feet,  
respectively; one-story residential structure: 654 square 
feet 

Surrounding General Plan 
Land Use Designations 

North: Low Density General and Municipal 

East: High Density Multi-Family Residential 

South: High Density Single Family Residential 

West: High Density Multi-Family Residential 
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Photo 1 - View of project site and surrounding vegetation, looking north from Burton Way.

Photo 2 - View of southeast corner of project site looking north.  Existing building to be demolished.

Figure 2-3a
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Photo 3 - View of 9249 Burton Way, located adjacent to project 
site, looking northwest from the street.

Photo 4 - View of 9291 Burton Way, an eight-story hotel 
adjacent to project site, looking southwest from the alley.
 

Figure 2-3b
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Source: Levin-Morris Architects, LSP,
June 1, 2012.
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2.3.3 Land Use Regulatory Overview 
 
The project site has General Plan land use designations of Multiple Residential, with 
corresponding Zoning Ordinance designation of R-4 (Multi-Family Residential Zone).  Pursuant 
to Beverly Hills Municipal Code (BHMC) Section 10-3-1204, the R-4 zone allows single- and 
multi-family residential uses, libraries, and accessory and appurtenant uses.  In this district, 
pursuant to Beverly Hills General Plan densities1, one housing unit may be constructed for 
every 871.2 square feet of site area.  Thus, the General Plan would allow 16 units to be built on 
site.  Pursuant to BHMC Section 10-3-1526, the Planning Commission  shall grant a base density 
bonus of 20% if an applicant agrees to construct at least 5% of total housing units for very low 
income households; and for each 1% increase in the number of units above the 5% threshold, 
the bonus may be increased by 2.5%.  The maximum density bonus is limited to 35%.  For a 
multi-family residential building, BHMC Section 10-3-2801 also allows the construction of one 
additional efficiency unit that is not subject to density limits.  The Municipal Code also allows 
for density bonus “incentives” which may take the form of relief from certain zoning 
restrictions. 
 
The Municipal Code also contains height limits and parking requirements for multi-family 
residential structures.  The project site is located within Height District C, which limits 
structures to a maximum height of 5 stories or 55 feet, whichever is less.  Pursuant to BHMC 10-
3-2818, ground-floor parking in multi-family residential structures shall be fully enclosed with 
solid walls when the structures are adjacent to a residentially zoned property or separated from 
that property solely by an alley. 
 
2.4  PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 
 

Buildings and Uses.  The Project would involve demolition of four existing one- to two-
story buildings, as shown in the existing site plan above, and construction of a new six-story, 
72-foot high condominium building with 23 residential units and 46 parking spaces.  Based on a 
proposed 42,755-square-foot building on a site area of 14,232 square feet, the floor area ratio 
(FAR) would be 3.00.  The condominium would include one level of subterranean parking; one 
level of at-grade parking with a lobby and gym; five levels of residential units; and a rooftop 
common area.  The condominium building would offer a variety of bedroom counts, as shown 
in Table 2-3, including two units designated for “very low income” housing. 

 
Figure 2-5 shows the proposed site plan, and figures 2-6 and 2-7 show the proposed elevations.   
 

The applicant proposes to construct 16 base housing units, including two units for very low 
income households.  Based on this inclusion of affordable housing, and pursuant to BHMC 
Section 10-3-1526, the applicant has requested a density bonus to build six additional housing 
units on the project site.  Pursuant to BHMC Section 10-3-2801, the Project also includes  the 
construction of one additional efficiency unit. Density Bonus Permit incentives have also been 
requested to exceed the standard height limit in Height District C, given that the proposed 

                                                 
1    Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65915 (o)(2), in the event of inconsistency between the zoning 

ordinance and General Plan with regard to maximum allowable residential density, the General Plan takes 
precedence for purposes of calculating a requested density bonus. 
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Project would be 72 feet in height; to allow for non-enclosed ground floor parking; and to 
reduce the parking requirements.  

 
Table 2-3 

Project Summary 

Type of Unit Units Square Feet*

Gym 1 504 

Lobby 1 554 

Efficiency 1 904 

1 Bedroom-affordable 2 961-970 

1 Bedroom 3 1,014 

2 Bedroom 13 1,394-1,486 

3 Bedroom 4 1,854-2,072 

Source: Levin-Morris Architects LLP (site plans). 
Note: Size of housing units includes interior space but not terraces. 

 
Site Access.  Access to on-site parking would be provided by two driveways from the 

existing alley behind the site, parallel to Burton Way.  One driveway would lead from the alley 
to the underground parking level, while another driveway to the west would lead to at-grade 
parking.  The alley provides access between Foothill Road to the west and North Maple Drive to 
the east.  Pedestrians would continue to have direct access to the project site from Burton Way. 
 

Site Preparation and Construction.  To prepare the site for project construction, four 
existing residential buildings located on the project area would be demolished.  The site would be 
excavated to a depth of approximately 13 feet for the subterranean parking garage.  
Construction is projected to last approximately 15 months. 
 
2.5 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
 

The basic objectives of the proposed 9265 Burton Way Condominium Project are to 

 Upgrade the City’s housing stock on aproperty with partially unrealized development 
potential; and 

 Provide affordable and other housing units in the City. 
 
2.6 REQUIRED APPROVALS 
 
Demolition of the existing structures and construction of the proposed building would require 
Planning Commission approval of a Development Plan Review Permit, a Density Bonus Permit, 
a tentative tract map, and an R-4 permit.  Approval of Density Bonus Permit incentives would 
be required to exceed the standard height limit in Height District C, to allow for non-enclosed 
ground floor parking, and to reduce the parking requirements.  Further, the Project would 
require approval of an R-4 Permit to allow rooftop uses, reduced building modulation, and a 
second walkway along the front lot line.  If the Project is approved by the Planning 
Commission, it would then undergo Architectural Review by the City’s Architectural 
Commission and would require demolition and building permits from the City’s Building and 
Safety Division. 
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Proposed Site Plan
Source: Levin-Morris Architects, LSP, 
June 1, 2012.
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Figure 2-6
City of Beverly Hills

North and East Building Elevations
Source: Levin-Morris Architects, LSP, 
June 1, 2012.
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Figure 2-7
City of Beverly Hills

West and South Building Elevations
Source: Levin-Morris Architects, 
LSP, June 1, 2012.
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 
This section provides a general overview of the environmental setting for the Project.  A 
detailed description of the environmental setting germane to the main issue area studied in this 
EIR, cultural resources, can be found in Section 4.1, Cultural Resources. 
 
3.1 REGIONAL SETTING 
 
The project site is located in the City of Beverly Hills, , within the greater Los Angeles 
metropolitan area (refer to Figure 2-1, Regional Location, and Figure 2-2, Project Location, in Section 
2.0, Project Description).  Beverly Hills is located approximately seven miles west of downtown Los 
Angeles.  The City is bounded to the north, south, east and west by urban districts within the City 
of Los Angeles, with its northeast corner bordering the City of West Hollywood.  The 
Mediterranean climate of the region and the coastal influence produce moderate temperatures 
year round, with rainfall concentrated in the winter months.  The average rainfall is 15 inches a 
year.  The southern California region is subject to various natural hazards, including earthquakes, 
landslides, and wildfires. 
 
3.2 PROJECT SITE SETTING 
 
The southern edge of the project site has frontage on Burton Way, an urban boulevard flanked 
with residential and commercial development.  An eight-story hotel is located immediately 
west of the site, while a five-story multi-family residential building is situated to the east.  A 
commercial area lies north of the site, across the alley, including a US Post Office to the 
northeast.  The alley provides access for vehicles and pedestrians between Foothill Road and 
Maple Drive. 
 
The project site consists of two parcels: 9265-67 Burton Way and 9269 Burton Way.  Both parcels 
are currently zoned for multi-family residential (R-4) use and are located on the north side of 
Burton Way between Foothill Road and Maple Drive.  Both parcels are generally flat and slope 
slightly to the south. 
 

9265-67 Burton Way.  The 9265-67 Burton Way parcel contains a 1,713-square-foot multi-
family residential building and a 1,273-square-foot accessory building with a garage and 
residential units above.   A lawn with several ornamental trees wraps around the south and east 
sides of the parcel. 

 
 9269 Burton Way.  This parcel includes a 2,663-square-foot residential structure and a 

654-square-foot accessory garage.   The majority of the parcel is impervious, although the front 
yard contains a lawn and a small ornamental tree and is bordered by a tall hedge. 
 
3.3 CUMULATIVE PROJECTS SETTING 
 
CEQA defines cumulative impacts as two or more individual actions that, when considered 
together, are considerable or will compound other environmental impacts.  Cumulative impacts 
are the changes in the environment that result from the incremental impact of development of the 
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proposed Project and other nearby projects.  For example, the traffic impacts of two nearby 
projects may be insignificant when analyzed separately, but could have a significant impact when 
analyzed together.  Cumulative impact analysis allows the EIR to provide a reasonable forecast of 
future environmental conditions and can more accurately gauge the effects of a series of projects. 
 
CEQA states that a discussion of cumulative impacts should include either: 1) a list of past, 
present and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if 
necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency; or 2) a summary of projections 
contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document which described or 
evaluated regional or area wide conditions contributing the other cumulative impact. 
 
The City of Beverly Hills comprehensively updated its General Plan on January 12, 2010.  A 
Negative Declaration was adopted for the updated general Plan. 
 
Table 3-1 lists current planned and pending projects in Beverly Hills.  These projects are 
considered in the cumulative analyses in Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis. 

 

Table 3-1
Cumulative Projects in Beverly Hills 

Location 
Non-Residential 

Space 
Dwelling 

Units 
Description 

231 N. Beverly Dr. 76,375 square feet  

6-story office 
building with ground-

floor retail and 
restaurant 

257-267 N. Canon Dr. 
24,000 square feet;  

388 seatsa 
 

3-story commercial 
building with ground-

floor retail and 
restaurant, with 

office above 

125 S. Camden Dr.  44 
44-unit condominium 

project 

9898 Charleville Blvd. 20,000 square feet  
2-story office 

building 

469 N. Crescent Dr. 

34,000 square feet;  

500 seatsa;  

210 studentsa 

 
Annenberg Center 
for Performing Arts  

9936 Durant Dr.  13 
New condominium 

building 

309-325 S. Elm Dr.  7 
New condominium 

building 

156-168 N. La Peer Dr.  10 
New condominium 

building 

450-60 N. Palm Dr.  35 
New condominium 

building 

432 N. Oakhurst Dr.  34 
New condominium 

building 

320 N. Rodeo Dr. 15,000 square feet  2-story retail building 
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Table 3-1
Cumulative Projects in Beverly Hills 

Location 
Non-Residential 

Space 
Dwelling 

Units 
Description 

9400 S. Santa Monica Blvd. 14,000 square feet  
3-story office 

building 

9900 Santa Monica Blvd. 119,000 square feet  
Gateway Project – 
Office and Retail 

121 San Vicente Blvd. 35,000 square feet  
3-story office 

building 

401 S. Robertson Blvd. 2,496 square feet  1-story retail building 

207 S. Robertson Blvd. 2,100 square feet  
3-story office 

building 

121 Spalding Dr. 18,800 square feet  
4-story parking 

structure and offices 

8600 Wilshire Blvd. 7,300 square feet 21 

Mixed-use 
development with 

condominiums and 
retail space 

8767 Wilshire Blvd. 75,116 square feet  
4-story office 

building 

9200 Wilshire Blvd. 14,000 square feet 53 

6-story mixed-use 
development with 

condominiums and 
ground-floor retail 

9230 Wilshire Blvd. 150,300 square feet  
4-story Lexus 
automobile 
dealership 

9378 Wilshire Blvd. 29,992 square feet  
3-story office and 

retail 

9817 Wilshire Blvd. 73,300 square feet  
Gateway Project – 
Office and Retail 

9844 Wilshire Blvd. 100,043 square feet  
Gateway Project – 
Office and Retail 

9876 Wilshire Blvd. 
10,000 square feet;  

-46 hotel roomsa;c 
110 

Beverly Hilton 
revitalization 

9900 Wilshire Blvd. 235,856 square feet 235 

Mixed-use 
development with 

condominiums and 
retail uses 

Approximate Cumulative 
Totalb 

1,056,678 square feet; 

888 seats; 

-46 hotel rooms 

562  

Source: City of Beverly Hills, April 2013 
a  This project does not fit into the format used to measure physical development, and thus is not included 
in the subtotals or cumulative total.  However, it is considered in the cumulative traffic generation analysis.   
b  All totals are approximate based on standard uncertainties related to specific project information.   
c  A negative value indicates the loss of a quantity relative to existing development at a location. 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 
This section discusses the possible environmental effects of the Project for the specific issue 
areas that were identified through the Initial Study and NOP process as having the potential to 
experience significant impacts.  “Significant effect” is defined by the State CEQA Guidelines 
§15382 as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical 
conditions within the area affected by the Project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, 
fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance.  An economic or social 
change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment, but may be 
considered in determining whether the physical change is significant.” 
 
The assessment of each issue area begins with a discussion of the setting relevant to that issue 
area.  Following the setting is a discussion of the Project’s impacts relative to the issue area.  
Within the impact analysis, the first subsection identifies the methodologies used and the 
“significance thresholds,” which are those criteria adopted by the City, other agencies, universally 
recognized, or developed specifically for this analysis to determine whether potential impacts are 
significant.  The next subsection describes each impact of the Project, mitigation measures for 
significant impacts, and the level of significance after mitigation.  Each impact under consideration 
for an issue area is separately listed in bold text, with the discussion of the impact and its 
significance following.  Each bolded impact listing also contains a statement of the significance 
determination for the environmental impact as follows: 
 

Class I, Significant and Unavoidable:  An impact that cannot be reduced to below the 
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures.  Such an impact 
requires a Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is approved. 
 
Class II, Significant but Mitigable: An impact that can be reduced to below the 
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures.  Such an 
impact requires findings to be made. 
 
Class III, 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. 
 
Class IV, Beneficial:  An impact that would reduce existing environmental problems or 
hazards. 

 
Following each environmental impact discussion is a listing of recommended mitigation 
measures (if required) and the residual effects or level of significance remaining after the 
implementation of the measures.  In those cases where the mitigation measure for an impact 
could have a significant environmental impact in another issue area, this impact is discussed as 
a residual effect. 
 
The impact analysis concludes with a discussion of cumulative effects, which evaluates the 
impacts associated with the proposed project in conjunction with other future development in 
the area.   
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 4.1 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
This section analyzes potential impacts to cultural resources.  The discussion of historic 
resources summarizes information from a historic resources report prepared for the Project by 
San Buenaventura Research Associates (SBRA) in September of 2012.  This report is included in 
its entirety in Appendix B.   
 
4.5.1 Setting 
 

a.  City of Beverly Hills.  The present-day city of Beverly Hills is located on a portion of 
the 4,500-acre land grant Rancho Rodeo de las Aguas (sometimes known as San Antonio), 
awarded around 1820 to Vincente Valdez, a retired sergeant in the Spanish army, and his wife 
Maria Rita Valdez.  After his death in 1828, the land became closely associated with Maria 
Valdez, who is often regarded as the area’s first settler, although she maintained homes both on 
the rancho and in Los Angeles.  Long-running disputes over the title to the ranch lands 
ultimately led to its sale in 1854 to American developers Benjamin Davis “Don Benito” Wilson, 
and Henry Hancock, who later sold his interests in the rancho to William Workman.  The plans 
of the new owners to use the land for agriculture were thwarted by the prolonged regional 
droughts of the 1860s and 1870s.  Subsequent efforts to develop the rancho with the townsites of 
Santa Maria and Morocco were unsuccessful (Cowan, 1956: 68-69; Robinson, 1939: 156-64). 

 
The modern community known as Beverly Hills had its beginning in 1906, when a group of oil 
investors formed the Rodeo Land and Water Company and hired noted land planner Wilbur F. 
Cook, Jr. to design a community plan.  The design, which represented one of the earliest 
planned communities in the region, anticipated an enclave of homes for the wealthy on the 
hillsides and more modest homes on the flat lands.  The area reserved for the affluent was 
originally called Beverly Hills, while the less upscale portion of the community was known 
simply as Beverly.  Initially, sales were slow, but the opening of the Beverly Hills Hotel by the 
Rodeo Land and Water Company in 1912 began to attract more visitors and buyers.  The City, 
still little more than a tiny settlement, was incorporated in 1914. 
 
The first major period of growth in Beverly Hills was concurrent with the regional land boom of 
the 1920s.  The City began the decade as a community in its formative stages, mixing rural, 
urban and miscellaneous land uses, including the Los Angeles Speedway, which dominated the 
quadrant of the city south of Wilshire Boulevard and west of Beverly Drive.  The settling of the 
City by entertainment industry personalities began in earnest in 1920, with the construction of 
Pickfair, the lavish estate of Douglas Fairbanks and Mary Pickford.  Other industry notables 
followed their lead, to the extent that by the end of the 1920s, Beverly Hills had firmly 
established its reputation as an enclave of movie stars. 
 
As the wealth of the entertainment industry was attracted to Beverly Hills during the 1920s and 
1930s, so were architects of note.  A competitive environment between entertainment industry 
leaders led to the construction of progressively more opulent homes in the period revival styles 
popular during these decades, often reflecting both the unprecedented affluence, and the 
theatrical character of the movie industry.  By the 1930s and 1940s, Beverly Hills featured a posh 
retail district that competed with the Miracle Mile, Hollywood, and Westwood Village for 
fashionability.  During the postwar era, the City became steadily more prominent as one of the 
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Southern California region’s major urban centers, as the office and retail district grew upwards 
and outwards, and pushed further west. 
 

b.  Site History and Context.  The project site is located within a triangular section of 
Beverly Hills bounded on the north by Santa Monica Boulevard, on the south by Wilshire 
Boulevard, and on the east by the city limits.  This area was annexed to the city in 1915 and 
subdivided mainly during the 1920s, but remained substantially undeveloped until after World 
War II.  Burton Way, bisecting the area, was named for Rodeo Land and Water Company 
president Burton Green.  The Santa Monica via Sawtelle line of the Pacific Electric Railroad Line 
ran down a right-of-way at the center of Burton Way, connecting to the south side of Santa 
Monica Boulevard, providing ready access to support later growth.  This line was established in 
1897 and provided passenger service between Los Angeles and Santa Monica until 1940.  The 
former railroad right-of-way serves as a wide landscaped median today.  
 
 c.  Historic Survey – 1985-1986.  In 1985-86, consultants contracted to the City of Beverly 
Hills conducted a historic resources survey of the city in conjunction with the California Office 
of Historic Preservation.  The project site is located within Survey Area 3, which includes the 
multi-family residential area bounded generally by Wilshire Boulevard on the south, Rexford 
Drive on the west, and Santa Monica Boulevard on the north.  No historically or architecturally 
significant properties in this area were identified by the survey.  Because this survey was 
completed more than twenty years ago, however, little effort was made to identify and evaluate 
properties constructed during the 1940s and later. 
 
 d.  Prehistory and Ethnohistory.  During the terminal Pleistocene/Early Holocene 
period, the earliest inhabitants of Southern California are believed to have been nomadic large-
game hunters.  The middle Holocene period is characterized by technological advancement, 
including use of marine resources and seed grinding for flour.  Aside from sites in Topanga 
Canyon, the only evidence of prehistoric occupation in the Los Angeles basin during this period 
is an occasional discoidal or cogged stone recovered from sites dating to more recent periods of 
pre-history.  During the middle to late Holocene period, the coastal sites flourished, reflecting 
an increase in sociopolitical complexity and efficiency in subsistence strategies.  It was during 
this period that the bow and arrow appeared.  There are few sites within the Los Angeles Basin 
that date to this period; however, sites have been discovered in Topanga Canyon, Ballona 
Lagoon and on the Del Rey bluffs.  The late Holocene period shows evidence of a reliance on 
the bow and arrow for hunting, with use of bedrock mortars and milling slicks.  Late Prehistoric 
coastal sites are numerous.  This period shows extensive trade networks, elaborate mortuary 
customs, and use of asphaltum.  This period corresponds to increases in population size, 
economic and social complexity and the appearance of social ranking (All from Applied 
Earthworks, October 2005). 
 
During the prehistoric period the Los Angeles basin was inhabited by the Gabrieleno people.  
The Gabrieleno are characterized as one of the most complex societies in native Southern 
California, second only perhaps to the Chumash, their coastal neighbors to the northwest.  The 
Gabrieleno Tongva, a Uto-Aztecan (or Shoshonean) group may have entered the Los Angeles 
basin as recently as 1500 B.P.  In early protohistoric times the Gabrieleno Tongva occupied a 
large territory reportedly including the entire Los Angeles Basin.  This region encompasses the 
coast from Malibu to Aliso Creek, parts of the Santa Monica Mountains, the San Fernando 
Valley, the San Gabriel Valley, the San Bernardino Valley, the northern parts of the Santa Ana 
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Mountains, and much of the middle to lower Santa Ana River.  They also occupied the islands 
of Santa Catalina, San Clemente, and San Nicolas.  Within this large territory were more than 50 
residential communities, with populations ranging from 50 to 150 individuals.  The Gabrieleno 
Tongva had access to a broad resource base, which when combined with efficient subsistence 
technology, well developed trade networks, and a ritual system resulted in a society that was 
one of the most materially wealthy and culturally sophisticated groups in California at the time 
of Spanish contact (All from Applied Earthworks, October 2005). 
 

e.  Property Description. 
 
9265-67 Burton Way.  This property consists of two buildings.  The larger building, 

located adjacent to Burton Way, is a two-story stucco-clad duplex residence.  It features a 
mainly rectangular plan and a low-pitched hipped roof with shallow, open eaves.  Ground-floor 
entry doors are located on the southern and eastern elevations above two-step concrete stoops 
covered with swept French Provincial-style projections featuring drapery-scalloped edges.  
Windows are primarily six-over-six multi-pane wood sash with narrow casings.  The two-story 
building to the north and rear functions as a carport, with two apartment units above.  Second-
story access is via a projecting staircase enclosed with a stepped stuccoed rail.  This building’s 
architectural detailing is similar to the main building’s.  Carports on the ground floor open to 
the alley.  The two buildings form a courtyard to the south.  (For photographs of the structures 
discussed in this section, please see the full historic resources report in Appendix B.) 

 
The buildings were constructed in 1945 by Joe Endemiller of Beverly Hills, who is identified in 
the 1985-86 survey as one of the more prolific multi-family residence builders in the city during 
this time period.  The architect is also indicated on the building permits as Endemiller, 
suggesting that it was constructed according to a standard plan generated by his office.  Shortly 
after construction the property was evidently sold to Mary F. Burt, who sold it to Louis and 
Sonia Schultz in 1951.  Apparently neither lived on the property and it was utilized as an 
income property.  City directories suggest that the turnover of renters was frequent.  The only 
renter for whom any substantive information was found was Frank E. Mortenson, who served 
for sixteen years as the executive secretary of the Southern California Retail Druggists 
Association.  He moved to this address at some point after 1944, where he resided until the time 
of his death in 1946.  In his obituary, among other distinctions related to his profession, he was 
described as “the father of the Fair Trade Acts now effective in 45 States and drafted the 
California fair trade law, which has served as the model for other States.”  
 
The abstracted French Provincial and Neocolonial references in the design are characteristic of 
the Minimal Traditional architectural style as it was commonly employed in the postwar era. 
The property is a modest example of the style.  The property appears to be unaltered. 

 
9269 Burton Way.  This property consists of a two-story four-unit residence building 

adjacent to Burton Way and a detached, single-story garage located adjacent to the alley on the 
north.  The stucco-clad residence is essentially rectangular in plan and features a symmetrical 
main (southern) elevation characterized by an entry located above a three-step, tiled stoop, the 
entry portion of the elevation projecting slightly from the balance of the elevation.  The entry 
door is surrounded with faux quoins and flanked with wrought iron wall sconces.  A pair of 
wood-frame multi-pane casement windows is located on the second floor, above.  Flanking the 
entry are tripartite windows on both the ground and second floors.  The lower windows are 
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fixed in the center and flanked with narrow casement lights; the second-floor windows are 
equally divided by three, three-by-two light wood casements.  Plaster garland swags are located 
between the floors.  Windows on secondary elevations are mainly single light casements. 
Window casings are narrow.  The roof is flat, with a shallow mansard clad in Spanish tile 
located above the southern elevation and a single-tile cap on a low parapet on the other 
elevations.  The detached garage building is stucco-clad and rectangular in plan and features a 
flat roof and a low parapet topped by a single Spanish tile cap. 

 
These buildings were constructed in 1927 by August P. Clos of Los Angeles, apparently as a 
live-in income property.  Clos and his wife Marie lived at this address for about three years, 
along with the renters of the other units.  The architect for the buildings is listed on building 
permits as the Seaboard Engineering Company of Los Angeles, a firm that evidently provided 
architectural design in addition to engineering services.  No substantial information was found 
about Clos or Seaboard Engineering.  Around 1930 the property was sold to Simeon Le Gasse, a 
real estate developer or agent, who also utilized it as a live-in income property.  No further 
information was located on Le Gasse.  Around 1938-39 this property was purchased by Wilhelm 
Ernst Stadthagen. 
 
 Wilhelm Ernst Stadthagen was born in Berlin in 1892 to an affluent and mainly secular Jewish 
family.  After serving in the Army on both the Eastern and Western fronts during the first 
World War, Stadthagen returned to Berlin to become a successful real estate developer and 
broker.  By the early 1930s, with the rise of Nazism, he found his business in Berlin increasingly 
difficult to operate.  In 1934 he sold the company for half of what he thought it was worth, and 
emigrated to London with his second wife, Alice, who had worked as a photographer in 
Germany.  Their first son, Frank, was born in London.  Unable to obtain work permits in his 
profession in Britain, and aware of the increasing likelihood of another war in Europe, he began 
to explore opportunities in the United States.  In April 1936 he travelled to New York City.  
Although he received employment offers there, the city and the climate were not to his taste, so 
he undertook a cross-nation trip to examine business conditions elsewhere in the country.  The 
journey was planned to end with stops in Los Angeles and San Francisco, and a return to 
London. 
 
Stadthagen’s reception in Los Angeles was more welcoming than any he’d experienced 
elsewhere, and he was also impressed by the region’s climate and relaxed way of life.  An offer 
was extended to join a small real estate office in downtown Los Angeles, which he accepted.  
The final leg of his trip to San Francisco was cancelled and he wrote to his wife in London 
advising that the family should relocate to Los Angeles.  Although not mentioned in his 
personal narrative of his move to the U.S., official immigration records indicate that Wilhelm 
and Alice Stadthagen reentered the country from Mexico in August 1936, crossing the border on 
foot from Mexicali.  Entering the U.S. from a third country was a common tactic among 
European refugee immigrants, skirting the nation-based immigration quota system.  Mexico 
and Cuba were frequently used for this purpose during the 1930s. 
 
Stadthagen’s wife and son moved into a rented home later that year.  A second son, Thomas, 
was born shortly thereafter.  In moving to the area, Stadthagen and his family became part of a 
growing German-Jewish immigrant community on the west side of Los Angeles and Beverly 
Hills second only in numbers to New York City, composed largely of German Jews who had 
fled Europe during the 1930s.  Departing amicably from his first employer, Stadthagen struck 
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out on his own, opening a real estate firm and investing in property in the area.  The first of 
these was a four-unit apartment building at 9269 Burton Way in Beverly Hills, which also 
became the family’s home.  The precise date of the purchase is uncertain, but this event 
probably occurred in 1938 or 1939.  Stadthagen assisted other recent immigrants with 
resettlement by renting them the remaining apartments in the building.  Alice Stadthagen 
resumed her career as a photographer.  
 
One of the primary support organizations for the immigrant community in Los Angeles was the 
Jewish Club of 1933, a group formally organized in 1936 out of a more casual network of clubs 
and organizations providing relief and social support to European Jewish refugees.  As his 
business circumstances stabilized, Stadthagen became gradually more active in this 
organization, but not prominently at first.  The entry of the U.S.  into the war in 1941 caused a 
rapid shift in his thinking about the group’s mission and purpose, however, and his level of 
political and social activism in general.  Immediately after the Pearl Harbor attack in December, 
all ongoing naturalization petitions for German, Italian and Japanese immigrants were 
immediately placed on hold by the government, and nationals from these countries classified as 
enemy aliens.  Stadthagen experienced this policy change first-hand, as the processing of his 
petition was halted only days before he was due for swearing in as a U.S. citizen.  
 
In January 1942, Stadthagen called a meeting at his home to discuss the situation facing 
German-Jewish immigrants.  By his own later account, 
 

“In January, I think it was on my fiftieth birthday1 if I recall correct, a meeting took place 
in my apartment, to which I had invited about, between 20 and 25 immigrants, Jewish 
immigrants of our group, selecting them from their various occupations. I had a doctor, I 
had a lawyer, I had businessmen in this line, I had businessmen in another line, I had an 
accountant, from all various lines. And I presented them with the alternative either to be 
removed and losing the little business or profession they had already built up, and 
finding themselves in a camp, or doing something about it. And we did something about 
it. We decided to fight it. We appointed, at that time younger men, who had not started in 
business yet, to do the detail work and represent the group per se, and that was Felix 
Guggenheim who had just arrived around 1940 or so, and had not settled in business yet. 
… We, or he, got together with similar groups in Seattle and in San Francisco. But I 
believe, here in Los Angeles we were the most active of all, and the leading group. And we 
mobilized all the people that we could find to speak in our favor with the government, and 
the general2 in San Francisco.” 

 
It is unclear if this ad hoc group ever adopted a formal name, but it was referred to in at least 
one press report as the Committee for Refugee Immigrants of Southern California.  The group, 
chaired by Dr. Felix Guggenheim, Heinz Pinner and Stadthagen, recruited important 
individuals to speak on their behalf.  Most prominent among them was the German novelist 
Thomas Mann, a political refugee himself, who lived in the Los Angeles area during the war.  
He and the others testified before the Tolan Committee in early 1942, a committee of Congress 
charged with determining the fate of these immigrant groups.  Others known to have testified 
before the Tolan Committee were novelist and screenwriter Bruno Frank and Beverly Hills 
attorney Hans Schwarzer.  They brought to the committee the message that German Jews who 

                                                           
1 January 22, 1942. 
2 U.S. Army General John L. DeWitt, in charge of military security on the West Coast. 
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fled Nazism should be treated as natural allies in the war against Hitler, not as enemy aliens.  
Through their efforts some German nationals living in the United States were able to avoid 
deportation, or forced relocation and encampment as befell the Japanese, but they remained 
under a strict military curfew, among other restrictions, for most of the war. 
 
Also during 1942 Stadthagen arrived at the conclusion that the cause of German Jews living in 
the U.S. would be best served by visibly demonstrating an unstinting loyalty to their new 
country even in the face of official discrimination.  He contacted the Treasury Department and 
formed a War Savings Committee, which in this case was even more pointedly named the Anti-
Nazi Savings Committee, with Stadthagen as its chair.  The committee held numerous rallies in 
Pershing Square to sell war bonds, with a variety of Hollywood celebrities in attendance.  These 
events continued throughout the war.  
 
It was felt by Stadthagen and members of the committee that the work of promoting their cause 
was larger than the group they had convened in his home in early 1942.  The natural method for 
expanding their base of support in the community was through the Jewish Club of 1933, but 
they found the leadership of that organization unreceptive to taking on the more activist stance 
that Stadthagen and others argued that the circumstances demanded.  Over the next few years 
Stadthagen and the others in his committee joined the board of the Club, and by 1945 had 
changed its direction and depth of social and political involvement.  Also spinning off from the 
original meetings at Stadthagen’s home in 1942 was a more informal group of 10 who met 
privately once a month and became a kind of brain trust to address issues of anti-Semitism and 
other social and political issues within the Southern California Jewish community.  This group 
was still meeting monthly, as of the early 1970s. 
 
In the postwar years, the reinvigorated Jewish Club of 1933 addressed refugee social issues, 
such as unemployment, and held cultural events, including lectures, readings and educational 
programs.  As the membership aged, the Club’s mission evolved to address the issues of the 
elderly.  Stadthagen served as the Club’s president and during his tenure in the 1950s was 
responsible for obtaining a reparations settlement from the government of West Germany.  
These funds were used to support the Jewish Home for the Aging and the Westside 
Community Center.  The group was reorganized in 1980 as the Benefactors of The Jewish Club 
of 1933, Inc. and remains in operation today.  
 
Stadthagen and his family lived on Burton Way until 1943, when he combined the family home 
and office in a building on Wilshire Boulevard.  In 1950 the home and office were again 
separated.  By 1949 the Burton Way property had been sold to Clara Oreskes-Speigel, possibly 
another refugee.  She divided one of the units into two in that year and continued to live on the 
property until at least 1960, along with a variety of tenants.  
 
At some point between 1940 and 1943, Wilhelm Stadthagen changed his name to William 
Stagen.  His company, Stagen Realty and Property Management, remains in operation in 
Beverly Hills today.  At his death in 1980 Stagen Reality was said to own or operate numerous 
large-scale properties, including the Wilshire Theater, Sierra Towers, and Crocker Bank 
Building in Beverly Hills, as well as other residential and commercial properties.  Over the 
course of his career it was reported that he had “spent much of the profit from his holdings on 
the Jewish Club of 1933.”  
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The property where Stadthagen lived is a modest expression of the Spanish Revival style as it 
was constructed widely during the Southern California real estate boom of the 1920s.  
Alterations include the evident enclosure of windows or doors on the eastern and northern 
elevations, possibly related to the interior reorganization of 1949.  

 
f.  Regulatory Setting.  A property may be designated as historic by National, State, or 

local authorities.  In order for a building to qualify for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, or as a locally significant property in the 
City of Beverly Hills, it must meet one or more identified criteria of significance.  The property 
must also retain sufficient architectural integrity to continue to evoke the sense of place and 
time with which it is historically associated.  An explanation of these designations follows. 
 

National Register of Historic Places.  The National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), 
which is administered by the National Park Service, is the Nation's official list of cultural 
resources worthy of preservation.  Authorized under the National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966, the National Register is part of a national program to coordinate and support public and 
private efforts to identify, evaluate, and protect historic and archeological resources (National 
Park Service Official Website, 2008).  The National Register assists in the preservation of historic 
properties through the following actions: recognition that a property is of significance to the 
nation, the state, or the community; consideration in planning for Federal or federally assisted 
projects; eligibility for Federal tax benefits; consideration in the decision to issue a federal 
permit; and qualification for Federal assistance for historic preservation grants when funds are 
available. 
 
Properties may qualify for NRHP listing if they: 
 

A. Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history;  

B. Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;  
C. Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or 

that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that 
represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction; or 

D. Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history.  (National Park Service, 2002) 

 
According to the NRHP guidelines, the essential physical features of a property must be present 
for it to convey its significance.  Further, in order to qualify for the NRHP, a resource must 
retain its integrity, or the “ability to convey its significance.”  The seven aspects of integrity are:  
 

1.   Location (the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where 
the historic event occurred);  

2.   Design (the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and 
style of a property);  

3. Setting (the physical environment of a historic property); 
4. Materials (the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a 

particular period of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a 
historic property); 
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5. Workmanship (the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people 
during any given period of history or prehistory); 

6. Feeling (a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular 
period of time); and, 

7. Association (the direct link between an important historic event or person and a 
historic property).  (National Park Service, 2002) 

 
The relevant aspects of integrity depend upon the NRHP criteria applied to the property.  For 
example, a property nominated under Criterion A (events) would be likely to convey its 
significance primarily through integrity of location, setting, and association.  A property 
nominated solely under Criterion C (design) would usually rely primarily on integrity of 
design, materials, and workmanship.  The California Register procedures include similar 
language with regard to integrity. 
 

California Register of Historic Resources.  The California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) requires evaluation of Project impacts on historic resources, including properties “listed 
in, or determined eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historic Resources [or] 
included in a local register of historical resources.” The California Register is an authoritative 
guide in California used by State and local agencies, private groups, and citizens to identify the 
State’s historical resources and to indicate what properties are to be protected, to the extent 
prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change.  A resource is eligible for listing on the 
California Register if it meets any of the following criteria for listing: 
 

1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage; 

2. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 
3. Embodies the distinctive work of an important creative individual, or possesses high 

artistic values; or 
4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.   

 
The California Register may also include properties listed in “local registers” of historic 
properties.  A “local register of historic resources” is broadly defined in Section 5020.1(k) as “a 
list of properties officially designated or recognized as historically significant by a local 
government pursuant to a local ordinance or resolution.”  Local registers of historic properties 
come in two forms:  (1) surveys of historic resources conducted by a local agency in accordance 
with Office of Historic Preservation procedures and standards, adopted by the local agency and 
maintained as current; and, (2) landmarks designated under local ordinances or resolutions 
(PRC Sections 5024.1, 21804.1, 15064.5).   
 
By definition, the California Register of Historic Resources also includes all “properties formally 
determined eligible for, or listed in, the National Register of Historic Places,” and certain 
specified State Historical Landmarks.  The majority of formal determinations of NRHP 
eligibility occur when properties are evaluated by the State Office of Historic Preservation in 
connection with federal environmental review procedures (Historic Preservation Act of 1966, 
Section 106).  Formal determinations of eligibility also occur when properties are nominated to 
the NRHP, but are not listed due to owner objection. 
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The minimum age criterion for the NRHP and the California Register is 50 years.  Properties 
less than 50 years old may be eligible for listing on the NRHP if they can be regarded as 
“exceptional,” as defined by the NRHP procedures, or in terms of the California Register, if “it 
can be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to understand its historical importance” 
[Chapter 11, Title 14, §4842(d)(2)]. 
 

City of Beverly Hills Landmarks and Historic Districts.  In February of 2012, the City of 
Beverly Hills Landmark Designation Criteria was adopted into the Municipal Code (Section 10-
3-3212).  A nominated property may be designated as a landmark if it is more than 45 years of 
age and satisfies the requirements set forth below.  

 
 Properties that are less than 45 years of age can be designated, but in addition to meeting the 

criteria below, they must also exhibit “exceptional significance” as defined in the article. 
 

 For the purposes of this section, any interior space or spaces open to the general public, including, 
but not limited to, a lobby area, may be included in the landmark designation of a property if the 
city council finds that the public space(s) satisfies the following criteria:  

 
 To be designated as a landmark, a property must satisfy the following criteria: 

 
A. The property meets at least two (2) of the following criteria: 

 
1. Is identified with important events in the main currents of national, state, or local 

history, or directly exemplifies or manifests significant contributions to the broad social, 
political, cultural, economic, recreational, or architectural history of the nation, state, 
city, or community; 

2. Is directly associated with the lives of significant persons important to national, state, 
city or local history; 

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of construction; 
4. Represents a notable work of a person included on the city's list of master architects or 

possesses high artistic or aesthetic value; 
5. Has yielded or has the potential to yield, information important in the prehistory or 

history of the nation, state, city, or community; 
6. Is listed or has been formally determined eligible by the national park service for listing 

on the national register of historic places, or is listed or has been determined eligible by 
the state historical resources commission for listing on the California register of historical 
resources. 

 
B. The property retains integrity from its period of significance. The proposed landmark retains 

integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, and association. Integrity shall 
be judged with reference to the particular criteria specified in subsection A of this section. A 
proposed landmark's deferred maintenance, dilapidated condition, or illegal alterations shall 
not, on their own, be construed to equate to a loss of integrity. 

 
C. The property has historic value. The proposed landmark is of significant architectural value to 

the community, beyond its simple market value, and its designation as a landmark is 
reasonable, appropriate, and necessary to promote, protect, and further the goals and purposes 
of this article.  
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g.  Eligibility of Historic Resources. 
 
National and California Registers: Significance, Eligibility and Integrity. 
 
9265-67 Burton Way.  This property does not appear to be eligible for listing under 

NRHP Criterion A or CRHR Criterion 1 (associations with historic events).  While it is 
associated with the historical theme of the pre-and postwar residential development of Beverly 
Hills, it appears to be only generally associated with these themes, and represents no known, 
notable role in these theme.  The property does not appear to be eligible for listing under NRHP 
Criterion B or CRHR Criterion 2 (associations with historically significant individuals).  Of the 
known owners or occupants of the properties for whom any substantive biographical 
information was found, two may have made a significant contribution towards the historical 
development of the state, nation, or community.  The property was constructed by Joe 
Endemiller, a prolific Beverly Hills real estate developer.  While his contributions to the 
historical development of the community appear to be significant, this property is one of a large 
number that he constructed during his lifetime, and is not known to be related to his career in 
any significant manner.  Also living at this address was Frank E. Mortenson, an individual who 
appears to have made a significant contribution to the pharmacist profession and in trade 
legislation.  However, the available evidence suggests that he lived at this address for no more 
than two years at the end of his life.  Consequently, his productive career is likely to be more 
closely associated with his earlier places of residence or business.  This property does not 
appear to be eligible for listing under NRHP Criterion C or CRHR Criterion 3 (an example of a 
type, period, or method of construction or association with a master designer).  It is a typical 
example of a common architectural style, of which numerous and more fully-realized examples 
can be found in Beverly Hills. 
 

9269 Burton Way.  This property appears to be eligible for listing under NRHP Criterion 
A and CRHR Criterion 1.  The property’s association with a broad pattern of historical events 
derives from the home front response to the declaration of war against Germany and Japan in 
December of 1941, an event supporting a large number of military, economic, social, and 
political historical themes.  The particular facet of this larger theme represented by this property 
is the classification of German, Japanese, and Italian foreign nationals as enemy aliens by the 
government with the nation’s entry into World War II.  A detailed historical context for this 
theme has been developed by the National Park Service for Japanese-Americans, but a similar 
context does not appear to currently exist for the other affected ethnic groups.  
 
The home of William Stagen was the location of a meeting held in January 1942 where the 
response of the Southern California German-Jewish immigrant community to the threat of 
deportation and other official sanctions at the beginning of the U.S. involvement in World War 
II was formulated.  Twenty or more members of this community representing a variety of 
professions were in attendance at the committee meeting, which was chaired by prominent 
members of the German-Jewish business community: Dr. Felix Guggenheim, Heinz Pinner and 
William Stadthagen.  The result of this joining of forces was the coordination of testimony 
before the Tolan Committee of the U.S. Congress in 1942. 
 
While this context is not presently fully documented, as it has been for Japanese-Americans, it 
appears that the organized opposition to sanctions which started on this property resulted in 
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the Tolan Committee deciding to allow German Jews who were not yet citizens to remain in the 
United States.  Committee co-chair Heinz Pinner later recalled, “[c]redit [for stopping the 
deportation threat] can be claimed by the committee, and by various personalities of high 
standing, like Thomas Mann.”  A significant individual in his own right, Pinner became known 
for his work in seeking restitution for victims of Nazism, for which he was later awarded the 
Grand Cross of the Order of Merit by the West German government.  Similar defense 
movements occurred at the same time on behalf of Italian nationals, which succeeded in 
permitting resident aliens to remain in the country and pursue citizenship.  This was clearly not 
the automatic result of the Committee’s deliberations; by contrast, Japanese nationals and 
Japanese-Americans were subjected to forced relocation.  Also growing directly out of this 
committee’s meetings were war bond drives organized by and centered on the German-Jewish 
expatriate community. 
 
The property also appears to be eligible for listing under NRHP Criterion B and CRHR Criterion 
2.  It was the first property owned (circa 1938 to 1943) by William E. Stadthagen (Stagen), an 
immigrant businessman from Germany, one of a substantial number of individuals who fled 
Europe during the rise of Nazism during the 1930s and resettled in Southern California.  
Stadthagen (Stagen) appears to be one of the most active and distinguished members of this 
community.  During the time in which he owned and lived on this property, he became heavily 
involved with promoting immigrants rights within the German-Jewish community in Los 
Angeles.  These early efforts evolved into a leadership role in the reinvigoration of the Jewish 
Club of 1933 as a force in the promotion of Jewish culture and civil rights in Southern 
California, as well as a life-long commitment to philanthropic efforts in providing social 
services to this community.  While these activities continued throughout his lifetime, the 
meetings of early 1942 which initiated this realm of significant activities took place at his home, 
on this property. 
 
This property does not appear to be eligible for listing under NRHP Criterion C or CRHR 
Criterion 3 (an example of a type, period, or method of construction or association with a 
master designer).  It is a typical example of a common architectural style, of which numerous 
and more fully-realized examples can be found in Beverly Hills. 
 

Integrity Discussion.  
 

9265-67 Burton Way.  This property appears not to be significant under any of the 
eligibility criteria. Consequently, an evaluation of its integrity is not required. 
 

9269 Burton Way.  This property appears to be significant under NRHP Criterion A and 
CRHR Criterion 1, and NRHP Criterion B and CRHR Criterion 2.  Consequently, a 
determination of the ability of the property to convey its significance is required to establish its 
potential eligibility.  The integrity of location for this property is intact; it remains on its original 
location.  The property’s integrity of design is substantially intact.  Alterations, including the 
closure of window and door openings on the apartment building, are generally minor in scope 
and location. 
 
The property’s integrity of setting is considerably compromised.  Once a part of a neighborhood 
of low-rise apartment buildings, it is now surrounded by mid- and high-rise buildings 
constructed during the 1970s and later.  The only remaining element of the property’s historic 
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setting is Burton Way and the wide median, previously a Pacific Electric streetcar right-of-way.  
The property is not substantially altered, and to that extent, its integrity of materials and 
workmanship are also intact.  The property’s integrity of feeling and association are largely 
intact, as the buildings on the property are used for their historic residential purposes. 
 
Based on the discussion above, the property at 9269 Burton Way appears to retain sufficient 
integrity to convey its significance and therefore should be regarded as a historic resource for 
the purposes of CEQA.  The historic period for the property based on the documented 
associations is circa 1938 to 1943.  The appropriate boundary of the eligible property is the legal 
parcel. 
 

Local Significance and Eligibility.  The Beverly Hills Municipal Code (§10-3-3212) 
establishes criteria for listing properties within the city as landmarks.  The City of Beverley Hills 
listing criteria appear to be functionally similar to the NRHP and CRHR criteria for eligibility, 
with the significant departure that a landmark must meet at least two of the criteria to be 
considered eligible.  The property at 9269 Burton Way appears to meet Criterion 1 (identified 
with important events); and Criterion 2 (associated with the lives of significant persons), as 
described the NRHP and CRHR evaluation, above.  The property at 9265-67 Burton Way does 
not appear to be eligible under any of the criteria in the Beverly Hills Municipal Code. 
 
The City Code also provides for evaluating the integrity of a potential landmark, utilizing the 
integrity criteria of the NRHP and CRHR, but apparently suggesting an unconventional 
methodology for determining if the integrity level is sufficient.  The Municipal Code states that 
a nominated property must retain its “integrity of location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, and association” from the period of significance.  The implication of the plain 
language in the Municipal Code is that, unlike the NRHP and CRHR, all aspects of integrity 
must be present for a property to be eligible.  However, the code section also states that 
integrity “shall be judged with reference to the particular [significance] criteria.”  The possible 
meaning of this language is that integrity should be judged based upon the means by which the 
property derives its significance.  This method is more similar to evaluating integrity for the 
NRHP and CRHR. 
 
Depending on the interpretation of the integrity language in Municipal Code, the property at 
9269 Burton Way may or may not retain sufficient integrity to be eligible for landmark listing. If 
it is the intention of the Municipal Code to set a higher standard for integrity than the NRHP 
and CRHR (all aspects must be present), then it would not be eligible due to the loss of setting 
integrity, as described in the NRHP and CRHR evaluation, above. However, if is the intention 
of the code to establish a method of evaluating integrity similar to the NRHP and CRHR, then it 
retains sufficient integrity for listing. 
 

Adjacent and Nearby Properties.  No properties in the immediate vicinity are currently 
designated, listed, determined to be eligible, or appear to be eligible for listing on the NRHP, 
CRHR, or as a City of Beverly Hills Landmark. 
 
4.5.2 Impact Analysis 
 

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

 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource as defined 
in §15064.5 (discussed under Impact CR-1) 

 Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature (discussed under Impact CR-2) 

 Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries (discussed 
under Impact CR-2) 

 
b.  Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. 

 
 Impact CR-1 The proposed Project would involve demolition of the existing 

buildings at 9265 – 9269 Burton Way.  The 9269 Burton Way 
property is considered a historic resource pursuant to CEQA.  
Mitigation is required to reduce this impact, but would not 
reduce it to a less than significant level.  The impact would be 
Class I, significant and unavoidable.  

 
The proposed Project would result in the demolition of the property located at 9269 Burton 
Way.  As discussed above under section 4.1.1.g, the property at 9269 Burton Way is eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places and the California Register of Historical 
Resources,  and may be eligible for designation as a City of Beverly Hills Landmark, due to its 
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association with the life and accomplishments of William Stagen, and the property’s association 
with a broad pattern of historical events that derives from the home front response to the 
declaration of war against Germany and Japan in December of 1941, an event supporting a 
large number of military, economic, social, and political historical themes. 
 
 Mitigation Measures.  The following measures would reduce the significant impacts of 
the proposed Project on historic resources, but not to less than significant levels. 
 

CR-1(a)  Documentation Report.  A historic preservation professional 
qualified in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
shall be selected by the City of Beverly Hills to complete a 
Documentation Report on the property located at 9269 Burton 
Way.  The property shall be photographed according to accepted 
archival methods, and a written historic report prepared by a 
qualified historic preservation professional.  This documentation, 
along with historical background of the properties, shall be 
submitted to the Beverly Hills Public Library, and shall be 
completed and approved by the City prior to the issuance of 
demolition permits. 

 
CR-1(b)  Interpretive Plan.  In consultation with the City of Beverly Hills, a 

historic preservation professional qualified in accordance with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards shall be selected by the city to 
prepare an on-site interpretive plan, focusing on the significant 
historic themes associated with the property at 9269 Burton Way.  
The plan  shall consist of a public display or other suitable 
interpretive approach, as approved by the City, and shall be 
installed in an appropriate public or semi-public location on the 
project site.  The interpretive plan shall be completed and 
approved prior to the issuance of building permits for the 
proposed Project, and shall be  installed prior to occupancy of the 
proposed building.  If the proposed building is not occupied 
within two years after the issuance of demolition permits, another 
suitable temporary or permanent location for the interpretive 
display shall be determined, subject to the approval of the City.  
The interpretive display shall remain permanently in public view, 
including a minimum of five years on the project site.  After this 
period, the interpretive display may be moved to another location 
in Beverly Hills, subject to the approval of the City. 

 
Significance After Mitigation.  A principle of environmental impact mitigation is that 

some measure or combination of measures may, if incorporated into a project, serve to avoid or 
reduce significant and adverse impacts to a historic resource.  In reference to mitigating impacts 
on historic resources, the CEQA Guidelines state: 
 

Where maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, 
conservation or reconstruction of the historical resource will be conducted in a manner 
consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of 
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Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and 
Reconstructing Historic Buildings (1995), Weeks and Grimmer, the project's impact 
on the historical resource shall generally be considered mitigated below a level of 
significance and thus is not significant. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 (b)(1)) 

 
These standards, developed by the National Park Service, represent design guidelines for 
carrying out historic preservation, restoration and rehabilitation projects.  The Secretary’s 
Standards and the supporting literature describe historic preservation principles and 
techniques, and offers recommended means for carrying them out.  
 
The demolition of an historic property cannot be seen as conforming with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards.  Therefore, the absolute loss of an historic property  is generally be regarded 
as an adverse environmental impact which cannot be mitigated to a less than significant and 
adverse level.  Further, the usefulness of documentation of an historic resource, through 
photographs and measured drawings, as mitigation for its demolition, is limited by the CEQA 
Guidelines, which state: 
 

In some circumstances, documentation of an historical resource, by way of historic 
narrative, photographs or architectural drawings, as mitigation for the effects of 
demolition of the resource will not mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no 
significant effect on the environment would occur. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 
(b)(2)) 

 
Therefore, impacts would remain significant after mitigation.   
 
 Impact CR-2 There are no known archaeological or paleontological resources 

or human remains on the project site.  However, there is 
potential to unearth previously unknown archaeological or 
paleontological resources.  This is a Class II, significant but 
mitigable, impact.  

  
The surface of the project site has been previously disturbed, graded, and developed, and no 
archeological or paleontological resources are known to be present on-site.  The project site is 
not in an area of identified archaeological sensitivity.  Nonetheless, excavation for building 
foundations and parking would occur at a greater depth (approximately 13 feet below ground 
level) than in previous construction on-site.  Consequently, excavation has the potential to 
disturb as yet undiscovered archaeological or paleontological resources and/or human remains.  
In the event that such resources and/or human remains are discovered on-site, mitigation 
would be required.  This is a potentially significant impact.  
 
 Mitigation Measures.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-2(a) and CR-2(b) 
would reduce impacts to unknown archeological and paleontological resources and/or human 
remains to a less than significant level. 
 

CR-2(a)  Archeological/Paleontological Monitoring.  In the event that a 
previously unknown artifact or fossil is uncovered during Project 
construction, all work shall cease until a certified archaeologist 
and/or paleontologist can investigate the finds and make 
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appropriate recommendations.  The applicant shall coordinate 
with the Native American Heritage Commission on the treatment 
of such artifacts.  Any artifacts uncovered shall be recorded and 
removed for storage at a location to be determined by the monitor.   

 
CR-2(b) Coroner Notification.  If human remains are unearthed, State 

Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that no further 
disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the 
necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98.  If the remains are determined to 
be of Native American descent, the coroner has 24 hours to notify 
the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC).  The NAHC 
will then identify the person(s) thought to be the Most Likely 
Descendent (MLD) of the deceased Native American, who will 
then help determine what course of action should be taken in 
dealing with the remains.     

  
Significance After Mitigation.  Impacts would be less than significant with 

implementation of the mitigation measures above. 
 

c.  Cumulative Impacts.  Planned, pending, and future development in the City of 
Beverly Hills and surrounding area would add about 1.1 million square feet of non-residential 
development and 562 dwelling units.  The addition of this development could alter the historic 
character of the City and result in cumulatively considerable, and therefore significant, impacts 
to historic resources.  Where historic properties have been demolished or degraded, mitigation 
measures are not always sufficient to reduce Project-specific impacts to less than significant 
levels.  In addition, approval of projects with significant and unavoidable impacts to historic 
resources could be seen as establishing a pattern of development/redevelopment that includes 
the continued loss of historic resources.  Each development proposal is reviewed by the City 
and undergoes environmental review when it is determined that potential for significant 
impacts exist.  In the event that significant resources are discovered during the evaluation of 
future projects, impacts to such resources would be mitigated as feasible on a case-by-case basis 
in accordance with the requirements of CEQA.  Therefore, the Project would not substantially 
contribute to cumulative impacts to historic resources. 
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5.0 OTHER CEQA-REQUIRED DISCUSSIONS 
 
This section discusses other issues for which CEQA requires analysis in addition to the specific 
issue areas discussed in Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis.  These additional issues 
include:  (1) the potential to induce growth and (2) significant and irreversible impacts on the 
environment. 
 
5.1 GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS 
 
The CEQA Guidelines require a discussion of a project’s potential to foster economic or 
population growth, including ways in which a project could remove an obstacle to growth.  
Growth does not necessarily create significant physical changes to the environment.  However, 
depending upon the type, magnitude, and location of growth, it can result in significant adverse 
environmental effects.  The Project’s growth-inducing potential is therefore considered 
significant if it could result in significant physical effects in one or more environmental issue 
area.  The most commonly cited example of how an economic effect might create a physical 
change is where economic growth in one area could create blight conditions elsewhere by 
causing existing competitors to go out of business and the buildings to be left vacant. 
 
5.1.1 Economic and Population Growth 
 
The project would involve construction of a six-story residential building at 9265 Burton Way in 
Beverly Hills, with a net increase of 13 residential units over existing conditions.  The project 
would generate temporary employment opportunities during construction, which would draw 
workers from the existing regional work force.  In addition, the residences would likely induce 
population growth in the City.   

 
According to California Department of Finance 2012 estimates, the average household size 
within the City of Beverly Hills is 2.294 persons per household; thus, the project could result in 
an increase in population of approximately 30 new residents, assuming a maximum project-
generated population growth scenario where all occupants would move to Beverly Hills from 
outside of the City limits.  The SCAG population forecast for Beverly Hills is 35,000 persons in 
2020, an increase of 709 persons from the current population of 34,291.  The project’s maximum 
potential population increase would be within the projected growth forecast. Thus, the project 
would not cause the population in the region to grow in excess of that forecasted in the air 
quality management plan and no substantial increase in population would occur. 
 
5.1.2 Removal of Obstacles to Growth 
 
The project would be located in the fully urbanized area of Beverly Hills, which is well-served 
by existing infrastructure.  No new roads would be required.  Because the project constitutes 
redevelopment within an urbanized area, does not include a change in allowed land uses or 
densities beyond the project site, and does not require substantial capacity increases in 
infrastructure or the extension of new infrastructure through undeveloped areas, project 
implementation would not remove an obstacle to growth. 
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5.2 IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
 
The CEQA Guidelines require that EIRs reveal the significant environmental changes that would 
occur with project development.  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 project. 
 
Conversion of the project site from the existing one- and two-story residential buildings to a six-
story residential building would likely result in a long-term commitment of the site to high-
density residential use.  Construction of the new building would involve the use of building 
materials and energy, some of which are non-renewable resources.  Consumption of these 
resources would occur with any development in the region and are not unique to the proposed 
project.   
 
The additional vehicle trips associated with project buildout would have no significant impacts 
on neighborhood street segments or intersections.   
 
Because of traffic increases due to cumulative plus project traffic, regional air pollutant 
emissions would incrementally increase.  However, the amount of additional air pollution due 
to the project would be incremental compared to regional development.    
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6.0 ALTERNATIVES 
 

As required by Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines, this EIR examines a reasonable 
range of alternatives to the proposed Project.  This section also discusses the feasibility of 
implementing the Project at alternative sites.  Finally, it identifies the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative as required by the CEQA Guidelines. 
 
The following alternatives are evaluated in this EIR: 
 

 Alternative 1:  No Project (no change to existing land uses) 
 Alternative 2:  Reduced Footprint and Historic Preservation 
 Alternative 3:  Project without Density Bonus 
 Alternative 4: Height-Compliant with Density Bonus 

 
Table 6-1 provides a summary comparison of the development characteristics of the Project and 
the alternatives.  A more detailed description of the alternatives is included in the impact 
analysis for each alternative.   

 

Table 6-1 
Comparison of Project Alternatives’ Buildout Characteristics 

Characteristic 

Alternatives

Proposed 
Project 

No Project 
Alternative 

Reduced Footprint + 
Historic Preservation 

Project 
without 
Density 
Bonus 

Height-
Compliant 

with Density 
Bonus 

Residential Units 23 10 13 16 20 

Maximum Building 
Height 

6 stories 2 story 4 stories 4 stories 5 stories 

Alteration of Onsite 
Structures 

Demolition No change Partial demolition Demolition Demolition 

 

6.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
 
This alternative assumes that the Project would not be implemented and that the site would 
remain in its current condition.  It should be noted that implementation of the No Project 
alternative would not preclude future proposals for site development.  
 
The No Project alternative would avoid the Project’s significant and unavoidable cultural 
resource impacts.  In addition, this alternative would avoid the less than significant impacts in 
all other issue areas studied in the EIR and Initial Study.  However, the No Project Alternative 
would not meet any of the applicant’s objectives for the Project.   
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6.2 REDUCED FOOTPRINT AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
ALTERNATIVE 

 
The Reduced Footprint and Historic Preservation alternative would be designed with the 
intention of avoiding impacts to the historic building at 9269 Burton Way.  This alternative 
would involve preservation of the main building on the 9269 Burton Way property and 
demolition of the existing buildings on the adjacent 9265-67 Burton Way parcel, where the 
applicant would construct a condominium building with a reduced footprint relative to the 
proposed Project.  The reduced footprint would be necessary, as the 9265-67 Burton Way parcel 
is approximately 60 feet wide by 130 feet deep and has a site area of 7,800 square feet, whereas 
the proposed project site encompasses 14,232 square feet.  Given that the R-4 zone allows a 
maximum density of one dwelling unit per 871.2 square feet of site area, nine base units could 
be built on this site.  If the applicant agreed to reserve two units for very low income 
households, as in the proposed Project, the Reduced Footprint and Historic Preservation 
alternative would be eligible for a density bonus.  Pursuant to BHMC Section 10-3-1526, the 
Planning Commission may grant a base density bonus of 20% if an applicant agrees to construct 
at least 5% of total housing units for very low income households; and for each 1% increase in 
the number of units for very low income households above the 5% threshold, the bonus may be 
increased by 2.5%.  The maximum density bonus is limited to 35%.  As more than 22% of the 
base units would be allocated to very low income households, the applicant could receive a 
density bonus of 35% (three additional units).  For a multi-family residential building, BHMC 
Section 10-3-2801 also allows the construction of one additional efficiency unit that is not subject 
to density limits.  Thus, the Reduced Footprint and Historic Preservation alternative would 
include a total of 13 housing units, including three bonus units and one additional efficiency 
unit.  As a density bonus incentive, this alternative would include a request to reduce the total 
width of side setbacks prescribed in BHMC Section 10-3-2807 from 19 feet to 12 feet; each side 
setback would be six feet in width.  The condominium building would rise to four stories, with 
residential units on the second through fourth floors.  This height would comply with the limit 
of five stories or 55 feet, whichever is less, in Height District C.  This alternative would also 
include one level of subterranean parking beneath 9265-67 Burton Way, with ingress and egress 
provided via the alley behind the property. 
 
6.2.1 Aesthetics 
 
Although the aesthetic impacts of the proposed Project do not rise to a significant level, there 
would be minor aesthetic effects that merit comparison with project alternatives.  As discussed 
in the Initial Study (Appendix A to this EIR), the proposed Project would include removal of 
existing vegetation on-site but the site’s visual character would be generally maintained by 
planting new trees and shrubs along the front and side setbacks.  By contrast, this alternative 
would maintain the appearance of the parcel at 9269 Burton Way, including the tall, dense 
hedge that borders the property and the historic building enclosed within.  Existing vegetation 
would be removed at 9267-69 Burton Way but replaced with visually similar trees and shrubs.  
In addition, the overall perception of mass from the perspective of Burton Way would be 
incrementally reduced, as the condominium building would have a smaller footprint and 
would be four rather than six stories in height.  As a result of the decreased height of the 
condominium building relative to the proposed Project, this alternative would have reduced 
shadow effects on surrounding uses.  At a height of four stories, the building would be lower 
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than the adjacent five-story multi-family residential building to the east as well as the eight-
story hotel to the west, and would have no shade effects on their rooftop uses.  Shadow impacts 
would remain less than significant, as no shade/shadow-sensitive uses in the project vicinity 
would be affected.  In summary, this alternative would incrementally reduce the less than 
significant impacts related to alteration of the visual character of the site.  This alternative 
would also comply with City lighting standards.  Due to the reduction in size and massing, the 
less than significant impacts related to the creation of new sources of light and glare would be 
slightly reduced.  As with the proposed Project, this alternative would result in no impact on 
scenic resources or scenic vistas, given that the existing on-site conditions do not include such 
resources or vistas. 
 
6.2.2 Biological Resources 
 
Although the biological impacts of the proposed Project do not rise to a significant level, there 
would be minor biological effects that merit comparison with project alternatives.  As discussed 
in the Initial Study (Appendix A to this EIR), the proposed Project would have less than 
significant impacts on migratory bird species, due to the highly urbanized nature of the site and 
its surroundings.  Nonetheless, the Reduced Footprint and Historic Preservation alternative 
would preserve vegetation at 9269 Burton Way.  The tall hedge at the south and east edges of 
the parcel would remain, as would the ornamental tree and grass in the front yard.  With regard 
to other impacts to biological resources, no threatened, endangered or rare species or their 
habitats; locally designated species; locally designated natural communities; wetland habitats; 
or wildlife corridors are known to exist on the site.  Therefore, both the Reduced Footprint and 
Historic Preservation alternative and the proposed Project would have no impact on these 
biological resources. 
 
6.2.3 Cultural Resources  
 
As discussed in Section 4.1, Cultural Resources, the property at 9269 Burton Way is eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places and the California Register of Historical 
Resources, and may be eligible for designation as a City of Beverly Hills Landmark, due to its 
association with the life and accomplishments of a historic figure, and the property’s association 
with a broad pattern of historical events related to World War II.  Whereas the proposed Project 
would involve demolition of the historic residence at 9269 Burton Way, resulting in a significant 
and unavoidable impact on historic resources (Impact CR-1), the Reduced Footprint and 
Historic Preservation alternative would preserve the main building at this site.  The 
construction of a new and larger structure directly adjacent to the property, at 9265-67 Burton 
Way, would alter its context.  However, the context of the site has already changed substantially 
since its construction in 1927, with larger, taller and more modern buildings in the site vicinity 
on the north side of Burton Way.  This alternative would result in no historic impacts that 
require mitigation; therefore, neither Mitigation Measure CR-1(a) (preparation of a 
Documentation Report for the property) nor CR-1(b) (preparation of an Interpretive Plan) 
would apply.  As a result of preserving the historic resource, this alternative would reduce 
Impact CR-1 from significant and unavoidable to less than significant. 
 
Impacts to archaeological or paleontological resources would remain significant but mitigable, 
due to the potential of unearthing previously unknown archaeological or paleontological 
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resources during excavation at the 9265-67 Burton Way parcel.  As with the proposed Project, in 
the event of discovery of previously unknown resources during construction, implementation 
of Mitigation Measures CR-2(b) (archaeological/paleontological monitoring) and CR-2(b) 
(coroner notification) would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 
 
6.3 PROJECT WITHOUT DENSITY BONUS ALTERNATIVE 
 
The Project without Density Bonus alternative would have similar characteristics as the 
proposed Project, except that it would not include Density Bonus Permit incentives.  Under this 
alternative, existing structures at both 9265-67 and 9269 Burton Way would be demolished.  
Given that the R-4 zone allows a maximum density of one dwelling unit per 871.2 square feet of 
site area, 16 base housing units could be built on the project site.  As no density bonus permit 
would be requested, this alternative would involve construction of 16 residential units; by 
contrast, the proposed project would involve construction of 23 units.  No units would be 
allocated to very low income households.  Consistent with the reduction in density, the 
condominium building would include only four stories and would comply  with Height District 
C’s limit of five stories or 55 feet, whichever is less.  As a result of the reductions in height and 
density, this alternative would have the effect of reducing the overall intensity of proposed 
development on the site.  All parking would be provided in a one-floor subterranean garage, 
with ingress and egress provided via the alley behind the property.  In contrast to the proposed 
Project, this alternative would not include density bonus incentives related to parking 
requirements.  As with the proposed Project, the Project without Density Bonus alternative 
would involve a request for an R-4 permit for rooftop uses, reduced building modulation, and a 
second walkway along the front lot line.   
 
6.3.1 Aesthetics 
 
The aesthetic effects of this alternative would be similar to those of the proposed Project except 
for the development’s height.  This alternative would result in a four-story condominium 
building as compared with the proposed six-story building.  Given that the height of structures 
on the site would increase to a lesser extent relative to existing conditions, effects on the visual 
character of the site would be incrementally reduced.  Furthermore, this alternative would have 
reduced shadows due to the reduction in building height.  At four stories, the building would 
not rise to the height of the adjacent five-story multi-family residential building to the east and 
the eight-story hotel to the west, and would have no shade effects on their rooftop uses.  
However, the Project as proposed would not substantially shade light-sensitive uses, which 
include solar collectors; nurseries; primarily outdoor-oriented retail uses (e.g., certain 
restaurants); or routinely useable outdoor spaces associated with recreational, institutional (e.g., 
schools), or residential land uses.  Therefore, this alternative would incrementally reduce the 
less than significant impacts related to alteration of the visual character of the site.  The Project 
without Density Bonus alternative would also comply with City lighting standards.  Due to the 
reduction in height, the less than significant impacts related to the creation of new sources of 
light and glare would be slightly reduced.  As with the proposed Project, this alternative would 
result in no impact on scenic resources or scenic vistas, given that the existing on-site conditions 
do not include such resources or vistas. 
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6.3.2 Biological Resources 
 
This alternative would include the removal of all existing on-site vegetation during demolition.  
Due to the highly urbanized nature of the project site and its surroundings, the removal of 
vegetation would not cause a significant disturb of habitat for nesting migratory birds.  
Consequently, impacts to migratory bird species would remain less than significant.  In 
addition, no threatened, endangered or rare species or their habitats; locally designated species; 
locally designated natural communities; wetland habitats; or wildlife corridors are known to 
exist on the site.  Therefore, both this alternative and the proposed Project would have no 
impact on these biological resources. 
 
6.3.3 Cultural Resources  
 
Impacts to cultural resources would remain significant and unavoidable under this alternative, 
as it would involve demolition of the historic structure at 9269 Burton Way.  Excavation also has 
the potential to unearth previously unknown archaeological or paleontological resources.  
Mitigation Measures CR-1(a) and CR-1(b) would be required to mitigate impacts to the extent 
feasible, including preparation of a Documentation Report for the property and an Interpretive 
Plan to communicate to the public the historic importance of the property.  
 
6.4 HEIGHT-COMPLIANT WITH DENSITY BONUS ALTERNATIVE 
 
The Height-Compliant with Density Bonus alternative is intended to bring the height of the 
proposed condominium building closer to that of surrounding structures.  Under this 
alternative, existing structures at both 9265-67 and 9269 Burton Way would be demolished, 
similar to the proposed Project.  In contrast to the proposed Project, however, this alternative 
would include construction of a condominium building that rises to five stories, in compliance 
with Height District C’s limit of five stories or 55 feet, whichever is less.  Given that the R-4 zone 
allows a maximum density of one dwelling unit per 871.2 square feet of site area, 16 base units 
could be built on this site.  If the applicant agreed to reserve one unit for very low income 
households, the Height-Compliant with Density Bonus alternative would be eligible for a 
density bonus.  Pursuant to BHMC Section 10-3-1526, the Planning Commission may grant a 
base density bonus of 20% if an applicant agrees to construct at least 5% of total housing units 
for very low income households; and for each 1% increase in the number of units for very low 
income households above the 5% threshold, the bonus may be increased by 2.5%.  As 
approximately 6% of the base units would be allocated to very low income households, the 
applicant could receive a density bonus of 22.5% (four additional units).  Thus, the Height-
Compliant with Density Bonus alternative would include a total of 20 housing units, including 
four bonus units, which equals the number of housing units that the proposed condominium 
building would provide on its first five levels.  As a result of the reductions in height and 
density, this alternative would have the effect of incrementally reducing the overall intensity of 
proposed development on the site.  All parking would be provided in a one-floor subterranean 
garage, with ingress and egress provided via the alley behind the property.  As with the 
proposed Project, this alternative would involve a request for an R-4 permit for rooftop uses, 
reduced building modulation, and a second walkway along the front lot line. 
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6.4.1 Aesthetics 
 

The aesthetic effects of this alternative would be similar to those of the proposed Project except 
for the development’s height.  This alternative would result in a five-story condominium 
building as compared with the proposed six-story building.  Given that the height of structures 
on the site would increase to a lesser extent relative to existing conditions, effects on the visual 
character of the site would be incrementally reduced.  Furthermore, this alternative would have 
incrementally reduced shadows due to the reduction in building height.  At five stories, the 
building would rise to roughly the same height as the adjacent five-story multi-family 
residential building to the east, while remaining lower than the eight-story hotel to the west, 
and would have no shade effects on their rooftop uses.  However, the Project as proposed 
would not substantially shade light-sensitive uses, which include solar collectors; nurseries; 
primarily outdoor-oriented retail uses (e.g., certain restaurants); or routinely useable outdoor 
spaces associated with recreational, institutional (e.g., schools), or residential land uses.  
Therefore, this alternative would incrementally reduce the less than significant impacts related 
to alteration of the visual character of the site.  The Height-Compliant with Density Bonus 
alternative would also comply with City lighting standards.  Due to the reduction in height, the 
less than significant impacts related to the creation of new sources of light and glare would be 
slightly reduced.  As with the proposed Project, this alternative would result in no impact on 
scenic resources or scenic vistas, given that the existing on-site conditions do not include such 
resources or vistas. 
 
6.4.2 Biological Resources 
 
This alternative would include the removal of all existing on-site vegetation during demolition.  
Due to the highly urbanized nature of the project site and its surroundings, the removal of 
vegetation would not cause a significant disturb of habitat for nesting migratory birds.  
Consequently, impacts to migratory bird species would remain less than significant.  In 
addition, no threatened, endangered or rare species or their habitats; locally designated species; 
locally designated natural communities; wetland habitats; or wildlife corridors are known to 
exist on the site.  Therefore, both this alternative and the proposed Project would have no 
impact on these biological resources. 
 
6.4.3 Cultural Resources  
 
Impacts to cultural resources would remain significant and unavoidable under this alternative, 
as it would involve demolition of the historic structure at 9269 Burton Way.  Excavation also has 
the potential to unearth previously unknown archaeological or paleontological resources.  
Mitigation Measures CR-1(a) and CR-1(b) would be required to mitigate impacts to the extent 
feasible, including preparation of a Documentation Report for the property and an Interpretive 
Plan to communicate to the public the historic importance of the property.  
 
6.5 DISCUSSION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 
 
The California Supreme Court, in Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990), indicates 
that a discussion of alternative sites is needed if the project “may be feasibly accomplished in a 
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successful manner considering the economic, environmental, social, and technological factors 
involved” at another site. 
 
As suggested in Goleta, several criteria form the basis of whether alternative sites need to be 
considered in detail.  These criteria take the form of the following questions: 
 

1. Could the size and other characteristics of another site physically accommodate the 
project? 

2. Is another site reasonably available for acquisition? 
3. Is the timing of carrying out development on an alternative site reasonable for the 

applicant? 
4. Is the project economically feasible on another site? 
5. What are the land use designation(s) of alternative sites? 
6. Does the lead agency have jurisdiction over alternative sites?  

7. Are there any social, technological, or other factors that may make the consideration of 
alternative sites infeasible? 

 
Other sites that could physically accommodate the Project may be present in Beverly Hills, and 
some sites have land use designations that would accommodate the Project.  However, the 
Project would serve the fundamental project objective of upgrading the City’s housing stock on 
an underutilized property.  Relocating the Project to another site may not achieve this objective.  
Moreover, the applicant is not known to have access to other sites and has already made an 
investment in the current project site.  Therefore, relocating the Project to another site would not 
be feasible from either an economic or timing standpoint.  Because relocation of the Project to an 
alternative site is not feasible and would not meet the project objectives, discussion of the 
impacts of alternative sites is not warranted. 
 
6.5 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 
 
The No Project alternative would avoid the Project’s significant and unavoidable impact on 
historic resources.  Consequently, the No Project alternative could be considered 
environmentally superior.  However, the No Project alternative would not fulfill the basic 
objectives of the Project stated in Section 2.0, Project Description.  Furthermore, the No Project 
alternative would not include any potential benefits associated with redevelopment of the site, 
such as increased affordable housing opportunities in the City.    
 
The Reduced Footprint and Historic Preservation alternative would avoid the Project’s 
significant and unavoidable impact on historic resources, although it would result in significant 
but mitigable impacts on archaeological and paleontological resources.  To address the latter 
impacts, this alternative would require mitigation measures CR-2(a) to monitor archaeological/ 
paleontological resources and CR-2(b) to notify the coroner of human remains, in the event of 
discovery of previously unknown resources.  The  Project without Density Bonus alternative 
would share the Project’s significant and unavoidable impact on historic resources, thereby 
requiring mitigation measures CR-1(a) to document historic resources and CR-1(b) to create an 
interpretive plan.  Further, the  Project without Density Bonus alternative would have 
significant but mitigable impacts on archaeological and paleontological resources and would 
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require mitigation measures CR-2(a) and CR-2(b).  The Height-Compliant with Density Bonus 
alternative would have the same impacts and require the same mitigation measures as the 
Project without Density Bonus alternative. 
 
Of the development alternatives being considered, the Reduced Footprint and Historic 
Preservation alternative provides the most reductions in environmental impacts, primarily due 
to the avoidance of demolition on the 9269 Burton Way parcel, and is considered the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative.  Table 6-2 indicates whether each alternative’s 
environmental impact is greater, lesser, or similar to that of the Project for each of the issue 
areas studied in this EIR. 
 

Table 6-2 
Comparison of Environmental Impacts of Alternatives 

Issue 

Alternative 

Proposed 
Project Impact 

Class 

No Project 
Alternative 

Reduced 
Footprint + 

Historic 
Preservation 

 Project 
without Density 

Bonus 

Height-
Compliant 

with Density 
Bonus 

Aesthetics III =/+ + + =/+ 

Biological Resources III + =/+ = = 

Cultural Resources I + + = = 

I – Class I, significant and unavoidable impact + Superior to the project 

II – Class II, significant but mitigable impact - Inferior to the project 
III – Class III, less than significant impact = Similar impact to the project 
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INITIAL STUDY 
 
1. Project title:  9265 Burton Way Condominium Project 

 
2. Lead agency 

 name and address: City of Beverly Hills 
    Community Development Department 
   455 North Rexford Drive, First Floor 
   Beverly Hills, CA 90210 

 
3. Contact Person 

and Phone Number: Ryan Gohlich, Senior Planner, (310) 285-1194 
 

4. Project location: The 14,232 square foot project site is located at 9265 through 9269 
Burton Way, in the City of Beverly Hills.  The site is located on the 
north side of Burton Way between Foothill Road and North Maple 
Drive.  The Assessor’s parcel numbers are 4342-010-008 and 4342-
010-009.  As shown on Figure 1, Regional Location, the project site 
is located in Los Angeles County between the City of Santa 
Monica and the City of West Hollywood.  The project site is 
regionally accessible from Interstate 405 (the San Diego Freeway) 
and Interstate 10 (the Santa Monica Freeway), and locally 
accessible from Santa Monica Boulevard (State Route 2).  Figure 2, 
Project Location, shows an aerial view of the project site and 
surrounding area. 

 
5. Project sponsor’s 

name and addresses: Edward Levin 
     Levin-Morris Architects LLP 
     1305 North Harper Avenue 
     West Hollywood, CA 90046 
     (323) 656-3034 

 
6. General Plan 

designation:    Multiple Residential  
 
7.  Zoning: R-4 (Multi-Family Residential) 
 
8. Description of project:   
 
The project would involve demolition of four existing one- to two-story buildings, as shown in 
the existing site plan (Figure 3), and construction of a new six-story condominium building with 
23 residential units and 46 parking spaces.  The existing buildings include 10 residential units 
and carports with 10 parking spaces.  Figure 4 shows the proposed site plan, while Figures 5 
and 6 show proposed elevations.  Based on a proposed 42,755-square-foot building on a site 
area of 14,232 square feet, the floor area ratio (FAR) would be 3.00. 
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Figure 3
City of Beverly Hills

Existing Site Plan
Source: Levin-Morris Architects, LSP,
June 1, 2012.
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Figure 4
City of Beverly Hills

Proposed Site Plans
Source: Levin-Morris Architects, LSP, 
June 1, 2012.
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Figure 5
City of Beverly Hills

North and East Building Elevations
Source: Levin-Morris Architects, LSP, 
June 1, 2012.
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Figure 6
City of Beverly Hills

West and South Building Elevations
Source: Levin-Morris Architects, 
LSP, June 1, 2012.
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The condominium would include one level of subterranean parking; one level of at-grade 
parking with a lobby and gym; five levels of residential units; and a rooftop common area.  The 
condominium building would offer a variety of bedroom counts, as shown in Table 1, including 
two units designated for “very low income” housing. 

 
Table 1 

Project Summary 

Type of Unit 
Number of 

Units 

Size  

(square feet)* 

Gym 1 504 

Lobby 1 554 

Efficiency 1 904 

1 Bedroom-affordable 2 961-970 

1 Bedroom 3 1,014 

2 Bedroom 13 1,394-1,486 

3 Bedroom 4 1,854-2,072 

Source: Levin-Morris Architects LLP (site plans). 

Note: Size of housing units includes interior space but not terraces. 

 
Project construction would take place over 15 months, including demolition, grading, building 
construction, paving, and finishing.  For construction of the subterranean parking garage, 
excavation would occur at a depth of up to approximately 13 feet. 
 
As shown in Figure 4, access to on-site parking would be provided by two driveways from the 
existing alley behind the site, parallel to Burton Way.  One driveway would lead from the alley 
to the underground parking level, while another driveway to the west would lead to first-floor 
parking.  The alley provides access between Foothill Road to the west and North Maple Drive to 
the east.  Pedestrians would continue to have direct access to the project site from Burton Way. 
 
9. Surrounding land uses and setting:   
 
The approximately 0.33-acre, generally rectangular and relatively flat project site is bordered to 
the west by the eight-story L’Ermitage Hotel and to the east by a four-story multi-family 
residential building (see Figure 3).  An alley borders the project site to the north, directly beyond 
which are commercial and institutional uses including a US Post Office.  To the south is Burton 
Way, and on the other side of Burton Way are single-family residential uses.  The building is 
entirely surrounded by urban uses. 

 
10. Necessary Public Agency Approvals:   
 
The project would require City of Beverly Hills approval of a Development Plan Review, a 
Density Bonus Permit, and an R-4 permit.  A Development Plan Review is required for all 
common interest development projects, and for all projects constructed pursuant to a Density 
Bonus Permit.  A Density Bonus Permit has been requested to exceed the standard height limit 
of 55 feet in Height District C, given that the proposed project would be 72 feet in height, to 
allow for non-enclosed ground floor parking, and to reduce the parking requirements.  The 
project would also require approval of an R-4 Permit to allow rooftop uses, reduced building 
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modulation, and a second walkway along the front lot line.  If these permits are approved, the 
project would be consistent with general plan policies and applicable zoning designation and 
regulations.  According to standard practice in the City of Beverly Hills, if the project is 
approved by the Planning Commission, it would then undergo Architectural Review by the 
City’s Architectural Commission and would require demolition and building permits from the 
City’s Building and Safety Division.   
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS AFFECTED 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, 
involving at least one impact that is “Potentially Significant” or “Potentially Significant Unless 
Mitigation Incorporated” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture Resources  Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology/Soils 

 Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials 

 Hydrology/Water 
Quality 

 Land Use/ Planning 

 Mineral Resources  Noise  Population/Housing 

 Public Services  Recreation  Transportation/Traffic 

 Utilities/Service Systems  Construction Effects  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance  
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DETERMINATION: 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) 
has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on 
attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze 
only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potential significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR 
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been 
avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including 
revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing 
further is required. 

 
 
 
 
     
Ryan Gohlich, Senior Planner Date 
City of Beverly Hills 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 

I. AESTHETICS – Would the Project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista?     

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within 
a state scenic highway?     

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings?     

d) Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area?     

 
a)  Less than significant.  The project would involve redevelopment in an urbanized area of the 
City of Beverly Hills at 9265 Burton Way.  The project would include demolition of four existing 
one- to two-story residential buildings and construction of a six-story condominium building 
with associated subterranean and ground-level parking.  With a maximum height of 72 feet, the 
proposed building would be approximately 47 feet higher than the existing two-story buildings.  
The primary public viewpoints from which the project would be visible are along Burton Way, 
a divided road with a landscaped median.  Existing buildings and trees block most views 
through the site, as shown in Figure 7a.  Virtually all views that are available through the 
project site (i.e., over the existing buildings) are of adjacent and nearby structural development, 
including residential uses of varying heights.  From the standpoint of public space along Burton 
Way, the Santa Monica Mountains are not currently visible over the project site to the north.  
While the proposed height increase would diminish visibility to the north from Burton Way, no 
scenic views would be obstructed.  No City landmarks, hillside vistas, or notable urban views 
from public spaces are visible through the project site or in its vicinity.  It should be noted that 
three blocks to the east of the project site, where Burton Way crosses into the City of Los 
Angeles, the roadway is designated as a scenic corridor under the Wilshire Community Plan 
(Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 2001); nonetheless, the project would have no visual 
effect on that corridor.  The City of Beverly Hills has not designated Burton Way as a scenic 
corridor and has not adopted policies related to development along or views from this corridor.  
The proposed project would have a less than significant impact on a scenic vista and no 
mitigation would be required.   
 
 
 
 
 



 

Photo 1 - View of project site and surrounding vegetation, looking north from Burton Way.

Photo 2 - View of southeast corner of project site looking north.  Existing building to be demolished.

Figure 7a
City of Beverly Hills

Site Photographs

9265 Burton Way Condominium Project
Initial Study
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b)  Less than significant.  The proposed project includes redevelopment of property that is 
developed with residential buildings.  The existing buildings at 9269 Burton Way are potentially 
historic due to their associations, as discussed in Section V, Cultural Resources; in terms of 
architecture, however, they represent relatively unremarkable examples of the period in which 
they were built.  Thus, the existing buildings are not historic resources from a scenic standpoint.  
In addition, the project site is neither located on nor visible from a State Scenic Highway 
(California Scenic Highway Mapping System, 2012).  Several trees and no rock outcroppings are 
present on the project site.  Although the trees do not have sufficient stature or visibility to rise 
to the level of scenic resources, there are two mature street trees that dominate views of the 
project site from Burton Way, as shown in Figure 7a.  The street trees would remain in place 
during project development, pursuant to BHMC 10-5-1001, whereby any tree located on the 
sidewalk directly in front of a project site must be protected from damage by construction 
activity.  The project’s impacts related to scenic resources would be less than significant with 
required adherence to the street tree protection standards in BHMC 10-5-1001.  
 
c)  Less than significant.  The following discussion is divided into subheadings that focus on 
temporary construction effects, long-term visual effects, and shadow effects as they relate to 
visual character or quality of the site and surrounding area.   
 

Temporary Construction Effects.  Although temporary in nature, construction activities 
may cause a decrease in the site’s visual quality.  Construction of the project would require 
demolition of existing structures; hauling, including export of excavated materials; and 
construction of below-grade foundations, the building itself, street and sidewalk improvements, 
and landscaping.  Construction activities would include the storage of equipment and 
materials, potentially including placement of a crane or cranes during the construction of the 
upper levels of the building.  Due to the temporary nature of construction, these activities 
would not permanently degrade or modify the existing aesthetic image of the neighborhood, 
nor generate substantial long-term contrast with the visual character of the surrounding area.  
Therefore, visual quality impacts associated with construction would be temporarily adverse 
but less than significant. 

 
Long Term Visual Effects.  The project site is currently occupied by four one- and two-

story buildings.  One multi-family building is a modest example of the Minimal Traditional 
architectural style, common after World War II, while the other is a modest expression of the 
Spanish Revival style from the 1920s.  Although the buildings and their lots are reasonably well-
maintained, neither has inherently outstanding visual qualities relative to adjacent properties.  
As shown in Figure 7a, vegetation fronting the project area largely obstructs views from Burton 
Way; in addition, the existing side setback on the east side of the site, adjacent to 9249 Burton 
Way, is landscaped with shrubs and small trees.  The proposed project would retain the site’s 
general appearance at street level by leaving existing street trees in place, planting trees and 
shrubs across the front setback, and installing shrubs down the length of the side setback 
adjacent to the four-story residential building at 9249 Burton Way. 

 
The areas adjacent to the project site have residential and commercial buildings ranging in 
height from four to eight stories.  On the south side of Burton Way, across the median, existing 
single-family residences are one or two stories tall.  The proposed project would include a six-
story condominium building with a height of 72 feet.  While this building would result in an 
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increase in the height and density of structural development on site, the resultant height and 
density would be consistent with adjacent buildings on the north side of Burton Way, as shown 
in Figure 7b.  Lastly, any development on the project site would require review and approval by 
the City’s Architectural Commission pursuant to Section 10-3-3007 of the Beverly Hills 
Municipal Code.  The Commission would review the design, materials and colors of new 
development, which would help to ensure that any approved project would not degrade the 
visual character of the project site.  For these reasons, long-term visual effects would be less 
than significant.   
 

Shadow Effects.  Shadow impacts are considered significant if a project would “create a 
new source of shade or shadow which would adversely affect existing shade/shadow-sensitive 
structures or uses.”  Facilities and operations sensitive to the effects of shading include:  solar 
collectors; nurseries; primarily outdoor-oriented retail uses (e.g., certain restaurants); or 
routinely useable outdoor spaces associated with recreational, institutional (e.g., schools), or 
residential land uses.  These uses are considered sensitive because sunlight is important to their 
function, physical comfort, and/or commerce.  Sensitive uses in the project vicinity consist of 
outdoor recreational spaces at neighboring buildings on Burton Way: residential balconies at 
the L’Ermitage Hotel to the west and rooftop recreational spaces at that building as well as the 
four-story residential building to the east.  Although the proposed height increase to six stories 
would result in a new source of shade and shadow, no sensitive uses would be affected.  
Shadows would fall mainly northward toward the alley and the rear walls of commercial 
buildings that face Third Street, and eastward toward the four-story residential building.  West-
facing windows on the four-story residential building would be shaded, but these are not 
considered shadow-sensitive outdoor spaces.  Furthermore, balconies at the L’Ermitage Hotel 
do not face the project site, as shown in Figure 7b, and would not be shaded, while rooftop 
common areas at neighboring buildings would remain exposed to sunlight.  Thus, the proposed 
condominium would not preclude future construction of solar facilities on adjacent rooftops.  
Therefore, shadow impacts would be less than significant. 

 
d)  Less than significant.  The proposed project would involve the construction of a 
condominium building in an already developed area on the north side of Burton Way between 
Foothill Road and North Maple Drive.  Existing sources of light and glare include street lights 
along Burton Way and headlights from cars entering or leaving carports on the alley.  
Implementation of the project would eliminate existing light and glare sources from existing 
buildings and would introduce new sources of light and glare.  Potential new sources of 
lighting include windows, lighting at the entrances to the parking levels, illumination of 
exterior building areas, and signage.  Headlights from vehicles entering and exiting the parking 
areas at night could cast light onto roadways and surrounding properties; however, given the 
location of parking driveways on the alley parallel to Burton Way, nighttime light from 
headlights would be visible primarily from commercial properties along West 3rd Street than to 
residential properties on Burton Way.  In addition, the vicinity of the project site is urban in 
character, with an accordingly high level of existing lighting.  Sensitive receptors near the 
project site include an adjacent multi-family building to the east, single-family residences on the 
south side of Burton Way, and a hotel to the west.  The project would also be required to 
comply with adopted City regulations that limit the design, intensity and impacts of night  



 

Photo 3 - View of 9249 Burton Way, located adjacent to project 
site, looking northwest from the street.

Photo 4 - View of 9291 Burton Way, an eight-story hotel 
adjacent to project site, looking southwest from the alley.
.

Figure 7b
City of Beverly Hills
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lighting, including City Code Section 10-4-314, Lighting of Premises, which includes the 
following standards:  
 

A. Any perimeter or flood lighting or other external lighting, whether used for 
illumination or advertisement, which illuminates private land, buildings, signs, or 
structures, whether built upon or not, shall be permitted only when such lighting is 
installed on private property and hooded or shielded so that no direct beams 
therefrom fall upon public streets, alleys, highways, or other private property. Such 
lighting shall be subject to architectural review pursuant to chapter 3, article 30 of 
this title. The reviewing authority shall consider the color, design, and placement of 
the lighting fixtures and the color, design and intensity of the lighting.  

 
B. Except as provided in subsection C of this section, any projected light display or 

exposed tube lighting element, such as neon, on the exterior of any building or 
structure that is not subject to regulation as a sign under article 6 of this chapter 
shall be subject to architectural review pursuant to the criteria set forth in section 10-
3-3010 of this title, the architectural commission shall be the reviewing authority for 
purposes of such review. 

 
Section 5-6-1101, Excessive Lighting Prohibited, states that “[i]t shall be unlawful for any 
person, except governmental agencies, to install, use, or maintain any lighting which creates an 
intensity of light on residential property which is greater than one foot-candle above ambient 
light level; and provided further, all permissive lighting shall be arranged to focus on the 
property from which it originates, and shall not directly reflect upon any adjacent residential 
property.” 
 
The City has also adopted regulations to control the potentially adverse visual impacts of 
building signs.  Municipal Code Section 10-4-315, Intensity of Lighting, includes the following 
standards: 
 

A. No sign shall be permitted which, by virtue of the intensity, direction, or color of its 
lighting or illumination, shall interfere with the proper operation of, or cause 
confusion to the operator of, a motor vehicle on the public streets. 

 
B. No sign which is lighted or illuminated to an intensity in excess of that of a public 

street light shall be constructed or maintained within two hundred feet (200') of and 
facing property in a residential zone. 

 
Finally, pursuant to Section 10-3-3012.G of the Municipal Code, the Architectural Commission 
has authority to review and approve exterior lighting plans and signage for development.  
Section 10-3-3012 of the Municipal Code prescribes the contents of required plans and directs 
that they include “[a]n indication of the exterior lighting standards and devices adequate to 
review the possible hazards and disturbances to the public and adjacent properties.”  Therefore, 
with required compliance with the Municipal Code, the proposed project would have a less 
than significant impact with respect to increased lighting.   
 
Potential sources of glare from the project include parked cars and the sun’s reflection from 
metallic or glass on vehicles.  Glare from parked cars would be minimal due to the location of 
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parking below ground and within the first story of the proposed condominium.  Therefore, 
there would be a less than significant impact related to glare from the proposed new 
development.   
 
The proposed project would replace existing light and glare sources, but would not create 
substantial new sources of light and glare.  As such, impacts from light and glare would be less 

than significant and mitigation is not required. 
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST 
RESOURCES -- Would the project:  

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?     

b) Conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract?     

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in 
Public Resources Code Section 
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by 
Public Resources Code Section 4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production 
(as defined by Government Code Section 
51104(g))?     

d) Result in the loss of forest land or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use?     

e) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location 
or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use?     

 
a-e)  No impact.  The project would involve re-development of an existing urbanized site in 
Beverly Hills that is not in the vicinity of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance.  In addition, neither the project site nor surrounding land is zoned for 
agricultural development, nor is under a Williamson Act contract.  The project would not 
directly or indirectly result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use.  Since the 
project site and vicinity are already urbanized, the project would neither conflict with existing 
zoning for forest land nor result in the loss of forest land.  No impact would occur. 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 

III. AIR QUALITY -- Would the Project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
the applicable air quality plan?     

b) Violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation?     

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the Project region is non-attainment under 
an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)?     

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations?     

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people?     

 
A significant adverse air quality impact may occur when a project individually or cumulatively 
interferes with progress toward the attainment of the ozone standard by releasing emissions 
that equal or exceed the established long term quantitative thresholds for pollutants, or causes 
an exceedance of a state or federal ambient air quality standard for any criteria pollutant.  The 
project site is located within the South Coast Air Basin and falls under the jurisdiction of the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).  The Basin is a non-attainment area 
for both the federal and state standards for ozone (O3) and fine particulate matter (PM10 and 

PM2.5) (SCAQMD, 2012).  For lead pollution, the Basin is a non-attainment area for federal 
standards, while Los Angeles County was a non-attainment area for the state standard in 2010 
and 2011 (CARB, 2011).  The basin is in attainment for federal and state standards applied to 
nitrogen dioxide (NOx) and (CO).  This air quality analysis conforms to the methodologies 
recommended in the South Coast Air Quality Management District CEQA Air Quality 
Handbook (1993).  A project’s impact to air quality is significant if its emissions exceed any of 
the thresholds for criteria pollutants shown in Table 2, below. 

 
Table 2 

Air Quality Thresholds 

Pollutant Construction Operation 

NOx 100 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 

VOC 75 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 

PM10 150 lbs/day 150 lbs/day 
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Table 2 
Air Quality Thresholds 

Pollutant Construction Operation 

PM2.5 55 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 

CO 550 lbs/day 550 lbs/day 

Source:  SCAQMD, accessed online 2012. 

 
In addition to the regional air quality thresholds shown above, SCAQMD has also developed 
Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs) in response to the Governing Board’s Environmental 
Justice Enhancement Initiative (1-4), which was prepared to update the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook.  LSTs were devised in response to concern regarding exposure of 
individuals to criteria pollutants in local communities.  LSTs represent the maximum emissions 
from a project that will not cause or contribute to an air quality exceedance of the most stringent 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard at the nearest sensitive receptor, taking 
into consideration ambient concentrations in each source receptor area (SRA), project size, 
distance to the sensitive receptor, etc.  However, LSTs only apply to emissions from on-site 
operations.  LSTs have been developed for NOX, CO, PM10 and PM2.5.  LSTs are not applicable to 
mobile sources such as cars on a roadway (SCAQMD, 2003).  As such, LSTs for operational 
emissions would not apply to the proposed project as the majority of emissions would be 
generated by cars on the roadways. 
 
LSTs have been developed for emissions within areas up to five acres in size, with air pollutant 
modeling recommended for activity within larger areas.  The SCAQMD provides a lookup table 
for sites that measure one, two or five acres.  The project site measures approximately 0.33 acres 
and is located in Source Receptor Area 2 (SRA-2), which is designated by the SCAQMD as 
Northwest Coastal LA County and includes the City of Beverly Hills.  The LST construction 
emission thresholds shown in Table 3 are from the LST lookup tables for one-acre project sites.  
The thresholds in Table 3 were determined based on the distance from the project site to nearby 
sensitive receptors.   
 
Sensitive receptors typically include residences, schools, hospitals and the elderly.  The nearest 
schools to the project site are all located approximately 0.6 miles away: the Hawthorne School is 
located northwest of the project site at 624 North Rexford Drive, while the Beverly Vista School 
is southward at 200 South Elm Drive, and Temple Emanuel Early Childhood Center is eastward 
at 8844 Burton Way.  Residences are located approximately 10 feet to the east and 180 feet to the 
south of the site.  The closest medical center is located approximately 0.7 miles east of the site 
(Cedars-Sinai Medical Center).  The nearest senior housing facility is located 0.3 miles southwest 
of the site (Sunrise of Beverly Hills). 
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Table 3 
SCAQMD LSTs for Construction in SRA-2 

Pollutant 
Allowable emissions 82 feet (25 meters) 
from the 1-acre site boundary (lbs/day) 

Gradual conversion of NOx to NO2 103 

CO 562 

PM10  4 

PM2.5  3 

Source:  http://www.aqmd.gov/CEQA/handbook/LST/appC.pdf, accessed online 5/2012. 

 
a)  Less than significant.  Generally, a project would conflict with or potentially obstruct 
implementation of an air quality plan if the project would contribute to population growth in 
excess of that forecasted in the air quality management plan.  The proposed project involves 
demolition of ten existing residential units and construction of 23 new units, resulting in a net 
gain of 13 units.  The current City population is 34,291 as of January 2012.  Given that the ratio 
of persons per household in Beverly Hills is 2.29, the project could be expected to add 
approximately 30 new residents; thus, the City’s population would increase to 34,321 
(California Department of Finance, 2012).  The projected population would remain less than 
SCAG’s population projection of 35,000 by 2020 under the Integrated Growth Forecast model 
(2012).  Therefore, the project is not anticipated to generate substantial population growth 
within the City.  The potential impact with respect to conflicts with the Air Quality 
Management Plan would be less than significant and mitigation is not required. 
 

b, c)  Less than significant.  Project implementation would generate temporary air pollutant 
emissions during construction and long-term emissions due to project-generated vehicle traffic 
and energy use.  Related impacts are discussed below. 
 

Construction Emissions.  Development of the proposed project would involve 
demolition, site grading, excavation, new building construction, and other construction-related 
activities that have the potential to generate fugitive dust (PM10 and PM2.5) through the exposure 
of soil to wind erosion and dust entrainment.  In addition, exhaust emissions associated with 
heavy construction equipment would potentially degrade air quality.  Dust and exhaust 
emissions associated with construction activities are considered temporary air quality impacts. 
 

Temporary construction emissions from these activities were estimated using the California 
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) computer modeling program.  Please see Appendix A 
for Air Quality Modeling Results.  The CalEEMod program is a statewide land use emissions 
computer model designed to provide a uniform platform for government agencies, land use 
planners, and environmental professionals to quantify potential criteria pollutant and 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with both the construction and operation of a 
variety of land use projects.  The model quantifies direct emissions from construction and 
operation (including vehicle use), as well as indirect emissions, such as GHG emissions from 
energy use, solid waste disposal, vegetation planting and/or removal, and water use.  The 
model incorporates Pavley standards and Low Carbon Fuel standards into the mobile source 
emission factors.  Table 4 shows the maximum daily construction emissions.   
 

http://www.aqmd.gov/CEQA/handbook/LST/appC.pdf
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Table 4 
Estimated Maximum Daily Emissions During Construction (pounds per day) 

 ROG NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 

Emissions Max Daily Emissions 44.84 36.60 23.31 19.25 2.43 

SCAQMD Threshold (peak day) 75 100 550 150 55 

Exceed SCAQMD Threshold? No No No No No 

Max Daily On-Site Emissions 44.81 17.66 10.87 1.49 1.34 

Localized Significance Thresholds
1 

N/A 103 562 4 3 

Exceed LST?  No No No No No 

Source: CalEEMod, 2012. 
1 
Allowable emissions (lbs/day) as a function of receptor distance (25 meters) from site boundary. LST for Source 

Receptor Area 2: Northwest Coastal LA County. Source: http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/lst/appC.pdf 
Note: Please see Appendix A for complete modeling results. Summer construction and operational emissions were 
modeled and reported for a conservative estimate of project emissions, since emission estimates are typically 
higher in the summer months compared to the winter months.  Summer emission estimates report the most 
conservative pounds-per-day of emissions associated with the project, which are then compared to the SCAQMD 
thresholds measured in pounds-per-day.  The CalEEMod emissions calculator model shows the maximum day in 
the summer months, which results in a conservative estimate of project emissions.  The annual emissions listed in 
the tables in Appendix A show the average annual emissions over the year.  These estimates are used for analysis 
of greenhouse gas emissions impacts, since the greenhouse gas emission thresholds are based on metric tons per 
year.   

 
As indicated in Table 4, the estimated daily construction emissions of criteria pollutants are 
below SCAQMD construction thresholds for this location.  The estimated daily construction 
emissions would be below LST thresholds for all criteria pollutants.  The impact of the project 
by itself would be less than significant and mitigation is not required.  Nonetheless, Rule 403 of 
the SCAQMD Handbook requires implementation of measures to minimize emissions for all 
dust-generating activity, regardless of whether it exceeds thresholds.  The non-attainment status 
of the South Coast Air Basin for PM and NOx emissions requires that Best Available Control 
Measures (BACMs) be used to minimize regional cumulative PM and NOx emissions from all 
construction activities, even if any single project does not cause the thresholds to be exceeded.   

 
Operational Emissions.  Long-term operational emissions associated with the proposed 

project are those that would be generated by vehicle trips (mobile emission) and the use of 
natural gas and landscaping maintenance equipment (area source emissions) upon occupancy of 
the project.  Pollutant emissions were quantified using the CalEEMod air quality model based 
on the proposed use and the number of associated vehicle trips generated by the project as 
discussed above.  The estimate of operational emissions includes both emissions from vehicle 
trips and from electricity and natural gas consumption.  The vehicle trip assumptions are based 
on traffic data from the traffic study (see Appendix B). 
 
Table 5 provides the estimated net increase in operational emissions that would result from 
implementation of the proposed project.  Emissions from existing operations that would be 
replaced were quantified, and then subtracted from the estimated emissions that would result 
from the proposed new development. 
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Table 5 
Unmitigated Operational Emissions 

 
Emissions (lbs/day) 

ROG NOX CO PM10 

Emissions 4.80 2.71 19.50 3.17 

SCAQMD 
Thresholds 

55 55 550 150 

Exceed Thresholds?  No No No No 

Source: CalEEMod, 2012. 

Note: Please see Appendix A for complete modeling results. Summer 
construction and operational emissions were modeled and reported for a 
conservative estimate of project emissions, since emission estimates are 
typically higher in the summer months compared to the winter months.  Summer 
emission estimates report the most conservative pounds-per-day of emissions 
associated with the project, which are then compared to the SCAQMD 
thresholds measured in pounds-per-day.  The CalEEMod emissions model 
shows the maximum day in the summer months, which results in a conservative 
estimate of project emissions.  The annual emissions listed in the tables in 
Appendix A show the average annual emissions over the year.  These 
estimates are used for analysis of greenhouse gas emissions impacts, since the 
greenhouse gas emission thresholds are based on metric tons per year.   

 
As shown, the emissions generated by the proposed project would not exceed the SCAQMD’s 
daily operational thresholds for any pollutant and would not significantly affect regional air 
quality.  Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 
 
Additionally, as discussed in Section XVI, Transportation/Traffic, this project would not result in 
significant traffic impacts at signalized intersections, causing the level of service (LOS) to 
change to E or F.  Thus, the project would not require analysis for CO hotspots, based on the 
recommendations contained in Caltrans’ Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide 
Protocol. 
 
d)  Less than significant.  During construction, the sensitive receptors identified above could be 
exposed to higher than normal concentrations of particulate matter as well as exhaust emissions 
from construction vehicles.  However, as shown in Table 4, the PM10 emissions would be 
reduced to below SCAQMD’s daily construction thresholds by compliance with the agency’s 
mandatory dust control rules.  The existing buildings at the project site were constructed in 1927 
and 1945 and therefore have the potential to contain asbestos and/or lead-based paint that 
could be released during demolition.  SCAQMD Rule 1403 would require the developer, to have 
the buildings evaluated for asbestos prior to obtaining a demolition permit; if the buildings are 
found to contain such materials, an asbestos abatement permit shall be obtained from the City 
of Beverly Hills Department of Building and Safety.  Demolition permits may then be issued 
upon submittal of an asbestos abatement completion certificate by qualified contractors as 
required by BHMC  9-1-104 (via adopted addition to the uniform administrative code 102.9).  
Lead-based materials exposure is regulated by California Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (CalOSHA) regulations.  California Code of Regulations, §1532.1, requires 
testing, monitoring, containment, and disposal of lead-based materials such that exposure levels 
do not exceed CalOSHA standards.  Therefore, effects to sensitive receptors would be less than 

significant with required adherence to existing regulations, and mitigation is not required. 
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e)  Less than significant.  Figure 5-5, Land Uses Associated with Odor Complaints, of the 1993 
SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook identifies the following land uses associated with odor 
complaints: Agriculture, Wastewater Treatment Plants, Food Processing Plants, Chemical 
Plants, Composting, Refineries, Landfills, Dairies, and Fiberglass Molding Plants.  Activities 
associated with the proposed condominium and parking are not typically associated with odor 
complaints.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and mitigation is not required.  
 

 
 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the Project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, 
on any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, 
or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service?     

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?     

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, 
or other means?     

d) Interfere substantially with the movement 
of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites?     

e) Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance?     

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan?     
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a-c, e, f)  The project site is in an urbanized area, has been graded previously, and is surrounded 
by pavement and urban structures (multi-family residential buildings and commercial 
buildings).  No threatened, endangered or rare species or their habitats; locally designated 
species; locally designated natural communities; wetland habitats; or wildlife corridors are 
known to exist on the site.  No impact to these biological resources would occur. 
 
d)  Less than significant.  The project site is located in an urbanized area and approximately 
77% of its area is covered by impervious surface; however, existing vegetation on landscaped 
portions of the site may serve as suitable nesting habitat for migratory birds.  Potentially 
suitable vegetation includes two mature palm trees, two ornamental trees, and hedges and 
small trees along existing property lines.  Because of the highly urbanized nature of the site and 
its surroundings, and because the trees and hedges are non-native and of modest stature, 
migratory birds as defined by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) would not be expected to 
rely on the site.  Therefore, the project would not interfere substantially with the movement of 
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species.  
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the Project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource as 
defined in §15064.5?     

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of an archaeological 
resource as defined in §15064.5?     

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

d) Disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries?     

 
a)  Potentially significant.  Two existing buildings on the project site, at 9269 Burton Way, were 
constructed as multi-family residences in 1927.  In addition, the two existing buildings at 9265-
67 Burton Way were constructed for the same purpose in 1945.  Due to the age of these 
buildings and association with a former resident, Wilhelm Stadthagen, demolition would have 
a potentially significant impact on historical resources.  Impacts to cultural resources and 
mitigation measures will be discussed in greater detail in the EIR. 
 

b-d)  Potentially significant unless mitigation incorporated.  The surface of the project site has 
been previously disturbed and developed and no archaeological or paleontological resources 
are known to have been discovered.  However, excavation required for building foundations 
and the subterranean parking garage has the potential to disturb previously unknown 
archaeological or paleontological resources and/or human remains.  This impact is potentially 
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significant unless mitigated.  Impacts to cultural resources and mitigation measures will be 
discussed in greater detail in the EIR. 
 

 

Potentially 
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VI. GEOLOGY and SOILS – Would the Project: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:     

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, 
as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area or based on 
other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

iv) Landslides?     

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the 
loss of topsoil? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable as a result of the Project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse? 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined 
in -B of the Uniform Building Code, 
creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater? 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
a. i.)  Less than significant.  Southern California is located in an active seismic region.  As such, 
development that occurs within the geographical boundaries of southern California has the 
potential of exposing people and/or structures to potentially substantial adverse effects 
involving the rupture of a known earthquake fault.  The City of Beverly Hills contains both 
active and potentially active faults.  Two active or potentially active faults, the Hollywood Fault 
and the Santa Monica Fault, are located within the City limits.  The Hollywood and Santa 
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Monica Faults are part of a major east/west trending, left lateral reverse fault system that forms 
the southern boundary of the Transverse Ranges physiographic province.  The Newport-
Inglewood Fault is located approximately two miles south of the City.  None of these faults 
bisect the project site (City of Beverly Hills General Plan Update Negative Declaration and 
Environmental Initial Study, 2010).  In addition, the proposed building would be required to 
conform to the Uniform Building Code (UBC) and the California Building Code (CBC), which 
mitigate potential adverse effects associated with seismic activity through design 
considerations.  Therefore, impacts resulting from fault rupture would be less than significant 
and mitigation is not required. 
 
a. ii.)   Less than significant.  Several active and/or potentially active faults within Los Angeles 
County could potentially affect structures built on the project site due to seismic shaking.  All of 
southern California is in a seismically active region.  Ground motion caused by an earthquake is 
likely to occur at the site during the lifetime of the development due to the proximity of several 
active and potentially active faults.  Development that occurs within the geographical 
boundaries of southern California has the potential of exposing people and/or structures to 
potentially substantial adverse effects involving the strong seismic ground shaking.  Design and 
construction of the proposed project would be required to adhere to the recommendations 
listed in the standard procedures of the California Building Code (CBC) and Uniform Building 
Code (UBC) to reduce any potential impacts from seismic related activity affecting the site.  
Impacts would be less than significant and mitigation is not required. 
 
a. iii.)  Less than significant.  Liquefaction is a process whereby soil is temporarily transformed 
to a fluid form during intense and prolonged ground shaking or because of a sudden shock or 
strain.  Liquefaction typically occurs in areas where the groundwater is less than 30 feet from 
the surface and where the soils are composed of poorly consolidated fine to medium sand.  The 
project site is not located within an area determined to have the potential to be subject to 
liquefaction on the City of Beverly Hills Seismic Hazards Map (City of Beverly Hills General 
Plan Update Negative Declaration and Environmental Initial Study, 2010).  Design and 
construction of the proposed project would be required to adhere to the recommendations 
listed in the standard procedures of the California Building Code (CBC) and Uniform Building 
Code (UBC) to reduce any potential impacts from seismic related activity affecting the site.  
Thus, impacts would be less than significant and mitigation is not required. 
 
a. iv.)  Less than significant.  The topography of the site and its immediate built environment is 
generally flat and devoid of any distinctive landforms.  Given the relatively flat nature of the 
site and its surroundings, and the fact that the project site is not located within the landslide 
hazard zone on the City of Beverly Hills Seismic Hazards Map (City of Beverly Hills General 
Plan Update Negative Declaration and Environmental Initial Study, 2010), no potential for 
significant landslides exists.  Impacts relating to landslides would be less than significant and 
mitigation is not required. 
 

b)  Less than significant.  Construction activity associated with site development may result in 
the erosion of soils from wind and water.  The use of standard construction Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) on the construction site, as required by Section 9-4-507 of the City of Beverly 
Hills Municipal Code, would reduce any potentially significant soil erosion impacts.  Please 
refer to additional discussion of erosion under Section IX, Hydrology and Water Quality.  Impacts 
would be less than significant and mitigation is not required. 
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c)  Less than significant.  As discussed under items a(i) through a(iv), the project site does not 
have any conditions that pose unusual risks relating to soils or other potential secondary 
seismic hazards.  Subsidence can occur as a result of excessive groundwater or petroleum 
withdrawals which cause the ground surface to sink.  Subsidence often occurs in alluvial valleys 
filled to great depth with alluvial fan and lake-deposited sediments.  Subsidence produces 
cracks in pavements and buildings and may dislocate wells, pipelines, and water drains.  
Beverly Hills has experienced limited subsidence over the years (City of Beverly Hills Technical 
Background Report, 2005).  However, development in the City of Beverly Hills is required to 
adhere to the UBC and CBC.  The CBC and UBC regulate the design and construction of 
excavations, foundations, building frames, retaining walls, and other building elements to 
mitigate the effects of adverse soil conditions.  With required adherence to required building 
codes and regulations, impacts would be less than significant and mitigation is not required. 
 

d)  Less than significant.  Expansive soils are primarily comprised of clays, which increase in 
volume when water is absorbed and shrink when dry.  Expansive soils are of concern since 
building foundations may rise during the rainy season and fall during dry periods in response 
to the clay’s action.  If movement varies under different parts of the building, structural 
portions of the building may distort.  Clay soils beneath the City of Beverly Hills have the 
potential to expand (City of Beverly Hills Technical Background Report, 2005).  However, since 
development of the proposed project would be required to adhere to the UBC and CBC, which 
mitigate the effects of adverse soil conditions, impacts relating to expansive soils would be less 
than significant and mitigation is not required.   
 

e)  No impact.  Development on the property would be served by the City’s wastewater 
disposal system.  The project does not include a septic system; therefore, there is no potential for 
adverse effects due to soil incompatibility.  No impact would occur. 
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS - 
Would the project:  

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, 
either directly or indirectly, that may have 
a significant impact on the environment?     

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, 
or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse 
gases?     

 
a)  Less than significant.   
 

Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases.  Climate change is the observed increase in the 
average temperature of the Earth’s atmosphere and oceans along with other substantial changes in 
climate (such as wind patterns, precipitation, and storms) over an extended period of time.  The 
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term “climate change” is often used interchangeably with the term “global warming,” but “climate 
change” is preferred to “global warming” because it helps convey that there are other changes in 
addition to rising temperatures.  The baseline against which these changes are measured originates 
in historical records identifying temperature changes that have occurred in the past, such as during 
previous ice ages.  The global climate is continuously changing, as evidenced by repeated episodes 
of substantial warming and cooling documented in the geologic record.  The rate of change has 
typically been incremental, with warming or cooling trends occurring over the course of thousands 
of years.  The past 10,000 years have been marked by a period of incremental warming, as glaciers 
have steadily retreated across the globe.  However, scientists have observed acceleration in the rate 
of warming during the past 150 years.  Per the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change (IPCC, 2007), the understanding of anthropogenic warming and cooling 
influences on climate has led to a high confidence (90% or greater chance) that the global 
average net effect of human activities since 1750 has been one of warming.  The prevailing 
scientific opinion on climate change is that most of the observed increase in global average 
temperatures, since the mid-20th century, is likely due to the observed increase in 
anthropogenic GHG concentrations (IPCC, 2007). 
 
Gases that absorb and re-emit infrared radiation in the atmosphere are called greenhouse gases 
(GHGs).  GHGs are present in the atmosphere naturally, are released by natural sources, or are 
formed from secondary reactions taking place in the atmosphere.  The gases that are widely 
seen as the principal contributors to human-induced climate change include carbon dioxide 
(CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxides (N2O), fluorinated gases such as hydrofluorocarbons 
(HFCs) and perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6).  Water vapor is excluded 
from the list of GHGs because it is short-lived in the atmosphere and its atmospheric 
concentrations are largely determined by natural processes, such as oceanic evaporation. 
 
GHGs are emitted by both natural processes and human activities.  Of these gases, CO2 and CH4 
are emitted in the greatest quantities from human activities.  Emissions of CO2 are largely by-
products of fossil fuel combustion, whereas CH4 results from off-gassing associated with 
agricultural practices and landfills.  Man-made GHGs, many of which have greater heat-
absorption potential than CO2, include fluorinated gases and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) (CalEPA, 
2006).  Different types of GHGs have varying global warming potentials (GWPs).  The GWP of a 
GHG is the potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere over a specified timescale 
(generally, 100 years).  Because GHGs absorb different amounts of heat, a common reference 
gas (CO2) is used to relate the amount of heat absorbed to the amount of the gas emissions, 
referred to as “carbon dioxide equivalent” (CO2E), and is the amount of a GHG emitted 
multiplied by its GWP. Carbon dioxide has a GWP of one.  By contrast, methane (CH4) has a 
GWP of 21, meaning its global warming effect is 21 times greater than carbon dioxide on a 
molecule per molecule basis (IPCC, 1997). 
 
The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature.  Without the 
natural heat trapping effect of GHG, Earth’s surface would be about 34° C cooler (CalEPA, 
2006).  However, it is believed that emissions from human activities, particularly the 
consumption of fossil fuels for electricity production and transportation, have elevated the 
concentration of these gases in the atmosphere beyond the level of naturally occurring 
concentrations.  
 



9265 Burton Way Condominium Project 
Initial Study 

 

 

City of Beverly Hills 

 
30 

 

Based upon the California Air Resources Board (ARB) California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 
2000-2009, California produced 453 MMT CO2E in 2008 (CARB, 2012).  The major source of 
GHG in California is transportation, contributing 38% of the state’s total GHG emissions.  
Electricity generation is the second largest source, contributing 23% of the state’s GHG 
emissions.  California emissions are due in part to its large size and large population compared 
to other states.  Another factor that reduces California’s per capita fuel use and GHG emissions, 
as compared to other states, is its relatively mild climate.  ARB has projected statewide 
unregulated GHG emissions for the year 2020, which represent the emissions that would be 
expected to occur in the absence of any GHG reduction actions, will be 596 MMT CO2E. 
 

Regulatory Setting.  Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 (2002), referred to as “Pavley,” requires 
ARB to develop and adopt regulations to achieve “the maximum feasible and cost-effective 
reduction of GHG emissions from motor vehicles.”  On June 30, 2009, EPA granted the waiver 
of Clean Air Act preemption to California for its greenhouse gas emission standards for motor 
vehicles beginning with the 2009 model year.  Pavley I took effect for model years starting in 
2009 to 2016 and Pavley II, which is now referred to as “LEV (Low Emission Vehicle) III GHG” 
will cover 2017 to 2025.  Fleet average emission standards would reach 22 per cent reduction by 
2012 and 30 per cent by 2016. 
 
In 2005, former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger issued Executive Order S-3-05, establishing 
statewide GHG emissions reduction targets.  Executive Order (EO) S-3-05 provides that by 2010, 
emissions shall be reduced to 2000 levels; by 2020, emissions shall be reduced to 1990 levels; and 
by 2050, emissions shall be reduced to 80% of 1990 levels (CalEPA, 2006).  In response to EO S-3-
05, CalEPA created the Climate Action Team (CAT), which in March 2006 published the 
Climate Action Team Report (the “2006 CAT Report”) (CalEPA, 2006).  The 2006 CAT Report 
identified a recommended list of strategies that the state could pursue to reduce GHG 
emissions.  These are strategies that could be implemented by various state agencies to ensure 
that the emission reduction targets in EO S-3-05 are met and can be met with existing authority 
of the state agencies.  The strategies include the reduction of passenger and light duty truck 
emissions, the reduction of idling times for diesel trucks, an overhaul of shipping 
technology/infrastructure, increased use of alternative fuels, increased recycling, and landfill 
methane capture, etc. 
 

California Regulations.  California’s major initiative for reducing GHG emissions is 
outlined in Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the “California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006,” 
signed into law in 2006. AB 32 codifies the Statewide goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 
levels by 2020 (essentially a 15% reduction below 2005 emission levels; the same requirement as 
under S-3-05), and requires ARB to prepare a Scoping Plan that outlines the main State 
strategies for reducing GHGs to meet the 2020 deadline.  In addition, AB 32 requires ARB to 
adopt regulations to require reporting and verification of statewide GHG emissions. 
 

After completing a comprehensive review and update process, the ARB approved a 1990 
statewide GHG level and 2020 limit of 427 MMT CO2E.  The Scoping Plan was approved by 
ARB on December 11, 2008, and includes measures to address GHG emission reduction 
strategies related to energy efficiency, water use, and recycling and solid waste, among other 
measures.  The Scoping Plan includes a range of GHG reduction actions that may include direct 
regulations, alternative compliance mechanisms, monetary and non-monetary incentives, 
voluntary actions, and market-based mechanisms. 
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Executive Order S-01-07 was enacted on January 18, 2007.  The order mandates that a Low 
Carbon Fuel Standard (“LCFS”) for transportation fuels be established for California to reduce 
the carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels by at least 10% by 2020. 
Senate Bill (SB) 97, signed in August 2007, acknowledges that climate change is an 
environmental issue that requires analysis in California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
documents.  In March 2010, the California Resources Agency (Resources Agency) adopted 
amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the 
effects of GHG emissions.  The adopted guidelines give lead agencies the discretion to set 
quantitative or qualitative thresholds for the assessment and mitigation of GHGs and climate 
change impacts. 
 
Senate Bill (SB) 375, signed in August 2008, enhances the State’s ability to reach AB 32 goals by 
directing ARB to develop regional greenhouse gas emission reduction targets to be achieved 
from vehicles for 2020 and 2035.  SB 375 directs each of the state’s 18 major Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations (MPO) to prepare a “sustainable communities strategy” (SCS) that 
contains a growth strategy to meet these emission targets for inclusion in the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP).  On September 23, 2010 ARB adopted final regional targets for 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions from 2005 levels by 2020 and 2035. 
 
ARB Resolution 07-54 establishes 25,000 metric tons of GHG emissions as the threshold for 
identifying the largest stationary emission sources in California for purposes of requiring the 
annual reporting of emissions.  This threshold is just over 0.005% of California’s total inventory 
of GHG emissions for 2004. 
 
In April 2011, Governor Brown signed SB 2X requiring California to generate 33% of its 
electricity from renewable energy by 2020. 
 

CEQA Requirements.  Pursuant to the requirements of SB 97, the Resources Agency has 
adopted amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG 
emissions or the effects of GHG emissions.  The adopted CEQA Guidelines provide general 
regulatory guidance on the analysis and mitigation of GHG emissions in CEQA documents, but 
contain no suggested thresholds of significance for GHG emissions.  Instead, they give lead 
agencies the discretion to set quantitative or qualitative thresholds for the assessment and 
mitigation of GHGs and climate change impacts.  The general approach to developing a 
Threshold of Significance for GHG emissions is to identify the emissions level for which a 
project would not be expected to substantially conflict with existing California legislation 
adopted to reduce statewide GHG emissions needed to move the state towards climate 
stabilization.  If a project would generate GHG emissions above the threshold level, its 
contribution to cumulative impacts would be considered significant.  To date, the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District (BAAQMD), the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD), and the San Joaquin Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) have adopted 
quantitative significance thresholds for GHGs.  The SCAQMD threshold, which was adopted in 
December 2008, considers emissions of over 10,000 metric tons CO2E /year to be significant.   
However, the SCAQMD’s threshold applies only to stationary sources and is expressly intended 
to apply only when the SCAQMD is the CEQA lead agency.  Note that no air district has the 
power to establish definitive thresholds that will completely relieve a lead agency of the 
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obligation to determine significance on a case-by-case basis for a specific project.  Currently, the 
recommended threshold by SCAQMD for all land use types is 3,000 metric tons CO2E per year 
(SCAQMD, 2010). 
 
In an effort to guide professional planners, land use officials, and CEQA practitioners, OPR 
prepared CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change through California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA).  This document offers informal guidance regarding the steps lead agencies 
should take to address climate change in CEQA documents.  This guidance was developed in 
cooperation with the Resources Agency, Cal EPA, and the ARB. 
 

Construction Emissions.  Based on the CalEEMod model results, construction activity for 
the project would generate an estimated 347.13 metric tons CO2E (as shown in Table 6) during 
construction.  For the purpose of comparing construction emissions with annual emissions from 
operation of the proposed project, it is useful to amortize them over a 30-year period (the assumed 
life of the project).  Thus, construction of the proposed project would generate an estimated 11.6 
metric tons CO2E per year. 
 

Table 6 
Estimated Construction Emissions of 

Greenhouse Gases 

 
Construction Emissions 

(CO2E) 

Total Emissions 347.13 metric tons 

Amortized over 30 years 11.57 metric tons per year 

Source: CalEEMod, 2012.  See Appendix A for GHG emission 
worksheets and assumptions. 

 
Operational Indirect, Stationary Direct, and Mobile Emissions. 
 
Energy Use and Area Sources.  Operation of the proposed project would consume both 

electricity and natural gas (see Appendix A for calculations).  Project operation would consume 
an estimated 99,925 kilowatt-hours [kWh] of electricity per year (refer to Appendix A).  The 
generation of electricity used by the project would occur at offsite power plants, much of which 
would be generated by the combustion of fossil fuels that yields CO2, and to a smaller extent 
N2O and CH4.  As discussed above, annual electricity and natural gas emissions was calculated 
using the CalEEMod computer program, which has developed emission factors, based on the 
mix of fossil-fueled generation plants, hydroelectric power generation, nuclear power 
generation, and alternative energy sources associated with the regional grid.  Other stationary 
direct sources include hearths, consumer products, area architectural coatings, and landscaping 
equipment. 

 
Solid Waste.  For the business-as-usual scenario, it is anticipated that the project would 

generate approximately 4.81 tons CO2E per year due to solid waste generation according to the 
CalEEMod output, which uses current waste disposal rates provided by CalRecycle.   
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Water Use.  Based on the CalEEMod model estimate, on site development under 
business-as-usual conditions would generate approximately 10.11 tons CO2E due to water use 
each year. 
 

Transportation.  Mobile source GHG emissions were estimated using the traffic study 
prepared by Fehr and Peers in 2012.  Using this estimate, the CalEEMod model estimates that 
the proposed project would generate approximately 253.65 metric tons CO2E emissions per 
year.  It is worth noting that mobile emissions could be lower than projected because the 
proposed project would provide infill housing in an area with existing transit and pedestrian 
opportunities.   

 
Combined Construction, Stationary and Mobile Source Emissions.  Table 7 combines the 

construction, operational (energy use, solid waste, and water use emissions), and mobile GHG 
emissions associated with the proposed project, which would total approximately 355.40 metric 
tons CO2E per year.  This total represents approximately 0.0000007% of California’s 2009 
emissions of 453 MMT.  These emission projections indicate that the majority of the project 
GHG emissions are associated with vehicle trips.  It should be noted that some of the potential 
future residents of the proposed new units are already making daily trips to and from their 
existing residences; thus, the trips generated by those residents after they would move to the 
project site would already be a part of the total California GHG emissions and the project would 
result in a redistribution of existing trips rather than generating new trips. 

 

Table 7 
Combined Annual Emissions of Greenhouse Gases 

Emission Source 
Annual Emissions 

(CO2E) 

Construction 
11.57 metric tons (amortized, 
as shown in Table 6 above) 

Operational 

Energy Use and Area Sources 
Solid Waste 

Water 

 
75.26 metric tons 
4.81 metric tons 

10.11 metric tons 

Mobile  

 Transportation  
 

253.65 metric tons 

Total 355.40 metric tons 

Source: CalEEMod, 2012.  See Appendix A for GHG emission worksheets 
and assumptions. 

 

As shown in Table 7, combined annual emissions would be 355.40 metric tons CO2E per year.  As 
discussed above, the recommended thresholds that would be appropriate for the proposed 
project include the 1,400 metric tons CO2E per year threshold for commercial projects and the 
3,000 metric tons CO2E per year threshold for all land use types recommended by SCAQMD.  As 
emissions would not exceed either of these thresholds, the GHG impacts of the proposed project 
would be less than significant.   
 
b)  Less than significant.  GHG emissions reduction strategies that were prepared by California 
Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) Climate Action Team (CAT) and measures suggested 
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by the Attorney General have been used as a benchmark for significance and qualitative 
consideration.  The CAT strategies are recommended to reduce GHG emissions at a statewide level 
to meet the goals of the Executive Order S-3-05 (CalEPA, 2006).   
 
The Attorney General’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Report was prepared in 2008 by the California 
Attorney General’s Office.  This Report specifies measures that may reduce global warming related 
impacts at the individual project level.  As appropriate, the measures can be included as design 
features of a project, required as changes to the project, or imposed as mitigation (whether 
undertaken directly by the project proponent or funded by mitigation fees). 
 
Consistency with CAT strategies and measures suggested in the Attorney General’s 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Report are discussed in Tables 8 and 9.  Several of the actions 
identified in the tables below are already required by California regulations.  Tables 8 and 9 
illustrate that on-site development would be consistent with the GHG reduction strategies set 
forth by the 2006 CAT Report and the 2008 Attorney General’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
Report.    
 

Table 8 

Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report  

Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy Project Consistency 

California Air Resources Board 

Vehicle Climate Change Standards 

AB 143 (Pavley) required the state to develop and adopt 
regulations that achieve the maximum feasible and cost-
effective reduction of climate change emissions emitted by 
passenger vehicles and light duty trucks.  Regulations were 
adopted by the ARB in September 2004. 

Consistent 

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

Diesel Anti-Idling 

In July 2004, the ARB adopted a measure to limit diesel-fueled 
commercial motor vehicle idling 

Consistent 

Current state law restricts diesel truck idling to five minutes or 
less.  Diesel trucks operating from the project site would be 
subject to this statewide law during both the construction and 
operational phases of the proposed project. 

Alternative Fuels: Biodiesel Blends 

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

Consistent 

The ARB is in the process of developing regulations that would 
increase the use of biodiesel for transportation uses.  Currently, 
it is unknown when such regulations would be implemented; 
however, it is expected that upon implementation of such a 
regulation that would require increase biodiesel blends, the 
diesel fuel used vehicles that travel to and from the project site 
would be correspondingly displaced by biodiesel.  

Alternative Fuels: Ethanol 

Increased use of E-85 fuel. 

Consistent 

As data becomes available on the impacts of fuel specifications 
on the current and future vehicle fleets, the ARB will review and 
update motor vehicle fuel specifications as appropriate. In 
reviewing the specifications, the ARB will consider the emissions 
performance, fuel supply consequences, potential greenhouse 
gas reduction benefits, and cost issues surrounding E85. Future 
tenants of the project could purchase flex-fuel vehicles and 
utilize this fuel, once it is commercially available. 

Heavy-Duty Vehicle Emission Reduction Measures 

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

Consistent 

The heavy-duty vehicles that travel to and from the project site 
on public roadways would be subject to all applicable ARB 
efficiency standards that are in effect at the time of vehicle 
manufacture. 
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Table 8 

Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report  

Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy Project Consistency 

Achieving 50% Statewide Recycling Goal 

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

Consistent 

The City of Beverly Hills Municipal Code Section 9-1-1001 
“Diversion Requirements,” states “To ensure that the city meets 
the statutory obligations imposed by the California integrated 
waste management act (AB 939), the director of building and 
safety, in issuing permits for construction, renovation, and 
demolition projects of a specified magnitude, is authorized to 
impose and to enforce requirements related to the salvaging, 
recycling, and reuse of construction and demolition debris. 
Those requirements will be established by resolution of the city 
council. (Ord. 03-O-2436, eff. 1-15-2004).”  The City of Beverly 
Hills has achieved this diversion through recycling and collection 
of green waste, and has diverted at least 57 percent of its solid 
waste since 2001 and achieved a waste diversion rate of 60 
percent in 2007 (City of Beverly Hills General Plan Update 
Negative Declaration and Environmental Initial Study, 2010).  It 
is anticipated that the project would similarly divert at least 50% 
of its solid waste after the recyclable content is diverted. 

Zero Waste – High Recycling 

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

Consistent 

The City of Beverly Hills has achieved this diversion through 
recycling and collection of green waste, and has diverted at 
least 57 percent of its solid waste since 2001 and achieved a 
waste diversion rate of 78 percent in 2010 (City of Beverly Hills 
General Plan Update Negative Declaration and Environmental 
Initial Study, 2010; Crown Disposal, 2011).  It is anticipated that 
the project would similarly divert at least 50% of its solid waste 
after the recyclable content is diverted.  The project would also 
be subject to all applicable State and City requirements for solid 
waste reduction as they change in the future. 

Department of Forestry 

Urban Forestry 

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

Consistent 

The project site is mostly developed but contains eight trees.  
The project’s landscaping would include 21 new trees along 
front and side setbacks, resulting in a net increase in trees on 
the property. 

 

Department of Water Resources 

Water Use Efficiency 

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

 Consistent 

Section 6-1-2 of the Beverly Hills Municipal Code establishes 
regulations for the administration of water services in the City.  
In compliance with Government Code Section 10631, parts (c) 
and (d), the City has also provided alternative water 
conservation measures.  The City maintains as a long-term goal 
a Water Conservation Program, Water Conservation Ordinance, 
and Efficient Landscaping Ordinance to achieve and maintain a 
high level of efficiency in water uses in the Beverly Hills service 
area.  The project would be required to comply with these 
programs and ordinances.   

Energy Commission (CEC) 

Building Energy Efficiency Standards in Place and in Progress 

Public Resources Code 25402 authorizes the CEC to adopt and 
periodically update its building energy efficiency standards (that 
apply to newly constructed buildings and alterations to existing 
buildings). 

 Consistent 

The project would be required to comply with the standards of 
Title 24 that are in effect at the time of development, including 
those of Calgreen, the California Green Building Standards 
Code, Title 24, part 11, effective January 2011. 
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Table 8 

Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report  

Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy Project Consistency 

Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards in Place and in Progress 

Public Resources Code 25402 authorizes the Energy 
Commission to adopt and periodically update its appliance 
energy efficiency standards (that apply to devices and 
equipment using energy that are sold or offered for sale in 
California). 

Consistent 

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

Business, Transportation and Housing 

Measures to Improve Transportation Energy Efficiency 

Builds on current efforts to provide a framework for expanded 
and new initiatives including incentives, tools and information 
that advance cleaner transportation and reduce climate change 
emissions. 

Consistent 

The project site is located within walking distance of bus stops 
on Metro Line 16/316 and Metro Rapid 704 and 720. 

Smart Land Use and Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) 

Smart land use strategies encourage jobs/housing proximity, 
promote transit-oriented development, and encourage high-
density residential/commercial development along transit 
corridors. 

Consistent 

The residential project is located in close proximity to 
commercial areas within the City of Beverly Hills.  The project 
site is also located along a transit corridor that connects to 
downtown Los Angeles via Metro Line 16/316 and Metro Rapid 
704 and 720. 

 

Table 9 
Project Consistency with Applicable Attorney General 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measures 

Strategy Project Consistency 

Transportation-Related Emissions 

Diesel Anti-Idling 

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

Consistent 

Currently, the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) Airborne 
Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) to Limit Diesel-Fueled 
Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling restricts diesel truck idling to 
five minutes or less.  Diesel trucks operating from and making 
deliveries to the project site are subject to this state-wide law.  
Construction vehicles are also subject to this regulation. 

Transportation Emissions Reduction  

Provide shuttle service to public transportation.  

Consistent 

Shuttle service to public transportation would be unnecessary as 
the project site is located within walking distance of Metro Line 
16/316 and Metro Rapid 704 and 720. 

Transportation Emissions Reduction  

Incorporate bike lanes into the project circulation system. 

Consistent 

On-site development would not preclude the addition of bike 
lanes to surrounding streets.  In addition, the proposed project 
would be consistent with the broader goal of promoting 
alternative modes of transportation by providing a bike storage 
facility at ground level. 

Solid Waste and Energy Emissions 

Solid Waste Reduction Strategy 

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

Consistent 

Pursuant to Section 9.1.1001 of the Beverly Hills Municipal 
Code, development projects are required to meet established 
standards regarding solid waste and recycling.   

Water Use Efficiency 

Require measures that reduce the amount of water sent to the 
sewer system – see examples in CAT standard above.  

Consistent 

It is the responsibility of the Public Works Commission (as 
outlined in the Beverly Hills Municipal Code Section 2.2.1102) to 
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Table 9 
Project Consistency with Applicable Attorney General 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measures 

Strategy Project Consistency 

(Reduction in water volume sent to the sewer system means less 
water has to be treated and pumped to the end user, thereby 
saving energy. 

act in an advisory capacity concerning public outreach programs 
relating to water conservation.  The project would be subject to 
Beverly Hills water conservation regulations and programs 
established by the Public Works Commission. In addition, the 
project is subject to the requirements of Calgreen, the California 
Green Building Standards Code, Title 24, Part 11, effective 
January 2011, which requires a 20% reduction in water use.   

Land Use Measures, Smart Growth Strategies and Carbon Offsets 

Smart Land Use and Intelligent Transportation Systems 

Encourage mixed-use and high density development to reduce 
vehicle trips, promote alternatives to vehicle travel and promote 
efficient delivery of services and goods.   

Consistent 

The project is located in a high density area along a primary 
travel corridor of Beverly Hills.  Additionally, the project is located 
close to residences and commercial development in a mixed use 
environment. 

Smart Land Use and Intelligent Transportation Systems 

Require pedestrian-only streets and plazas within the Project site 
and destinations that may be reached conveniently by public 
transportation, walking or bicycling.   

Consistent 

The project is located in an urban environment on Burton Way, 
where the project’s frontage is accessible by sidewalk.  
Additionally, the project is located in an area within Beverly Hills 
that provides shopping and residential destinations within 
convenient walking distance.   

 
The California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) CEQA Guidelines also include recommended 
mitigation strategies to reduce GHG impacts.  According to this document, mitigation measures 
may include: 
 

1. Potential measures to reduce wasteful, inefficient and unnecessary consumption of energy 
during construction, operation, maintenance and/or removal.  

2. The potential of siting, orientation, and design to minimize energy consumption, including 
transportation energy, water conservation and solid-waste reduction. 

3. The potential for reducing peak energy demand. 
4. Alternate fuels (particularly renewable ones) or energy systems. 
5. Energy conservation which could result from recycling efforts. 

 
Consistent with OPR mitigation strategies, on-site development would reduce wasteful, 
inefficient and unnecessary consumption of energy and utilize alternative fuels by complying 
with requirements of Part 6, Title 24 of the California Building Standards Code – California 
Energy Code.  The proposed project would be consistent with CAT and Attorney General 
Strategies, as demonstrated in Tables 7 and 8, as well as OPR strategies, as discussed above.   
 
GHG emissions generated by the proposed project would not have a significant adverse impact 
on the environment.  The project would not conflict with applicable plans, policies, or 
regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs.  Therefore, the 
contribution of on-site development to cumulative global climate change impacts would be less 
than significant.   
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 

VIII. HAZARDS and HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - Would the Project: 

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

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

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within ¼ 
mile of an existing or proposed school?     

d) Be located on a site which is included on 
a list of hazardous material sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment?     

e) For a project located within an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the 
Project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the Project area?     

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the Project result in a 
safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the Project area?     

g) Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan?     

h) Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas 
or where residences are intermixed with 
wildlands?     

 
a)  Less than significant.  The proposed project includes the demolition of existing residential 
buildings and the construction of a condominium.  Such residential uses would not involve the 
routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous substances, other than minor amounts typically 
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used for maintenance.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and further study of 
this issue in an EIR is not warranted. 

  
b)  Less than significant.  The proposed development includes demolition of existing 
residential buildings that cover 6,303 square feet and construction of a 42,755 square-foot 
condominium with subterranean parking.  As discussed in Section III, Air Quality, the existing 
buildings at the project site were constructed in 1927 and 1945 and therefore have the potential 
to contain asbestos and/or lead-based paint that could be released during demolition.  The 
developer would be required, before obtaining a demolition permit, to have the buildings 
evaluated for asbestos and/or lead paint.  If the buildings are found to contain such materials, 
an asbestos abatement permit shall be obtained from the City of Beverly Hills Department of 
Building and Safety as required by Rule 1403 of the SCAQMD.  Demolition permits may then be 
issued upon submittal of an asbestos abatement completion certificate by qualified contractors 
as required by Section 102.9 of the City’s Uniform Administrative Code (listed in Beverly Hills 
Municipal Code Section 9-1-104) Lead-based materials exposure is regulated by California 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (CalOSHA) regulations.  California Code of 
Regulations, §1532.1, requires testing, monitoring, containment, and disposal of lead-based 
materials such that exposure levels do not exceed CalOSHA standards.  Compliance with 
existing regulations would reduce the potential for adverse impacts from the release of 
hazardous materials to a less than significant level.   
 
c)  No impact.  Given that the nearest schools to the project site are located more than ¼ mile 
away, the project would have no impact on local schools through hazardous emissions, acutely 
hazardous materials or substances, or waste.   
 
d)  No impact.  The project site does not appear on any hazardous material site list compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.  The following databases were checked 
(December 13, 2012) for known hazardous materials contamination at the project site: 
 

• Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System 
(CERCLIS) database; 

• Geotracker search for leaking underground fuel tanks;  
• Investigations- Cleanups (SLIC) and Landfill sites, Cortese list of Hazardous Waste and 
• Substances Sites; and  
• The Department of Toxic Substances Control’s Site Mitigation and Brownfields Database. 

 

The project site does not appear on any of the above lists.  It is worth noting that an adjacent 
property, located across the alley at 9268 West 3rd Street, was found on a Geotracker search for 
leaking underground fuel tanks.  At this site, a gasoline leak from an underground storage tank 
was reported in 1990.  Remediation occurred in 1992, and the case was closed in 1998.  Since 
neither the project site nor neighboring sites are listed as current hazardous material sites,  
no impacts are anticipated with respect to this issue. 
 
e, f)  No impact.  The project site is located approximately 4.7 miles northeast of the Santa 
Monica Airport.  The project site is not within an area covered by an airport land use plan, nor 
is it located in the vicinity of a private air strip.  There would be no impact.   
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g)  No impact.  The developer of the project would be required to comply with all applicable 
City codes and regulations pertaining to emergency response and evacuation plans maintained 
by the police and fire department in the City of Beverly Hills.  The project does not include 
permanent street closures or changes in traffic flow.  There would be no impact.   
 
h)  No impact.  The project site and surrounding areas are entirely urbanized.  Flammable 
brush, grass, or dense trees do not occur at substantial levels on the project site.  Prior to final 
plan approvals, the City would require the developer to comply with all applicable codes, 
regulations, and standard conditions of approval for fire protection.  The developer would be 
required to provide proof of compliance with all applicable building and fire code 
requirements.  These requirements include, but are not limited to, types of roofing materials, 
building construction, fire hydrant flows, hydrant spacing, access and design, fire sprinkler 
systems, and other hazard reduction programs, as set forth by the BHFD and the Uniform Fire 
Code.  Therefore, significant impacts to people or structures as the result of wildland fires 
would not occur.  There would be no impact. 
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IX. HYDROLOGY and WATER QUALITY – Would the Project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements?     

b) Substantially deplete groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or 
a lowering or the local groundwater table 
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level 
which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits 
have been granted)?     

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 
or off-site?     

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including the 
alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner 
which would result in flooding on- or off-
site?     
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IX. HYDROLOGY and WATER QUALITY – Would the Project: 

e) Create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff?     

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality?     

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood 
hazard area as mapped on a federal 
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map?     

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows?     

i) Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam?     

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow?     

 
a)  Less than significant.  Discharge of pollutants from the project site during construction and 
operation of the building would be restricted by provisions set by the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) and the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(LARWQCB).  The developer would be required to ensure that pollutants are not discharged 
from the site unless the discharge is in compliance with the NPDES program established by the 
Board.  This permit requires the preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that identifies best management practices (BMPs) that control surface 
runoff, erosion, and sedimentation.  The developer would be required to control pollutant 
discharge by utilizing Best Management Practices (BMPs) such as the Best Available 
Technology Economically Achievable (BAT) and the Best Conventional Pollutant Control 
Technology (BCT) in order to avoid discharging pollutants into waterways.  BMPs would be 
required during general operation of the project to ensure that storm water runoff meets the 
established water quality standards and waste discharge requirements.  Therefore, the project 
would not violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.  Implementation of 
the requirements of an SWPPP would reduce temporary erosion-related impacts to a less than 

significant level and mitigation is not required. 
 
b)  Less than significant.  Under current conditions, the 14,232-square-foot project site is 
approximately 77% impervious, with 6,303 square feet covered in building and the remaining 
area covered by a mix of concrete walkways, a paved patio, and vegetation.  While the 
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proposed condominium would increase the density of housing on-site, most of this change in 
density would be accommodated by building vertically.  The proposed front setback (15 feet) 
and much of the proposed side setbacks (approximately 13 feet on the west and 10 feet on the 
east) would remain open with landscaping and trees.  Upon completion, the project would 
result in a slight decrease in pervious surface because of the proposed building’s larger 
footprint. Surface landscaping would allow for some infiltration of storm water, although the 
subterranean structure would limit percolation to the groundwater table. 
 
The increase of surfacing on-site would not be substantial enough to deplete groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net 
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table.  Furthermore, the scale of 
development and impervious surface would be consistent with other development in the 
vicinity of this urban site.  Given the slight decrease in pervious area on the project site, the 
amount of water used for landscaping would not substantially change; moreover, the project 
would not involve activities that would directly extract water from the ground.  The impact on 
groundwater would be less than significant and mitigation is not required.      
 
c, d)  Less than significant.  The proposed project involves redevelopment of an existing urban 
site that is graded and largely built upon.  Upon project completion, the amount of impervious 
area on the project site would slightly increase relative to current conditions (see above 
discussion under item IX, b).  The site would remain relatively flat, and there are no streams or 
rivers present on or around the project site or surrounding parcels.  Temporary sedimentation 
impacts could occur if bare ground is exposed during winter rains.  This, in conjunction with 
other on-site construction activities, has the potential to result in temporary water quality 
impacts.  The developer would be required to comply with the City of Beverly Hills Urban 
Runoff Mitigation Ordinance (Municipal Code Section 9-4-506), which requires the 
implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs).  Such BMPs include use of plastic 
coverings on unprotected areas to eliminate erosion; removal of any sediments tracked offsite 
by construction vehicles; and use of temporary sediment barriers where necessary.  These 
construction and erosion control practices would reduce the potential for adverse effects caused 
by excavation and general construction.  Therefore, impacts relating to erosion, siltation and 
flooding would be less than significant and mitigation is not required. 
 
e, f)  Less than significant.  The project site, in its present condition, is approximately 77% 
impervious and 23% pervious.  As discussed above, the amount of impervious surface 
following project development would slightly increase, and runoff quantities would likewise be 
expected to increase incrementally.  The environment surrounding the project site is highly 
urban and aerial views of the project vicinity as shown on Figure 2 illustrate that impervious 
surfaces cover at least 80% on average.  Relative to this environment, the proposed project 
would have a similar effect with respect to runoff quantity.    
 
The proposed project would place the associated parking below ground in a subterranean 
garage and in an at-grade level of covered parking, which would improve the quality of the site 
runoff; however, small quantities of pesticides or herbicides could be contributed to runoff if 
used as part of the landscape maintenance program, which could offset the improvements.  The 
quality of site runoff is not anticipated to substantially decline or improve after project 
implementation, as parking and loading would be provided underground or covered and new 
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uses that could contribute to a degradation of water quality are not proposed.  Pursuant to the 
City of Beverly Hills Municipal Code, the developer would be required to submit a Standard 
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) to the Department of Public Works and 
Transportation’s Utilities Division, which must include the Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
necessary to control storm water pollution during construction activities and facility operations 
(BHMC Section 9-4-506).  Additionally, the project would be required to comply with NPDES 
permit requirements, including a Storm Water Pollution Prevention plan (SWPPP) during 
construction and operation of the project.   
 
The proposed project is not anticipated to create or contribute runoff that would exceed the 
capacity of the City’s storm water drainage systems, nor is it anticipated to provide an 
additional source of polluted runoff.  Moreover, the proposed residential use with ancillary 
parking would not be expected to produce any additional contaminants that would 
substantially degrade water quality.  Therefore, the impact would be less than significant and 
mitigation is not required.   
 

According to the Geotechnical Engineering Exploration of the project site (Byer Geotechnical, 
2012; available for review during normal business hours at Beverly Hills City Hall, Community 
Development Department offices), groundwater was not encountered in borings that were 
excavated up to 51.5 feet below the ground surface.  The California Geological Survey has also 
estimated that the historically highest groundwater level at the site was between 20 and 30 feet 
below ground surface.  The proposed subterranean garage appears to require approximately 13 
feet of excavated depth.  At this depth of 13 feet, it is not anticipated that dewatering would be 
required because groundwater is much deeper; however, if this were to occur, it should be 
noted that treatment and discharge of this water would be subject to the requirements of the 
Beverly Hills Municipal Code, Chapter 9-4-610, Dewatering.  All applicable regulations 
regarding use of extracted groundwater would apply.  Mandatory compliance with the City’s 
dewatering and urban runoff and storm water regulations and NPDES requirements would 
reduce impacts associated with runoff and storm water drainage systems to a less than 

significant level and mitigation is not required. 
 

g-j)  Less than significant.  The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) classifies the 
City of Beverly Hills under Flood Zone C, which does not require mandatory flood mitigation 
enforcement.  The City of Beverly Hills lies in the inundation path of the Lower Franklin 
Canyon Dam which is located north of the City.  In the event of a breach of the Lower Franklin 
Reservoir, the residential area north of Carmelita Avenue would be exposed to immediate and 
severe danger.  Below that point, the danger diminishes rapidly (City of Beverly Hills General 
Plan Update Negative Declaration and Environmental Initial Study, 2010).  The project site is 
not located in the residential area north of Carmelita Avenue, and therefore would not be 
significantly affected by dam inundation.  As the project site and the surrounding area are 
generally flat, mudflows would not pose a hazard to development on the project site.  The 
project site is approximately seven miles northeast of the Pacific Ocean, and no other significant 
bodies of water are within the vicinity of the project site.  As a result, the project site would not 
be affected by tsunamis or seiches.  Impacts relating to flooding, mudflows, tsunamis and 
seiches would be less than significant and mitigation is not required. 
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the proposal: 

a) Physically divide an established 
community?     

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but 
not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect?     

c) Conflict with an applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan?     

 
a)  Less than significant.  The proposed project includes demolition of four existing residential 
buildings and construction of a new condominium building with ancillary parking.  The project 
would not affect through streets or interrupt neighborhood continuity or connectivity, or 
otherwise physically divide an established community.  The impact is less than significant and 
mitigation is not required.  
 
b)  Less than significant.  The project site carries a land use designation of Multiple Residential 
and a zoning classification of R-4 (Multi-Family Residential).  The R-4 District allows single- and 
multiple-family dwellings, public libraries, and accessory uses.  In this district, pursuant to 
Beverly Hills General Plan densities1, one housing unit may be constructed for every 871.2 
square feet of site area.  Thus, the General Plan would allow 16 units to be built on site.  The 
applicant plans to construct two of the allowable 16 units, or 12.5%, for very low income 
households, thereby qualifying for a density bonus.  Pursuant to BHMC Section 10-3-1526, the 
Planning Commission may grant a base density bonus of 20% if an applicant agrees to construct 
at least 5% of total housing units for very low income households; and for each 1% increase in 
the number of units above the 5% threshold, the bonus may be increased by 2.5%.  The 
maximum density bonus is limited to 35%.  As a result, the applicant is eligible for a density 
bonus of 35% (six additional units).  For a multi-family residential building, BHMC Section 10-
3-2801 also allows the construction of one additional efficiency unit that is not subject to density 
limits.  Thus the project includes a total of 23 housing units, including six bonus units and one 
additional efficiency unit.  If a density bonus is granted, then the project would be consistent 
with applicable density requirements.  Further, if the density bonus is granted, the applicant 

                                                 
1  General Plan densities, rather than Municipal Code densities, apply when a project is constructed 

pursuant to a Density Bonus Permit.  Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65915 (o)(2), in 
the event of inconsistency between the zoning ordinance and General Plan with regard to maximum 
allowable residential density, the General Plan takes precedence. 
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would be entitled to request two incentives / concessions pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65915((d)(2)(B) and Beverly Hills Municipal Code Section 10-3-1526.5.  Then applicant 
has requested incentives related to building height and parking design standards, as discussed 
below. 
 
The project site also is located within Height District C, in which buildings may have a 
maximum height of five stories or 55 feet, whichever is less (BHMC Section 10-3-2804).  Given 
that the proposed building height would be a maximum of six stories and 72 feet, a density 
bonus incentive has been requested to exceed the standard height limit.  If the City grants the 
requested density bonus, the proposed height would be consistent with applicable policies. 
 
California Government Code Section 65915 (p) sets maximum parking ratios for housing 
projects that are eligible for a density bonus, which ratios may be requested by the project 
applicant.  These parking ratios preempt the City’s standard requirements for multi-family 
residential buildings as listed in BHMC Section 10-3-2816, if the applicant requests use of the 
ratios.  Pursuant to Gov. Code Section 65915 (p), no city may require a development to provide 
more than one on-site parking space for each unit with up to one bedroom, or two on-site 
parking spaces for each unit with two to three bedrooms.  The proposed building would 
contain one efficiency unit, five one-bedroom units, 13 two-bedroom units, and four three-
bedroom units.  Consequently, the project is required to provide 40 on-site parking spaces.  
Since 46 on-site parking spaces are proposed, the project would provide a sufficient number of 
spaces to meet statutory requirements. 
 
In accordance with BHMC Section 10-3-2818, all parking facilities in the R-4 zone must be 
provided within a structure on the same site as the proposed housing units and shield parked 
automobiles from horizontal view in all directions.  In addition, all parking structures shall be 
enclosed with solid walls when the structures are adjacent to a residentially zoned property or 
separated from that property solely by an alley.  In the proposed project, all parking is to be 
provided within the proposed building.  As a second density bonus incentive, a 
 waiver of BHMC 10-3-2818 based on the density bonus incentive provisions has been requested 
to allow the ground-floor parking area to not be fully enclosed with solid walls in order to allow 
for natural (rather than mechanical) ventilation.  Assuming that the waiver is approved, the 
project would be consistent with general plan policies and applicable zoning designation and 
regulations. 
 
Therefore, with approval of the requested incentives, the project would be consistent with 
applicable City policies and ordinances.  Impacts would be less than significant and mitigation 
is not required. 
 
c)  No impact.  The project site is located in an entirely urbanized area of Beverly Hills.  There 
are no natural communities or habitats located on the project site, and no habitat/natural 
community conservation plans are applicable to the site.  Therefore, the project would not 
conflict with any habitat/natural community conservation plans and no impact would occur. 
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the Project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to 
the region and the residents of the state?     

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, 
specific plan, or other land use plan?     

 
a-b)  Less than significant.  The project site is designated as being within Mineral Resource 
Zone MRZ-1, pursuant to the Division of Mines and Geology Mineral Classification System 
(Figure CON4, City of Beverly Hills General Plan Conservation Element, amended January 12, 
2010).  The MRZ-1 zone is defined as an area where geologic information indicates that 
no significant mineral deposits are present (State of California Department of Conservation, 
Guidelines for Classification and Designation of Mineral Lands).  The project site is not 
underlain by known oil resources (Figure CON 5, City of Beverly Hills General Plan 
Conservation Element, amended January 12, 2010).  The project site involves redevelopment of 
land that was previously developed and is located in an urbanized area of downtown Beverly 
Hills (see Figure 2).  Moreover, the City’s General Plan Conservation Element (amended 
January 12, 2010) discourages resource extraction within the City through the following policies. 
 

CON 21.1  New Extraction Activities. Prohibit new drill sites in 
new locations within the City for production of oil, gas, 
or other hydrocarbon substances. (Imp. 2.1) 

 
CON 21.2  Existing Extraction Facilities. Develop a plan to 

phase out existing oil drilling sites as soon as 
practicable. (Imp. 2.1) 

 
No mineral resources of value to the region or the residents of the state have been identified 
within the project area and the project area is not suited for resource extraction given the urban 
location.  Hence, the impact would be less than significant and mitigation is not required.   
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XII. NOISE – Would the Project result in: 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies?     

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?     

c) A substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels above levels existing 
without the Project?     

d) A substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the 
Project vicinity above levels existing 
without the Project?     

 
e) For a project located within an airport land 

use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the 
Project expose people residing or working 
in the Project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the Project expose people 
residing or working in the Project area to 
excessive noise?     

 
Noise level (or volume) is generally measured in decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound 
pressure level (dBA).  The A-weighting scale is an adjustment to the actual sound power levels 
to be consistent with that of human hearing response, which is most sensitive to frequencies 
around 4,000 Hertz (about the highest note on a piano) and less sensitive to low frequencies 
(below 100 Hertz). 

 
One of the most frequently used noise metrics that considers duration as well as sound power 
level is the equivalent noise level (Leq).  The Leq is defined as the steady A-weighted level that is 
equivalent to the same amount of energy as that contained in the actual time-varying levels 
over a period of time (essentially, Leq is the average sound level). 
 
a, c)  Less than significant.  The City of Beverly Hills’ General Plan contains noise standards 
that are applicable to this project.  Policies in the General Plan address unnecessary, excessive, 
and annoying noise levels and sources, such as vehicles, construction, special sources (e.g., 
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radios, musical instrument, animals, etc.) and stationary sources (e.g., heating and cooling 
systems, mechanical rooms, etc.).  For traffic-related noise, impacts would be significant if 
project-generated traffic results in exposure of sensitive receptors to unacceptable noise levels.  
Recommendations in the May 2006 Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, published 
by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), were used to determine whether or not increases 
in roadway noise would be considered significant.  The significance threshold for an increase in 
noise exposure depends on the level of ambient noise at a site; as shown in Table 10, when 
existing ambient noise levels are low, a greater increase in roadway noise is allowed. 
 

Table 10 
Significance of Changes in 

Operational Roadway Noise Exposure 

Ldn or Leq in dBA 

Existing Noise 
Exposure 

Allowable Noise Exposure 
Increase 

45-50 7 

50-55 5 

55-60 3 

60-65 2 

65-70 1 

75+ 0 

Source:  Federal Transit Administration (FTA), May 2006 

 
If project-generated traffic exposes sensitive receptors to noise increases that exceed the above 
criteria, then impacts would be significant.  In the residential zone where the project is located, 
the nearest sensitive receptors are hotel patrons immediately west of the project site and 
residences immediately to the east.  The most common sources of noise in the project vicinity 
are transportation-related, such as automobiles, trucks, and motorcycles.  Motor vehicle noise is 
of concern because it is characterized by a high number of individual events, which often create 
a sustained noise level, and because of its proximity to areas sensitive to noise exposure.  The 
primary source of roadway noise near the project site is Burton Way.   
 
As discussed in Section XVI. Transportation/Traffic, the project’s impact on traffic that would 
produce roadway noise is expected to be less than significant.  The project would generate a net 
increase of 86 average daily trips (ADT), including seven trips during AM peak hours and nine 
trips during PM peak hours.  In addition, the project would not result in significant increases in 
daily vehicular volumes on residential streets.  Given that existing ambient noise levels on-site 
were measured at 63.1 dBA on August 7, 2012, at 5:00 PM, during the weekday peak traffic 
hour, the allowable increase in roadway noise exposure from project-generated traffic is 2 dBA, 
as shown by Table 10.  (Please see Appendix C for the on-site noise readings used to calculate 
ambient noise levels.)  Project-generated traffic would not be substantial enough to increase 
noise exposure by 2 dBA.  For reference, typical urban traffic levels would need to nearly 
double on a particular street segment to result in a perceptible increase of approximately 3 dBA.  
Based on local traffic flow data from November 2011, the proposed project would only increase 
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traffic on eastbound Burton Way by 0.54% over the current average of 16,000 daily trips and on 
westbound Burton Way by 0.52% over its average of 16,400 daily trips (Beverly Hills, Traffic 
Flow Data, 2011).  Therefore, ambient noise impacts associated with operation of the proposed 
buildings along area roadways would be less than significant and do not require further 
discussion in the EIR.   
 
b, d)  Less than significant.   
 

Construction Noise.  The grading phase of project construction tends to create the 
highest construction noise levels because of the operation of heavy equipment.  The project 
would result in temporary noise level increases during site preparation, demolition, paving, 
and building.  As shown in Table 11, noise levels associated with heavy equipment typically 
range from about 76 to 89 dBA at 50 feet from the source. 

 

Table 11  
Typical Noise Levels at 

Construction Sites 

Equipment On-site 
Average Noise Level 

at 50 Feet 

Air Compressor 81 dBA 

Concrete Mixer 85 dBA 

Saw 76 dBA 

Scraper 89 dBA 

Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Harris 
Miller Miller & Hanson Inc., May 2006. 

Note: Pile drivers are not permitted on-site pursuant to the City 
of Beverly Hills Building and Safety Department (Ryan Gohlich, 
personal communication, April 2012). 

 
Pursuant to the City’s noise ordinance (Municipal Code Section 5-1-202), a significant impact 
would occur if construction activities occurring on the project site would result in an increase of 
5 dB(A) above the ambient level outside the hours permitted by the City’s noise ordinance (i.e., 
between the hours of 6:00 PM and 8:00 AM on weekdays, or at any time on Saturday, Sunday or 
a public holiday).  Ambient noise levels on-site were measured on August 7, 2012 at 5:00 PM, 
during the weekday peak traffic hour.  Noise levels were measured to be 63.1 dBA.  Therefore, 
based on the noise levels shown in Table 4 above, noise levels would be anticipated to exceed 
ambient noise levels by more than 5 dBA during construction.  However, these noise levels 
would occur during the daytime in accordance with the permitted hours stipulated in the 
Municipal Code, and would be temporary, occurring only during certain construction phases.  
As noted above, the nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are hotel patrons immediately 
west of the site and residences immediately east of the site.  Construction noise would occur 
only during the daytime, and only on weekdays.  Therefore, noise impacts to sensitive receptors 
in the area from project construction would be less than significant. 
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 Construction Vibration.  Vibration is a unique form of noise because its energy is carried 
through buildings, structures, and the ground, whereas ambient noise is simply carried through 
the air.  Thus, vibration is generally felt rather than heard.  Some vibration effects can be caused 
by noise, such as the rattling of windows from truck pass-bys.  This phenomenon is caused by 
the coupling of the acoustic energy at frequencies that are close to the resonant frequency of the 
material being vibrated.  Typically, groundborne vibration generated by manmade activities 
attenuates rapidly as distance from the source of the vibration increases and vibration rapidly 
diminishes in amplitude with distance from the source.  The ground motion caused by 
vibration is measured as particle velocity in inches per second and is referenced as vibration 
decibels (VdB) in the U.S. 
 
The vibration velocity level threshold of perception for humans is approximately 65 VdB.  A 
vibration velocity of 75 VdB is the approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and 
distinctly perceptible levels for many people.  Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by 
sources within buildings such as operation of mechanical equipment, movement of people, or 
the slamming of doors.  Typical outdoor sources of perceptible groundborne vibration are 
construction equipment, steel wheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads.  If a roadway is 
smooth, the groundborne vibration from traffic is barely perceptible.  The range of interest is 
from approximately 50 VdB, which is the typical background vibration velocity, to 100 VdB, 
which is the general threshold where minor damage can occur in fragile buildings. 
 
Significant impacts occur when vibration or groundborne noise levels exceed the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) maximum acceptable level threshold of 65 VdB for buildings 
where low ambient vibration is essential for interior operations (such as hospitals and recording 
studios), 72 VdB for residences and buildings where people normally sleep, including hotels, 
and 75 VdB for institutional land uses with primary daytime use (such as churches and 
schools). 
 
Construction activities that would occur on the project site have the potential to generate 
groundborne vibration.  Table 12 identifies various vibration velocity levels for the types of 
construction equipment that are likely to operate at the project site during construction. 
 
Based on the information presented in Table 12, vibration levels could be approximately 87 VdB 
at the existing hotel and condominiums located immediately east and west of the project site.  
As noted above, impacts would be significant if vibration levels exceeded 72 VdB during 
recognized sleep hours (as established by the Federal Railway Administration for places where 
people normally sleep).  Although the project would exceed the groundborne velocity threshold 
level of 72 VdB, construction would not occur during hours of recognized sleep in accordance 
with requirements of the City’s Municipal Code.  In addition, the project would not exceed 
vibration levels that could potentially damage nearby buildings.  
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Table 12 
Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment 

Equipment 

Approximate VdB 

25 Feet 50 Feet 60 Feet 75 Feet 100 Feet 

Large Bulldozer 87 81 79 77 75 

Loaded Trucks 86 80 78 76 74 

Jackhammer 79 73 71 69 67 

Small Bulldozer 58 52 50 48 46 

Source: Federal Railroad Administration, 1998  

 
Construction activity would be temporary, and the use of heavy equipment would be primarily 
limited to the demolition, excavation, site preparation and exterior construction phases.  As 
construction of the outer shell of the building progresses, the building itself would contain 
much of the construction activity, and the likelihood of utilizing bulldozers and jackhammers 
decreases.  Trucks would still be anticipated to bring construction materials to the site, which 
may periodically generate vibrations that would be felt by nearby receptors; however, the 
vibrations would not be likely to persist for long periods.   
 
Construction activities and associated vibration levels would be limited to daytime hours 
between 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM Monday through Friday per Section 5-1-206 of Article 2 of the 
Municipal Code.  Therefore, vibration levels would be unlikely to affect sensitive receptors at 
the hotel and residential uses east and west that are usually sensitive to vibration levels when 
sleep is disturbed.  Construction noise would occur only during the daytime, and only on 
weekdays.  Given that vibration would be a temporary impact during construction, impacts 
would be less than significant.  Although impacts would be less than significant, measures to 
reduce vibration to the hotel patrons and nearby residential uses are suggested as part of the 
conditions of approval.  Examples of such measures are as follows:   

 

 The applicant shall develop a vibration-reducing construction schedule and 
techniques that shall be submitted to the Building and Safety Division for review and 
approval.  It shall include:   
o Two signs, legible at a distance of 50 feet, shall be posted in a prominent and 

visible location at the construction site, and shall be maintained throughout the 
construction process.  All notices and the signs shall indicate the dates and 
duration of construction activities, as well as provide a telephone number where 
residents can inquire about the construction process and register complaints. 

 Demolition, earth-moving and ground-impacting operations shall be phased so as not 
to occur in the same time period to the extent feasible. 

 Heavy equipment over 40 tons (such as large bulldozers or loaded trucks) shall not 
operate adjacent to nearby sensitive receptor locations to the extent feasible.   

 Vibration dampening devices shall be used to the extent feasible.  

 Construction equipment with rubber tires shall be used to the extent feasible. 

 Speed limits for construction equipment shall be minimized to the extent feasible. 
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e-f)  No impact.  The project site is located approximately 4.7 miles northeast of the Santa 
Monica Municipal Airport.  At a distance of 4.7 miles, the project would not have the potential 
to expose people to significant aircraft-generated noise.  No impact would occur. 
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the Project: 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an 
area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure)?     

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere?     

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere?     

 
a)  Less than significant.  The proposed project would involve the construction of residences 
and therefore would directly contribute to population growth in the area.  As discussed in 
Section III, Air Quality, the net increase of 13 residential units could result in the addition of 30 
residents, based on the current ratio of persons per household in Beverly Hills.  Thus, the 
proposed project could increase the City’s population from 34,291 to 34,321 residents (California 
Department of Finance, 2012).  The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
Integrated Growth Forecast model (2012) projects the City to have a population of 35,000 by 
2020.  Therefore, if the City were to have the maximum increase of 30 residents from the project, 
the City’s population would be less than the projected 2020 population.  Impacts relating to 
population growth would be less than significant and mitigation is not required. 
 
b, c)  Less than significant.  Although the project would displace current renters at the site by 
demolishing 10 existing housing units, it would add 23 new units, resulting in a net increase of 
13 units.  In addition, two of the proposed new units would be designated affordable units, 
thereby increasing housing opportunities for low-income residents.  Thus, the project would not 
necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere, and population and housing 
impacts would be less than significant.   
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES 

a) Would the Project result in substantial 
adverse physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, or the need for 
new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts, 
in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the 
public services:     

i) Fire protection?     

ii) Police protection?     

iii) Schools?     

iv) Parks?     

v) Other public facilities?     

 
a. i.)  Less than significant.  The Beverly Hills Fire Department (BHFD) provides fire 
prevention, fire suppression, and life safety services to the City of Beverly Hills.  Beverly Hills is 
recognized as one of the seven most fire-safe cities in the country (City of Beverly Hills, 
Multihazard Functional Plan, 2005).  The station closest to the project site is Fire Station No. 1 
located at 445 North Rexford Drive, approximately 0.3 miles west of the project site.  Two other 
fire stations, Fire Station No. 2 and Fire Station No. 3, are also located near the project site.  Fire 
Station No. 2 is located approximately 1.6 miles northwest of the site and Fire Station No. 3 is 
located approximately 0.6 miles southeast of the project site.   
 
Increased human presence and activity associated with site development as proposed would 
increase demand on the BHFD for fire protection services in the City of Beverly Hills; however, 
the project site is located in a well-served urban area where an incremental addition of residents 
would not be expected to increase service demands to the point that new or expanded facilities 
would be required.  Further, the project would be required to comply with Fire Code and BHFD 
standards, including specific construction specifications, access design, location of fire hydrants, 
and other design requirements.  Implementation of current fire protection design features may 
improve fire safety over those of the existing buildings; this could reduce the need for fire 
protection services over the long term.  Implementation of the proposed project would not 
result in a substantial increase in response times or require new facilities, equipment or 
additional staff for the BHFD.  Impacts would be less than significant and mitigation is not 
required. 
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a. ii.)  Less than significant.  The Beverly Hills Police Department (BHPD) provides police 
protection services to the City of Beverly Hills.  The closest station to the project site is BHPD 
headquarters located at 464 North Rexford Drive, approximately 0.3 miles from the project site.  
The City of Beverly Hills currently has approximately 127 sworn officers and a ratio of 3.7 
officers/1,000 residents (Beverly Hills Police Department, 2012); however, the BHPD does not 
utilize a standard personnel-to-population ratio to determine optimum staffing levels because 
of the vast disparity in the daytime population (approximately 250,000 people) vs. the nighttime 
population (approximately 34,291 residents) (City of Beverly Hills General Plan Update 
Negative Declaration and Environmental Initial Study, 2010).  Thus, the BHPD’s main indicator 
of effectiveness is its response time to emergency calls.   
 
The Department’s average response time is 2.8 minutes (Beverly Hills Police Department, 2012).  
Other indicators of effectiveness include the volume of calls for service and number of officers 
available at any given time.  The BHPD is funded through general fund revenues generated by 
property and sales taxes, which are expected to increase in proportion to the City’s growth (City 
of Beverly Hills General Plan Update Negative Declaration and Environmental Initial Study, 
2010).   
 
The project would not be anticipated to cause substantially delayed response times, degraded 
service ratios or necessitate construction of new facilities, due to the relatively small size of the 
development (a net increase of 13 residential units) and the location within an already 
developed and well-served area.  Impacts would be less than significant and mitigation is not 
required. 
 

a. iii.)  Less than significant.  Since the project would involve the construction of residences, 
new school children may be anticipated as a direct result of implementation.  Nonetheless, in 
accordance with State law, the developer(s) of the project would be required to pay school 
impact fees.  Pursuant to Section 65995(3)(h) of the California Government Code (Senate Bill 50, 
chaptered August 27, 1998), the payment of statutory fees “...is deemed to be full and complete 
mitigation of the impacts of any legislative or adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not 
limited to, the planning, use, or development of real property, or any change in governmental 
organization or reorganization.”  Thus, payment of the development fees is considered full 
mitigation for the project's impacts under CEQA and no additional mitigation is required.  
Impacts to public schools would be less than significant and mitigation is not required. 
 

a. iv.)  Less than significant.  The Beverly Hills Recreation and Parks Department is responsible 
for maintaining and planning for parkland in the City of Beverly Hills.  The closest public parks 
are the Rexford Mini Park, located approximately 0.2 miles west of the project site; the Beverly 
Gardens Park, located approximately 0.3 miles northwest of the project site; the Crescent Park, 
located approximately 0.3 miles south of the project site; and the Beverly Canon Gardens, 
located approximately 0.4 miles southwest.  In addition, the project site faces the public, 
landscaped median of Burton Way.  The proposed net increase of 13 residential units would not 
generate substantial demand for parks.  Nonetheless, pursuant to Section 3-1-703 of the City of 
Beverly Hills Municipal Code, the developer would be required to pay the standard Parks and 
Recreation Facilities Tax.  Payment of these fees would provide the City with additional 
revenue to fund public parks in the City and offset any indirect impacts to public parks.  
Impacts to parks would be less than significant and mitigation is not required. 
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a. v.)  Less than significant.  The proposed 42,755-square-foot building would contribute 
incrementally, but not substantially, toward impacts to the City’s public services and facilities 
such as storm drain usage (discussed in Section VIII, Hydrology and Water Quality), public parks 
(discussed above in this section), solid waste disposal (discussed in Section XVII, Utilities), 
water usage and wastewater disposal (discussed in more detail in Section XVII, Utilities).  There 
are no other public services for which significant impacts are anticipated.  Impacts would be 
less than significant and mitigation is not required.  
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XV.    RECREATION — 

a) Would the Project increase the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional parks 
or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated?     

b) Does the Project include recreational 
facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which 
might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment?     

 

a)  Less than significant.  As discussed above in Section XIII, Public Services, the Beverly Hills 
Recreation and Parks Department is responsible for maintaining and planning for parkland in 
the City of Beverly Hills.  The closest public parks are the Rexford Mini Park, located 
approximately 0.2 miles west of the project site; the Beverly Gardens Park, located 
approximately 0.3 miles northwest of the project site; the Crescent Park, located approximately 
0.3 miles south; and the Beverly Canon Gardens, located approximately 0.4 miles southwest.  
Pursuant to Section 3-1-703 of the City of Beverly Hills Municipal Code, the developer of the 
project site would be required to pay the standard Park and Recreation Facilities Tax.  The 
payment of these fees would provide the City with additional revenue to fund public parks and 
recreational facilities in the City, which would offset any indirect impacts to public parks.  
Impacts to parks would be less than significant and mitigation is not required. 
 

b)  Less than significant.  The proposed project would result in a net increase of 13 housing 
units and approximately 30 residents, based on the City’s existing ratio of persons per 
household (California Department of Finance, 2012).  This small increase in City residents 
would not substantially affect the use of existing parks.  In addition, the project would meet the 
recreational needs of residents through on-site facilities such as a gym and a rooftop common 
area and spa.  Therefore, the project’s impact on public recreational facilities would be less than 

significant and mitigation is not required. 
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC -- Would the project: 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance 
or policy establishing a measure of 
effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation, including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation 
system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways, and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, 
and mass transit?     

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not 
limited to level of service standards and 
travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county 
congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways?     

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic 
levels or a change in location that results 
in substantial safety risks?     

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
use (e.g., farm equipment)?     

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public transit, 
bikeways, or pedestrian facilities, or 
otherwise substantially decrease the 
performance or safety of such facilities?     

 
a, b)  Less than Significant.  This discussion summarizes selected information from and key 
conclusions of a Transportation Assessment memorandum prepared for the project by Fehr and 
Peers, dated August 2, 2012.  This memorandum is included in its entirety as Appendix B to this 
report. 
 

Trip Generation.  The proposed project would involve the demolition of two existing 
apartment buildings with a total of 10 units and would construct 23 new residential units and 
46 parking spaces.  Trip rates used to forecast the number of project-generated trips were 
derived from estimates in Trip Generation, 8th Edition (Institute of Transportation Engineers 
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[ITE], 2008), which are based on a compilation of empirical trip generation surveys at locations 
throughout the country.  Since the trip generation rate for apartments is higher than that for 
condominiums, the ITE rate for apartments was used to produce a conservative estimate of 
traffic resulting from the project, and to account for a potential future change to rental units.  As 
shown in Table 13, the project is expected to generate 86 daily trips, including seven during the 
AM peak hour and nine during the PM peak hour. 
 

Table 13 
Project Generated Traffic  

Land Use Units 
Daily Trip 

Rate 
Daily Trips 

AM Trip 
Rate 

AM Peak 
Hour Trips 

PM Trip 
Rate 

PM Peak 
Hour Trips 

Proposed 
Project 

 
      

Apartment 23 6.65 153 0.51 12 0.62 14 

Less 
Existing 
Land Use 

 
      

Apartment (10) 6.65 (67) 0.51 (5) 0.62 (6) 

Total Trips 13  86  7  8 

Source: Fehr and Peers, 2012, Table 1. 

 
Traffic Impact Assessment.  Although the City of Beverly Hills does not identify a trip 

generation threshold that requires a traffic study, the number of peak hour trips that the 
proposed project would generate is substantially below thresholds identified by the City of Los 
Angeles (43) and the Los Angeles Congestion Management Plan (50).  For a project with as few 
project trips as the proposed project, it is highly unlikely that a significant traffic effect could 
occur.  

 
To further confirm that traffic from the project would not result in significant impacts at nearby 
intersections, a localized impact assessment was conducted at the two closest intersections – 
Burton Way and Foothill Road and Burton Way and North Maple Drive.  Because of the low 
trip generation, there would be no more than five net new project trips traveling through either 
intersection during the peak hours.  The project is not anticipated to trigger a significant impact 
at any of the nearby intersections, as the project does not generate enough traffic at any 
intersection to trigger an impact. 
 
The City of Beverly Hills also has impact criteria for residential streets.  The maximum 
allowable increase for residential streets ranges from 6.25% for streets with daily vehicular 
volumes (ADT) exceeding 6,750 to 16% for vehicles with ADT below 2,000.  For a roadway 
segment with an ADT of 2,000, the roadway could have an increase of 320 trips without 
triggering an impact.  Given that the nearest residential street, Burton Way, has a westbound 
ADT of 16,400 and an eastbound ADT of 16,000, the allowable increase in ADT would be 1,025 
in the westbound direction and 1,000 in the eastbound direction (Beverly Hills, Traffic Flow 
Data, 2011).  The project would only generate approximately 86 daily trips; thus, project impacts 
at residential streets are not anticipated. 
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Parking Supply and Demand.  The proposed project would include 46 parking spaces.  
The increased number of parking spaces is intended only to serve the new development.  The 
peak parking demand generated by an apartment building, according to Parking Generation, 
4th Edition (Institute of Transportation Engineers [ITE], 2010), ranges from 1.15 to 1.52 vehicles 
per dwelling unit.  This is based on a compilation of empirical trip generation studies 
throughout the country.  By applying this range of rates to the proposed residential units, the 
parking demand generated by the project can range from 27 to 35 spaces during the peak 
period, with 35 parking spaces representing the 85th percentile of parking generation. 
 
As discussed in Section X, Land Use and Planning, the California Government Code Section 
65915 sets maximum parking ratios for housing projects that are eligible for a density bonus.  
These parking ratios preempt the City’s standard requirements for multi-family residential 
buildings as listed in BHMC Section 10-3-2816, which would require the project to supply 56 
parking spaces.  Pursuant to Gov. Code Section 65915, no city may require a development to 
provide more than one on-site parking space for each unit with up to one bedroom, or two on-
site parking spaces for each unit with two to three bedrooms.  The proposed building would 
contain one efficiency unit, five one-bedroom units, 13 two-bedroom units, and four three-
bedroom units.  Consequently, the project is required to provide 40 on-site parking spaces.  
Therefore, the proposed supply of 46 parking spaces would be sufficient and appropriate to 
accommodate the intended residential use. 
 

Site Access.  The existing two apartment buildings each have ground-level carport 
parking, which is accessed through an alley behind the buildings, parallel to Burton Way.  This 
alley provides access to Foothill Road to the west and North Maple Drive to the east.  
Pedestrians can access the existing buildings from Burton Way but drivers need to enter and 
exit the building’s parking from the alley. 
 
Based on the proposed plans, users would access the first-floor parking area on the north side of 
the proposed structure via a driveway from the existing alley.  A second driveway, located 
along the alley and west of the first-floor driveway, would enable access to the subterranean 
parking level. 
 
The existing alley serves bi-directional traffic from North Maple Drive and Foothill Road.  
Project users would likely use both directions of the alley for ingress and egress to the project 
site.  No changes would be made to the alley as part of this project.  Due to the low volume of 
traffic expected to enter and exit the garage from and to the alley, new issues with regard to site 
access are not anticipated.  In addition, pedestrians would continue to have direct access to the 
project site from Burton Way, minimizing pedestrian-vehicle conflicts. 
 
 Construction Traffic.  Construction traffic impacts would be identified as significant on 
roadway facilities if the construction of a project created a prolonged impact due to lane closure, 
emergency vehicle access, traffic hazards to bicycles and/or pedestrians, damage to the 
roadbed, truck traffic on roadways not assigned as truck routes, and other similar impediments 
to circulation.  Based on standard estimates for construction workers and equipment, 
construction traffic and activity is anticipated to create 22 truck trips per day.  
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Based on the following assumptions, it is not anticipated that project construction would cause 
significant traffic impacts: 
 

 Construction vehicles and construction workers would be accessing the site from Burton 
Way.  This roadway is a major thoroughfare in the area and is a designated truck route 
within the City limits.  It is unlikely that the influx of construction vehicles at the levels 
that would be generated by the project would significantly disrupt traffic along this 
roadway. 

 The project’s construction traffic would not affect emergency vehicle access or create 
hazards to bicycles and pedestrians. 

 The total number of construction trips would be staggered throughout the day, with 
most trips occurring during off-peak hours.   

 

To reduce temporary disruptions on the adjacent roadway network due to construction 
activities, the project would be expected to comply with the standard City of Beverly Hills 
condition of approval requiring preparation and approval of a Construction Management Plan 
prior to the initiation of construction activities.  The plan would address the following items: 
 

 Maintain existing access for land uses in proximity of the project site during project 
construction. 

 Schedule deliveries and hauling of construction materials to non-peak travel periods, to 
the maximum extent feasible. 

 Coordinate deliveries and hauling to reduce the potential of trucks waiting to load or 
unload for extended periods of time. 

 Schedule truck arrivals to avoid extended queuing prior to construction hours. 

 Work with the City to identify off-site waiting areas for trucks if queuing prior to 
construction hours is necessary. 

 Minimize obstruction of through traffic lanes on Burton Way. 

 Control construction equipment traffic with flagmen and traffic control devices. 

 Identify designated transport routes for heavy trucks to be used over the duration of the 
construction activities. 

 Establish requirements for loading/unloading and storage on the project site, where 
parking spaces would be encumbered, length of time traffic lanes can be encumbered, 
sidewalk closings or pedestrian diversions to ensure safety and access to local 
businesses. 

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

 

It is anticipated that there would be sufficient on-site parking for workers traveling to the site. A 
small amount of temporary overflow could be accommodated with the surrounding street 
parking without causing a significant traffic or parking impact. Therefore, no additional 
management plans for construction workers are necessary.  Finally, it should be noted that 
construction traffic impacts are temporary by their nature, and would have no effect on traffic 
and circulation beyond the construction period.  In summary, any conflicts with applicable 
plans, ordinances, and policy regarding circulation would be less than significant. 
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c)  No Impact.  Given the nature and scope of the proposed project, and that the closest airport 
is 4.7 miles away, the project would not change any air traffic patterns.  No impact to air traffic 
would occur. 
 

d)  Less than significant.  Construction of the proposed project may require temporary lane 
detours or closures.  However, due to the size of the project site and the temporary nature of the 
lane alterations, temporary closures would not be expected to result in a change in traffic that is 
substantial in relation to existing traffic patterns or capacity.  Operational hazards would be 
minimal.  As discussed above, project users would access the garage via the alley behind the 
project area.  Due to the low volume of traffic expected to enter and exit the garage from and to 
the alley, new issues with regard to site access are not anticipated.  Further, deficiencies or 
safety concerns were not identified in other proposed driveway locations or configurations or 
access/internal circulation plans (Appendix B).  Impacts would be less than significant and 
mitigation is not required.  
 

e)  Less than significant.  As discussed in Section VII, Hazardous Materials, the proposed project 
would be required to comply with all applicable City codes and regulations pertaining to 
emergency response and evacuation plans maintained by the police and fire departments in the 
City of Beverly Hills, including access design requirements.  The project itself is not expected to 
result in emergency access or hazardous internal design impacts.  Therefore, impacts would be 

less than significant and mitigation is not required. 
 

f)  No impact.  The proposed project involves redevelopment of an existing urban site.  The 
proposed project would be limited to site-specific improvements and would not damage the 
performance or safety of any public transit, bikeway or pedestrian facilities.  Conversely, the 
proposed project would maintain the quality of the pedestrian environment with landscaping 
and tree planting within the front setback along Burton Way.  The project site is transit-
accessible and within walking distance of Metro Line 16/316 and Metro Rapid 704 and 720.  
Sidewalks are provided along all key roadways in the project vicinity, and pedestrian 
crosswalks with walk lights are provided at signalized intersections in the project area.  The 
project would have no impact on adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, 
bikeways, or pedestrian facilities, and would not otherwise substantially decrease the 
performance or safety of such facilities.   
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XVII. UTILITIES— Would the Project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control Board?     

b) Require or result in the construction of 
new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects?     



9265 Burton Way Condominium Project 
Initial Study 

 

 

City of Beverly Hills 

 
61 

 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 

XVII. UTILITIES— Would the Project: 

c) Require or result in the construction of 
new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects?     

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the Project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or 
expanded entitlements needed?     

e) Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider which 
serves or may serve the Project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the Project’s 
projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments?     

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
Project’s solid waste disposal needs?     

g) Comply with federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste?     

 
a, b, e)  Less than significant.  The proposed project would involve a net increase of 13 
residential units on the project site, which would incrementally increase the demand for 
municipal services.  The proposed project would result in the demolition of existing buildings 
and construction of a 42,755-square-foot condominium building.  This would result in a net 
increase of 36,452 square feet as compared to existing conditions. 
 
The City’s Department of Public Works maintains sewer collection and distribution systems 
located throughout Beverly Hills.  The existing sanitary sewer system consists of over 95 miles 
of sewer mains that connect to the City of Los Angeles’ sewer facilities at the southeastern 
border of Beverly Hills (City of Beverly Hills General Plan Update Negative Declaration and 
Environmental Initial Study, 2010).  The City sewer system currently serves a resident 
population of approximately 34,291 residents (California Department of Finance, 2012) and a 
daytime population of approximately 250,000 people (City of Beverly Hills General Plan Update 
Initial Study, 2010) in a service area comprised of a mixture of land uses including residential, 
commercial, industrial and institutional. 
 
All of the wastewater flows generated from the City (not including storm water) are collected 
and treated at the Los Angeles Hyperion Wastewater Treatment Plant (HTP), located on the 
coast at 12000 Vista Del Mar in the City of El Segundo.  The HTP is the largest of four 
wastewater treatment plants in the area surrounding the City of Los Angeles.  Its primary 
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treatment is completed with retention ponds, chemical coagulants and settling tanks.  The plant 
averages approximately 450 million gallons per day (MGD) Dry Weather Capacity for full 
secondary treatment and 900 MGD wet weather capacity.  Current flow is 381 MGD (personal 
communication, Jim Woosley, Hyperion Treatment Plant, May 2012).  The City’s system allows 
pass-through for flow generated in the portion of the City of Los Angeles north of Beverly Hills.  
The maximum recorded daily flow generated by the City is approximately 12 million gallons 
per day and the average flow is approximately 6 million gallons per day (GPD) (City of Beverly 
Hills General Plan Update Negative Declaration and Environmental Initial Study, 2010). 
 

The HTP is currently operating at approximately 69 million GPD below Dry Weather Capacity.  
As shown in Table 14, the existing residential structures located at the project site, when 
operating, are estimated to generate approximately 2,200 GPD of wastewater.  The proposed 
project would generate an estimated 3,680 GPD of wastewater, an approximate increase of 1,480 
GPD.  The projected increase of 1,480 GPD of wastewater from the project site represents 0.002% 
of the HTP’s 69 million GPD excess capacity.  With implementation of the proposed project, the 
HTP would have a remaining Dry Weather Capacity of approximately 68,998,520 GPD.  
Therefore, sufficient treatment capacity at the Hyperion Plant is available to serve the proposed 
project.  
 

Table 14 
Estimated Wastewater Generation 

Land Use Units 
Generation 

Factor
a
 

Daily Wastewater 
Generation (gpd) 

Proposed 
Residential 

23 160 gpd/unit 3,680 

Existing Residential 10 
200 gpd/1,000 

square feet 
2,200 

Net Increase 3,251 -- 1,480 

a
  Factors are from the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006. 

 
The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) contains standards and 
regulations for utility service providers such as the HTP.  While a substantial increase in 
wastewater diverted to the HTP could conflict with pollutant standards and regulations of the 
RWQCB, the project would not exceed the wastewater limits of the HTP.  Therefore, the plant 
would be able to adequately treat project-generated sewage in addition to existing sewage, and 
the treatment requirements of the RWQCB would not be exceeded.  The project’s impact with 
respect to wastewater would be less than significant and mitigation is not required. 
 
c)  Less than significant.  As discussed under Section IX,b) Hydrology and Water Quality, under 
current conditions, the entire 14,232-square-foot project site is approximately 77% impervious.  
As shown on Figures 3 and 4, the amount of impervious surface would slightly increase under 
project conditions, as the proposed condominium building would occupy more of the site area 
compared to the existing buildings and hardscape.  Nonetheless, Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) would be required during construction and operation of the project to reduce the 
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amount of runoff from the project site to the maximum extent practicable.  In addition, the City 
requires that applicants prepare an urban runoff mitigation plan prior to construction of a 
project.  This plan must comply with the most recent Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation 
Plan (SUSMP) and the current municipal National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit.  This process is intended to reduce storm water discharges by requiring the 
applicant to increase pervious surface area on the project site and to reduce the amount of 
runoff to the City’s storm drain system.  The NPDES permit issued to the Los Angeles RWQCB 
provides regulations for urban runoff discharges in the County of Los Angeles.  Due to 
mandated compliance with the regulations set forth in the NPDES permit, the project would 
have a less than significant impact on storm water drainage facilities in the City.  New storm 
drain facilities and/ or expansion of existing facilities would not be necessary.  The overall 
effect of the proposed project would be to ultimately reduce pollutants from the site that enter 
the storm drain system since the new development would be subject to current regulatory 
requirements, which are more stringent than regulations to which the existing on-site 
development was subject.  Impacts to storm water drainage facilities would be less than 

significant and mitigation is not required. 
 
d)  Less than significant.  The City receives water from local groundwater extracted from the 
Hollywood Basin through the City’s wells and imported surface water purchased from the 
Metropolitan Water District (MWD).  Approximately 67% of imported water comes from the 
State Water Project and 33% from the Colorado River (2010 UWMP).  From 2005 to 2009, the 
City purchased more than 11,000 acre-feet per year from the MWD, while an average of 1,195 
acre-feet per year were extracted from groundwater (Tables 2.1 and 2.3, 2010 UWMP).  The 
residential sector of the City is comprised of single and multi-family residential customers. 
Residential uses accounted for approximately 78% of citywide consumption from 2006 to 2009 
(Table 4.3, 2010 UWMP), but decreased to 72% in 2010 due to implementation of Stage B Water 
Use Restrictions as part of the City’s Water Conservation Ordinance.  Normal year future 
projected supply and demand is shown in Table 15.  A comparison of projected supply and 
demand indicates that the surplus ranges from a minimum of 1,212 AFY in 2010 to a maximum 
of 11,780 AFY in 2025.   
 

Table 15 
Normal Year Water Supply & Demand Projections 

Water source 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Supply (AF) 19,653 22,453 23,693 22,441 

Demand (AF) 11,654 11,786 11,913 12,036 

Surplus (AF) 7,999 10,667 11,780 10,405 

Source:  City of Beverly Hills Urban Water Management Plan, 2010 for years 2015 through 
2030, Table 5.4 

 
The proposed project would generate a net demand increase estimated at 2.8 acre-feet of water 
per year (see Table 16).  
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Table 16 
Estimated Water Demand 

Land Use 
Quantity 
(dwelling 

units) 

Demand 
Factor 

(gal/day/du) 
1
 

Daily Water 
Demand 
(gallons) 

Annual 
Demand 
(gallons) 

Annual 
Demand 

(AFY) 

Proposed 1-
Bedroom Units 

6 150 900 328,500 1.0 

Proposed 2-
Bedroom Units 

13 200 2,600 949,000 2.9 

Proposed 3-
Bedroom Units 

4 250 1,000 365,000 1.1 

Existing 
Residential 

10 200 2,000 730,000 2.2 

Net Increase Demand 2.8 

Notes:  gal/day/du = gallons/day/dwelling unit, AFY= Acre- feet/year 
1
 Water Demand Factor = 125% of City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Sanitation Sewage Generation Factors: this 

calculation was also used in the analyses of 9898 Charleville IS-MND, 9900 Wilshire Project DEIR, and Beverly 
Hilton Revitalization Plan DEIR. 

Source: City of Los Angeles. 10000 Santa Monica Boulevard DEIR. Table IV.L.2-2. 

 
As indicated in Table 16, the 2.8 AFY project demand would be accommodated by surplus 
water that ranges from a minimum of 1,212 AF to a maximum of 11,780 AF through the 2030 
planning year (see Table 15).  The proposed project’s impact would be less than significant and 
mitigation is not required. 
 
f, g)  Less than significant.  State law requires a 50-percent diversion of solid waste from 
landfills.  The City of Beverly Hills has achieved this diversion through recycling and collection 
of green waste, and has diverted at least 57 percent of its solid waste since 2001 and achieved a 
waste diversion rate of 78 percent in 2010 (City of Beverly Hills General Plan Update Negative 
Declaration and Environmental Initial Study, 2010; Crown Disposal, 2011). 
 
The City of Beverly Hills Public Works Department, Solid Waste Division is responsible for 
solid waste collection in the City of Beverly Hills.  The City contracts with Crown Disposal, Inc., 
a private hauling contractor, for the removal of waste from commercial businesses.  The 
disposal of solid waste occurs at one of four designated landfills:  Puente Hills Landfill, 
Chiquita Canyon Landfill, Sunshine Canyon Landfill and/or the Calabasas Sanitary Landfill.  
The Puente Hills Landfill is anticipated to close in October of 2013; therefore, solid waste that 
would be generated by the project during operation would be sent to one of the other three 
landfills, although construction waste could be sent to the Puente Hills Landfill while it is still in 
operation.  It is estimated that Chiquita, Sunshine Canyon and Calabasas Sanitary landfills have 
a remaining capacity of approximately 135 million CY, taking into account reduction estimates 
for usage that has occurred since the date of remaining capacity was documented on the Solid 
Waste Information System website (Rincon Consultants, 2012).  Together, these three landfills 
are permitted to receive 21,600 tons/day (CalRecycle, 2012).  The Chiquita Canyon Landfill is 
anticipated to operate through 2019, while the Calabasas Sanitary Landfill is anticipated to 
operate through 2025 and the Sunshine Canyon Landfill is anticipated to operate through 2037.   
 
The proposed project has two components (construction and operation) that would result in the 
generation of solid waste.  For purposes of this analysis, the operational waste is compared to 
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the existing estimated waste to determine the net increase from the proposed project. 
Construction of the proposed project would involve site preparation activities (e.g., demolition 
and building) that would generate waste materials.  The project would include demolition of 
four one- to two-story residential buildings which would generate waste materials.  The 
handling of all debris and waste generated during construction would be subject to the City’s 
and State’s (AB 939) requirements for salvaging, recycling, and reuse of materials from 
demolition and construction activity on the project site.  
 
As shown in Table 17, operation of the project would generate an estimated 26.9 tons of solid 
waste per year.  Assuming the City’s existing diversion rate of 78%, the proposed project would 
generate a net increase of 3.3 tons per year of solid waste to be disposed of at area landfills.   
Given the daily permitted throughput of 21,600 tons per day at the three area landfills, the 
proposed project represents less than 0.01% of all daily permitted throughput.   
 

Table 17 
Estimated Solid Waste Generation 

Land Use 
Residential 

Units 

Annual 
Generation Rate 
tons/unit/year)

a
 

Generation 
(tons/year) 

Solid 
Waste 

Diverted 
(tons/year)

b
 

Solid Waste 
Disposed in 

Landfills 
(tons/year) 

Proposed 
Residential 

23 1.17 26.9 21.0 5.9 

Existing 
Residential 

10 1.17 11.7 9.1 2.6 

Net 
Increase 

13 -- 15.2 11.9 3.3 

a  CalRecycle. Estimated Solid Waste Generation Rates for Residential Developments. July 2010. 
b  Based on Diversion Rate of 78%. 

 
Continued compliance with solid waste diversion requirements and the implementation of 
standard building regulations would be sufficient to address impacts related to solid waste 
generation.  Impacts would be less than significant and mitigation is not required. 
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 

XVIII.   MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE — 

a) Does the Project have the potential to 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self- sustaining 
levels, eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict 
the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal or eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or 
prehistory?     
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 

XVIII.   MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE — 

b) Does the Project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental 
effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects)?     

c) Does the Project have environmental 
effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly?     

 
a)  Potentially significant.  As discussed in Section IV, Biological Resources, the project does not 
have the potential to substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self- sustaining levels, eliminate a plant or animal 
community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal.  
However, as discussed in Section V, Cultural Resources, the impact to potential historic resources 
is potentially significant.  Buildout of the project would entail the demolition of a building with 
potential historical significance.  Therefore, impacts to cultural resources would be potentially 

significant.  The identified impact will be discussed in greater detail in the EIR, along with 
feasible mitigation measures. 
 
b)  Less than significant.  Cumulative impacts are generally considered in analyses of air 
quality, noise, and traffic.  Given the small scale of the project, cumulative impacts in these and 
other issue areas would be insubstantial.  As discussed in Section XII, Noise, and Section XVI, 
Transportation/Traffic, the project would generate few additional vehicle trips and therefore 
would not generate considerable noise from traffic that is perceptible to sensitive receptors.  
Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant, and 
would not be cumulatively considerable. 
 
c)  Less than significant.  As discussed in Section III, Air Quality, the proposed project would 
not conflict with the Air Quality Management Plan; temporary air pollutant emissions during 
construction and long-term emissions due to vehicle traffic and energy use would not violate 
any air quality standards or result in cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria 
pollutants; and sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations 
or create objectionable odors.  As discussed in Section XI, Noise, the proposed project would not 
result in the exposure of persons to noise levels in exceedance of City standards; exposure of 
persons to excessive groundborne noise vibration; a significant increase above ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity; or subject people to excessive noise from use of an airport or 
airstrip.  As stated in Section VI, Geology and Soils, construction of the proposed project would 
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not expose people to adverse effects from fault rupture, ground shaking, ground failure, 
liquefaction, or landslides; result in soil erosion, or be constructed on unstable or expansive 
soils.  Compliance with the City of Beverly Hills Municipal Code, compliance with State of 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board and Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board requirements, compliance with the CBC and UBC requirements, and compliance 
with all applicable state and federal regulations would reduce these potential adverse effects to 
human beings to a less than significant level.  Further, as discussed in Section VII, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, compliance with existing regulations would ensure that impacts from 
asbestos and lead exposure during construction are less than significant.  As such, impacts to 
human beings would be less than significant. 
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Construction Phase - estimated from 15 month construction schedule

Trips and VMT - 7100 CY of material exported and 20 CY/truck trip = 710 truck trips.

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - Population estimated at 53, given 2.294 persons per household in Beverly Hills.

Demolition -

Grading - Material Export per City of Beverly Hills. Project site is 0.33 acres.

Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

9265 Burton

1.1 Land Usage

Condo/Townhouse High Rise 23 Dwelling Unit

Parking Structure 46 Space

Land Uses Size Metric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s)

Precipitation Freq (Days)

2.2

33

1.3 User Entered Comments

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

Date: 1/26/2013CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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Off-road Equipment - -

Off-road Equipment - -

Off-road Equipment - -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment - -

Off-road Equipment - -

Waste Mitigation - 78% diversion rate in City of Beverly Hills.

Woodstoves - Natural gas fireplaces per site plans. No woodstoves.

Vehicle Trips - Trip generation rate of 6.65 trips/dwelling unit per traffic study.

Architectural Coating - SCAQMD Rule 1113.

Area Mitigation - Per SCAQMD 1113.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Per SCAQMD Rule 403.

Area Coating - Per SCAQMD Rule 1113.

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2013 44.84 17.32 13.11 0.02 0.40 1.21 1.48 0.02 1.21 1.22 0.00 2,379.29 0.00 0.22 0.00 2,383.89

2012 4.52 36.60 23.31 0.04 17.11 2.13 19.25 0.29 2.13 2.43 0.00 4,583.74 0.00 0.31 0.00 4,590.31

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

2013 44.84 17.32 13.11 0.02 0.40 1.21 1.48 0.02 1.21 1.22 0.00 2,379.29 0.00 0.22 0.00 2,383.89

2012 4.52 36.60 23.31 0.04 17.53 2.13 19.66 0.52 2.13 2.65 0.00 4,583.74 0.00 0.31 0.00 4,590.31

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction
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Energy 0.02 0.14 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 182.66 0.00 0.00 183.77

Mobile 0.99 2.43 9.86 0.02 1.82 0.11 1.93 0.06 0.11 0.17 1,740.01 0.08 1,741.69

Area 1.38 0.02 1.97 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00 441.81 0.01 0.01 444.56

Total 2.39 2.59 11.89 0.02 1.82 0.11 1.98 0.06 0.11 0.22 0.00 2,364.48 0.09 0.01 2,370.02

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Operational

2.2 Overall Operational

Energy 0.02 0.14 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 182.66 0.00 0.00 183.77

Mobile 0.99 2.43 9.86 0.02 1.82 0.11 1.93 0.06 0.11 0.17 1,740.01 0.08 1,741.69

Area 3.79 0.14 9.58 0.02 0.00 1.23 0.00 1.23 162.30 417.46 0.65 0.01 596.41

Total 4.80 2.71 19.50 0.04 1.82 0.11 3.17 0.06 0.11 1.41 162.30 2,340.13 0.73 0.01 2,521.87

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail
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3.2 Demolition - 2012

Off-Road 2.17 14.85 9.68 0.02 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1,476.12 0.19 1,480.19

Fugitive Dust 0.62 0.00 0.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 2.17 14.85 9.68 0.02 0.62 1.15 1.77 0.00 1.15 1.15 1,476.12 0.19 1,480.19

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.07 0.07 0.85 0.00 0.15 0.01 0.16 0.01 0.01 0.01 131.00 0.01 131.17

Hauling 0.36 3.42 2.02 0.00 1.32 0.16 1.47 0.02 0.16 0.17 469.55 0.02 469.92

Total 0.43 3.49 2.87 0.00 1.47 0.17 1.63 0.03 0.17 0.18 600.55 0.03 601.09

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Water Exposed Area
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3.2 Demolition - 2012

Off-Road 2.17 14.85 9.68 0.02 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 0.00 1,476.12 0.19 1,480.19

Fugitive Dust 0.28 0.00 0.28 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 2.17 14.85 9.68 0.02 0.28 1.15 1.43 0.00 1.15 1.15 0.00 1,476.12 0.19 1,480.19

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.07 0.07 0.85 0.00 0.15 0.01 0.16 0.01 0.01 0.01 131.00 0.01 131.17

Hauling 0.36 3.42 2.02 0.00 1.32 0.16 1.47 0.02 0.16 0.17 469.55 0.02 469.92

Total 0.43 3.49 2.87 0.00 1.47 0.17 1.63 0.03 0.17 0.18 600.55 0.03 601.09

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2012

Off-Road 1.85 13.45 8.72 0.01 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 1,402.65 0.17 1,406.13

Fugitive Dust 0.53 0.00 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.85 13.45 8.72 0.01 0.53 0.89 1.42 0.00 0.89 0.89 1,402.65 0.17 1,406.13

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.04 0.04 0.42 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 65.50 0.00 65.59

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.04 0.04 0.42 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 65.50 0.00 65.59

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.04 0.04 0.42 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 65.50 0.00 65.59

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.04 0.04 0.42 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 65.50 0.00 65.59

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2012

Off-Road 1.85 13.45 8.72 0.01 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.00 1,402.65 0.17 1,406.13

Fugitive Dust 0.24 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.85 13.45 8.72 0.01 0.24 0.89 1.13 0.00 0.89 0.89 0.00 1,402.65 0.17 1,406.13

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.07 0.07 0.85 0.00 0.15 0.01 0.16 0.01 0.01 0.01 131.00 0.01 131.17

Hauling 2.28 21.68 12.78 0.03 16.62 0.98 17.60 0.10 0.98 1.08 2,976.62 0.11 2,978.94

Total 2.35 21.75 13.63 0.03 16.77 0.99 17.76 0.11 0.99 1.09 3,107.62 0.12 3,110.11

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2012

Off-Road 2.17 14.85 9.68 0.02 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1,476.12 0.19 1,480.19

Fugitive Dust 0.75 0.00 0.75 0.41 0.00 0.41 0.00

Total 2.17 14.85 9.68 0.02 0.75 1.15 1.90 0.41 1.15 1.56 1,476.12 0.19 1,480.19

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.07 0.07 0.85 0.00 0.15 0.01 0.16 0.01 0.01 0.01 131.00 0.01 131.17

Hauling 2.28 21.68 12.78 0.03 16.62 0.98 17.60 0.10 0.98 1.08 2,976.62 0.11 2,978.94

Total 2.35 21.75 13.63 0.03 16.77 0.99 17.76 0.11 0.99 1.09 3,107.62 0.12 3,110.11

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2012

Off-Road 2.17 14.85 9.68 0.02 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 0.00 1,476.12 0.19 1,480.19

Fugitive Dust 0.34 0.00 0.34 0.19 0.00 0.19 0.00

Total 2.17 14.85 9.68 0.02 0.34 1.15 1.49 0.19 1.15 1.34 0.00 1,476.12 0.19 1,480.19

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.09 0.93 0.62 0.00 0.05 0.03 0.08 0.00 0.03 0.04 137.94 0.00 138.03

Worker 0.17 0.17 1.95 0.00 0.35 0.01 0.36 0.01 0.01 0.02 301.30 0.02 301.70

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.26 1.10 2.57 0.00 0.40 0.04 0.44 0.01 0.04 0.06 439.24 0.02 439.73

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2012

Off-Road 2.39 17.66 10.87 0.02 1.17 1.17 1.17 1.17 1,945.40 0.21 1,949.90

Total 2.39 17.66 10.87 0.02 1.17 1.17 1.17 1.17 1,945.40 0.21 1,949.90

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.09 0.93 0.62 0.00 0.05 0.03 0.08 0.00 0.03 0.04 137.94 0.00 138.03

Worker 0.17 0.17 1.95 0.00 0.35 0.01 0.36 0.01 0.01 0.02 301.30 0.02 301.70

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.26 1.10 2.57 0.00 0.40 0.04 0.44 0.01 0.04 0.06 439.24 0.02 439.73

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2012

Off-Road 2.39 17.66 10.87 0.02 1.17 1.17 1.17 1.17 0.00 1,945.40 0.21 1,949.90

Total 2.39 17.66 10.87 0.02 1.17 1.17 1.17 1.17 0.00 1,945.40 0.21 1,949.90

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.08 0.85 0.55 0.00 0.05 0.03 0.08 0.00 0.03 0.03 138.38 0.00 138.46

Worker 0.15 0.15 1.79 0.00 0.35 0.01 0.37 0.01 0.01 0.03 295.51 0.02 295.89

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.23 1.00 2.34 0.00 0.40 0.04 0.45 0.01 0.04 0.06 433.89 0.02 434.35

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2013

Off-Road 2.20 16.33 10.77 0.02 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1,945.40 0.20 1,949.52

Total 2.20 16.33 10.77 0.02 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1,945.40 0.20 1,949.52

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.08 0.85 0.55 0.00 0.05 0.03 0.08 0.00 0.03 0.03 138.38 0.00 138.46

Worker 0.15 0.15 1.79 0.00 0.35 0.01 0.37 0.01 0.01 0.03 295.51 0.02 295.89

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.23 1.00 2.34 0.00 0.40 0.04 0.45 0.01 0.04 0.06 433.89 0.02 434.35

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2013

Off-Road 2.20 16.33 10.77 0.02 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 0.00 1,945.40 0.20 1,949.52

Total 2.20 16.33 10.77 0.02 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 0.00 1,945.40 0.20 1,949.52

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.10 0.10 1.17 0.00 0.23 0.01 0.24 0.01 0.01 0.02 192.73 0.01 192.97

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.10 0.10 1.17 0.00 0.23 0.01 0.24 0.01 0.01 0.02 192.73 0.01 192.97

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2013

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 2.32 14.52 9.76 0.02 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20 1,408.52 0.21 1,412.88

Total 2.32 14.52 9.76 0.02 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20 1,408.52 0.21 1,412.88

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2013

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 2.32 14.52 9.76 0.02 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20 0.00 1,408.52 0.21 1,412.88

Total 2.32 14.52 9.76 0.02 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20 0.00 1,408.52 0.21 1,412.88

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.10 0.10 1.17 0.00 0.23 0.01 0.24 0.01 0.01 0.02 192.73 0.01 192.97

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.10 0.10 1.17 0.00 0.23 0.01 0.24 0.01 0.01 0.02 192.73 0.01 192.97

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2013

Off-Road 0.49 2.96 1.94 0.00 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 281.19 0.04 282.10

Archit. Coating 44.32 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 44.81 2.96 1.94 0.00 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 281.19 0.04 282.10

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.39 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 64.24 0.00 64.32

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.03 0.03 0.39 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 64.24 0.00 64.32

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.39 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 64.24 0.00 64.32

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.03 0.03 0.39 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 64.24 0.00 64.32

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2013

Off-Road 0.49 2.96 1.94 0.00 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.00 281.19 0.04 282.10

Archit. Coating 44.32 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 44.81 2.96 1.94 0.00 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.00 281.19 0.04 282.10

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Unmitigated 0.99 2.43 9.86 0.02 1.82 0.11 1.93 0.06 0.11 0.17 1,740.01 0.08 1,741.69

Mitigated 0.99 2.43 9.86 0.02 1.82 0.11 1.93 0.06 0.11 0.17 1,740.01 0.08 1,741.69

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Parking Structure 0.00 0.00 0.00

Condo/Townhouse High Rise 151.57 164.68 139.61 505,362 505,362

Total 151.57 164.68 139.61 505,362 505,362

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Condo/Townhouse High Rise 12.70 7.00 9.50 40.20 19.20 40.60

Parking Structure 8.90 13.30 7.40 0.00 0.00 0.00

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW
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5.0 Energy Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Condo/Townhouse 
High Rise

1552.63 0.02 0.14 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 182.66 0.00 0.00 183.77

Total 0.02 0.14 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 182.66 0.00 0.00 183.77

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.02 0.14 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 182.66 0.00 0.00 183.77

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.02 0.14 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 182.66 0.00 0.00 183.77

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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Use only Natural Gas Hearths

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Exterior

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Interior

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Condo/Townhouse 
High Rise

1.55263 0.02 0.14 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 182.66 0.00 0.00 183.77

Total 0.02 0.14 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 182.66 0.00 0.00 183.77

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

Mitigated
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Architectural 
Coating

0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hearth 2.45 0.11 7.61 0.02 0.00 1.22 0.00 1.22 162.30 414.00 0.64 0.01 592.88

Consumer 
Products

1.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.06 0.02 1.97 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 3.46 0.00 3.54

Total 3.79 0.13 9.58 0.02 0.00 1.23 0.00 1.23 162.30 417.46 0.64 0.01 596.42

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 3.79 0.14 9.58 0.02 0.00 1.23 0.00 1.23 162.30 417.46 0.65 0.01 596.41

Mitigated 1.38 0.02 1.97 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00 441.81 0.01 0.01 444.56

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Institute Recycling and Composting Services

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

9.0 Vegetation

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Architectural 
Coating

0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hearth 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 438.35 0.01 0.01 441.02

Consumer 
Products

1.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.06 0.02 1.97 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 3.46 0.00 3.54

Total 1.38 0.02 1.97 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00 441.81 0.01 0.01 444.56

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Mitigated
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Construction Phase - estimated from 15 month construction schedule

Trips and VMT - 7100 CY of material exported and 20 CY/truck trip = 710 truck trips.

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - Population estimated at 53, given 2.294 persons per household in Beverly Hills.

Demolition -

Grading - Material Export per City of Beverly Hills. Project site is 0.33 acres.

Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

9265 Burton

1.1 Land Usage

Condo/Townhouse High Rise 23 Dwelling Unit

Parking Structure 46 Space

Land Uses Size Metric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s)

Precipitation Freq (Days)

2.2

33

1.3 User Entered Comments

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

Date: 1/26/2013CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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Off-road Equipment - -

Off-road Equipment - -

Off-road Equipment - -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment - -

Off-road Equipment - -

Waste Mitigation - 78% diversion rate in City of Beverly Hills.

Woodstoves - Natural gas fireplaces per site plans. No woodstoves.

Vehicle Trips - Trip generation rate of 6.65 trips/dwelling unit per traffic study.

Architectural Coating - SCAQMD Rule 1113.

Area Mitigation - Per SCAQMD 1113.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Per SCAQMD Rule 403.

Area Coating - Per SCAQMD Rule 1113.

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2013 0.56 2.09 1.58 0.00 0.04 0.13 0.17 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 257.36 257.36 0.02 0.00 257.86

2012 0.11 0.79 0.54 0.00 0.17 0.05 0.22 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.00 89.11 89.11 0.01 0.00 89.27

Total 0.67 2.88 2.12 0.00 0.21 0.18 0.39 0.00 0.18 0.18 0.00 346.47 346.47 0.03 0.00 347.13

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction

2.1 Overall Construction

2013 0.56 2.09 1.58 0.00 0.04 0.13 0.17 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 257.36 257.36 0.02 0.00 257.86

2012 0.11 0.79 0.54 0.00 0.17 0.05 0.22 0.01 0.05 0.06 0.00 89.11 89.11 0.01 0.00 89.27

Total 0.67 2.88 2.12 0.00 0.21 0.18 0.39 0.01 0.18 0.19 0.00 346.47 346.47 0.03 0.00 347.13

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction
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2.2 Overall Operational

Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.15 0.00 2.15 0.13 0.00 4.81

Mobile 0.16 0.41 1.64 0.00 0.27 0.02 0.29 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.00 253.44 253.44 0.01 0.00 253.65

Area 0.32 0.01 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02 2.44 14.66 17.10 0.01 0.00 17.37

Energy 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 59.31 59.31 0.00 0.00 59.67

Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.75 8.75 0.05 0.00 10.11

Total 0.48 0.45 2.15 0.00 0.27 0.02 0.31 0.01 0.02 0.05 4.59 336.16 340.75 0.20 0.00 345.61

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.47 0.00 0.47 0.03 0.00 1.06

Mobile 0.16 0.41 1.64 0.00 0.27 0.02 0.29 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.00 253.44 253.44 0.01 0.00 253.65

Area 0.25 0.00 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.48 15.48 0.00 0.00 15.59

Energy 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 59.31 59.31 0.00 0.00 59.67

Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.75 8.75 0.05 0.00 10.11

Total 0.41 0.44 2.01 0.00 0.27 0.02 0.29 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.47 336.98 337.45 0.09 0.00 340.08

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Water Exposed Area
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3.2 Demolition - 2012

Off-Road 0.01 0.07 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 6.69 6.69 0.00 0.00 6.71

Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.01 0.07 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 6.69 6.69 0.00 0.00 6.71

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.56 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.56

Hauling 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.13 2.13 0.00 0.00 2.13

Total 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.69 2.69 0.00 0.00 2.69

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2012

Off-Road 0.01 0.07 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 6.69 6.69 0.00 0.00 6.71

Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.01 0.07 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 6.69 6.69 0.00 0.00 6.71

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.56 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.56

Hauling 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.13 2.13 0.00 0.00 2.13

Total 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.69 2.69 0.00 0.00 2.69

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2012

Off-Road 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.64

Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.64

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.03

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.03

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2012

Off-Road 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.64

Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.64

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.03

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.03

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.13 1.13 0.00 0.00 1.13

Hauling 0.02 0.22 0.13 0.00 0.15 0.01 0.16 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 26.95 26.95 0.00 0.00 26.97

Total 0.02 0.22 0.14 0.00 0.15 0.01 0.16 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 28.08 28.08 0.00 0.00 28.10

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2012

Off-Road 0.02 0.15 0.10 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 13.39 13.39 0.00 0.00 13.42

Fugitive Dust 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.02 0.15 0.10 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 13.39 13.39 0.00 0.00 13.42

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.13 1.13 0.00 0.00 1.13

Hauling 0.02 0.22 0.13 0.00 0.15 0.01 0.16 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 26.95 26.95 0.00 0.00 26.97

Total 0.02 0.22 0.14 0.00 0.15 0.01 0.16 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 28.08 28.08 0.00 0.00 28.10

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2012

Off-Road 0.02 0.15 0.10 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 13.39 13.39 0.00 0.00 13.42

Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.02 0.15 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 13.39 13.39 0.00 0.00 13.42

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.18 2.18 0.00 0.00 2.19

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.54 4.54 0.00 0.00 4.54

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.72 6.72 0.00 0.00 6.73

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2012

Off-Road 0.04 0.31 0.19 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 30.88 30.88 0.00 0.00 30.95

Total 0.04 0.31 0.19 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 30.88 30.88 0.00 0.00 30.95

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.18 2.18 0.00 0.00 2.19

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.54 4.54 0.00 0.00 4.54

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.72 6.72 0.00 0.00 6.73

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2012

Off-Road 0.04 0.31 0.19 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 30.88 30.88 0.00 0.00 30.95

Total 0.04 0.31 0.19 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 30.88 30.88 0.00 0.00 30.95

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.01 0.10 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.71 14.71 0.00 0.00 14.72

Worker 0.02 0.02 0.20 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 29.87 29.87 0.00 0.00 29.91

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.03 0.12 0.27 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 44.58 44.58 0.00 0.00 44.63

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2013

Off-Road 0.26 1.92 1.26 0.00 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.00 207.31 207.31 0.02 0.00 207.75

Total 0.26 1.92 1.26 0.00 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.00 207.31 207.31 0.02 0.00 207.75

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.01 0.10 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.71 14.71 0.00 0.00 14.72

Worker 0.02 0.02 0.20 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 29.87 29.87 0.00 0.00 29.91

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.03 0.12 0.27 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 44.58 44.58 0.00 0.00 44.63

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2013

Off-Road 0.26 1.92 1.26 0.00 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.00 207.31 207.31 0.02 0.00 207.75

Total 0.26 1.92 1.26 0.00 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.00 207.31 207.31 0.02 0.00 207.75

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.41 0.41 0.00 0.00 0.42

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.41 0.41 0.00 0.00 0.42

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2013

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.19 3.19 0.00 0.00 3.20

Total 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.19 3.19 0.00 0.00 3.20

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2013

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.19 3.19 0.00 0.00 3.20

Total 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.19 3.19 0.00 0.00 3.20

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.41 0.41 0.00 0.00 0.42

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.41 0.41 0.00 0.00 0.42

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2013

Off-Road 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.53 1.53 0.00 0.00 1.54

Archit. Coating 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.27 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.53 1.53 0.00 0.00 1.54

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.33

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.33

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.33

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.33

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2013

Off-Road 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.53 1.53 0.00 0.00 1.54

Archit. Coating 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.27 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.53 1.53 0.00 0.00 1.54

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Unmitigated 0.16 0.41 1.64 0.00 0.27 0.02 0.29 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.00 253.44 253.44 0.01 0.00 253.65

Mitigated 0.16 0.41 1.64 0.00 0.27 0.02 0.29 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.00 253.44 253.44 0.01 0.00 253.65

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Parking Structure 0.00 0.00 0.00

Condo/Townhouse High Rise 151.57 164.68 139.61 505,362 505,362

Total 151.57 164.68 139.61 505,362 505,362

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Condo/Townhouse High Rise 12.70 7.00 9.50 40.20 19.20 40.60

Parking Structure 8.90 13.30 7.40 0.00 0.00 0.00

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW
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5.0 Energy Detail

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 29.07 29.07 0.00 0.00 29.25

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.00 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 30.24 30.24 0.00 0.00 30.43

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 29.07 29.07 0.00 0.00 29.25

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.00 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 30.24 30.24 0.00 0.00 30.43

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Condo/Townhouse 
High Rise

566711 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 30.24 30.24 0.00 0.00 30.43

Total 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 30.24 30.24 0.00 0.00 30.43

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Condo/Townhouse 
High Rise

566711 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 30.24 30.24 0.00 0.00 30.43

Total 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 30.24 30.24 0.00 0.00 30.43

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated
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Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Interior

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Condo/Townhouse 
High Rise

99925.3 29.07 0.00 0.00 29.25

Total 29.07 0.00 0.00 29.25

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Condo/Townhouse 
High Rise

99925.3 29.07 0.00 0.00 29.25

Total 29.07 0.00 0.00 29.25

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated



24 of 29

Use only Natural Gas Hearths

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Exterior

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Architectural 
Coating

0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hearth 0.08 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02 2.44 14.08 16.53 0.01 0.00 16.79

Consumer 
Products

0.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.01 0.00 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.57 0.57 0.00 0.00 0.58

Total 0.33 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02 2.44 14.65 17.10 0.01 0.00 17.37

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 0.32 0.01 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02 2.44 14.66 17.10 0.01 0.00 17.37

Mitigated 0.25 0.00 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.48 15.48 0.00 0.00 15.59

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Architectural 
Coating

0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.91 14.91 0.00 0.00 15.00

Consumer 
Products

0.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.01 0.00 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.57 0.57 0.00 0.00 0.58

Total 0.25 0.00 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.48 15.48 0.00 0.00 15.58

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Parking Structure 0 / 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Condo/Townhouse 
High Rise

1.49854 / 
0.944733

8.75 0.05 0.00 10.11

Total 8.75 0.05 0.00 10.11

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 8.75 0.05 0.00 10.11

Mitigated 8.75 0.05 0.00 10.11

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Institute Recycling and Composting Services

7.2 Water by Land Use

Parking Structure 0 / 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Condo/Townhouse 
High Rise

1.49854 / 
0.944733

8.75 0.05 0.00 10.11

Total 8.75 0.05 0.00 10.11

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Condo/Townhouse 
High Rise

10.58 2.15 0.13 0.00 4.81

Total 2.15 0.13 0.00 4.81

Waste 
Disposed

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 2.15 0.13 0.00 4.81

Mitigated 0.47 0.03 0.00 1.06

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

tons/yr MT/yr

Category/Year
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9.0 Vegetation

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Condo/Townhouse 
High Rise

2.3276 0.47 0.03 0.00 1.06

Total 0.47 0.03 0.00 1.06

Waste 
Disposed

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix B 
Transportation Assessment 

 



 

201 Santa Monica Blvd., #500, Santa Monica, CA 90401  (310) 458-9916  Fax (310) 394-7663 
www.fehrandpeers.com 

MEMORANDUM 
 

Date: February 19, 2013 

 

To: Abe Leider, Rincon Consulting 

 

From: Tamar Fuhrer, AICP & Sarah Brandenberg, PE 

Subject: Transportation Assessment of 9265 Burton Way Project 

SM12-2547.00 

 

This memorandum documents a high-level transportation assessment for the proposed 

residential complex at 9265 Burton Way in Beverly Hills.  The proposed project’s trip generation, 

on-site parking supply and demand, site access, and construction traffic plans are reviewed to 

assess potential impacts. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project is located at 9265 Burton Way in Beverly Hills.  The project would replace 

two existing apartment buildings, with a total of 10 units.  The proposed project would be a six-

story structure containing the following uses: 

 

• 23 residential units, including two affordable units 

• 46 parking spaces in one level of subterranean parking and one level of at-grade parking 

• At-grade lobby and gym, for use by building residents 

• Rooftop common area 

 

The project site would increase in density, from 10 units to 23 units on the parcel. The increased 

number of parking spaces is intended to only serve the new development.  The project may 

function either as an owner-occupied condominium building or a rental apartment building. 

TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT 

Trip Generation 

The proposed project consists of 23 residential units, replacing 10 existing residential units, for a 

net of 13 new units.  Trip generation estimates were developed using Trip Generation, 8th Edition 

(Institute of Transportation Engineers [ITE], 2008) rates.  This source provides trip generation rates 

based on a compilation of empirical trip generation surveys at locations throughout the country 

to forecast the number of trips that would be generated by the project.  The project may function 

as either a rental apartment building or a condominium building.  Since the trip generation rate 

for apartments is higher than that for condominiums, we developed trip generation estimates 

using the ITE rate for Apartments (Code 220).  As shown in Table 1, the project is expected to 
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generate 86 net new daily trips, including 6 during the AM peak hour, and 8 during the PM peak 

hour. 

 

TABLE 1 

9265 BURTON WAY DRIVE TRIP GENERATION 

Land Use Units 
Daily 

Trip Rate 

Daily 

Trips 

AM 

Trip 

Rate 

AM Peak 

Hour 

Trips 

PM Trip 

Rate 

PM Peak 

Hour 

Trips 

Proposed Project   

Apartment 23 6.65 153 0.51 12 0.62 14 

Less Existing Land Use        

Apartment (10) 6.65 (67) 0.51 (5) 0.62 (6) 

Net New Trips 13 

 

86  7 8 

Source: Trip Generation (8
th
 Ed.), Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), 2008. 

Traffic Impact Assessment 

As previously noted, the proposed project would generate 7 AM peak hour trips and 8 PM peak 

hour trips.  Although the City of Beverly Hills does not identify a trip generation threshold for 

requiring a traffic study, the number of peak hour trips that the project would generate is 

substantially below thresholds identified by the City of Los Angeles (43) and the Los Angeles 

Congestion Management Plan (50). The thresholds identified by these two agencies were 

developed to limit traffic studies to locations where there is a true potential for traffic impacts.  

For a project with as few project trips as 9265 Burton Way, it is highly unlikely that a significant 

traffic impact could occur.   

 

To further confirm that traffic from the project would not result in significant impacts at nearby 

intersections, we conducted a high-level impact assessment at the two closest intersections – 

Burton Way & Foothill Road and Burton Way & North Maple Drive.  Because of the low trip 

generation, there would be no more than 5 net new project trips traveling through either 

intersection during the peak hours.  The project is not anticipated to trigger a significant impact 

at any of the nearby intersections, as the project does not generate enough traffic at any 

intersection to trigger an impact. 

 

The City of Beverly Hills also has impact criteria for residential streets.  The maximum allowable 

increase for residential streets ranges from 6.25% for streets with daily vehicular volumes (ADT) 

exceeding 6,750 to 16% for vehicles with ADT below 2,000.  For a roadway segment with an ADT 

of 2,000, the roadway could have an increase of 320 trips without triggering an impact.  The 

project would generate 86 daily trips; thus, we do not anticipate any project impacts at residential 

streets. 
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PARKING SUPPLY & DEMAND 

The peak parking demand generated by an apartment building, according to Parking Generation, 

4th Edition (Institute of Transportation Engineers [ITE], 2010), ranges from 1.15 to 1.52 vehicles 

per dwelling unit.  This is based on a compilation of empirical trip generation studies throughout 

the country.  By applying this range of rates to the proposed residential units, the parking 

demand generated by the project can range from 27-35 spaces during the peak period, with 35 

parking spaces representing the 85th percentile of parking generation.   

 

The City of Beverly Hills requires one parking space for each efficiency or one-bedroom unit, and 

one and one half spaces for each two bedroom unit (Municipal Code §10-3-1286).  The City does 

not specify a requirement for three bedroom units.  Thus, a conservative value of two spaces for 

each three bedroom unit was assumed.  The proposed project has 23 units with the following unit 

makeup: six efficiency or one-bedroom units, 13 two-bedroom units, and four three-bedroom 

units.  Applying the aforementioned requirements, the City’s code requires 34 spaces.  

It is our understanding that the proposed parking supply will be 46 spaces.  Therefore, the 

parking supply would be sufficient and appropriate to accommodate the proposed residential 

units.   

SITE ACCESS   

The existing two apartment buildings each have ground-level carport parking, which is accessed 

through an alley behind the buildings, parallel to Burton Way.  This alley provides access to 

Foothill Road to the west and North Maple Drive to the east.  Pedestrians can access the existing 

buildings from Burton Way but drivers need to enter and exit the building’s parking from the 

alley.     

 

Based on the architect’s plans for the proposed parking, there will be two ingress/ egress points 

from the alley for the proposed parking as follows: 

 

• First floor: Users will enter and exit the first floor parking area on the north side of 

the proposed structure using the existing alley.     

 

• Subterranean: The driveway leading to the underground parking level is located 

west of the driveway for the first floor parking. Users will enter and exit the 

subterranean parking level from the alley parallel to Burton Way.    

 

Pedestrians will continue to have direct access to the project site from Burton Way.   
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The existing alley serves bi-directional traffic from North Maple Drive and Foothill Boulevard.  

Project users will likely use both directions of the alley for ingress and egress to the project site.  

No changes will be made to the alley as part of this project.   

Due to the low volume of traffic expected to enter and exit the garage from and to the alley, we 

do not anticipate any issues with regard to site access.  

CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC  

Construction traffic impacts are identified as significant on roadway facilities if the construction of 

a project creates a temporary, but prolonged impact due to lane closure, emergency vehicle 

access, traffic hazards to bicycles and/or pedestrians, damage to the roadbed, truck traffic on 

roadways not assigned as truck routes, and other similar impediments to circulation. 

 

The maximum number of daily trips generated by project construction is fairly minimal, with a 

projected 22 truck trips per day.  We do not anticipate that project construction would cause 

significant traffic impacts, due to the following: 

• We anticipate that the construction vehicles and construction workers would be 

accessing the site from Burton Way.  This roadway is a major thoroughfare in the area 

and is a designated truck route within the City limits.  It is unlikely that the influx of 

construction vehicles would significantly disrupt traffic along this roadway. 

• The project’s construction traffic is not anticipated to affect emergency vehicle access 

or create hazards to bicycles and pedestrians. 

• The total number of construction trips would be staggered throughout the day, with 

most trips occurring during off-peak hours. 

 

To reduce temporary disruptions on the adjacent roadway network due to construction activities, 

the project will develop a Construction Management Plan for approval by the City of Beverly Hills 

prior to the initiation of construction activities.  The plan will address the following items: 

• Maintain existing access for land uses in proximity of the project site during project 

construction. 

• Schedule deliveries and hauling of construction materials to non-peak travel periods, 

to the maximum extent feasible. 

• Coordinate deliveries and hauling to reduce the potential of trucks waiting to load or 

unload for extended periods of time. 

• Schedule truck arrivals to avoid extended queuing prior to construction hours. 

• Work with the City to identify off-site waiting areas for trucks if queuing prior to 

construction hours is necessary. 

• Minimize obstruction of through traffic lanes on Burton Way. 

• Control construction equipment traffic with flagmen and traffic control devices. 

• Identify designated transport routes for heavy trucks to be used over the duration of 

the construction activities. 

• Establish requirements for loading/unloading and storage on the project site, where 

parking spaces would be encumbered, length of time traffic lanes can be 



Mr. Abe Leider 

February 19, 2013 

Page 5 

encumbered, sidewalk closings or pedestrian diversions to ensure safety and access 

to local businesses. 

• Coordinate with adjacent businesses and emergency service providers to ensure 

adequate access exists to the project site and neighboring businesses. 

 

For workers traveling to the site, it is our understanding that there is sufficient on-site parking for 

all workers.  Therefore, no additional management plans for construction workers are necessary. 

SUMMARY 

The proposed project at 9265 Burton Way is a residential infill development.  The proposed 

project consists of 23 residential units and would replace 10 existing residential units, for a net of 

13 new units.  The parking structure will be constructed to serve the residents of the new 

development.  The proposed project would provide 46 parking spaces, which would be sufficient 

and appropriate to accommodate the 23 units.  We conducted a general assessment of traffic 

impacts, parking supply & demand, site access and construction impacts and found there to be 

no potential impacts with regard to this project.   

 

We hope that you find this information helpful.  If you have any questions, please contact Tamar 

Fuhrer or Sarah Brandenberg at (310) 458-9916. 
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C:\LARDAV\SLMUTIL\BURTON.bin    Interval Data
  RMS  Peak  Uwpk
 Meas  Excd  Excd  Excd
Site Location            Number    Date     Time  Duration  Leq  Lmax  Lmin

0                      0   07Aug 12 16:41:38 1200 63.1 82.8 51.1

 Meas 
Site Location            Number    Date     Time  Level  SEL 
----"--------------------"------"----------"--------"-----"-----
 Run    Key 

0                      0   07Aug 12 16:41:38 66.1 76.1
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:41:48 64.3 74.3
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:41:58 68 78
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:42:08 59.7 69.7
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:42:18 58 68
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:42:28 51.9 61.9
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:42:38 60.2 70.2
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:42:48 65.3 75.3
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:42:58 62.8 72.8
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:43:08 63.8 73.8
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:43:18 65.1 75.1
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:43:28 60.5 70.5
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:43:38 61.5 71.5
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:43:48 53.8 63.8
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:43:58 56.1 66.1
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:44:08 55.2 65.2
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:44:18 64.7 74.7
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:44:28 65.9 75.9
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:44:38 62 72
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:44:48 67 77
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:44:58 64 74
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:45:08 57.3 67.3
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:45:18 63.5 73.5
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:45:28 58.5 68.5
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:45:38 59.6 69.6
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:45:48 63 73
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:45:58 60.8 70.8
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:46:08 60.2 70.2
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:46:18 59.6 69.6
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:46:28 60.2 70.2
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:46:38 56.5 66.5
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:46:48 53.5 63.5
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:46:58 58 68
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:47:08 57.5 67.5
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:47:18 67.5 77.5



0                      0   07Aug 12 16:47:28 65.6 75.6
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:47:38 62.5 72.5
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:47:48 60.8 70.8
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:47:58 62.6 72.6
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:48:08 63.7 73.7
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:48:18 60.8 70.8
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:48:28 53.6 63.6
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:48:38 63.9 73.9
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:48:48 66.6 76.6
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:48:58 68 78
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:49:08 66.4 76.4
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:49:18 64.4 74.4
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:49:28 61.8 71.8
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:49:38 54.7 64.7
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:49:48 54.7 64.7
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:49:58 54 64
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:50:08 63.4 73.4
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:50:18 57.4 67.4
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:50:28 67.5 77.5
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:50:38 65 75
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:50:48 64.1 74.1
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:50:58 63.1 73.1
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:51:08 62.1 72.1
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:51:18 61.7 71.7
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:51:28 57.9 67.9
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:51:38 55.1 65.1
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:51:48 63.5 73.5
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:51:58 63.2 73.2
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:52:08 64.7 74.7
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:52:18 65.9 75.9
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:52:28 62.5 72.5
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:52:38 60 70
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:52:48 56.5 66.5
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:52:58 57.5 67.5
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:53:08 54.6 64.6
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:53:18 53.7 63.7
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:53:28 64.4 74.4
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:53:38 68.4 78.4
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:53:48 64.5 74.5
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:53:58 63.8 73.8
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:54:08 59.3 69.3
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:54:18 57.4 67.4
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:54:28 58.9 68.9
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:54:38 56.2 66.2
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:54:48 65.3 75.3
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:54:58 65.1 75.1
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:55:08 60.7 70.7



0                      0   07Aug 12 16:55:18 62.1 72.1
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:55:28 57.8 67.8
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:55:38 60.5 70.5
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:55:48 57.2 67.2
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:55:58 56.5 66.5
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:56:08 65.8 75.8
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:56:18 61.6 71.6
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:56:28 61.7 71.7
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:56:38 65 75
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:56:48 64.9 74.9
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:56:58 60.4 70.4
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:57:08 62.9 72.9
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:57:18 55.8 65.8
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:57:28 54.7 64.7
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:57:38 56.4 66.4
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:57:48 65.4 75.4
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:57:58 64 74
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:58:08 69.5 79.5
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:58:18 70.3 80.3
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:58:28 67.3 77.3
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:58:38 62.6 72.6
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:58:48 66.4 76.4
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:58:58 63.4 73.4
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:59:08 57 67
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:59:18 56 66
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:59:28 60.2 70.2
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:59:38 62.2 72.2
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:59:48 66.4 76.4
0                      0   07Aug 12 16:59:58 64.2 74.2
0                      0   07Aug 12 17:00:08 59.9 69.9
0                      0   07Aug 12 17:00:18 55.6 65.6
0                      0   07Aug 12 17:00:28 53.3 63.3
0                      0   07Aug 12 17:00:38 63 73
0                      0   07Aug 12 17:00:48 66 76
0                      0   07Aug 12 17:00:58 63.8 73.8
0                      0   07Aug 12 17:01:08 60.2 70.2
0                      0   07Aug 12 17:01:18 64.1 74.1
0                      0   07Aug 12 17:01:28 62.1 72.1
0                      0   07Aug 12 17:01:38 58.4 68.4

 Stop   Intv



City of Beverly Hills
Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report

DATE: February 22, 2013

TO: Responsible and Trustee Agencies/Interested Organizations and Individuals

RE: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 9265 Burton Way
Condominium Project

The City of Beverly Hills will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an environmental impact report (EIR) for
the project identified below. We need to know the views of the public and agencies as to the scope and
content of the environmental information, including that which is germane to your agency’s statutory
responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. The project description, location, and the potential
environmental effects appear below. If a copy of the Initial Study is not attached to this notice, you may
request or review a copy at Community Development Department offices, Beverly Hills City Hall,

Project Title:

Project Location:

Project Applicant:

Project Description: The project would involve demolition of four existing one- to two-story
multi-family residential buildings and construction of a six-story condominium building with 23 housing
units and 46 parking spaces. The project would include one level of subterranean parking; one level of
at-grade parking with a lobby, gym, and parking; five levels of housing units; and a rooftop common
area. Two units would be designated for “very low income” housing.

The construction phase of the project would take place over approximately 18 months, including site
preparation, grading, building construction, paving, and painting. For construction of the subterranean
parking garage, excavation would occur to a depth of approximately 13 feet.

Access to on-site parking would be provided by two ingress/egress points in the existing alley at the rear
of the project site parallel to Burton Way. Pedestrians would continue to have direct access to the
project site from Burton Way.

9265 Burton Way Condominium Project

The 14,232 square-foot project site is located at 9265 Burton Way, in the City of
Beverly Hills, County of Los Angeles. The site is located on the north side of
Burton Way between Foothill Road and Maple Drive. The Assessor’s parcel
numbers are 4342-010-008 and -009.

Levin-Morris Architects, LLP
Contact: Edward Levin
1305 North Harper Avenue
West Hollywood, CA 90046



Notice of Preparation of a Draft ElF?
for the 9265 Burton Way Condominium Project

Page 2

Potential Environmental Effects: Potentially significant environmental impacts have been identified
in the following issue area: Cultural Resources.

ThirtyDay Comment Period: Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be
sent at the earliest possible date but not later than 30 days after receipt of this notice. The Notice of
Preparation/Initial Study comment period begins on February 25, 2013 and ends on March 26, 2013.
Please send your comments by regular mail, email or fax, no later than March 27, 2013 to:

Ryan Gohlich, Senior Planner
City of Beverly Hills Community Development Department
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, California 90210

Fax: (310) 858-5966
Email:

____________________________

February 22 2013
$igñature Date

Ryan Gohlich

_______________

Senior Planner
Printed Name Title
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Appendix C

Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal

Mail to: State Clearinghouse. P.O. Box 3044. Sacramento. CA 95512-3044 (916)445-0613
for Mind i)el,versiSt,v’c’i .4ddrevc: 14(1(1 Tenth Sired. Sacramento. CA 95513 SCH #

Project Title: 9265 Burton Way Condominium Project

Lead Agenc: City of Beverly Hills Contact I’erson: Ryan Gohlich, Senior Planner
Mailing Addres\: 455 North Rexford Drive Phote (310> 285-1194

(‘ity: Beverly Hills Zip: 90210 County: Los Angeles

Project Location: (‘ourtt:LOS Angeles (‘it’,/Ncarst Community: Beverly Hills
(‘ross Streets: 9265-9269 Burton Way, north side of Burton Way between Foothill Road and Maple Drive Zip Code: 90210

Longitude/Latitude (degrees. minutes and seconds): 2.._..’ N I 118° 23’ 41” W Total Acres: 033
Assessors Parcel No,:4342-OiO-008 and -009 Section:

________

Twp.:

_________

Range:

_________

Base:
Withm 2 Miles: State Hwy ii: 2 Waterways: none

Airports: none Railways: none Schools: Multiple

Document Type:
CEQA: NOP Draft EIR NEPA: 0 NOt Other: 0 Joint Document

Early Cons Q Supplement/Subsequent EIR EA fl Final Document
Neg Dec Prior SCH No.)

_______________

0 Draft EIS 0 Other:

_________________

fl Mit Neg Dec Other:

______________________

fl FONSI

Local Action Type:

E General Plan Update 0 Specific Plan Rezone Annexation
General Plan Amendment Master Plan Prezone Redevelopment
General Plan Element Planned Unit Development Use Permit fl Coastal Permit

D Community Plan Site Plan Land Division (Subdivision, etc.> 0 Other:____________________

Development Type:
Residential: Untts 23 Acres°33
Office: Sq.ft.

________

Acres

________

Employees Q Transportation: Type

_______________________________________

fl Commercial:Sq.ft.

________

Acres

________

Employees________ 0 Mining: Mineral____________________________________
Industrial: Sq.ft.

________

Acres

________

Employees________ Power: Type

__________________

MW_______________
Q Educational:

__________________________________________

Waste Treatment: Type

_______________

MGD___________
Recreational:____________________________________________ Hazardous Waste:Type

__________________________________

Water Facilities:Type MOD

_____________

0 Other:

_________________________________________________

Project Issues Discussed in Document:
Aesthetic/Visual Fiscal Recreation/Parks Vegetation

[ Agricultural Land J Flood Plain/Flooding [] Schools/Universities [] Water Quality
Air Quality Forest Land/Fire Hazard Septic Systems Water Supply/Groundwater

I1 Archeological/Historical Geologic/Seismic Sewer Capacity WetlandlRiparian
Biological Resources Minerals Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading Growth Inducement
Coastal Zone Noise Solid Waste Land Use
Drainage/Absorption Population/Housing Balance Toxic/Hazardous Cumulative Effects
Economic/Jobs Public Services/Facilities Traffic/Circulation 0 Other:____________________

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation:
multi-family residential/R-4 (Multi-Family Residential)/Multiple Residential

Project Description: (please use a separate page if necessary)
The project would involve demolition of four existing one- to two-story multi-family residential buildings and construction of a
six-story condominium building with 23 housing units and 46 parking spaces. The project would include one level of
subterranean parking; one level of at-grade parking with a lobby, gym, and parking; five levels of housing units; and a rooftop
common area. Two units would be designated for “very low income” housing. Construction would take place over
approximately 18 months, including site preparation, grading, building construction, paving, and painting. For construction of
the subterranean parking garage, excavation would occur to a a depth of approximately 13 feet. Vehicular access would be
taken via the existing alley at the rear of the project site parallel to Burton; pedestrian access would be from Burton Way.

Note: The State Clearinghouse will assign identification numbers/ar all new projects, if a SCH number already exists/ar a project (e.g. Notice of Preparotion or
previous draft document) please fill in.

Revised 2010



Reviewing Agencies Checklist

_______

Air Resources I3oard

_______

Boating & Waterways, Department of

________

California Emergency Management Agenc

_________

California Highway Patrol

________

Caltrans District #

Caltrans Division of Aeronautics

Caltrans Planning

Central Valley Hood Protection Board

Coachella Valley Mtn’. Conservancy

Coastal Commission

_________

Colorado River Board

Conservation, Department of

_________

Corrections, Department of

Delta Protection Commission

Education. Department of

________

Energy Commission

______

Fish & Game Region #

_______

Food & Agriculture. Department of

__________

Forestry and Fire Protection. Department of

_______

General Services. Department of

Health Services, Department of

Housing & Community Development

Native American Heritage Commission

X Office of Historic Preservation

______

Office of Public School Construction

________

Parks & Recreation, Department of

Pesticide Regulation. Department of

Public Utilities Commission

_____

Regional WQCI3 #_____

______

Resources Agency

Resources Recycling and Recovery. Department of

S.F. Bay Conservation & l)evelopment Comm.

______

San Gabriel & Lower L.A. Rivers & Mtns. Conservancy

______

San Joaquin River Conservancy

Santa Monica Mtns. Conservancy

State Lands Commission

______

SWRCB: Clean Water Grants

______

SWRCB: Water Quality

_____

SWRCB: Water Rights

______

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

Toxic Substances Control. Department of

Water Resources, I)cpartmcnt of

Lead Agency (Complete if applicable):

Consulting Firm: Rincon Consultants, Inc.

Address: 180 N. Ashwood Avenue

City/State/Zip: Ventura, CA 93003

Contact: Abe Leider, AICP CEP

Phone: 8056444455

Applicant: Levin-Morris Architects, LLP

Address: 1305 North Harper Avenue

City/State/Zip: West Hollywood, CA 90046

Phone: (323) 656-3034

Signature of Lead Agency Representative: /E” Date: f2IO/

Authority cited: Section 21083. Public ResourcCode. Reference: Section 21161. Public Resources Code.

Lead Agencies may recommend State Clearinghouse distribution by marking agencies below with and “X”.
If you have already sent your document to the agency please denote that with an “S’.

Local Public Review Period (to be filled in by lead agency)

Starting Date Februat’y 25, 2013 (NOP)

Other:

Other:

Ending Date March 26, 2013 (NOP)

Revised 20t0



STATE OF CALIFORNIA Arnold SctIwarzeneer.Qvemor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
‘iT(.APITOI_ MAI I HUOM .34
ACl IAM N () CA 9>81 4

(91 E’> I

c IG) G51 5390 I a>

February 26, 2013

Mr. Ryan Gohlich, Planner

City of Beverly Hills
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210

RE: SCH# 20013021055 CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP) — 9265 Burton Way Condominium

Project — draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR); located in the City of Beverly Hills; Los

Angeles County , California

Dear Mr. Gohlich:

The Native American Heritage Commission has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) regarding the
above referenced project. In the 1985 Appellate Court decision (170 Cal App 3 604), the court

held that the NAHC has jurisdiction and special expertise, as a state agency, over affected

Native American resources impacted by proposed projects, including archaeological places of

religious significance to Native Americans, and to Native American burial sites.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that any project that causes a substantial
adverse change in the significance of an historical resources, which includes archeological resources, is
a significant effect requiring the preparation of an EIR (CEQA guidelines 15064(b)). To adequately
comply with this provision and mitigate project-related impacts on archaeological resources, the
Commission recommends the following actions be required:

V Contact the appropriate Information Center for a record search to determine:
• If a part or all of the area of project effect (APE) has been previously surveyed for cultural

resources, which we know that it has.
• The NAHC recommends that known cultural resources recorded on or adjacent to the APE be

listed in the draft Environmental Impact Report.
V If an additional archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a

professional report detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field
survey. We suggest that this be coordinated with the NAHC, if possible.

- The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measurers should be
submitted immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations,
Native American human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate
confidential addendum, and not be made available for pubic disclosure pursuant to California
Government Code Section 6254.10.

V Contact has been made to the the Native American Heritage Commission for:
a A Sacred Lands File Check, and cultural resources have been identified to your agency.
a A list of appropriate Native American Contacts for consultation concerning the project site has

been provided and is attached to this letter.
a Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface

existence once ground-breaking activity begins. If that occurs, the NAHC suggests that
inadvertent discoveries be coordinated with the NAHC;

Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the identification and evaluation of
accidentally discovered archeological resources, per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)



ALEMA

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAP[rOL MALL, ROOM 364 j..;

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
(916) 653625l

(916> 657539O Fax

§15064.5(f). In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally
affiliated Native American, with knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all ground-disturbing
activities.
- Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered

artifacts, in consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans.
- Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains in their

mitigation plan. Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5(e), and Public Resources Code
§5097.98 mandates the process to be followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human
remains in a location other than a dedicated cemetery.

Sincerely,

Dave Singleton
Program Analyst
(916) 653-6251

CC: State Clearinghouse

Attachment: Tribal Contacts
—



Native American Contacts
Los Angeles County

February 27, 2013

Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians
Andrew Salas, Chairperson
P.O. Box 393 Gabrielino
Covina CA 91723
(626) 926-4131
gabrieienoindians@yahoo.
corn

GabrieIino-Tongva Tribe
Conrad Acuna,
PD. Box 180 GabrieIino
Bonsai! , CA 92003
310-587-2203

760-636-0854 - FAX

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of the statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code,

Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
SCH#2013021055; CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP); draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 9265 Burton Way
Condominium Project; located in the City of Beverly Hills; Los Angeles County, California.
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Historic Resources Report
9565–67 and 9269 Burton Way 
Beverly Hills, CA

21 September 2012

rev. 17 April 2013

Prepared by: Prepared for:

 Rincon Consultants, Inc.

 180 North Ashwood Avenue

 Ventura CA 93003 

 



 Executive Summary

This report was prepared for the purpose of assisting the City of Beverly Hills in their compliance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as it relates to historic resources, in connection with the pro-
posed demolition of four, one and two-story buildings, including ten existing residential units, and the con-
struction of a six story condominium building including subterranean parking, lobby, gym, and twenty three 
condominium units. [Figure 1]

This report assesses the historical and architectural significance of potentially significant historic properties 
in accordance with the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the California Register of Historical Re-
sources (CRHR) Criteria for Evaluation, and City of Beverly Hills criteria. A determination will be made as to 
whether adverse environmental impacts on historic resources, as defined by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, 
may occur as a consequence of the proposed project, and recommend the adoption of mitigation measures, as 
appropriate. 

This report was prepared by San Buenaventura Research Associates of Santa Paula, California, Judy Triem, His-
torian; and Mitch Stone, Preservation Planner, for Rincon Consultants, Inc., and is based on a field investiga-
tion and research conducted in July and August, 2012. The conclusions contained herein represent the profes-
sional opinions of San Buenaventura Research Associates, and are based on the factual data available at the 
time of its preparation, the application of the appropriate local, state and federal regulations, and best pro-
fessional practices.

Summary of Findings

The property at 9269 Burton Way was found to be eligible for listing on the NRHP and CRHR under criteria A/1 
and B/2, and potentially eligible for designation as a City of Beverly Hills landmark. Consequently this prop-
erty should be regarded as a historic resource for purposes of CEQA. 

The property at 9265-67 Burton Way was found to be ineligible for listing on the NRHP, CRHR or for designa-
tion as a City of Beverly Hills landmark. This property was not found to be historic resources for purposes of 
CEQA. The proposed project was found to have a significant and adverse impact on historic resources after 
mitigation.

 Report Contents
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Figure 1. Project Location. [Source: Los Angeles County Assessor, Map Book 4342, page 10]



1. Administrative Setting

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires evaluation of project impacts on historic resources, 
including properties “listed in, or determined eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Re-
sources [or] included in a local register of historical resources.” A resource is eligible for listing on the Cali-
fornia Register of Historical Resources if it meets any of the criteria for listing, which are:

1.  Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of Califor-
nia’s history and cultural heritage;

2.  Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

3.  Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or rep-
resents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or

4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. (PRC 
§5024.1(c))

By definition, the California Register of Historical Resources also includes all “properties formally determined 
eligible for, or listed in, the National Register of Historic Places,” and certain specified State Historical Land-
marks. The majority of “formal determinations” of NRHP eligibility occur when properties are evaluated by the 
State Office of Historic Preservation in connection with federal environmental review procedures (Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966). Formal determinations of eligibility also occur when prop-
erties are nominated to the NRHP, but are not listed due to a lack of owner consent.

The criteria for determining eligibility for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) have been 
developed by the National Park Service. Eligible properties include districts, sites, buildings and structures,

A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
our history; or

B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or that rep-
resent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or

D. That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

According to the NRHP standards, in order for a property which is found to significant under one or more of 
the criteria to be considered eligible for listing, the “essential physical features” which define the property’s 
significance must be present. The standard for determining if a property’s essential physical features exist is 
known as integrity, which is defined as “the ability of a property to convey its significance.” The integrity 
evaluation is broken down into seven “aspects.” 

The seven aspects of integrity are: Location (the place where the historic property was constructed or the 
place where the historic event occurred); Design (the combination of elements that create the form, plan, 
space, structure, and style of a property); Setting (the physical environment of a historic property); Materials 
(the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period of time and in a particular 
pattern or configuration to form a historic property); Workmanship (the physical evidence of the crafts of a 
particular culture or people during any given period of history or prehistory); Feeling (a property’s expression 
of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time), and; Association (the direct link between an 
important historic event or person and a historic property).



The relevant aspects of integrity depend upon the NRHP criteria applied to a property. For example, a property 
nominated under Criterion A (events), would be likely to convey its significance primarily through integrity of 
location, setting and association. A property nominated solely under Criterion C (design) would usually rely 
primarily upon integrity of design, materials and workmanship. The California Register regulations include 
similar language with regard to integrity, but also state that “it is possible that historical resources may not 
retain sufficient integrity to meet the criteria for listing in the National Register, but they may still be eligible 
for listing in the California Register.” Further, according to the NRHP guidelines, the integrity of a property 
must be evaluated at the time the evaluation of eligibility is conducted. Integrity assessments cannot be 
based on speculation with respect to historic fabric and architectural elements which may exist but are not 
visible to the evaluator, or on restorations which are theoretically possible but which have not occurred. (CCR 
§4852 (c))

The minimum age criterion for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California Register of 
Historical Resources (CRHR) is 50 years. Properties less than 50 years old may be eligible for listing on the 
NRHP if they can be regarded as “exceptional,” as defined by the NRHP procedures, or in terms of the CRHR, 
“if it can be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to understand its historical importance” (Chapter 
11, Title 14, §4842(d)(2))

Historic resources as defined by CEQA also includes properties listed in “local registers” of historic properties. 
A “local register of historic resources” is broadly defined in §5020.1 (k) of the Public Resources Code, as “a 
list of properties officially designated or recognized as historically significant by a local government pursuant 
to a local ordinance or resolution.” Local registers of historic properties come essentially in two forms: (1) 
surveys of historic resources conducted by a local agency in accordance with Office of Historic Preservation 
procedures and standards, adopted by the local agency and maintained as current, and (2) landmarks desig-
nated under local ordinances or resolutions. These properties are “presumed to be historically or culturally 
significant... unless the preponderance of the evidence demonstrates that the resource is not historically or 
culturally significant.” (PRC §§ 5024.1, 21804.1, 15064.5) 

City of Beverly Hills Municipal Code §10-3-3212: Landmark Designation Criteria

A nominated property may be designated as a landmark if it is more than forty five (45) years of age and sat-
isfies the requirements set forth below.

Properties that are less than forty five (45) years of age can be designated, but in addition to meeting the 
criteria below, they must also exhibit "exceptional significance" as defined in this article.

For the purposes of this section, any interior space or spaces open to the general public, including, but not 
limited to, a lobby area, may be included in the landmark designation of a property if the city council finds 
that the public space(s) satisfies the following criteria:

To be designated as a landmark, a property must satisfy the following criteria:

A. The property meets at least two (2) of the following criteria:
1.  Is identified with important events in the main currents of national, state, or local history, or 

directly exemplifies or manifests significant contributions to the broad social, political, cultural, 
economic, recreational, or architectural history of the nation, state, city, or community;

2.  Is directly associated with the lives of significant persons important to national, state, city or 
local history;

3.  Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of construction;
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4.  Represents a notable work of a person included on the city's list of master architects or pos-
sesses high artistic or aesthetic value;

5.  Has yielded or has the potential to yield, information important in the prehistory or history of 
the nation, state, city, or community;

6.  Is listed or has been formally determined eligible by the national park service for listing on the 
national register of historic places, or is listed or has been determined eligible by the state his-
torical resources commission for listing on the California register of historical resources.

B.  The property retains integrity from its period of significance. The proposed landmark retains integrity 
of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, and association. Integrity shall be judged with 
reference to the particular criteria specified in subsection A of this section. A proposed landmark's 
deferred maintenance, dilapidated condition, or illegal alterations shall not, on their own, be con-
strued to equate to a loss of integrity.

C. The property has historic value. The proposed landmark is of significant architectural value to the 
community, beyond its simple market value, and its designation as a landmark is reasonable, appro-
priate, and necessary to promote, protect, and further the goals and purposes of this article. (Ord. 
12-O-2617, eff. 2-24-2012)

2. Impact Thresholds and Mitigation

According to the Public Resources Code, “a project that may cause a substantial change in the significance of 
an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.” The Public Re-
sources Code broadly defines a threshold for determining if the impacts of a project on an historic property 
will be significant and adverse. By definition, a substantial adverse change means, “demolition, destruction, 
relocation, or alterations,” such that the significance of an historical resource would be impaired. For pur-
poses of NRHP eligibility, reductions in a property’s integrity (the ability of the property to convey its signifi-
cance) should be regarded as potentially adverse impacts. (PRC §21084.1, §5020.1(6))

Further, according to the CEQA Guidelines, “an historical resource is materially impaired when a project... 
[d]emolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical resource 
that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the Cali-
fornia Register of Historical Resources [or] that account for its inclusion in a local register of historical re-
sources pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or its identification in an historical re-
sources survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, unless the public 
agency reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a preponderance of evidence that the resource is 
not historically or culturally significant.” 

The lead agency is responsible for the identification of “potentially feasible measures to mitigate significant 
adverse changes in the significance of an historical resource.” The specified methodology for determining if 
impacts are mitigated to less than significant levels are the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treat-
ment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic 
Buildings and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating His-
toric Buildings (1995), publications of the National Park Service. (PRC §15064.5(b)(3-4))
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3. Historical Setting

General Historical Context

The present-day city of Beverly Hills is located on a portion of the 4,500 acre land grant Rancho Rodeo de las 
Auguas (sometimes known as San Antonio), awarded around 1820 to Vincente Valdez, a retired sergeant in the 
Spanish army, and his wife Maria Rita Valdez. After his death in 1828, the land became closely associated with 
Maria Valdez, who is often regarded as the area’s first settler, although she maintained homes both on the 
rancho and in Los Angeles. Long-running disputes over the title to the ranch lands ultimately led to its sale in 
1854 to American developers Benjamin Davis “Don Benito” Wilson, and Henry Hancock, who later sold his 
interests in the rancho to William Workman. The plans of the new owners to exploit the land for agriculture 
were thwarted by the prolonged regional droughts of the 1860s and 1870s. Subsequent efforts to develop the 
rancho with the townsites of Santa Maria and Morocco also came to little. (Cowan, 1956: 68-69; Robinson, 
1939: 156-64)

The modern community known as Beverly Hills had its beginning in 1906, when a group of oil investors 
formed the Rodeo Land and Water Company and hired noted land planner Wilbur F. Cook Jr. to design the 
community plan. The design, which represented one of the earliest planned communities in the region, antici-
pated an enclave of homes for the wealthy on the hillsides and more modest homes on the flat lands. The area 
reserved for the affluent was originally called Beverly Hills, while the less upscale portion of the community 
was known simply as Beverly. Initially, sales were slow, but the opening of the Beverly Hills Hotel by the Ro-
deo Land and Water Company in 1912 began to attract more visitors and buyers. The city, still little more than 
a tiny settlement, was incorporated in 1914.

The first major period of growth in Beverly Hills was concurrent with the regional land boom of the 1920s. The 
city began the decade as a community in its formative stages, mixing rural, urban and miscellaneous land 
uses, including the Los Angeles Speedway, which dominated the quadrant of the city south of Wilshire Boule-
vard and west of Beverly Drive. The settling of the city by entertainment industry personalities began in ear-
nest in 1920, with the construction of Pickfair, the lavish estate of Douglas Fairbanks and Mary Pickford. Other 
industry notables followed their lead, to the extent that by the end of the 1920s, Beverly Hills had firmly es-
tablished its reputation as a movie star’s enclave.

As the wealth of the entertainment industry was attracted to Beverly Hills during the 1920s and 1930s, so 
were architects of note. A competitive environment between entertainment industry leaders led to the con-
struction of progressively more opulent homes in the period revival styles popular during these decades, often 
reflecting both the unprecedented affluence, and the theatrical character, of the movie industry. By the 1930s 
and 1940s Beverly Hills featured a posh retail district which competed with the Miracle Mile, Hollywood, and 
Westwood Village for fashionability. During the postwar era, the city became steadily more prominent as one 
of the Southern California region’s major urban centers, as the office and retail district grew upwards and 
outwards, and pushed further west.

Site-Specific Context

The project site is located within a triangular section of Beverly Hills bounded on the north by Santa Monica 
Boulevard, on the south by Wilshire Boulevard, and on the east by the city limits. This area was annexed to 
the city in 1915 and subdivided mainly during the 1920s, but remained substantially undeveloped until after 
World War II. Burton Way, bisecting the area, was named for Rodeo Land and Water Company president Burton 
Green. The Santa Monica via Sawtelle line of the Pacific Electric Railroad Line ran down a right-of-way at the 

Historic Resources Report
9265-67 and 9269 Burton Way, Beverly Hills

SAN BUENAVENTURA RESEARCH ASSOCIATES Page 4of 15



center of Burton Way, connecting to the south side of Santa Monica Boulevard, providing ready access to sup-
port later growth. This line was established in 1897 and provided passenger service between Los Angeles and 
Santa Monica until 1940. The former railroad right-of-way serves as a wide landscaped median today. (Johnson 
Huemann, 1986: 57-64; Crump, 1983: 232)

4.  Potential Historic Resources

Previous Identification Efforts

In 1985-86, consultants contracted to the City of Beverly Hills conducted a historic resources survey of the 
city in conjunction with the California Office of Historic Preservation. The project site is located within Survey 
Area 3, which includes the multifamily residential area bounded generally by Wilshire Boulevard on the south, 
Rexford Drive on the west, and Santa Monica Boulevard on the north. No historically or architecturally signifi-
cant properties in this area were identified by the survey. Because this survey was completed more than 
twenty years ago, however, little effort was made to identify and evaluate properties constructed during the 
1940s and later. (Johnson Huemann Research Associates, 1986)

Properties Located Within the Project Boundaries

9265-67 Burton Way. This property consists of two buildings. The larger building, located adjacent to Burton 
Way, is a two-story stucco-clad duplex residence. It features a mainly rectangular plan and a low-pitched 
hipped roof with shallow, open eaves. Ground-floor entry doors are located on the southern and eastern eleva-
tions above two-step concrete stoops covered with swept French Provincial-style projections featuring 
drapery-scalloped edges. Windows are primarily six-over-six multi-pane wood sash with narrow casings. The 
two-story building to the north and rear functions as a carport, with two apartment units above. Second story 
access is via a projecting staircase enclosed with a stepped stuccoed rail. This building’s architectural detail-
ing are similar to the main building. Carports on the ground floor open to the alley. The two buildings form a 
courtyard to the south. [Photos 1-4]

The buildings were constructed in 1945 by Joe Endemiller of Beverly Hills, who is identified in the 1985-86 
survey as one of the more prolific multifamily residence builders in the city during this time period. The archi-
tect is also indicated on the building permits as Endemiller, suggesting that it was constructed according to a 
standard plan generated by his office. Shortly after construction the property was evidently sold to Mary F. 
Burt, who sold it to Louis and Sonia Schultz in 1951. Apparently neither lived on the property and it was util-
ized as an income property. City directories suggest that the turnover of renters was frequent. The only renter 
for whom any substantive information was found was Frank E. Mortenson, who served for sixteen years as the 
executive secretary of the Southern California Retail Druggists Association. He moved to this address at some 
point after 1944, where he resided until the time of his death in 1946. In his obituary, among other distinc-
tions related to his profession, he was described as “the father of the Fair Trade Acts now effective in 45 
States and drafted the California fair trade law, which has served as the model for other States.” (City of Bev-
erly Hills Building Permits; Johnson Huemann, 1986: 62; Los Angeles Times, 8-26-1951, 5-28-1946; Los Ange-
les Index to Register of Voters, multiple years)

The abstracted French Provincial and Neocolonial references in the design are characteristic of the Minimal 
Traditional architectural style as it was commonly employed in the postwar era. The property is a modest ex-
ample of the style. The property appears to be unaltered. 

9269 Burton Way. This property consists of a two-story four-unit residence building adjacent to Burton Way 
and a detached, single-story garage located adjacent to the alley on the north. The stucco-clad residence is 
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essentially rectangular in plan and features a symmetrical main (southern) elevation characterized by an entry 
located above a three-step, tiled stoop, the entry portion of the elevation projecting slightly from the balance 
of the elevation. The entry door is surrounded with faux quoining and flanked with wrought iron wall sconces. 
A pair of wood-frame multi-pane casement windows are located on the second floor, above. Flanking the entry 
are tripartite windows on both the ground and second floors. The lower windows are fixed in the center and 
flanked with narrow casement lights; the second floor windows are equally divided by three, three-by-two 
light wood casements. Plaster garland swags are located between the floors. Windows on secondary elevations 
are mainly single light casements. Window casings are narrow. The roof is flat, with a shallow mansard clad in 
Spanish tile located above the southern elevation and a single-tile cap on a low parapet on the other eleva-
tions. The detached garage building is stucco-clad and rectangular in plan and features a flat roof and a low 
parapet topped by a single Spanish tile cap. [Photos 5-8]

These buildings were constructed in 1927 by August P. Clos of Los Angeles, apparently as a live-in income 
property. Clos and his wife Marie lived at this address for about three years, along with the renters of the 
other units. The architect for the buildings is listed on building permits as the Seaboard Engineering Company 
of Los Angeles, a firm that evidently provided architectural design in addition to engineering services. No 
substantial information was found about Clos or Seaboard Engineering. Around 1930 the property was sold to 
Simeon Le Gasse, a real estate developer or agent, who also utilized it as a live-in income property. No further 
information was located on Le Gasse. Around 1938-39 this property was purchased by Wilhelm Ernst Stadtha-
gen. (City of Beverly Hills Building Permits)

Wilhelm Ernst Stadthagen

Wilhelm Stadthagen was born in Berlin in 1892 to an affluent and mainly secular Jewish family. After serving 
in the Army on both the Eastern and Western fronts during the first World War, Stadthagen retuned to Berlin 
to become a successful real estate developer and broker. By the early 1930s, with the rise of Nazism, he found 
his business in Berlin increasingly difficult to operate. In 1934 he sold the company for half of what he 
thought it was worth, and emigrated to London with his second wife, Alice, who had worked as a photogra-
pher in Germany. Their first son, Frank, was born in London. Unable to obtain work permits in his profession 
in Britain, and aware of the increasing likelihood of another war in Europe, he began to explore opportunities 
in the United States. In April 1936 he travelled to New York City. Although he received employment offers 
there, the city and the climate were not to his taste, so he undertook a cross-nation trip to examine business 
conditions elsewhere in the country. The journey was planned to end with stops in Los Angeles and San Fran-
cisco, and a return to London. (Stagen, 1972: 16-23)

Stadthagen’s reception in Los Angeles was more welcoming than any he’d experienced elsewhere, and he was 
also impressed by the region’s climate and relaxed way of life. An offer was extended to join a small real es-
tate office in downtown Los Angeles, which he accepted. The final leg of his trip to San Francisco was can-
celled and he wrote to his wife in London advising that the family should relocate to Los Angeles. Although 
not mentioned in his personal narrative of his move to the U.S., official immigration records indicate that 
Wilhelm and Alice Stadthagen reentered the country from Mexico in August 1936, crossing the border on foot 
from Mexicali. Entering the U.S. from a third country was a common tactic among European refugee immi-
grants, skirting the nation-based immigration quota system. Mexico and Cuba were frequently used for this 
purpose during the 1930s. 

Stadthagen’s wife and son moved into a rented home later that year. A second son, Thomas, was born shortly 
thereafter. In moving to the area, Stadthagen and his family became part of a growing German-Jewish immi-
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grant community on the west side of Los Angeles and Beverly Hills second only in numbers to New York City, 
composed largely of German Jews who had fled Europe during the 1930s. Departing amicably from his first 
employer, Stadthagen struck out on his own, opening a real estate firm and investing in property in the area. 
The first of these was a four-unit apartment building at 9269 Burton Way in Beverly Hills, which also became 
the family’s home. The precise date of the purchase is uncertain, but this event probably occurred in 1938 or 
1939. Stadthagen assisted other recent immigrants with resettlement by renting them the remaining apart-
ments in the building. Alice Stadthagen resumed her career as a photographer. (Stagen, 1972: 29-30)

One of the primary support organizations for the immigrant community in Los Angeles was the Jewish Club of 
1933, a group formally organized in 1936 out of a more casual network of clubs and organizations providing 
relief and social support to European Jewish refugees. As his business circumstances stabilized, Stadthagen 
became gradually more active in this organization, but not prominently at first. The entry of the U.S. into the 
war in 1941 caused a rapid shift in his thinking about the group’s mission and purpose, however, and his level 
of political and social activism in general. Immediately after the Pearl Harbor attack in December, all ongoing 
naturalization petitions for German, Italian and Japanese immigrants were immediately placed on hold by the 
government, and nationals from these countries classified as enemy aliens. Stadthagen experienced this policy 
change first-hand, as the processing of his petition was halted only days before he was due for swearing in as 
a U.S. citizen. (Stagen, 1972: 33, 35)

In January 1942, Stadthagen called a meeting at his home to discuss the situation facing German-Jewish im-
migrants. By his own later account,

In January, I think it was on my fiftieth birthday1 if I recall correct, a meeting took place in my apart-
ment, to which I had invited about, between 20 and 25 immigrants, Jewish immigrants of our group, 
selecting them from their various occupations. I had a doctor, I had a lawyer, I had businessmen in this 
line, I had businessmen in another line, I had an accountant, from all various lines. And I presented them 
with the alternative either to be removed and losing the little business or profession they had already 
built up, and finding themselves in a camp, or doing something about it. And we did something about it. 
We decided to fight it. We appointed, at that time younger men, who had not started in business yet, to 
do the detail work and represent the group per se, and that was Felix Guggenheim who had just arrived 
around 1940 or so, and had not settled in business yet. … We, or he, got together with similar groups in 
Seattle and in San Francisco. But I believe, here in Los Angeles we were the most active of all, and the 
leading group. And we mobilized all the people that we could find to speak in our favor with the govern-
ment, and the general2 in San Francisco. (Stagen, 1972: 35-36)

It is unclear if this ad hoc group ever adopted a formal name, but it was referred to in at least one press re-
port as the Committee for Refugee Immigrants of Southern California. The group, chaired by Dr. Felix Guggen-
heim, Heinz Pinner and Stadthagen recruited important individuals to speak on their behalf. Most prominent 
among them was the German novelist Thomas Mann, a political refugee himself, who lived in the Los Angeles 
area during the war. He and the others testified before the Tolan Committee in early 1942, a committee of 
Congress charged with determining the fate of these immigrant groups. Others known to have testified before 
the Tolan Committee were novelist and screenwriter Bruno Frank and Beverly Hills attorney Hans Schwarzer. 
They brought to the committee the message that German Jews who fled Nazism should be treated as natural 
allies in the war against Hitler, not as enemy aliens. Through their efforts some German nationals living in the 
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United States were able to avoid deportation, or forced relocation and encampment as befell the Japanese, 
but they remained under a strict military curfew, among other restrictions, for most of the war. (Hall, 1942; 
Stagen, 1972: 36; Select Committee, 1942)

Also during 1942 Stadthagen arrived at the conclusion that the cause of German Jews living in the U.S. would 
be best served by visibly demonstrating an unstinting loyalty to their new country even in the face of official 
discrimination. He contacted the Treasury Department and formed a War Savings Committee, which in this 
case was even more pointedly named the Anti-Nazi Savings Committee, with Stadthagen as its chair. The 
committee held numerous rallies in Pershing Square to sell war bonds, with a variety of Hollywood celebrities 
in attendance. These events continued throughout the war. (Stagen, 1972: 38-9)

It was felt by Stadthagen and members of the committee that the work of promoting their cause was larger 
than the group they had convened in his home in early 1942. The natural method for expanding their base of 
support in the community was through the Jewish Club of 1933, but they found the leadership of that organi-
zation unreceptive to taking on the more activist stance that Stadthagen and others argued that the circum-
stances demanded. Over the next few years Stadthagen and the others in his committee joined the board of 
the Club, and by 1945 had changed its direction and depth of social and political involvement. Also spinning 
off from the original meetings at Stadthagen’s home in 1942 was a more informal group of ten who met pri-
vately once a month and became a kind of brain trust to address issues of anti-semitism and other social and 
political issues within the Southern California Jewish community. This group was still meeting monthly, as of 
the early 1970s.

In the postwar years, the reinvigorated Jewish Club of 1933 addressed refugee social issues, such as unem-
ployment, and held cultural events, including lectures, readings and educational programs. As the membership 
aged, the Club’s mission evolved to address the issues of the elderly. Stadthagen served as the Club’s president 
and during his tenure in the 1950s was responsible for obtaining a reparations settlement from the govern-
ment of West Germany. These funds were used to support the Jewish Home for the Aging and the Westside 
Community Center. The group was reorganized in 1980 as the Benefactors of The Jewish Club of 1933, Inc. 
and remains in operation today. (Stagen, 1972: 41-2; Los Angeles Times, 9-27-1959; Rothholz, 2008)

Stadthagen and his family lived on Burton Way until 1943, when he combined the family home and office in a 
building on Wilshire Boulevard. In 1950 the home and office were again separated. By 1949 the Burton Way 
property had been sold to Clara Oreskes-Speigel, possibly another refugee. She divided one of the units into 
two in that year and continued to live on the property until at least 1960, along with a variety of tenants. 
(Los Angeles Times, 5-23-1937; United States Census, 1940)

At some point between 1940 and 1943 Wilhelm Stadthagen changed his name to William Stagen. His com-
pany, Stagen Realty and Property Management, remains in operation in Beverly Hills today. At his death in 
1980 Stagen Reality was said to own or operate numerous large-scale properties, including the Wilshire Thea-
ter, Sierra Towers, and Crocker Bank Building in Beverly Hills, as well as other residential and commercial 
properties. Over the course of his career it was reported that he had “spent much of the profit from his hold-
ings on the Jewish Club of 1933.” (Los Angeles Times, 9-15-1980)

The property is a modest expression of the Spanish Revival style as it was constructed widely during the 
Southern California real estate boom of the 1920s. Alterations include the evident enclosure of windows or 
doors on the eastern and northern elevations, possibly related to the interior reorganization of 1949.

Historic Resources Report
9265-67 and 9269 Burton Way, Beverly Hills

SAN BUENAVENTURA RESEARCH ASSOCIATES Page 8of 15



5. Eligibility of Historic Resources

National and California Registers: Significance, Eligibility and Integrity

9265-67 Burton Way. This property does not appear to be eligible for listing under NRHP Criterion A or CRHR 
Criterion 1 (associations with historic events). While it is associated with the historical theme of the pre-and 
postwar residential development of Beverly Hills, it appears to be only generally associated with these 
themes, and represents no known, notable role in these theme. The property does not appear to be eligible for 
listing under NRHP Criterion B or CRHR Criterion 2 (associations with historically significant individuals). Of 
the known owners or occupants of the properties for whom any substantive biographical information was 
found, two may have made a significant contribution towards the historical development of the state, nation 
or community. The property was constructed by Joe Endemiller, a prolific Beverly Hills real estate developer. 
While his contributions to the historical development of the community appear to be significant, this property 
is one of large number he constructed during his lifetime, and is not known to be related to his career in any 
significant manner. Also living at this address was Frank E. Mortenson, an individual who appears to have 
made a significant contribution to the pharmacist profession and in trade legislation. However, the available 
evidence suggests that he lived at this address for no more than two years at the end of his life. Conse-
quently, his productive career is likely to be more closely associated with his earlier places of residence or 
business. This property does not appear to be eligible for listing under NRHP Criterion C or CRHR Criterion 3 
(an example of a type, period, or method of construction or association with a master designer). It is a typical 
examples of a common architectural style, of which numerous and more fully-realized examples can be found 
in Beverly Hills. 

9269 Burton Way. This property appears to be eligible for listing under NRHP Criterion A and CRHR Criterion 
1. The property’s association with a broad pattern of historical events derives from the home front response to 
the declaration of war against Germany and Japan in December of 1941, an event supporting a large number 
of military, economic, social, and political historical themes. The particular facet of this larger theme repre-
sented by this property is the classification of German, Japanese and Italian foreign nationals as enemy aliens 
by the government with the nation’s entry into World War II. A detailed historical context for this theme has 
been developed by the National Park Service for Japanese-Americans, but a similar context does not appear to 
currently exist for the other affected ethnic groups. (National Park Service, 2005)

The home of William Stagen was the location of a meeting held in January 1942 where the response of the 
Southern California German-Jewish immigrant community to the threat of deportation and other official sanc-
tions at the beginning of the U.S. involvement in World War II was formulated. Twenty or more members of 
this community representing a variety of professions were in attendance at the committee meeting, which was 
chaired by prominent members of the German-Jewish business community: Dr. Felix Guggenheim, Heinz Pinner 
and William Stadthagen. The result of this joining of forces was the coordination of testimony before the To-
lan Committee of the U.S. Congress in 1942.

While this context is not presently fully documented, as it has been for Japanese-Americans, it appears that 
the organized opposition to sanctions started on this property resulted in the Tolan Committee deciding to 
allow German Jews who were not yet citizens to remain in the United States. Committee cochair Heinz Pinner 
later recalled, “[c]redit [for stopping the deportation threat] can be claimed by the committee, and by various 
personalities of high standing, like Thomas Mann.” A significant individual in his own right, Pinner became 
known for his work in seeking restitution for victims of Nazism, for which he was later awarded the Grand 
Cross of the Order of Merit by the West German government. (Pinner, 1972: 23; Los Angeles Times, 9-24-1986)
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Similar defense movements occurred at the same time on behalf of Italian nationals, which succeeded in per-
mitting resident aliens to remain in the country and pursue citizenship. This was clearly not the automatic 
result of the Committee’s deliberations; by contrast, Japanese nationals and Japanese-Americans were sub-
jected to forced relocation. Also growing directly out of this committee’s meetings were war bond drives or-
ganized by and centered on the German-Jewish expatriate community. 

The property also appears to be eligible for listing under NRHP Criterion B and CRHR Criterion 2. It was the 
first property owned (circa 1938 to 1943) by William E. Stadthagen (Stagen), an immigrant businessman from 
Germany, one of a substantial number of individuals who fled Europe during the rise of Nazism during the 
1930s and resettled in Southern California. Stadthagen (Stagen) appears to be one of the most active and 
distinguished members of this community. During the time he owned and lived on this property he became 
heavily involved with promoting immigrants rights within the German-Jewish community in Los Angeles. 
These early efforts evolved into a leadership role in the reinvigoration of the Jewish Club of 1933 as a force in 
the promotion of Jewish culture and civil rights in Southern California, as well as a life-long commitment to 
philanthropic efforts in providing social services to this community. While these activities continued through-
out his lifetime, the meetings of early 1942 which initiated this realm of significant activities took place at 
his home, on this property.

This property does not appear to be eligible for listing under NRHP Criterion C or CRHR Criterion 3 (an example 
of a type, period, or method of construction or association with a master designer). It is a typical example of 
a common architectural style, of which numerous and more fully-realized examples can be found in Beverly 
Hills. 

NRHP Criterion D and CRHR Criterion 4 pertain to archeological resources and consequently have not been 
evaluated in this report. 

Integrity Discussion

9265-67 Burton Way. This property appears not to be significant under any of the eligibility criteria. Conse-
quently, an evaluation of its integrity is not required.

9269 Burton Way. This property appears to be significant under NRHP Criterion A and CRHR Criterion 1, and 
NRHP Criterion B and CRHR Criterion 2. Consequently, a determination of the ability of the property to convey 
its significance is required to establish its potential eligibility. The integrity of location for this property is 
intact; it remains on its original location. The property’s integrity of design is substantially intact. Altera-
tions, including the closure of window and door openings on the apartment building, are limited to minor 
elevations.

The property’s integrity of setting is considerably compromised. Once a part of a neighborhood of low-rise 
apartment buildings, it is now surrounded by mid- and high-rise buildings constructed during the 1970s and 
later. The only remaining element of the property’s historic setting is Burton Way and the wide median, previ-
ously a Pacific Electric streetcar right-of-way. The property is not substantially altered, and to that extent, its 
integrity of materials and workmanship are also intact. The property’s integrity of feeling and association 
are largely intact, as the buildings on the property are used for their historic residential purposes.

Conclusion

The property at 9269 Burton Way appears to retain sufficient integrity to convey its significance and therefore 
should be regarded as a historic resource for the purposes of CEQA. The historic period for the property based 
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on the documented associations is circa 1938 to 1943. The appropriate boundary of the eligible property is 
the legal parcel.

Local Significance and Eligibility

The Beverly Hills Municipal Code (§10-3-3212) establishes criteria for listing properties within the city as 
landmarks. The City of Beverley Hills listing criteria appear to be functionally similar to the NRHP and CRHR 
criteria for eligibility, with the significant departure that a landmark must meet at least two of the criteria to 
be considered eligible. The property at 9269 Burton Way appears to meet Criterion 1 (identified with impor-
tant events); and Criterion 2 (associated with the lives of significant persons), as described the NRHP and 
CRHR evaluation, above. The property at 9265-67 Burton Way does not appear to be eligible under any of the 
criteria in the Beverly Hills Municipal Code.

The City Code also provides for evaluating the integrity of a potential landmark, utilizing the integrity criteria 
of the NRHP and CRHR. However, it is unclear from the ordinance language whether the methodology for 
evaluating a potentially eligible property’s integrity is the same as the NRHP and CRHR. The Municipal Code 
states that a nominated property must retain its “integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workman-
ship, and association” from the period of significance. The Municipal Code language may be suggesting that, 
unlike the NRHP and CRHR, all aspects of integrity must be present for a property to be eligible. However, the 
code section also states that integrity “shall be judged with reference to the particular [significance] crite-
ria.” The possible meaning of this language is that integrity should be assessed based upon the means by 
which the property derives its significance, a method similar to the NRHP and CRHR.

Depending on the interpretation of the integrity language in Municipal Code, the property at 9269 Burton Way 
may or may not retain sufficient integrity to be eligible for landmark listing. If it is the intention of the Mu-
nicipal Code to set a higher standard for integrity than the NRHP and CRHR (all aspects must be present), 
then it would not be eligible due to the loss of setting integrity, as described in the NRHP and CRHR evalua-
tion, above. However, if is the intention of the code to establish a method of evaluating integrity similar to 
the NRHP and CRHR, then it retains sufficient integrity for listing.

Adjacent and Nearby Properties

No properties in the immediate vicinity are currently designated, listed, determined to be eligible, or appear 
to be eligible for listing on the NRHP, CRHR, or as a City of Beverly Hills Landmark.

6. Impact Analysis

The proposed project will result in the demolition of the property located at 9269 Burton Way. This property 
appears to be eligible for listing on the NRHP and CRHR, and may be eligible for designation as a City of Bev-
erly Landmark. Consequently, it should be regarded as a historic resource for purposes of CEQA. The impact of 
the demolition is significant and adverse.

7. Mitigation and Residual Impacts

A principle of environmental impact mitigation is that some measure or combination of measures may, if in-
corporated into a project, serve to avoid or reduce significant and adverse impacts to a historic resource. In 
reference to mitigating impacts on historic resources, the CEQA Guidelines state: 

Where maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, conservation or recon-
struction of the historical resource will be conducted in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the 
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Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, 
Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings (1995), Weeks and Grimmer, the project's impact on the 
historical resource shall generally be considered mitigated below a level of significance and thus is not 
significant. (PRC §15126.4 (b)(1)) 

These standards, developed by the National Park Service, represent design guidelines for carrying out historic 
preservation, restoration and rehabilitation projects. The Secretary’s Standards and the supporting literature 
describe historic preservation principles and techniques, and offers recommended means for carrying them 
out. Adhering to the Standards is the only method described within CEQA for reducing project impacts on his-
toric resources to less than significant and adverse levels.

The demolition of an historic property cannot be seen as conforming with the Secretary of the Interior’s Stan-
dards. Therefore, the absolute loss of an historic property should generally be regarded as an adverse envi-
ronmental impact which cannot be mitigated to a less than significant and adverse level. Further, the useful-
ness of documentation of an historic resource, through photographs and measured drawings, as mitigation for 
its demolition, is limited by the CEQA Guidelines, which state:

In some circumstances, documentation of an historical resource, by way of historic narrative, photographs 
or architectural drawings, as mitigation for the effects of demolition of the resource will not mitigate the 
effects to a point where clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur. (CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.4 (b)(2)) 

Implied by this language is the existence of circumstances whereby documentation may mitigate the impact 
of demolition to a less than significant level. However, the conditions under which this might be said to have 
occurred are not described in the Guidelines. It is also noteworthy that the existing CEQA case law does not 
appear to support the concept that the loss of an historic resource can be mitigated to less than adverse im-
pact levels by means of documentation or commemoration. (League for Protection of Oakland’s Architectural 
and Historic Resources v. City of Oakland [1997] 52 Cal. App. 4th 896; Architectural Heritage Association v. 
County of Monterey [2004] 19 Cal. Rptr. 3d 469)

Taken in their totality, the CEQA Guidelines require a project that will have potentially adverse impacts on 
historic resources to conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, in order for the impacts to be pre-
sumptively mitigated to below significant and adverse levels. However, CEQA also mandates the adoption of 
feasible mitigation measures which will reduce adverse impacts, even if the residual impacts after mitigation 
remain significant. Means other than the application of the Standards would necessarily be required to 
achieve this level of mitigation. In determining what type of additional mitigation measures would reduce 
impacts to the greatest extent feasible, best professional practice dictates considering the level of eligibility 
of the property, as well as by what means it derives its significance. 

Mitigation programs for impacts on historic resources tend to fall into three broad categories: documentation, 
design and interpretation. Documentation techniques involve the recordation of the site according to ac-
cepted professional standards, such that the data will be available to future researchers, or for future restora-
tion efforts. Design measures could potentially include direct or indirect architectural references to a lost his-
toric property, e.g., the incorporation of historic artifacts, into the new development, or the relocation of the 
historic property to another suitable site. Interpretative measures could include commemorating a significant 
historic event or the property’s connection to historically significant themes. 
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Mitigation Measures

1. Documentation Report. A historic preservation professional qualified in accordance with the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards shall be selected by the City of Beverly Hills to complete a Documentation Report 
on the property located at 9269 Burton Way. The property shall be photographed according to accepted 
archival methods, and a written historic report prepared by a qualified historic preservation professional. 
This documentation, along with historical background of the properties prepared for this property, shall 
be submitted to an appropriate repository approved by the City of Beverly Hills, and shall be completed 
and approved by the city prior to the issuance of demolition permits.

2. Interpretative Plan. In consultation with the City of Beverly Hills, a historic preservation professional 
qualified in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards shall be selected by the city to pre-
pare an on-site interpretive plan, focusing on the significant historic themes associated with the property 
at 9269 Burton Way. The plan may consist of a public display or other suitable interpretive approach, as 
approved by the city, and be installed in an appropriate public or semi-public location within the pro-
posed new construction. The interpretive plan shall be completed and approved prior to the issuance of 
building permits for the proposed project, and shall be installed within one year of occupancy of the pro-
posed building. If the proposed building is not occupied within two years after the issuance of demoli-
tion permits, another suitable temporary or permanent location for the interpretive display shall be de-
termined, subject to the approval of the city. The interpretive display shall remain in public view for a 
minimum of five years, and if removed, appropriately archived.
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Photo 1. 9265-67 Burton Way, western and southern elevations. [8-2-2012]

Photo 3. 9267-67 Burton Way, southern and eastern elevation of main building and stairway 
of garage apartment building [8-2-2012]

Photo 2. 9265-67 Burton Way, southern elevation of main building and western elevation of 
garage apartment building. [8-2-2012]



Photo 4. 9265-67 Burton Way, eastern and northern elevation of garage and apartment build-
ing, facing alley. [8-2-2012]

Photo 6. 9269 Burton Way, eastern elevation. [8-2-2012]

Photo 5. 9269 Burton Way, western elevation. [8-2-2012]



Photo 7. 9269 Burton Way, western elevation of garage building. [8-2-2012]

Photo 8. 9269 Burton Way, eastern elevation of garage building from alley. [8-2-2012]

Photo 9. Oblique aerial of 9265-67 Burton Way (right) and 9269 Burton Way (left). [Source: 
Google Maps]
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