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Planning Division

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

Planning Commission Report
Meeting Date:

June 19, 2020

Subject:

ZONE TEXT AMENDMENT TO CREATE A MIXED USE OVERLAY
ZONE FOR CERTAIN COMMERCIALLY ZONED AREAS
A draft ordinance of the City of Beverly Hills to create a mixed use overlay
zone (MU) in certain commercially zoned areas of the City. The overlay
zone would permit mixed use development, consisting of commercial and
residential uses within one structure, upon meeting certain standards and
receiving approval. Pursuant to the provisions set forth in the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planning Commission will also
consider recommending a draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration for
adoption by the City Council.

Project Applicant:
Recommendation:

City Initiated

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission:
1) conduct the public hearing to receive testimony on the draft
ordinances, adopt the attached resolutions recommending approval of
the draft ordinances to the City Council, and recommend adoption of a
draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration to the City Council.
2) Alternatively, the Commission may continue the public hearing to a
date certain, and direct staff to amend the draft ordinances.

REPORT SUMMARY
At the October 16, 2018 City Council meeting, staff presented a study session to provide the City
Council with an opportunity to discuss the concept of mixed use development in the city. The City
Council was supportive of moving forward with further study on this topic. On December 13, 2018,
the Planning Commission held a study session and established an ad-hoc committee consisting
of Chair Block and Vice Chair Ostroff. The ad-hoc committee presented preliminary ideas to the
Planning Commission on July 11, 2019 for their consideration. At the July 11 meeting, the
Planning Commission discussed the ad-hoc’s general proposals for a mixed use ordinance, and
provided feedback.

Attachment(s):
A. Required Findings
B. Resolution and Draft Ordinance for areas other than
Robertson Blvd. and Portions of Olympic Blvd.
C. Resolution and Draft Ordinance for Robertson Blvd. and
Portions of Olympic Blvd.
D. Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration
E. Map of Proposed Mixed Use Overlay Zone
F. Map of Height Districts in Proposed Mixed Use Overlay Zone
G. Notice of Public Hearing
H. Public Comment(s)

Report Author and Contact Information:
Timothea Tway, Senior Planner
(310) 285-1122
ttway@beverlyhills.org
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A City Council/Planning Commission Liaison was held on May 6, 2020, which included Mayor
Friedman, Councilmember Bosse, Planning commission Chair Block, and Planning
Commission Vice Chair Ostroff. At the Liaison meeting, staff summarized the general
parameters of the proposed mixed use ordinance regulations as developed by the ad-hoc
committee and modified by the full Planning Commission, and sought feedback. The Liaisons
were generally supportive of the draft ordinance parameters, and directed staff to move forward
with the development of the ordinance as soon as feasible. In addition, the Liaisons expressed a
desire to have the Planning Commission explore allowing additional height for mixed use
projects in certain areas, and the expansion of the potential areas in which mixed use
development would be allowed.
At the May 28, 2020 Planning Commission meeting, the Commissioners held a study session to
discuss the proposed mixed use overlay zone and the proposed parameters for which the
Liaisons had reached a consensus. The Commissioners expressed a desire to expand the
overlay zone to include additional commercially zoned areas, such as on San Vicente
Boulevard, and the 100 South block of Doheny Drive. The Commissioners also discussed
increasing the permitted height, maximum average unit size, and increasing the parking
requirements.

Staff has incorporated the changes discussed by the Commissioners into two draft ordinances
that create the mixed use overlay zone, and has updated the proposed mixed use overlay zone
map. The overlay zone language has been divided into two ordinances (Attachment B and
Attachment C) due to the fact that a Commissioner has a potential conflict of interest and cannot
participate in discussions regarding mixed use on Robertson Boulevard or portions of Olympic
Boulevard. Providing two ordinances allows the opportunity for the maximum number of
Commissioners to participate in the discussions and decisions regarding mixed use. The
ordinance in Attachment B addresses all commercial areas considered for the overlay zone
except Robertson Boulevard and the north side of Olympic Boulevard between the eastern
border of the City and South La Peer Drive. The ordinance in Attachment C addresses the mixed
use overlay on Robertson Boulevard and the north side of Olympic Boulevard from the eastern
border of the City to South La Peer Drive. Staff recommends that the Commission discuss the
regulations of the draft ordinances, and review and provide comments on the draft Initial
Study/Negative Declaration prepared for the project, and adopt the resolution recommending
approval of the draft ordinances to the City Council.
BACKGROUND

Mixed Use and Existing Regulations
The term “mixed use” is most commonly used to refer to a building or development that includes
a mix of commercial and residential uses. This can include a mix of retail, restaurants, and/or
office uses with residential apartments or condominiums. Generally, mixed use buildings have a
development pattern of providing commercial development on the ground floor with housing
units being located on the upper floors of a building.
Currently, the City’s standard multi-family and commercial zoning designations (e.g. R-4, C-3,
C-5, etc.) do not identify mixed use as a permitted land use in the City’s commercial or multi-
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family areas. However, several existing mixed use projects have been approved in the city, but
these projects have involved the approval of site-specific zoning, such as overlay zones and
specific plans. Because there are not established development standards for mixed use
development in the Code, the development standards for these projects are created on a caseby-case basis during the approval process. While this has worked under certain circumstances,
relying on a case-by-case review has precluded the development of a more comprehensive
approach to planning for mixed use in a consistent manner with known standards and
objectives.
DISCUSSION
This section provides background information regarding the previous discussions held by City
Council/Planning Commission Liaison, and the Planning Commission ad hoc committee, as well
as previous discussions regarding mixed use at Planning Commission meetings. Under each
sub-heading, the proposed parameter in the draft ordinance is noted.
Location of Mixed Use Development
The proposed mixed use standards would be included in the Beverly Hills Municipal Code
(BHMC) as an overlay zone that would be applied to certain commercial areas in the city. The
use of an overlay zone could be beneficial in that it would allow property owners to either
comply with the regulations contained in the overlay zone or choose to comply with the
underlying commercial use regulations. Landowners who do not want to develop a mixed use
project could pursue the development of conventional commercial projects that are compliant
with the City’s existing regulations.
At the July 11, 2019 Planning Commission meeting, some Commissioners expressed that the
overlay zone could be more concentrated in certain clustered areas to encourage a
concentrated revitalization. For example, one Commissioner suggested that there could be a
focus on the Southeast area of the City, which will be easily accessible to the planned Metro
stops at La Cienega/Wilshire and Rodeo/Wilshire.
In addition, the Commission discussed a few other locations for which there was not a
consensus on whether the overlay should be applied or not. These locations include the parcels
triangulated by La Cienega Boulevard, Wilshire Boulevard, and San Vicente Boulevard, the 100
south block from Spalding Drive to South Beverly Drive, certain areas currently zoned R-4, and
a larger portion of the Southwest area of the City. A minority of the Commissioners expressed a
desire to utilize a consultant to produce a study assessing where mixed use opportunity areas
should be located, and also noted concerns with locating mixed use along the entire stretch of
Wilshire Boulevard, along Burton Way, and in the Southwest area of the City.
At the City Council/Planning Commission Liaison held on May 6, Liaison members suggested
that the Planning Commission consider expanding the areas that could be eligible for mixed use
from what was previously proposed.
Specifically, members noted that the Planning
Commission should explore portions of the business triangle, including North Beverly Drive. At
this time, the ad-hoc committee is not recommending mixed use in the Triangle.
As a result of the May 28, 2020 Planning Commission meeting, the mixed use overlay zone has
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been expanded to include commercially zoned properties located on the 100 block of South
Doheny Drive, and commercial properties fronting on San Vicente Boulevard in the City, and
limited the properties on Olympic Boulevard to exclude the majority of the western portion.
Based on the aforementioned discussions, the draft ordinance would apply the overlay zone to
commercially zoned parcels in the following areas, which are also shown on a map in
Attachment E:
•
•

Properties fronting Wilshire Boulevard between San Vicente Boulevard and Rexford
Drive
Properties fronting Wilshire Boulevard on the southern side of Wilshire Boulevard
between Rexford Drive and Lasky Drive

•

Properties fronting La Cienega Boulevard between the northern and southern borders of
the City

•

Properties fronting Robertson Boulevard between the northern and southern borders of
the City

•

Properties fronting Olympic Boulevard between the eastern boundary of the City and
Rexford Drive

•

Properties fronting South Doheny Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Charleville
Boulevard

•

Properties fronting San Vicente Boulevard between Wilshire Boulevard and La Cienega
Boulevard

•

Properties fronting South Santa Monica Boulevard located between Wilshire Boulevard
and Moreno Drive

•

Properties fronting on South Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Charleville
Boulevard

The proposed areas are located in commercial areas of the City outside the Business Triangle.
This would preserve the Business Triangle as an area that is primarily commercial in nature,
which would maintain an area in the City where businesses can operate into the evening without
disturbing nearby residents. Further, placing the overlay zone on these corridors will allow
mixed use projects to be proposed near the two future subway station areas at Wilshire/La
Cienega (La Cienega Station) and Wilshire/Reeves (Rodeo Station). Frequent Metro bus line
service already exists on these corridors.
Height
In 2019, the ad-hoc committee recommended to the Planning Commission that the height for
mixed use buildings be consistent with current C-3 zone requirements. This would limit
mixed use buildings to a height of 45 feet/3-stories. It should be noted that a developer could
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request to build affordable units in a mixed use development through the State Density Bonus
Program. Through this program, a developer could request additional height or floor area in
exchange for the provision of affordable housing units in a project if these deviations from the
development standards are necessary to construct the affordable units. All Density Bonus
requests require review and approval by the Planning Commission. Although there are
numerous combinations of incentives or code waivers that may be requested by a developer of
affordable housing units, the most likely scenario expected to be proposed would be one
additional story of height, 35% more residential units, and 35% more floor area as compared to
base zoning allowances set forth in any mixed use ordinance adopted by the City.
At the July 11, 2019 Planning Commission meeting, the Commission briefly discussed the
proposed height requirements. The majority of the Commission expressed support for the adhoc committee’s recommendation to allow the same amount of commercial development in the
overlay zone, and allowing an option to develop residential units above ground floor commercial
spaces.
At the May 6, 2020, City Council/Planning Commission Liaison meeting, the members
expressed a desire to have the Planning Commission explore allowing additional height (beyond
three stories/45 feet) for mixed use projects in certain areas of the City.
The draft ordinances do not include a maximum FAR for mixed use projects. Instead, the draft
ordinance will otherwise regulate the proposed uses through the underlying C-3 Commercial
Zoning regulations, and the density and floor area restrictions for residential units.
The draft ordinances reflect the height limits presented and discussed at the May 28, 2020
Planning Commission meeting. These height limitations are based upon the heights allowed on
neighboring residential properties. For example, a mixed use overlay zone project that is
adjacent to a multi-family district that allows five stories could be taller than a mixed use project
adjacent to a multi-family district that allows four or three stories or a single-family zone. The
draft ordinance contains the following height limitations:
•

Projects adjacent to single family zones or three story multi-family zones would be
limited to three stories/45 feet

•

Projects adjacent to four story multi-family zones would be limited to four stories/45 feet

•

Projects adjacent to five story multi-family zones or other commercial properties would
be limited to five stories/55 feet

Attachment F to this report contains a map illustrating the three different “mixed use height
districts” that are proposed in the draft ordinances.
Commercial Standards for Mixed Use Projects
At the July 11, 2019 Planning Commission meeting, the Commission discussed the topic of
commercial standards primarily in relation to the need to encourage turnover of vacant
commercial spaces, and the need to enliven certain commercial areas of the City. The majority
of Commissioners generally agreed that many commercial spaces in the City require
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rehabilitation and revitalization, and that greater opportunities for developments should be
provided to achieve this.
The various City Council and Planning Commission discussions have resulted in the following
conclusions for commercial standards for mixed use projects in the City. The City
Council/Planning Commission Liaison members were generally supportive of the ad-hoc
recommendations presented below.
Uses
The draft ordinances would allow mixed use projects to include commercial uses that are
allowed in the underlying C-3 zone, as well as uses that are conditionally permitted in
the underlying zone (with the approval of a Conditional Use Permit). The draft
ordinances would not permit medical uses and entertainment uses (such as night clubs,
cabarets, adult entertainment) in mixed use projects.
Development and Operational Standards
The draft ordinances would require that commercial uses in mixed use projects comply
with the transitional operational standards that are already in place in commercial areas
near residentially-zoned properties in the City. These standards are located in BHMC
§10-3-1956 and include regulations that govern the following; setbacks, operating hours,
landscaping of setbacks to screen the commercial uses from residential areas,
restrictions on mechanical venting, loading docks, and mirrored glass facing the adjacent
residential uses, delivery hours, location of refuse bins, and noise.
Residential Standards for Mixed Use Projects
Location
In order to ensure that the ground floor of mixed use projects enhances the pedestrian
environment and contributes to commercial vibrancy in the City, the draft ordinances
prohibit residential uses within the first 40 feet of depth from any street-facing property
on the ground floor. However, the ordinance language provides a mechanism for a
mixed use development to provide limited residential amenities such as a residential
lobby or residential use on the ground floor facing a street through Planning Commission
review and approval.
Density
The draft ordinances would allow for one unit for every 550 square feet of property area,
which is intended to encourage smaller, more affordable units when compared to the
City’s current density standards of one unit per 900-1,700 square feet. It is also
recognized that higher densities are more appropriate along commercial corridors and in
close proximity to available transit services.
In order to provide examples of how this residential density may be applied in a mixed
use project, staff has conducted a very cursory calculation of two hypothetical projects:
•

If an applicant assembled two smaller-sized parcels on Wilshire Boulevard (each
parcel being 160 feet deep by 50 feet wide) the property would be approximately
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16,300 square feet in area. If the applicant constructed a mixed use project
(ground floor commercial, two upper floors residential) the building could contain
a total of approximately 30 units on the top two floors. With the inclusion of
affordable housing units under State Density Bonus laws, the hypothetical project
could be increased to a maximum of 41 units, and the developer would likely
request one additional story in height to accommodate the additional units.
•

If an applicant assembled more parcels (for example all the parcels fronting
Wilshire Boulevard on one block on the south side of the street) the parcel would
be approximately 40,000 square feet and would allow for 73 units. With the
inclusion of affordable housing units under State Density Bonus laws, the
hypothetical project could be increased to a maximum of 99 units, and the
developer would likely request one additional story in height to accommodate the
additional units.

It should be noted that the proposed maximum density of one unit per 550 square feet of
site area would be a base density for a site. A developer is still required to design any
proposed building to comply with all setbacks, height limits, parking requirements, and
other development standards, which could result in the construction of fewer units than
the maximum density might otherwise allow for, depending on the average unit size
proposed. It should also be noted that the recommended density would be used as the
base density in State affordable housing density bonus calculations, and any additional
density granted would be calculated using this base number.
For comparison with the recommended density, the table below identifies the current
density limits for other areas in the City:
Land Use Designation
Very Low Multifamily
Low Density Multifamily
Low Medium Density Multifamily
Medium Density Multifamily
High Density Multifamily
Multi-family Residential Commercial Parking
9900 Wilshire Specific Plan
Mixed Use Specific Plan (9200 Wilshire)
Mixed Use Specific Plan 2 (9800 Wilshire)

Density
(Square feet of site
area required per unit)
1,980
1,089
1,089
968
871
871
1,405
751
1,117

Density
(Units per
Acre)
22
40
40
45
50
50
31
58
39

Unit Size
The Planning Commission, City Council, and public have been discussing the reduction
of the minimum unit size requirements for housing units in multi-family buildings for a
number of years. The City has a relatively high requirement for minimum residential unit
sizes, which can result in a lower number of units built on a site, as well as units that are
inherently more expensive because they are larger. In an effort to encourage housing
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that is more affordable and more accessible and attractive to a diverse range of buyers
and renters, the draft ordinance allows for reduced minimum unit sizes in the mixed use
overlay zone, as follows:
Unit Size

Efficiency unit/studio
One bedroom
Two bedrooms
Three + bedrooms

Current Multifamily
Requirements
600 square feet
1,000 square feet
1,300 square feet
1,500 square feet

Proposed Mixed Use Overlay
Overlay Requirement
500 square feet
500 square feet
800 square feet
800 square feet

As a result of the May 28, 2020 Planning Commission meeting, the draft ordinances
have also been updated to propose that the maximum average size of all units in a
project not exceed 1,750 square feet. The previous recommendation was for a
maximum average unit size of 1,500 square feet, but the Commissioners wished to
provide enough flexibility for developments to include larger if desired in order to serve a
broader mix of unit and family sizes. This regulation would help ensure that mixed use
projects do not have only very large, luxury units that tend to be less affordable, and
instead will encourage a developer to create a mix of sizes and types of units in a
building.
Parking Standards
At the July 11, 2019 Planning Commission meeting the Planning Commission discussed
proposed parking spaces for residential uses in mixed use buildings. The City Council/Planning
Commission Liaisons were generally supportive of the parking standards proposed by the adhoc. At the May 28, 2020 Planning Commission meeting, some Commissioners expressed
concern that parking requirements for residential uses and guests were too low; however, the
Commission recognized that the proposed residential parking requirements are consistent with
the parking requirements for housing under State Density Bonus law. In anticipation of the
possibility that many mixed use projects will utilize Density Bonus provisions, the draft
ordinances maintain residential parking standards generally consistent with Density Bonus law.
The draft ordinances would require parking for commercial uses in a mixed use development at
the same rate currently required in the BHMC. However, the draft ordinances have reduced the
parking requirements for residential uses in mixed use buildings in comparison to the current
requirements for other multi-family projects in the City. This is because high residential parking
requirements are often a barrier to the construction of new housing units, as constructing
subterranean parking adds significant costs to the development of a project. Requiring less
parking can reduce the cost of building housing units. In addition, the majority of the properties
that would be eligible for mixed use projects under the current proposal are either on corridors
with frequent transit service, or are located within walking distance to the City’s two future
subway stations.
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The draft ordinances would require parking for housing units in mixed use projects as follows:
Unit Size

Current Requirements

Proposed Overlay Requirement

One bedroom

2 spaces

1 space

Efficiency unit/studio

1 space

1 space

Two bedrooms

2.5 spaces

2 spaces

Four bedrooms

3 spaces

2.5 spaces

Three bedrooms
Guest parking

3 spaces

1 space for every 4 units

2 spaces

None required

Conversion of Existing Commercial Buildings
While not discussed extensively in past meetings, staff has included provisions in the draft
ordinances that would allow existing commercial buildings in the overlay zone area to request to
convert to mixed use. Given that existing commercial buildings may not currently comply with
the physical development standards for mixed use developments or have legally nonconforming
conditions, the draft ordinances would allow applicants to request relief from certain standards
through the Development Plan Review permit. These standards include parking requirements,
loading facility requirements, outdoor living space, commercial-residential transition setbacks,
and height limits.

Approval Process
Consistent with the City’s existing regulations for reviewing all new commercial or residential
projects, the draft ordinances require that all mixed use projects undergo discretionary review by
the Planning Commission. This would provide the Planning Commission and public with an
opportunity to participate in the proposed development and provide comments during the public
hearing process.
The Planning Commission would also have an opportunity to impose
conditions on each project to address concerns that relate to the required findings for project
approval.
Density Bonus
Under state law, a developer may request to build a density bonus project where housing units
are an allowed use. Density bonus projects are projects that provide a certain percentage of
affordable units, and, in exchange, allows a developer to receive an increase in density,
reduced parking requirements, and the ability to request other deviations from the zoning code.
Generally, these parking requirements are similar to what is proposed under this ordinance,
however, there are specific cases (such as the construction of buildings with 100% of the units
set aside as rental units for seniors or special needs populations) where the parking
requirements can be .5 spaces per bedroom, .5 spaces per unit, or none. In addition,
depending on the number of affordable units provided, a developer may also request other
waivers or concessions from the city in order to construct a density bonus project. These
waivers and concessions are chosen by the developer and could include reduced setbacks,
reduced unit sizes, or additional height, among other things. A developer would be allowed
construct a density bonus project in the proposed overlay zone because the zone would allow
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housing, however, due to the complexity of the law and the nature of development, it is difficult
to speculate the deviations that a developer may request from the code.
REQUIRED ENTITLEMENTS
The creation of the mixed use overlay zone requires the approval of a General Plan Amendment
(GPA), Zone Text Amendment (ZTA), and Zone Change by the City Council upon
recommendation by the Planning Commission. The GPA would incorporate the proposed
changes to the land use and height district maps of the General Plan, the ZTA would
incorporate the draft ordinance into the zoning code, and the Zone Change would change the
zoning map of the City to represent that the overlay zone has been applied. The required
findings for these entitlement requests examine whether the proposed code language changes
are required to serve the public interest, health, safety, morals, peace, comfort, convenience, or
general welfare, and the full text of required findings for this action is included in Attachment A.
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The proposed project has been assessed in accordance with the authority and criteria contained
in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines 1, and the
environmental regulations of the City. A draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration has been
prepared for the project by the City of Beverly Hills, the lead agency for this project. The draft
Initial Study/Negative Declaration was made available for public review beginning on June 10,
2020, and the public comment period will be open from June 10, 2020 to July 17, 2020.
The draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration (Attachment D) analyzes the proposed project’s
effects on environmental factors, including Aesthetics, Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Air
Quality, Biological Resources Cultural Resources, Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and
Planning, Mineral Resources, Noise, Population and Housing, Transportation/Traffic, Public
Services, Recreation, Tribal Cultural Resources, and Utilities and Service Systems, and
Wildfires. The draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration identifies that there is no substantial
evidence that the proposed project would result in significant impacts to any of the
environmental factors listed above, and the proposed project would result in in less than
significant impacts for the Mandatory Findings of Significance, as the proposed project is the
creation of a mixed use overlay zone and does not include any physical changes or
development in the project area at this time. No significant impacts have been identified as
resulting from this project, and therefore, no mitigation measures are required.
In accordance with the regulations outlined in CEQA, the Notice of Intent to Adopt an Initial
Study/Negative Declaration, in combination with the Notice of Public Hearing, was provided to
the public at least 20 days in advance of this hearing date. The notice is included as
Attachment F.

1

The CEQA Guidelines and Statute are available online at http://ceres.ca.gov/ceqa/guidelines.
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PUBLIC OUTREACH AND NOTIFICATION

Type of Notice

Newspaper Notice
Mailed Notice

Property Posting
Agenda Posting

Website (Agenda)

Required
Period

Actual
Period

Required
Date

20 Days

N/A

20 Days

20 Days

N/A

N/A

N/A

24 Hours

24 Hours

8 Days
8 Days

Actual
Date

5/29/20

5/29/20

N/A

N/A

6/16/20

6/16/20

5/29/20

6/11/20

6/11/20

Staff has provided notification of this project in accordance with state law, and has provided
direct notification to property owners beyond what is required by state law. The Notice of Public
Hearing was mailed to all property owners located south of South Santa Monica
Boulevard/Burton way, and property owners located in the area bounded by N. Linden Drive to
the east, N. Santa Monica Boulevard to the south, Elevado Avenue to the north, and the City
boundary to the west. In addition, the notice was published in the Beverly Hills Courier on May
29, 2020 and the Beverly Hills Weekly on June 4, 2020. Notification was also sent to a list of
interested parties maintained by the City.
The City has also notified several Native American tribes per the requirements of Senate Bill 18
and Assembly Bill 52. As of the writing of this report, no requests for consultation have been
sent to the City, however, the response period is still open and the City will consult with any
tribes that request to do so.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Staff has received a number of written and oral comments regarding the proposed project.
At the May 28, 2020 Planning Commission hearing, the Commissioners received both written
and oral comments regarding the project, which included both support and opposition.
Comments expressing opposition noted that the groups such as the Strategic Planning
Committee and Sunshine Task Force were not consulted, that more expanded public outreach
should have been performed, that the overlay zone includes too broad of an area, and that the
parking requirements were too low. In addition, some comments expressed concern that mixed
use developments may impact certain areas of the City more than others, that it results in
conflicts between commercial and residential uses, and that the height and density allowed are
too great. The comments expressing support noted that the City should be proactive rather
than reactive to encourage redevelopment in the City, especially in the area near the planned
Metro stations, and that a mixed use ordinance will help address vacancies in commercial areas
and the need to meet state housing goals. Some comments of support provided specific
suggestions, including increasing the proposed height and density allowed (especially in
proximity to the planned Metro stations), expanding the overlay zone area to include more
properties, and that a by-right approval process should be created for projects under certain
thresholds. All written public comments received at the May 28, 2020 meeting, and written
comments received prior to the publication of this staff report are included in Attachment H.
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NEXT STEPS
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt the resolutions recommending approval
of the draft ordinances to City Council, and recommend adoption of the draft Initial
Study/Negative Declaration to the City Council. Alternatively, the Commission may continue the
public hearing to a date certain, and direct staff to amend the draft ordinances.
Report Reviewed By:

Ryan Gohlich, AICP
Assistant Director / City Planner
Community Development Department
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General Plan and Zone Text Amendment Findings
BHMC § 10-3-3908

If, from the facts presented at the public hearing, or by investigation by or at the insistence of the planning
commission, the planning commission finds that the public interest, health, safety, morals, peace,
comfort, convenience, or general welfare requires the reclassification of the property involved or the
reclassification of any portion of the property, the planning commission shall so recommend to the
Council.
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Resolution and Draft Ordinance for areas other than
Robertson Blvd. and Portions of Olympic Blvd.
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RESOLUTION NO.
A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE
CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS RECOMMENDING APPROVAL
OF A GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT TO ESTABLISH A
MIXED USE (MU) LAND USE DESIGNATION AND APPLY
IT TO CERTAIN COMMERCIAL AREAS OF THE CITY NOT
LOCATED ON ROBERSTON BOULEVARD OR EASTERN
PORTIONS OF OLYMPIC BOULEVARD, AND A ZONE TEXT
AMENDMENT AND ZONE CHANGE TO CREATE A MIXED
USE OVERLAY ZONE (MU) AND APPLY IT TO CERTAIN
COMMERCIAL AREAS OF THE CITY NOT LOCATED ON
ROBERSTON BOULEVARD OR EASTERN PORTIONS OF
OLYMPIC BOULEVARD
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Beverly Hills directed the Planning
Commission to study the creation of an overlay zone to establish uniform standards for mixed
use developments in the City with the goals of providing flexibility for property owners who
wish to build housing and commercial space, respecting adjacent residential communities,
encouraging a mix of housing types in the city, and revitalizing commercial corridors in the City,
especially those near transit. The Planning Commission studied the issue of mixed use standards
and developed a Draft Ordinance with a Mixed Use Overlay zone that would be applied to
certain commercial corridors in the City not located on Robertson Boulevard and eastern
portions of Olympic Boulevard; and
WHEREAS, The Planning Commission has considered the proposed Amendment
to the City of Beverly Hills Municipal Code, as set forth and attached hereto as Exhibit A (the
“Amendments”); and
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WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing
on June 19, 2020, at which time it received oral and documentary evidence relative to the
proposed Amendments; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds that the proposed Amendments are
required because of the benefit to the public interest, health, safety, morals, peace, comfort,
convenience, or general welfare. Further, the Amendments, which include amending the land
use portion of the General Plan, specifically Map LU1 (General Plan Land Use Designations) to
create the Mixed Use Overlay (MU) Land Use Designation and apply the designation to the
project area as defined by the Ordinance, are consistent with the general objectives, principles,
and standards of the General Plan.
Section 1. The Project has been assessed in accordance with the authority and
criteria contained in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA
Guidelines, and the environmental regulations of the City.

A Draft Initial Study/Negative

Declaration (Draft IS/ND) was prepared to analyze the potential environmental impacts of the
Project. The Planning Commission has reviewed the Draft IS/ND and recommends that the City
Council review and consider the IS/ND and any comments thereon, and adopt the negative
declaration for the proposed ordinance in conjunction with its consideration of the General Plan
Amendment, Zone Text Amendment and Zone change aspects of the Amendment. The
documents and other materials that constitute the record on which this decision is based are
located in the Department of Community Development and are in the custody of the Director of
Community Development.
2
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Section 2.

On May 29, 2020, a Notice of Public Hearing and Notice of

Availability of a Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration (Draft IS/ND) was mailed to all
property owners South of Santa Monica Boulevard and Burton Way as well as property owners
located in the area bounded by N. Linden Drive to the east, N. Santa Monica Boulevard to the
south, Elevado Avenue to the north, and the City boundary to the west in the City of Beverly
Hills. The hearing notice was also published in the Beverly Hills Courier on Friday, May 29,
2020, and the Beverly Hills Weekly on Thursday, June 4, 2020. On June 19, 2020, the Planning
Commission held a duly noticed public hearing to review and comment on the Draft IS/ND
prepared for the Amendments as well as the Amendments. Evidence, both written and oral, was
presented at the meeting.
Section 3.

The objectives of the proposed Overlay Zone are set forth in

BHMC §10-3-1872 of the proposed ordinance, as fully set forth in the Draft Ordinance attached
hereto as Exhibit “A”.
Section 4.

The proposed General Plan Amendment would amend the land use

portion of the General Plan, specifically Map LU1 (General Plan Land Use Designations) to
create the Mixed Use Overlay (MU) Land Use Designation and apply the designation to the
project area as defined by the Ordinance.
Section 5.

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

recommend General Plan Amendments, Zone Changes and Zone Text Amendments to the City
3
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Council based on the following finding: “If, from the facts presented at the public hearing, or by
investigation by or at the instance of the planning commission, the planning commission finds
that the public interest, health, safety, morals, peace, comfort, convenience, or general welfare
requires the reclassification of the property involved or the reclassification of any portion of the
property, the planning commission shall so recommend to the council”.
Section 6.

The Planning Commission hereby finds and determines as follows

with respect to the proposed General Plan Amendment, Zone Change and Zone Text
Amendment:
A majority of the Commission hereby finds and determines that the public
interest, health, safety, morals, peace, comfort, convenience and general welfare requires
development of an overlay zoning designation and inclusion of development standards for the
MU overlay zone in the City’s zoning ordinance because it is in the public interest to create
uniform standards for appropriately scaled mixed use development to encourage a variety of
housing types and sizes in the City and to contribute to the vitality of existing local-serving
commercial corridors. Further, the overlay zone will increase the production of housing, and the
regulations in the overlay zone create appropriate transitions between the existing multi-family
residential and commercial uses in the area.

Further for the reasons set forth in Exhibit A,

attached hereto, and incorporated by reference, the Project is consistent with the General Plan.
The creation of an overlay zone to create appropriately scaled mixed use
development is consistent with adopted local and regional policies that seek to maintain and
improve the public’s well-being and health through, among other things, expanding residential
opportunities in the City.

The city’s adopted Sustainable City Plan includes a Land-Use,
4
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Transportation and Open Space Goal to “Foster an energy efficient, walkable community that
provides ample goods, services and benefits to all residents while respecting the local
environment”.

The mixed use overlay zone increases the proximity of residential uses to

commercial uses and thus provides opportunities for residents to walk instead of drive for local
goods, services, and jobs. The Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(RTP/SCS) of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) includes land use
strategies to achieve state mandated reductions on greenhouse gas emissions through regional
decreases in per capita vehicle miles traveled.

The SCAG land use strategies specifically

identify that local policies that allow “mixed-use development standards that include local
serving retail” are key in achieving reductions in VMT and greenhouse gas emissions.
Section 7.

Based on the foregoing, the Planning Commission hereby

recommends that the City Council approve the proposed General Plan Amendment, approve the
Zone Text Amendment and apply the Mixed Use Overlay Zone (MU) to the areas defined in the
Ordinance.
//
//
//
//

5
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The Secretary of the Planning Commission shall certify to the passage, approval,
and adoption of this resolution, and shall cause this resolution and his Certification to be entered
in the Book of Resolutions of the Planning Commission of the City.
Adopted: June 19, 2020

Alan Robert Block
Chair of the Planning Commission of the
City of Beverly Hills
Attest:

Ryan Gohlich, AICP
Secretary of the Planning Commission
Approved As To Form:

Approved As To Content:

David M. Snow
Assistant City Attorney

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

Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance
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EXHIBIT A

DRAFT ORDINANCE
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[DRAFT] ORDINANCE NO. 20-O-_____
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS TO
CREATE A MIXED USE OVERLAY ZONE AND APPLY THE
OVERLAY ZONE TO CERTAIN COMMERCIALLY ZONED
PARCELS IN THE CITY
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS HEREBY ORDAINS AS
FOLLOWS:
Section 1.

Legislative Findings. Over the past several years, City leadership has

expressed a desire to establish uniform regulations to allow mixed use projects in certain
commercial areas of the City of Beverly Hills. These regulations would expand the type of
development and variety of housing units that are available in the City, act as a catalyst to
revitalize commercial corridors, and create an opportunity to provide housing units without
displacing existing residents. In addition, the California Legislature has declared a statewide
housing emergency in effect until January 1, 2025, with a goal of encouraging significant
numbers of new housing units throughout the state. Further, the City of Beverly Hills anticipates
that the State will allocate a Regional Housing Needs Assessment of several thousand units for
the next 6th housing cycle period from 2021 – 2029, including units of varying affordability
levels. Due to these ongoing conditions and in anticipation of increased demand for housing
units at various levels of affordability, the City Council finds that certain commercially zoned
properties in the City may be appropriately used for residential and commercial mixed use
purposes and that such uses are unique and warrant specific development standards and criteria.
The Objectives of the Mixed Use Overlay Zone (MU) shall include those objectives set forth in
the proposed § 10-3-1872 of the overlay zone, as set forth in full in Section 5 below.
Section 2.

On June 19, 2020, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public

hearing after which it adopted Resolution No. ____ recommending that the City Council amend
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portions of Title 10 (Planning and Zoning) of the Beverly Hills Municipal Code to create a new
mixed use overlay zone and apply this overlay zone to certain commercial parcels in the City
(collectively, the “Amendments”). On _________, the City Council held a duly noticed public
hearing, received public testimony, and thereafter introduced this Ordinance.
Section 3.

This Ordinance and the Amendments were assessed in accordance with

the authority and criteria contained in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the
State CEQA Guidelines, and the environmental regulations of the City.

An Inititial

Study/Negative Declaration was prepared for the Amendments. The City of Beverly Hills is the
lead agency, pursuant to CEQA, and is responsibe for the preparation of the Initiatial
Study/Negative Declaration.

The Planning Commission considered the Draft Initial

Study/Negative Declaration at its meeting on June 19, 2020. The City Council considered the
Initial Study/Negative Declaration and comments provided on the document, at its meeting on
___________, and found, in the exercise of its independent judgment and analysis, and based on
the record of procedings, that there is no substantial evidence that the proposed project would
result in significant impacts to Aesthetics, Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Air Quality,
Biological Resources Cultural Resources, Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and
Planning, Mineral Resources, Noise, Population and Housing, Transportation/Traffic, Public
Services, Recreation, Tribal Cultural Resources, and Utilities and Service Systems, or Wildfires.
The City Council further finds that the project would result in less than significant impacts for
the Mandatory Findings of Significance, as the proposed project is the creation of a mixed use
overlay zone and does not include any physical changes or development in the project area at this
time. No significant impacts have been identified as resulting from this project, and therefore, no
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mitigation measures are required. The City Council therefore adopts a Negative Declaration for
the ordinance. The documents and other materials that constitute the record on which this
decision is based are located in the Department of Community Development and are in the
custody of the Director of Community Development.
Section 4.

The Amendments are consistent with the objectives, principles, and

standards of the General Plan. The Amendments include changes to the General Plan Land Use
Designation Map of the Land Use Element of the General Plan, to ensure that it is consistent
with the proposed mixed use overlay zone map. General Plan Policy Land Use 9.5
Commercial/Residential Mixed Uses calls for the City to study the feasibility of creating mixed
use in order to expand the variety of housing types available and to improve
commercial/residential transitions. General Plan Policy Land Use 3.2 Fair Share of Regional
Housing Needs calls for the City to accommodate the fair share of regional housing needs in a
way that contributes to the livability of the City and does not unduly burden the City’s fiscal
resources.

Policy Land Use 5.2 Infill and Replacement Housing calls for the City to

accommodate new and renovated housing within existing neighborhoods that is consistent with
the contextual parcel sizes, densities, buit form and scale. Housing Element Policy Housing 2.8
Transit-Oriented Housing calls for new residential development with access to existing transit
stops and near anticipated subway stations. Housing Policy 2.10 Workforce Housing, calls for
the city to develop programs to increase the amount of rental and ownership housing that is
affordable to the local workforce.
Section 5.

The City Council hereby adds Article 18.7 to Chapter 3 of Title 10 of the

Beverly Hills Municipal Code to read as follows with all other provisions in Chapter 3 remaining
in effect without amendment:
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ARTICLE 18.7 MIXED USE (MU) OVERLAY ZONE

10-3-1871: MIXED USE (MU) OVERLAY ZONE CREATED:
There is hereby created and established in the City an overlay zone, designated as the
Mixed Use (MU) Overlay Zone.

10-3-1872: PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES OF THE MIXED USE OVERLAY
ZONE:
The purpose of the MU Overlay Zone is to provide areas of the City where mixed use
development is allowed in order to encourage vibrant, walkable neighborhoods and
increase the availability of housing in the City, while preserving the vitality of existing
commercial corridors and minimizing displacement of existing residents. The objectives of
the MU Overlay Zone shall be as follows:
A. Expanding the options and opportunities for certain commercial property owners
and developers by allowing for combinations of commercial uses, and multi-family
residential uses subject to specific standards, rules and procedures;
B. Creating the potential for more intensive development in certain neighborhoods,
while maintaining realistic buffers between commercial and residential zones to
ensure there is harmonious development in the area;
C. Expanding housing options for diverse socio-economic populations in the City
including seniors, young people, populations that wish to be transit-adjacent and
populations that will benefit from development near an urban core;
D. Retaining the commercial tax base and streetscape character that exists in the City
by encouraging neighborhood-serving and pedestrian-friendly commercial uses;
E. Concentrating new housing and amenities near existing and anticipated
transportation nodes and stations to encourage the use of alternative modes of
transportation to automobile travel; and
F. Allowing projects that are appropriately designed to achieve the desired
neighborhood character, while providing development standards to minimize
impacts of commercial uses to adjacent residential zones, and to encourage
symbiotic uses.

1-26

10-3-1873: APPLICATION OF THE MIXED USE OVERLAY ZONE:
The Mixed Use Overlay Zone shall be applied only to commercially zoned properties
located in the following areas:
A. Properties fronting on Wilshire Boulevard between San Vicente Boulevard to the
east and Rexford Drive to the west;
B. Properties located on the southern side of Wilshire Boulevard between Rexford
Drive to the east and Lasky Drive to the west;
C. Properties fronting on La Cienega Boulevard between the northern and southern
borders of the City;
D. Properties fronting on the north side of Olympic Boulevard located between La
Peer Drive to the east and Rexford Drive to the west;
E. Properties fronting on the south side of Olympic Boulevard located between the
eastern border of the City and Rexford Drive to the west
F. Properties fronting on South Doheny Drive between Wilshire Boulevard to the
north and Charleville Boulevard to the south.
G. Properties fronting on San Vicente Boulevard between Wilshire Boulevard and La
Cienega Boulevard
H. Properties fronting on Santa Monica Boulevard (south roadway) between Wilshire
Boulevard to the east and South Moreno Drive to the west; and
I. Properties fronting on South Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard to the
north and Charleville Boulevard to the south.
10-3-1874: DEFINITIONS:
Unless the context otherwise requires, the following definitions shall govern the
construction of this article:
ADJACENT TO A RESIDENTIAL ZONE: A site that shares a property line with a
residentially zoned property or is separated from a residentially zoned property by a public
alley.
GROUND FLOOR: The story or floor level within a building that provides direct access to
and fronts on a public street, and the elevation of the floor level along the street frontage is
an average of three feet above or below the adjacent curb.
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MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT: A project that includes commercial and multi-family
residential uses within the same structure.

10-3-1875: PROCEDURES FOR APPROVAL:
No mixed use development shall be constructed without approval of a development plan
review by the Planning Commission in accordance with article 31 of this chapter.
A. A public hearing shall be held by the Planning Commission on all development plan
review permits for mixed use developments. Noticing shall be completed in
accordance with article 2.5 of this chapter and the City's public notice guidelines.
B. Any decision made by the planning commission pursuant to this article may be
appealed to the city council in the manner provided in title 1, chapter 4, article 1 of
this code.

10-3-1876: USES PERMITTED:
Except as otherwise provided or restricted by this article, no lot, premises, building or
portion thereof in the MU Overlay Zone shall be used for any purpose except the
following:
A. Uses permitted in the applicable underlying zone that meet the development
standards of the underlying zone.
B. Uses conditionally permitted in the applicable underlying zone that meet the
development standards of the underlying zone for which an applicant has received a
conditional use permit.
C. Multi-family residential housing units as part of a mixed use project and the usual
and customary accessory and appurtenant uses thereto.

10-3-1877: RESTRICTED USES:
The following restrictions shall apply to mixed use development in the MU Overlay Zone :
A. No medical uses may be included in a mixed use development.
B. No entertainment uses including, but not limited to, cabarets, nightclubs, and adult
entertainment businesses, may be included in a mixed use development.
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C. Residential uses included as part of a mixed use development shall be permitted in
all portions of the development regardless of the underlying zone, except that
residential uses shall not be permitted within the first forty feet (40') of depth from
any street-facing property line of the first floor, except as otherwise allowed
through the development plan review request.
D. Commercial uses included as part of a mixed use development shall only be
permitted in those portions of the development in which the underlying zone is a
commercial zone unless otherwise approved through a zone text amendment
request. Further, no commercial uses shall be allowed above the third story of a
mixed use development.
E. The planning commission shall have authority through conditions imposed on a
development plan review permit to prohibit uses not specified herein, on a use by
use basis, if it finds that the proposed uses will have a significant adverse impact on
adjacent uses, or will not promote harmonious development of the area.

10-3-1878: APPLICABILITY OF UNDERLYING ZONE REGULATIONS:
Except as otherwise specifically provided in this article for mixed use developments,
development in a MU Overlay Zone shall comply with the zoning regulations applicable to
the underlying zone.
Nothing in this article shall require a development to comply with the provisions of the MU
Overlay Zone if the development fully conforms to the requirements of the underlying
zone.

10-3-1879: GROUND FLOOR RESTRICTIONS:
Any building in the MU Overlay Zone shall include commercial uses on the ground floor
of the building, subject to the use limitations noted in this article.

10-3-1880: HEIGHT LIMIT:
A building in the MU Overlay Zone shall not be constructed, altered, or enlarged so that it
is taller than the heights set forth as follows and as displayed in the Mixed Use Overlay
Zone Height District Map maintained by the Department of Community Development:
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A. Height District A: A maximum height of 45’ and three stories is permitted for
properties adjacent to any single-family residential zones and/or multi-family
residentially zoned properties located in multi-family height district A, as noted in
section 10-3-2804 of this chapter.
B. Height District B: A maximum height of 45’ and four stories is permitted for
properties adjacent to multi-family residentially zoned properties located in multifamily height district B, as noted in section 10-3-2804 of this chapter.
C. Height District C: A maximum height of 55’ and five stories is permitted for
properties adjacent to multi-family residentially zoned properties located in multifamily height district C, as noted in section 10-3-2804 of this chapter, or other
properties in existing mixed use overlay zones.
When a mixed use development is located adjacent to more than one residential zone, the
residential zone allowing the shortest height shall dictate the maximum height allowed for
the mixed use development.
For the purposes of applying the provisions of Government Code Section 65915, the height
limitations and story limitations set forth in this article shall be considered separate
requirements.

10-3-1881: RESIDENTIAL DENSITY:
Maximum Density of Residential Units: The number of residential units that may be
included in a mixed use development in the MU Overlay Zone shall not exceed one unit
per 550 square feet of site area.

10-3-1882: MINIMUM AND AVERAGE FLOOR AREA OF DWELLING UNITS:
The following floor area requirements shall apply to multi-family residential dwelling units
within a mixed use development:
A. Efficiency and One Bedroom Units: Efficiency and one bedroom units shall have a
minimum floor area of five hundred (500) square feet each.
B. Two or More Bedroom Units: A dwelling unit with two or more bedrooms shall
have a minimum floor area of eight hundred (800) square feet.
C. The average of the floor areas of all residential units in a mixed use development
shall not exceed 1,750 square feet.
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D. Outdoor Living Space: One-half (1/2) of the square footage of outdoor living space
required by section 10-3-1886 of this chapter may be counted as part of the floor
area of a dwelling unit if such outdoor living space does not project into any
required yard, is contiguous to the dwelling unit, and is designated for the exclusive
use of the dwelling unit. However, the outdoor living space shall not be counted as
more than ten percent (10%) of the required minimum floor area of the dwelling
unit.

10-3-1883: PARKING REQUIREMENTS:
A. Except as otherwise provided in this section, parking requirements for the
commercial portion of a building located in the MU Overlay Zone are located in 103-2727 through 10-3-2736 inclusive of this chapter.
B. A mixed use development shall provide parking for the commercial and residential
components that can be physically separated. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the
planning commission may permit, as part of a development plan review permit,
access between parking facilities for the commercial and residential components,
such as instances in which the site is physically constrained so that separate
facilities are not practical nor feasible.
C. Parking for the residential portion of the building shall be provided as follows:
Unit Size

Parking spaces required per unit

Efficiency

1 space

One Bedroom

1 space

Two bedroom

2 spaces

Three bedroom

2 spaces

Four bedroom

2.5 spaces

D. There shall be no guest parking required for residential units in the MU Overlay
Zone.
E. Tandem parking shall be allowed for residential parking. Tandem space
configurations shall not contain more than two spaces and shall only be permitted
if both tandem spaces will be provided for use by the same dwelling unit.
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F. If parking is provided above ground, all parking, except for driveways and access to
loading areas, shall be located behind building space that is dedicated to a permitted
use other than parking, and that building space shall be a minimum of forty feet
(40') deep as measured from the building facades facing public streets, to prevent
direct visibility from adjacent streets unless otherwise approved by the planning
commission through a development plan review permit, such as instances in which
the site is physically constrained by the depth requirements and unable to provide
sufficient parking areas.
G. The parking component of a mixed use development in the MU Overlay Zone shall
be as approved as part of a development plan review.
H. Parking spaces for the residential component of the building shall be assigned to
specific residential units, and shall not be used by patrons of the commercial uses in
the building

10-3-1884: SETBACKS AND MODULATION:
Mixed use developments in the MU Overlay Zone shall have the same setbacks as
established in the underlying zone, except no setback shall be required at the property line
between two zones if the project is proposed across those property lines.
If a building is constructed across two different zones, and modulation is required for
buildings in one of the zones, the modulation shall be provided on the portion of the
building located in the zone in which the modulation is required. The width of the building
for the purpose of calculating modulation shall be the width that is located within the zone
that requires modulation.

10-3-1885: LOADING FACILITIES:
Except as otherwise provided in this section, loading facilities for mixed use developments
in the MU Overlay Zone shall be provided in accordance with sections 10-3-2740 through
10-3-2744, inclusive, of this chapter, or as otherwise approved by the planning commission
as part of a development plan review permit such as instances in which the site is
physically constrained and unable to provide such loading facilities.
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10-3-1886: OUTDOOR LIVING SPACE REQUIRED:
The residential components of all mixed use developments in the MU Overlay Zone shall
provide outdoor living space in accordance with the requirements of section 10-3-2803 of
this chapter.

10-3-1887: APPLICATION OF TRANSITIONAL OPERATIONAL STANDARDS:
Unless otherwise provided in this article, all commercial uses in a mixed use development
shall comply with the general operational requirements set forth in section 10-3-1956 of
this chapter.

10-3-1888: CONVERSION OF EXISTING COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS:
Existing commercial buildings may obtain a development plan review permit to convert to
a mixed use building if located in the MU Overlay Zone. Such a project may request relief
from the following mixed use standards, if it is not physically feasible to comply with these
standards. To determine feasibility, the commission shall evaluate whether the site is
physically constrained, with regard to depth and width, whether the existing commercial
building does not conform to mixed use standards, and/or whether the existing commercial
building would be rendered structurally defective by providing such features.
A. Parking requirements
B. Loading facilities
C. Outdoor Living space
D. Commercial-residential transitional setbacks, if such buildings have legally
nonconforming setbacks
E. Height limits, if buildings have legally nonconforming heights

Section 6.

The official zoning map of the City is hereby amended to apply the MU

overlay zone to the following:
A. Commercial properties fronting on Wilshire Boulevard between San Vicente
Boulevard to the east and Rexford Drive to the west;
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B. Commercial properties located on the southern side of Wilshire Boulevard between
Rexford Drive to the east and Lasky Drive to the west;
C. Commercial properties fronting on La Cienega Boulevard between the northern and
southern borders of the City;
D. Properties fronting on the north side of Olympic Boulevard located between La
Peer Drive to the east and Rexford Drive to the west;
E. Properties fronting on the south side of Olympic Boulevard located between the
eastern border of the City and Rexford Drive to the west
F. Commercial properties fronting on South Doheny Drive between Wilshire
Boulevard to the north and Charleville Boulevard to the south.
G. Commercial properties fronting on San Vicente Boulevard between Wilshire
Boulevard and La Cienega Boulevard
H. Commercial properties fronting on Santa Monica Boulevard (south roadway)
between Wilshire Boulevard to the east and South Moreno Drive to the west; and
I. Commercial properties fronting on South Beverly Drive between Wilshire
Boulevard to the north and Charleville Boulevard to the south.

Section 7.

Severability.

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

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

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

least once in a newspaper of general circulation published and circulated in the City within fifteen
(15) days after its passage in accordance with Section 36933 of the Government Code, shall certify
to the adoption of this Ordinance, and shall cause this Ordinance and his certification, together
with proof of publication, to be entered in the Book of Ordinances of the Council of this City.
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Section 9.

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

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

Adopted:
Effective:

LESTER J. FRIEDMAN
Mayor of the City of Beverly Hills

ATTEST:

_______________________________(SEAL)
HUMA AHMED
City Clerk
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

APPROVED AS TO CONTENT:

LAURENCE S. WIENER
City Attorney

GEORGE CHAVEZ
City Manager

SUSAN HEALY KEENE, AICP
Director of Community Development
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Planning Commission Report
Mixed Use Overlay Zone Ordinance
June 19, 2020

ATTACHMENT C
Resolution and Draft Ordinance for Robertson Blvd.
and Portions of Olympic Blvd.
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RESOLUTION NO.
A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE
CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS RECOMMENDING APPROVAL
OF A GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT TO ESTABLISH A
MIXED USE (MU) LAND USE DESIGNATION AND APPLY
IT TO CERTAIN COMMERCIAL AREAS OF THE CITY ON
ROBERTSON BOULEVARD AND PORTIONS OF OLYMPIC
BOULEVARD, AND A ZONE TEXT AMENDMENT AND
ZONE CHANGE TO CREATE A MIXED USE OVERLAY
ZONE (MU) AND APPLY IT TO CERTAIN COMMERCIAL
AREAS OF THE CITY ON ROBERTSON BOULEVARD AND
PORTIONS OF OLYMPIC BOULEVARD
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Beverly Hills directed the Planning
Commission to study the creation of an overlay zone to establish uniform standards for mixed
use developments in the City with the goals of providing flexibility for property owners who
wish to build housing and commercial space, respecting adjacent residential communities,
encouraging a mix of housing types in the city, and revitalizing commercial corridors in the City,
especially those near transit. The Planning Commission studied the issue of mixed use standards
and developed a Draft Ordinance with a Mixed Use Overlay zone that would be applied to
certain commercial corridors in the City on Robertson Boulevard and eastern portions of
Olympic Boulevard; and
WHEREAS, The Planning Commission has considered the proposed Amendment
to the City of Beverly Hills Municipal Code, as set forth and attached hereto as Exhibit A (the
“Amendments”); and
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WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing
on June 19, 2020, at which time it received oral and documentary evidence relative to the
proposed Amendments; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds that the proposed Amendments are
required because of the benefit to the public interest, health, safety, morals, peace, comfort,
convenience, or general welfare. Further, the Amendments, which include amending the land
use portion of the General Plan, specifically Map LU1 (General Plan Land Use Designations) to
create the Mixed Use Overlay (MU) Land Use Designation and apply the designation to the
project area as defined by the Ordinance, are consistent with the general objectives, principles,
and standards of the General Plan.
Section 1. The Project has been assessed in accordance with the authority and
criteria contained in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA
Guidelines, and the environmental regulations of the City.

A Draft Initial Study/Negative

Declaration (Draft IS/ND) was prepared to analyze the potential environmental impacts of the
Project. The Planning Commission has reviewed the Draft IS/ND and recommends that the City
Council review and consider the IS/ND and any comments thereon, and adopt the negative
declaration for the proposed ordinance in conjunction with its consideration of the General Plan
Amendment, Zone Text Amendment and Zone change aspects of the Amendment. The
documents and other materials that constitute the record on which this decision is based are
located in the Department of Community Development and are in the custody of the Director of
Community Development.
2
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Section 2.

On May 29, 2020, a Notice of Public Hearing and Notice of

Availability of a Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration (Draft IS/ND) was mailed to all
property owners South of Santa Monica Boulevard and Burton Way as well as property owners
located in the area bounded by N. Linden Drive to the east, N. Santa Monica Boulevard to the
south, Elevado Avenue to the north, and the City boundary to the west in the City of Beverly
Hills. The hearing notice was also published in the Beverly Hills Courier on Friday, May 29,
2020, and the Beverly Hills Weekly on Thursday, June 4, 2020. On June 19, 2020, the Planning
Commission held a duly noticed public hearing to review and comment on the Draft IS/ND
prepared for the Amendments as well as the Amendments. Evidence, both written and oral, was
presented at the meeting.
Section 3.

The objectives of the proposed Overlay Zone are set forth in

BHMC §10-3-1872 of the proposed ordinance, as fully set forth in the Draft Ordinance attached
hereto as Exhibit “A”.
Section 4.

The proposed General Plan Amendment would amend the land use

portion of the General Plan, specifically Map LU1 (General Plan Land Use Designations) to
create the Mixed Use Overlay (MU) Land Use Designation and apply the designation to the
project area as defined by the Ordinance.
Section 5.

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

recommend General Plan Amendments, Zone Changes and Zone Text Amendments to the City
3
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Council based on the following finding: “If, from the facts presented at the public hearing, or by
investigation by or at the instance of the planning commission, the planning commission finds
that the public interest, health, safety, morals, peace, comfort, convenience, or general welfare
requires the reclassification of the property involved or the reclassification of any portion of the
property, the planning commission shall so recommend to the council”.
Section 6.

The Planning Commission hereby finds and determines as follows

with respect to the proposed General Plan Amendment, Zone Change and Zone Text
Amendment:
A majority of the Commission hereby finds and determines that the public
interest, health, safety, morals, peace, comfort, convenience and general welfare requires
development of an overlay zoning designation and inclusion of development standards for the
MU overlay zone in the City’s zoning ordinance because it is in the public interest to create
uniform standards for appropriately scaled mixed use development to encourage a variety of
housing types and sizes in the City and to contribute to the vitality of existing local-serving
commercial corridors. Further, the overlay zone will increase the production of housing, and the
regulations in the overlay zone create appropriate transitions between the existing multi-family
residential and commercial uses in the area.

Further for the reasons set forth in Exhibit A,

attached hereto, and incorporated by reference, the Project is consistent with the General Plan.
The creation of an overlay zone to create appropriately scaled mixed use
development is consistent with adopted local and regional policies that seek to maintain and
improve the public’s well-being and health through, among other things, expanding residential
opportunities in the City.

The city’s adopted Sustainable City Plan includes a Land-Use,
4
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Transportation and Open Space Goal to “Foster an energy efficient, walkable community that
provides ample goods, services and benefits to all residents while respecting the local
environment”.

The mixed use overlay zone increases the proximity of residential uses to

commercial uses and thus provides opportunities for residents to walk instead of drive for local
goods, services, and jobs. The Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(RTP/SCS) of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) includes land use
strategies to achieve state mandated reductions on greenhouse gas emissions through regional
decreases in per capita vehicle miles traveled.

The SCAG land use strategies specifically

identify that local policies that allow “mixed-use development standards that include local
serving retail” are key in achieving reductions in VMT and greenhouse gas emissions.
Section 7.

Based on the foregoing, the Planning Commission hereby

recommends that the City Council approve the proposed General Plan Amendment, approve the
Zone Text Amendment and apply the Mixed Use Overlay Zone (MU) to the areas defined in the
Ordinance.
//
//
//
//
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The Secretary of the Planning Commission shall certify to the passage, approval,
and adoption of this resolution, and shall cause this resolution and his Certification to be entered
in the Book of Resolutions of the Planning Commission of the City.
Adopted: June 19, 2020

Alan Robert Block
Chair of the Planning Commission of the
City of Beverly Hills
Attest:

Ryan Gohlich, AICP
Secretary of the Planning Commission
Approved As To Form:

Approved As To Content:

David M. Snow
Assistant City Attorney

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

Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance
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EXHIBIT A

DRAFT ORDINANCE
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[DRAFT] ORDINANCE NO. 20-O-_____
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS TO
CREATE A MIXED USE OVERLAY ZONE AND APPLY THE
OVERLAY ZONE TO CERTAIN COMMERCIALLY ZONED
PARCELS IN THE CITY
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS HEREBY ORDAINS AS
FOLLOWS:
Section 1.

Legislative Findings. Over the past several years, City leadership has

expressed a desire to establish uniform regulations to allow mixed use projects in certain
commercial areas of the City of Beverly Hills. These regulations would expand the type of
development and variety of housing units that are available in the City, act as a catalyst to
revitalize commercial corridors, and create an opportunity to provide housing units without
displacing existing residents. In addition, the California Legislature has declared a statewide
housing emergency in effect until January 1, 2025, with a goal of encouraging significant
numbers of new housing units throughout the state. Further, the City of Beverly Hills anticipates
that the State will allocate a Regional Housing Needs Assessment of several thousand units for
the next 6th housing cycle period from 2021 – 2029, including units of varying affordability
levels. Due to these ongoing conditions and in anticipation of increased demand for housing
units at various levels of affordability, the City Council finds that certain commercially zoned
properties in the City may be appropriately used for residential and commercial mixed use
purposes and that such uses are unique and warrant specific development standards and criteria.
The Objectives of the Mixed Use Overlay Zone (MU) shall include those objectives set forth in
the proposed § 10-3-1872 of the overlay zone, as set forth in full in Section 5 below.
Section 2.

On June 19, 2020, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public

hearing after which it adopted Resolution No. ____ recommending that the City Council amend
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portions of Title 10 (Planning and Zoning) of the Beverly Hills Municipal Code to create a new
mixed use overlay zone and apply this overlay zone to certain commercial parcels in the City
(collectively, the “Amendments”). On _________, the City Council held a duly noticed public
hearing, received public testimony, and thereafter introduced this Ordinance.
Section 3.

This Ordinance and the Amendments were assessed in accordance with

the authority and criteria contained in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the
State CEQA Guidelines, and the environmental regulations of the City.

An Inititial

Study/Negative Declaration was prepared for the Amendments. The City of Beverly Hills is the
lead agency, pursuant to CEQA, and is responsibe for the preparation of the Initiatial
Study/Negative Declaration.

The Planning Commission considered the Draft Initial

Study/Negative Declaration at its meeting on June 19, 2020. The City Council considered the
Initial Study/Negative Declaration and comments provided on the document, at its meeting on
___________, and found, in the exercise of its independent judgment and analysis, and based on
the record of procedings, that there is no substantial evidence that the proposed project would
result in significant impacts to Aesthetics, Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Air Quality,
Biological Resources Cultural Resources, Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and
Planning, Mineral Resources, Noise, Population and Housing, Transportation/Traffic, Public
Services, Recreation, Tribal Cultural Resources, and Utilities and Service Systems, or Wildfires.
The City Council further finds that the project would result in less than significant impacts for
the Mandatory Findings of Significance, as the proposed project is the creation of a mixed use
overlay zone and does not include any physical changes or development in the project area at this
time. No significant impacts have been identified as resulting from this project, and therefore, no
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mitigation measures are required. The City Council therefore adopts a Negative Declaration for
the ordinance. The documents and other materials that constitute the record on which this
decision is based are located in the Department of Community Development and are in the
custody of the Director of Community Development.
Section 4.

The Amendments are consistent with the objectives, principles, and

standards of the General Plan. The Amendments include changes to the General Plan Land Use
Designation Map of the Land Use Element of the General Plan, to ensure that it is consistent
with the proposed mixed use overlay zone map. General Plan Policy Land Use 9.5
Commercial/Residential Mixed Uses calls for the City to study the feasibility of creating mixed
use in order to expand the variety of housing types available and to improve
commercial/residential transitions. General Plan Policy Land Use 3.2 Fair Share of Regional
Housing Needs calls for the City to accommodate the fair share of regional housing needs in a
way that contributes to the livability of the City and does not unduly burden the City’s fiscal
resources.

Policy Land Use 5.2 Infill and Replacement Housing calls for the City to

accommodate new and renovated housing within existing neighborhoods that is consistent with
the contextual parcel sizes, densities, buit form and scale. Housing Element Policy Housing 2.8
Transit-Oriented Housing calls for new residential development with access to existing transit
stops and near anticipated subway stations. Housing Policy 2.10 Workforce Housing, calls for
the city to develop programs to increase the amount of rental and ownership housing that is
affordable to the local workforce.
Section 5.

The City Council hereby adds Article 18.7 to Chapter 3 of Title 10 of the

Beverly Hills Municipal Code to read as follows with all other provisions in Chapter 3 remaining
in effect without amendment:
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ARTICLE 18.7 MIXED USE (MU) OVERLAY ZONE

10-3-1871: MIXED USE (MU) OVERLAY ZONE CREATED:
There is hereby created and established in the City an overlay zone, designated as the
Mixed Use (MU) Overlay Zone.

10-3-1872: PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES OF THE MIXED USE OVERLAY
ZONE:
The purpose of the MU Overlay Zone is to provide areas of the City where mixed use
development is allowed in order to encourage vibrant, walkable neighborhoods and
increase the availability of housing in the City, while preserving the vitality of existing
commercial corridors and minimizing displacement of existing residents. The objectives of
the MU Overlay Zone shall be as follows:
A. Expanding the options and opportunities for certain commercial property owners
and developers by allowing for combinations of commercial uses, and multi-family
residential uses subject to specific standards, rules and procedures;
B. Creating the potential for more intensive development in certain neighborhoods,
while maintaining realistic buffers between commercial and residential zones to
ensure there is harmonious development in the area;
C. Expanding housing options for diverse socio-economic populations in the City
including seniors, young people, populations that wish to be transit-adjacent and
populations that will benefit from development near an urban core;
D. Retaining the commercial tax base and streetscape character that exists in the City
by encouraging neighborhood-serving and pedestrian-friendly commercial uses;
E. Concentrating new housing and amenities near existing and anticipated
transportation nodes and stations to encourage the use of alternative modes of
transportation to automobile travel; and
F. Allowing projects that are appropriately designed to achieve the desired
neighborhood character, while providing development standards to minimize
impacts of commercial uses to adjacent residential zones, and to encourage
symbiotic uses.
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10-3-1873.5: APPLICATION OF THE MIXED USE OVERLAY ZONE:
The Mixed Use Overlay Zone shall be applied only to commercially zoned properties
located in the following areas:
A. Properties fronting on Robertson Boulevard between the northern and southern
borders of the City; and
B. Properties fronting on the north side of Olympic Boulevard located between La
Peer Drive to the west and the eastern border of the City.

10-3-1874: DEFINITIONS:
Unless the context otherwise requires, the following definitions shall govern the
construction of this article:
ADJACENT TO A RESIDENTIAL ZONE: A site that shares a property line with a
residentially zoned property or is separated from a residentially zoned property by a public
alley.
GROUND FLOOR: The story or floor level within a building that provides direct access to
and fronts on a public street, and the elevation of the floor level along the street frontage is
an average of three feet above or below the adjacent curb.
MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT: A project that includes commercial and multi-family
residential uses within the same structure.

10-3-1875: PROCEDURES FOR APPROVAL:
No mixed use development shall be constructed without approval of a development plan
review by the Planning Commission in accordance with article 31 of this chapter.
A. A public hearing shall be held by the Planning Commission on all development plan
review permits for mixed use developments. Noticing shall be completed in
accordance with article 2.5 of this chapter and the City's public notice guidelines.
B. Any decision made by the planning commission pursuant to this article may be
appealed to the city council in the manner provided in title 1, chapter 4, article 1 of
this code.
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10-3-1876: USES PERMITTED:
Except as otherwise provided or restricted by this article, no lot, premises, building or
portion thereof in the MU Overlay Zone shall be used for any purpose except the
following:
A. Uses permitted in the applicable underlying zone that meet the development
standards of the underlying zone.
B. Uses conditionally permitted in the applicable underlying zone that meet the
development standards of the underlying zone for which an applicant has received a
conditional use permit.
C. Multi-family residential housing units as part of a mixed use project and the usual
and customary accessory and appurtenant uses thereto.

10-3-1877: RESTRICTED USES:
The following restrictions shall apply to mixed use development in the MU Overlay Zone :
A. No medical uses may be included in a mixed use development.
B. No entertainment uses including, but not limited to, cabarets, nightclubs, and adult
entertainment businesses, may be included in a mixed use development.
C. Residential uses included as part of a mixed use development shall be permitted in
all portions of the development regardless of the underlying zone, except that
residential uses shall not be permitted within the first forty feet (40') of depth from
any street-facing property line of the first floor, except as otherwise allowed
through the development plan review request.
D. Commercial uses included as part of a mixed use development shall only be
permitted in those portions of the development in which the underlying zone is a
commercial zone unless otherwise approved through a zone text amendment
request. Further, no commercial uses shall be allowed above the third story of a
mixed use development.
E. The planning commission shall have authority through conditions imposed on a
development plan review permit to prohibit uses not specified herein, on a use by
use basis, if it finds that the proposed uses will have a significant adverse impact on
adjacent uses, or will not promote harmonious development of the area.
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10-3-1878: APPLICABILITY OF UNDERLYING ZONE REGULATIONS:
Except as otherwise specifically provided in this article for mixed use developments,
development in a MU Overlay Zone shall comply with the zoning regulations applicable to
the underlying zone.
Nothing in this article shall require a development to comply with the provisions of the MU
Overlay Zone if the development fully conforms to the requirements of the underlying
zone.

10-3-1879: GROUND FLOOR RESTRICTIONS:
Any building in the MU Overlay Zone shall include commercial uses on the ground floor
of the building, subject to the use limitations noted in this article.

10-3-1880: HEIGHT LIMIT:
A building in the MU Overlay Zone shall not be constructed, altered, or enlarged so that it
is taller than the heights set forth as follows and as displayed in the Mixed Use Overlay
Zone Height District Map maintained by the Department of Community Development:
A. Height District A: A maximum height of 45’ and three stories is permitted for
properties adjacent to any single-family residential zones and/or multi-family
residentially zoned properties located in multi-family height district A, as noted in
section 10-3-2804 of this chapter.
B. Height District B: A maximum height of 45’ and four stories is permitted for
properties adjacent to multi-family residentially zoned properties located in multifamily height district B, as noted in section 10-3-2804 of this chapter.
C. Height District C: A maximum height of 55’ and five stories is permitted for
properties adjacent to multi-family residentially zoned properties located in multifamily height district C, as noted in section 10-3-2804 of this chapter, or other
properties in existing mixed use overlay zones.
When a mixed use development is located adjacent to more than one residential zone, the
residential zone allowing the shortest height shall dictate the maximum height allowed for
the mixed use development.
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For the purposes of applying the provisions of Government Code Section 65915, the height
limitations and story limitations set forth in this article shall be considered separate
requirements.

10-3-1881: RESIDENTIAL DENSITY:
Maximum Density of Residential Units: The number of residential units that may be
included in a mixed use development in the MU Overlay Zone shall not exceed one unit
per 550 square feet of site area.

10-3-1882: MINIMUM AND AVERAGE FLOOR AREA OF DWELLING UNITS:
The following floor area requirements shall apply to multi-family residential dwelling units
within a mixed use development:
A. Efficiency and One Bedroom Units: Efficiency and one bedroom units shall have a
minimum floor area of five hundred (500) square feet each.
B. Two or More Bedroom Units: A dwelling unit with two or more bedrooms shall
have a minimum floor area of eight hundred (800) square feet.
C. The average of the floor areas of all residential units in a mixed use development
shall not exceed 1,750 square feet.
D. Outdoor Living Space: One-half (1/2) of the square footage of outdoor living space
required by section 10-3-1886 of this chapter may be counted as part of the floor
area of a dwelling unit if such outdoor living space does not project into any
required yard, is contiguous to the dwelling unit, and is designated for the exclusive
use of the dwelling unit. However, the outdoor living space shall not be counted as
more than ten percent (10%) of the required minimum floor area of the dwelling
unit.

10-3-1883: PARKING REQUIREMENTS:
A. Except as otherwise provided in this section, parking requirements for the
commercial portion of a building located in the MU Overlay Zone are located in 103-2727 through 10-3-2736 inclusive of this chapter.
B. A mixed use development shall provide parking for the commercial and residential
components that can be physically separated. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the
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planning commission may permit, as part of a development plan review permit,
access between parking facilities for the commercial and residential components,
such as instances in which the site is physically constrained so that separate
facilities are not practical nor feasible.
C. Parking for the residential portion of the building shall be provided as follows:
Unit Size

Parking spaces required per unit

Efficiency

1 space

One Bedroom

1 space

Two bedroom

2 spaces

Three bedroom

2 spaces

Four bedroom

2.5 spaces

D. There shall be no guest parking required for residential units in the MU Overlay
Zone.
E. Tandem parking shall be allowed for residential parking. Tandem space
configurations shall not contain more than two spaces and shall only be permitted
if both tandem spaces will be provided for use by the same dwelling unit.
F. If parking is provided above ground, all parking, except for driveways and access to
loading areas, shall be located behind building space that is dedicated to a permitted
use other than parking, and that building space shall be a minimum of forty feet
(40') deep as measured from the building facades facing public streets, to prevent
direct visibility from adjacent streets unless otherwise approved by the planning
commission through a development plan review permit, such as instances in which
the site is physically constrained by the depth requirements and unable to provide
sufficient parking areas.
G. The parking component of a mixed use development in the MU Overlay Zone shall
be as approved as part of a development plan review.
H. Parking spaces for the residential component of the building shall be assigned to
specific residential units, and shall not be used by patrons of the commercial uses in
the building
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10-3-1884: SETBACKS AND MODULATION:
Mixed use developments in the MU Overlay Zone shall have the same setbacks as
established in the underlying zone, except no setback shall be required at the property line
between two zones if the project is proposed across those property lines.
If a building is constructed across two different zones, and modulation is required for
buildings in one of the zones, the modulation shall be provided on the portion of the
building located in the zone in which the modulation is required. The width of the building
for the purpose of calculating modulation shall be the width that is located within the zone
that requires modulation.

10-3-1885: LOADING FACILITIES:
Except as otherwise provided in this section, loading facilities for mixed use developments
in the MU Overlay Zone shall be provided in accordance with sections 10-3-2740 through
10-3-2744, inclusive, of this chapter, or as otherwise approved by the planning commission
as part of a development plan review permit such as instances in which the site is
physically constrained and unable to provide such loading facilities.

10-3-1886: OUTDOOR LIVING SPACE REQUIRED:
The residential components of all mixed use developments in the MU Overlay Zone shall
provide outdoor living space in accordance with the requirements of section 10-3-2803 of
this chapter.

10-3-1887: APPLICATION OF TRANSITIONAL OPERATIONAL STANDARDS:
Unless otherwise provided in this article, all commercial uses in a mixed use development
shall comply with the general operational requirements set forth in section 10-3-1956 of
this chapter.

10-3-1888: CONVERSION OF EXISTING COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS:
Existing commercial buildings may obtain a development plan review permit to convert to
a mixed use building if located in the MU Overlay Zone. Such a project may request relief
from the following mixed use standards, if it is not physically feasible to comply with these
standards. To determine feasibility, the commission shall evaluate whether the site is
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physically constrained, with regard to depth and width, whether the existing commercial
building does not conform to mixed use standards, and/or whether the existing commercial
building would be rendered structurally defective by providing such features.
A. Parking requirements
B. Loading facilities
C. Outdoor Living space
D. Commercial-residential transitional setbacks, if such buildings have legally
nonconforming setbacks
E. Height limits, if buildings have legally nonconforming heights

Section 6.

The official zoning map of the City is hereby amended to apply the MU

overlay zone to the following:
A. Commercial properties fronting on Robertson Boulevard between the northern and
southern borders of the City; and
B. Commercial properties fronting on the north side of Olympic Boulevard located
between La Peer Drive to the west and the eastern border of the City.

Section 7.

Severability.

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

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

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

least once in a newspaper of general circulation published and circulated in the City within fifteen
(15) days after its passage in accordance with Section 36933 of the Government Code, shall certify
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to the adoption of this Ordinance, and shall cause this Ordinance and his certification, together
with proof of publication, to be entered in the Book of Ordinances of the Council of this City.
Section 9.

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

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

Adopted:
Effective:

LESTER J. FRIEDMAN
Mayor of the City of Beverly Hills

ATTEST:

_______________________________(SEAL)
HUMA AHMED
City Clerk
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

APPROVED AS TO CONTENT:

LAURENCE S. WIENER
City Attorney

GEORGE CHAVEZ
City Manager

SUSAN HEALY KEENE, AICP
Director of Community Development
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Initial Study
1. PROJECT TITLE:
Beverly Hills Mixed Use Overlay Zone Project
2. LEAD AGENCY NAME AND ADDRESS:
City of Beverly Hills
Community Development Department
455 N Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
3. CONTACT PERSON AND PHONE NUMBER:
Timothea Tway, AICP, Senior Planner
Community Development Department, City of Beverly Hills
(310) 285-1122
4. PROJECT LOCATION:
The City of Beverly Hills is bordered by the City of West Hollywood to the east, the City of
Los Angeles neighborhoods of Carthay to the south, Century City to the west, and Holmby
Hills and Brentwood to the northwest and north, respectively. The City is 5.7 square miles
and is home to a resident population of approximately 35,000 people.
The project includes a General Plan Amendment and zone text and map amendments for
the creation of an overlay zone in the Beverly Hills Municipal Code (BHMC) that would be
applied to certain commercial properties in the City. This overlay zone would allow vertical
mixed use development (residential and commercial uses in the same structure) as an
allowed use. The parcels upon which the overlay zone is proposed are located throughout
the City, mostly along major commercial thoroughfares including commercially zoned
parcels:
●

fronting Wilshire Boulevard between San Vicente Boulevard and Rexford Drive

●

fronting Wilshire Boulevard on the southern side of Wilshire Boulevard between
Rexford Drive and South Santa Monica Boulevard

●

fronting La Cienega Boulevard between the northern and southern borders of the City

●

fronting Robertson Boulevard between the northern and southern borders of the City

●

fronting Olympic Boulevard located between the eastern border of the City and
Rexford Drive to the west
3
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●

fronting the 100 block of South Doheny Drive

●

fronting San Vicente Boulevard between Wilshire Boulevard and La Cienega
Boulevard

●

fronting South Santa Monica Boulevard located between Wilshire Boulevard and
Moreno Drive

●

fronting the 100 block of South Beverly Drive

5. PROJECT SPONSOR’S NAME AND ADDRESS:
City of Beverly Hills
455 N. Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
6. GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION:
Commercial
7. ZONING:
Currently: C-3, C-3T-2, C-3-T3, C3-A (Commercial)
Proposed: C-3-MU, C-3T-2-MU, C-3-T3-MU, C3-A-MU (Commercial with mixed use
overlay)
8. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The proposed project involves a general plan amendment to enable mixed use
development in certain commercial areas and the addition of an overlay zone into the
BHMC to allow mixed use development. Mixed use development would make residential
units an allowed use in commercial zones where the overlay zone is applied. The overlay
zone would be applied to certain commercially zoned parcels in certain areas of the City
on commercially zoned properties at the following locations:
●

fronting Wilshire Boulevard between San Vicente Boulevard and Rexford Drive

●

fronting Wilshire Boulevard on the southern side of Wilshire Boulevard between
Rexford Drive and South Santa Monica Boulevard

●

fronting La Cienega Boulevard between the northern and southern borders of the City

●

fronting Robertson Boulevard between the northern and southern borders of the City

●

fronting Olympic Boulevard located between the eastern border of the City and
Rexford Drive to the west

●

fronting the 100 block of South Doheny Drive
4
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●

fronting San Vicente Boulevard between Wilshire Boulevard and La Cienega
Boulevard

●

fronting South Santa Monica Boulevard located between Wilshire Boulevard and
Moreno Drive

●

fronting the 100 block of South Beverly Drive

The overlay zone would regulate the uses allowed on the property as well as establish the
zoning standards that must be followed including density, height and setbacks. The project
does not include any proposal for new construction at this time. In general, the overlay
zone contains the following regulations:
●

Commercial uses that are permitted or conditionally permitted in the BHMC in existing
commercial zones would be allowed in mixed use buildings
■ Medical and entertainment uses would not be allowed
■ Any use that requires a Conditional Use Permit in the BHMC in the commercial
zone would require a Conditional Use Permit in a mixed use project

●

Residential uses would be allowed in mixed use buildings
■ Generally the residential uses would not be allowed in the first 40 feet of street
frontage facing a street on the ground floor, with limited exceptions (such as for
residential lobbies), to preserve this space for commercial uses.
■ One residential unit would be allowed per 550 square feet of site area.

●

Allowed height would vary based on adjacent residential zoning
■ For mixed use buildings adjacent to single-family zoning, the height limit would be
45’.
■ For mixed use buildings adjacent to multi-family zoning, the height limit would
match the adjacent height limit of the multi-family zone as outlined in the Beverly
Hills Multi-family Height District Map (these districts allow buildings with three
stories in 45’, four stories in 45’ or five stories in 55’).

●

Any proposed mixed use development would be subject to the City’s existing
Development Plan Review Process, including review and approval by the Planning
Commission of the City of Beverly Hills. Conditions of approval could be required for
projects as part of the approval process.

●

Mixed use projects would have the same setback requirements and commercialresidential transitional zone operational requirements as currently exist in the
commercial areas of the City, with certain exceptions.

The addition of this overlay zone in the municipal code will not directly result in construction
on any particular property at this time. Any building or project proposed after the creation
of the overlay zone would require discretionary review by the City of Beverly Hills
development plan review process and would be subject to environmental review as
appropriate under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) at that time. Figure 1
illustrates the regional location and Figure 2 illustrates the commercial areas that could be
eligible to request the mixed-use overlay zone.
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Figure 1 Regional Location

Figure 2 Areas Eligible for Overlay Zone
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9. SURROUNDING LAND USES AND SETTING
The mixed use overlay zone would be applied to certain parcels in the City that are
currently zoned for commercial use in specific locations throughout the City as illustrated
in Figure 2. The land uses surrounding these commercial parcels include single-family,
multi-family, institutional, commercial, and park uses. The City of Beverly Hills is a builtout urbanized area and the areas where the mixed use overlay would be established are
within fully urbanized neighborhoods.
10. NECESSARY PUBLIC AGENCY APPROVALS:
The proposed zone text amendment, and General Plan amendment require review and
approval by the City of Beverly Hills Planning Commission and City Council.

7
1-63

Beverly Hills Mixed Use Overlay Zone Project
Draft Initial Study

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS AFFECTED
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving
at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the
following pages.
☐ Aesthetics

☐

Agriculture Resources

☐

Air Quality

☐ Biological Resources

☐

Cultural Resources

☐

Geology/Soils

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

☐

Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

☐

Hydrology/Water Quality

☐ Land Use/Planning

☐

Mineral Resources

☐

Noise

☐ Population/Housing

☐

Public Services

☐

Recreation

☐ Transportation/Traffic

☐

Tribal Cultural
Resources

☐

Utilities/Services Systems

☐

☐

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 potentially 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
revision or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further
is required.

JUNE 9, 2020
Signature

Date

Timothea Tway, Senior Planner
Printed Name

City of Beverly Hills
For
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
1. AESTHETICS
Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation

Environmental Issues

No
Impact

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 building 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. Generally, scenic vistas are limited in commercial areas of the City
due to the fact that these areas are built-out and urbanized. The Project, which is the creation
of an overlay zone, would not result in development at this time. There are views of the hills
north of the City from several commercial corridors as well as views of some prominent
landmark buildings, such as the Saban Theater on Wilshire Boulevard, however height limits
set forth in the mixed use overlay zone for projects proposed in the future would not allow
buildings that are substantially taller than other existing buildings in the vicinity, and would be
limited to five stories and 55’ in areas where the tallest buildings would be permitted. Buildings
of this scale would fit into the existing commercial development patterns of the City, which
range from one-story to ten-story buildings, and are unlikely to block any scenic vistas that
may exist. Further, any buildings proposed as a result of this overlay zone will be considered
Projects under CEQA and will require review prior to approval. Therefore, there is a less than
significant potential for the establishment of the mixed use overlay zone to have a substantial
adverse effect on a scenic vista.
b) No Impact. There are no state scenic highways in the City of Beverly Hills. (California Scenic
Highway Mapping System, 2016). Therefore, no scenic resources would be damaged by the
implementation of the proposed project, no significant impacts would occur, and no mitigation
measures would be required.
c) Less than Significant. Areas where the mixed use overlay zone would be established are
urbanized, built-out commercial corridors in the City. The project analyzed in this document
is the establishment of an overlay zone in some commercial areas of the City. There is no
development contemplated as part of the project at this time and any analysis of a hypothetical
project would be speculative in nature. Any future temporary construction activities could
result in changes to the visual quality of a property. These activities could include excavation
10
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of soil to build subterranean parking and storage of construction materials and equipment.
These activities would be temporary in nature and would not permanently impact the visual
character of the neighborhood in which it would be located. In addition, any future proposal
for mixed use development would be required to comply with the regulations of CEQA
because a discretionary approval would be required.
The Beverly Hills Municipal Code (BHMC) regulates the height of buildings constructed in
each zone and height limits are established in the mixed use overlay zone. Any future building
proposed on a property would be required to meet the height limit as established in the overlay
zone (either three stories and 45’, four stories and 45’, or five stories and 55’). Any future
development project at the site would be subject to development plan review and approval by
the City’s Planning Commission for the scale and size of the development proposal and by
the City’s Architectural Commission to ensure the quality of the design and construction
material. Such a project would be required to comply with CEQA. Therefore, the current
project will not impact overall visual character and quality.
d) Less than Significant. The creation of an overlay zone would not introduce a new source of
light and/or glare. If, in the future, new structures are proposed in commercial areas due to
the overlay zone, they may introduce new sources of light and glare. Any new building
proposed would be subject to review by the City and would be required to comply with CEQA.
Potential new sources of light and glare from a future project could include windows, lighting
of entrances, exterior illumination of the building, and lights from vehicles entering and exiting
the building. The overlay zone would be applied to commercial corridors in the City, which
are urban and generally have high levels of existing light. Any new source of light would
require compliance with the Beverly Hill Municipal Code Section 5-6-1101 (Excessive Lighting
Prohibited), which prohibits the installation, use, and maintenance of lighting that creates an
intensity of light on residential property greater than one foot-candle above ambient light level.
Additionally, pursuant to BHMC Section 10-3-3012.G, the Architectural Commission will
review any lighting proposed for a new project. Because of this, the proposed project is not
expected to substantially change the lighting in the area or create a new source of substantial
light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.
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2. AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an option model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are
significant environment effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the
Forest and Range Assessment Project; and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon
measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board
Would the project:
Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation

Environmental Issues

No
Impact

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
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
or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

☐

☐

☐

☒

a-e) No Impact. The project area is located in an urban setting and does not contain any
agricultural resources as defined by the state farmland mapping and monitoring program
(State of California Department of Conservation, 2012). The project is not located on or
adjacent to any agricultural resources or forest land. Further, the proposed project would not
require any changes to the existing environment that would result in the conversion of
farmland to non-agricultural uses. The project site is not enrolled under a Williamson Act
contract and it is not located on or near a site with timberland or other forestry resources, nor
does the property have any zoning or General Plan designations for forest land, farmland,
timberland or timberland production. Therefore, no significant impacts to existing agricultural
resources, forest land, farmland, Prime Farmland, or Unique Farmland would occur from
implementation of the project and no mitigation measures are necessary.
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3. AIR QUALITY
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.
Would the project:
Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation

Environmental Issues

No
Impact

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,b,c) Less than Significant Impact. The City of Beverly Hills is within the South Coast Air Basin
(SCAB), south of the Santa Monica Mountains, and east of the Pacific Ocean. Air quality in
the South Coast Air Basin is managed by the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD). The SCAQMD has an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) to outline a strategy
to meet state and federal air quality standards. A project is considered to have a significant
adverse impact to air quality if it individually or cumulatively interferes with progress toward
the attainment of ozone standards or results in the exceedance of state or federal ambient air
quality standards for criteria pollutants. The air quality analysis included in this report
conforms to the methodologies recommended in the SCAQMD’s California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook (1993).
SCAQMD has established the following thresholds for project operations within the SCAB:
55 pounds per day of Volatile Organic Compound (VOC)
55 pounds per day of Nitrogen Oxides (NOX);
550 pounds per day of Carbon Monoxide (CO);
150 pounds per day of Particulate Matter (PM)10; and
55 pounds per day of PM2.5.
SCAQMD has established the following thresholds for temporary construction emissions for
projects within the SCAB:
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75 pounds per day of VOC;
100 pounds per day of NOX;
550 pounds per day of CO;
150 pounds per day of PM10; and
55 pounds per day of PM2.5.
Because the project is the creation of an overlay zone that will be applied to certain
commercial properties in the City, it would be speculative to analyze potential air quality
impacts of any one hypothetical mixed use development project at this time. Any air quality
impacts of any proposed project will be considered if a project application is submitted to the
City in the future.
Further, the creation of the overlay zone would result in a less than significant impact because
it does not involve a physical project or development on any project site. The AQMP also
discusses the impacts of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) on air quality in the SCAB. Allowing
residential uses within existing commercial corridors through the mixed use overlay zone
could reduce regional air quality impacts due to the fact that it would be lessening the jobshousing imbalance that exists within the City and could provide housing for workers in the
City, thus reducing the need to commute and VMT.
Appendix IV of the 2016 AQMP discusses the South California Association of Government’s
(SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), which
projects 46 percent of housing to be located in areas served by high quality transit, such as
the corridors proposed for mixed use development as part of the Project. As a result of this
high percentage of infill development near transit, SCAG is projecting that daily per capita
VMT will decrease in 2040 by 7.4 percent (AQMP Appendix IV, 2016). Further, the document
recognizes that new development projects will be constructed in compliance with Title 24
regulations that “greatly reduce construction and operational emissions compared with
existing air emissions standards” (Pg. IV-A-121). Appendix IV part C further outlines land use
strategies that were developed as part of the RTP/SCS to integrate the transportation network
with land uses to achieve a sustainable region. One of these strategies is focusing new growth
around high quality transit areas and transit, which is one of the anticipated outcomes of the
Project.
d) Less than Significant Impact. In general, projects are considered to have significant impacts
to sensitive receptors if they expose sensitive receptors to substantial levels of toxic air
contaminants. Nearby sensitive receptors include places where children, the elderly and
people with health problems would congregate or frequent. This includes parks, hospitals,
community centers, schools, and residential areas. The project is the creation of an overlay
zone to be included in the City’s municipal code, and no physical development is contemplated
at this time. The creation of the overlay zone could result in redevelopment of sites in the City,
and all demolition of buildings would need to comply with regulations related to asbestos and
lead paint, which are considered to be toxic air contaminants. Rule 2403 of the SCAQMD
requires that the applicant obtain an asbestos abatement permit from the City if toxic air
contaminants are found prior to demolition. Any proposed project would also have to comply
with California Code of Regulations Section 1532.1, which requires that lead-based materials
are handled such that exposure levels do not exceed standards set forth by the California
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (CalOSHA). Because any project constructed
under the mixed use overlay zone regulations would be subject to the above regulations and
would be required to undergo further CEQA review at the time of a specific project proposal,
it would not emit substantial levels of toxic air contaminants.
14
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e) Less than Significant Impact. If, in the future, the creation of the overlay zone were to result
in future development activity, some objectionable odors may be temporarily created, as they
are during most construction activities, such as diesel exhaust. These odors would not impact
a substantial number of people and would occur in localized areas during construction.
Further, diesel emissions are highly diffusive. Any projects proposed in the future as a result
of the creation of this overlay zone are not expected to increase localized air pollutant
emissions during operations as they would be commercial and residential in nature and
industrial uses would not be allowed. Any proposed project would be required to undergo
further CEQA review at the time of a specific project proposal. Therefore, the implementation
of the current project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations.
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation

Environmental Issues

No
Impact

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, and
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 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?

a) No Impact. The City of Beverly Hills is an urban, developed area, and the commercial areas
where the new overlay zone would be applied are all currently developed. The Migratory Bird
Treaty Act states that it is unlawful to “pursue, hunt, take, capture, or kill” a migratory bird
except as permitted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The commercial areas of the City
currently contain minimal landscaping. The creation of the overlay zone does not include
physical development and would not include removal of any existing street trees.
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b,c,d) No Impact. The project area is a fully developed urban area. The project involves the
addition of an overlay zone to the BHMC and the application of the overlay zone to certain
commercial properties in the City. All commercial land that is part of this Project is either
improved with structures and/or located within an entirely urbanized area. No significant
habitats or migratory wildlife corridors would be directly affected by the project, and the project
does not propose any policy changes that present significant impacts to endangered,
threatened, or rare species or their habitats. The project area site is not within the vicinity of
identified natural water courses. Wetlands are defined under the federal Clean Water Act as
land that is flooded or saturated by surface water or groundwater at a frequency and duration
sufficient to support, and that normally does support, a prevalence of vegetation adapted to
life in saturated soils. Wetlands include areas such as swamps, marshes, streams, lakes, and
bogs. According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Wetlands Mapper, the project is not
located within a wetlands or riparian habitat. The proposed project is located in an urban area
developed with a mixture of residential and commercial developments that do not contain any
wildlife or wetlands. No wildlife species would be impacted by approval of the proposed
project. The project site is not considered a migratory wildlife corridor due to the existing
surrounding urban development. Therefore, there is no potential impact to any protected
habitat or wetlands.
e) No Impact. The potential overlay zone would only apply to certain commercial properties in
the City. The City does not have any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources in commercial areas. Therefore, the project will not conflict with any local policies
or ordinances protecting biological resources and no impacts would result from the project
implementation.
f)

No Impact. The potential overlay zone would only apply to certain commercial properties in
the City. There are no natural habitats or natural biological communities in the vicinity of
commercial areas in the city. As the project is not of such a scope as to have a significant,
wide-ranging effect on the natural environment, it appears to be consistent with all habitat
conservation plans and natural community conservation plans that may be applicable to the
area.
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5. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation

Environmental Issues

No
Impact

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 pursuant
to §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) Less than Significant Impact. CEQA requires an evaluation of project impacts on historic
resources, including properties “listed in, or determined eligible for listing in, the California
Register of Historical Resources [or] included in a local register of historical resources.” In
analyzing the historic significance of properties located within the study area, various criteria
for designation under federal, state, and local landmark programs were considered and
applied. However, pursuant to CEQA Section 15064.5(a)(4), “[t]he fact that a resource is not
listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, not included in a local register of historical resources…or identified in an historical
resources survey…does not preclude a lead agency from determining that the resource may
be a historical resource as defined in Public Resources Code sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1.”
The City adopted Ordinance 12-O-2617 in 2012 to establish a Historic Preservation Program.
As part of this program, local landmarks can be designated in the City. The following
properties are located in the Project area and are designated local landmarks:
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

325-333 S. La Cienega Boulevard, Beverly Hills Water Treatment No. 1 (Local
Landmark No. 21)
8440 Wilshire Boulevard, Saban Theater (Local Landmark No. 13)
8423 Wilshire Boulevard, Clock Drive-in Market (Local Landmark No. 31)
8554 Wilshire Boulevard, Fine Arts Ahrya Theater (Local Landmark No. 35)
9101-9111 Wilshire Boulevard, Gibraltar Square - Kate Mantilini Building (Local
Landmark No. 30)
9145 Wilshire Boulevard, Ahmanson Bank and Trust Building, Millard Sheets
(Local Landmark No. 26)
9300 Wilshire Boulevard, Wilshire-Rexford Office Building (Local Landmark No.
41)
9528 Wilshire Boulevard, Beverly Wilshire Hotel (Local Landmark No. 18)
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A search of the California Register of Historic Resources “California Historical Landmarks”
lists the following site that is located in the Project area as a landmark:
●

No. 665 Portola Trail Campsite, 2, 325 S. La Cienega Boulevard between Olympic
and Gregory

Historic districts are unified geographic entities which contain a concentration of historic
buildings, structures, objects, or sites united historically, culturally, or architecturally. Historic
districts are defined by precise geographic boundaries. Therefore, districts with unusual
boundaries require a description of what lies immediately outside the area, in order to define
the edge of the district and to explain the exclusion of adjoining areas. The potential district
must meet at least one of the criteria for significance required for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources. Those individual resources contributing to the significance
of the historic district will also be listed in the California Register. For this reason, all individual
resources located within the boundaries of an historic district must be designated as either
contributing or as noncontributing to the significance of the historic district.
None of the areas that would be subject to the mixed use overlay zone are currently within a
historic district at this time. Additionally, the proposed project does not include any physical
changes at this time, and it would be speculative to attempt to analyze the potential cultural
resource impact of a hypothetical future mixed use project. Any future proposal that may
contain physical changes on any property would be subject to review under CEQA to
determine if there is a potential cultural resource impact. Therefore, the project as proposed
would not cause a substantial adverse change in significance of a historical resource as
defined in CEQA Section 15064.5 and the impact would be less than significant.
b-d) Less than Significant Impact. California Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) and California Senate
Bill 18 (SB 18) outline formal consultation processes for California tribes during the CEQA
process. The City of Beverly Hills commenced tribal outreach pursuant to the regulations set
forth by the state and, as of the printing of this draft, no requests for consultation have been
submitted to the City. The window currently remains open for comment and the City will
consult with tribes if requested. Please see Section 17: Tribal Cultural Resources of this report
for additional information.
The commercial properties in the Project area are developed and have been previously
disturbed by the construction of the buildings existing on the sites. The project area is not
located within a cultural/agricultural sensitive area as identified in the Beverly Hills General
Plan and there is no evidence to suggest that the site has ever been used as a cemetery. The
project area is located in a developed setting containing no unique geologic features or any
identified paleontological resources. Therefore, the project as proposed would not have a
significant impact on an archaeological resource and would not destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geological feature as defined in CEQA Section
15064.5.
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6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Would the project:
Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation

Environmental Issues

No
Impact

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? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

☐

☐

☒

☐

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, or that would become 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 Table
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
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?

☐

☐

☐

☒

ii)

The City of Beverly Hills is located in a region that is subject to high seismic activity. There are
several active faults in or near the city.
a) Seismic hazards.
i.

Less than Significant Impact. The project site is located in an area that is known to
have Alquist-Priolo fault zones, however, no known active faults cross the project area
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(State of California Department of Conservation, 2018). According to the most recently
released map from the State of California, an “earthquake fault zone” runs through the
City, crossing portions of Wilshire Boulevard, which are part of the proposed Project area.
The nearest known “potentially active” fault is the Hollywood Fault, located approximately
1.7 mile to the north. The California Building Code (CBC) regulates the design of buildings
to resist forces generated by strong earthquake. It is not possible to conclude that the
building and its inhabitants would never be at risk of significant adverse impacts due to
the rupture of a known or unknown earthquake fault, but compliance with the CBC can
reduce the potential for the exposure of people or structure to substantial risk of seismic
hazards to a less than significant level. The project will not expose people or structures
to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death involving
the rupture of a known earthquake fault.
ii. Less than Significant Impact. Southern California is a seismically active region and
prone to earthquakes, which may result in hazardous conditions to people within the
region. Earthquakes and ground motion can affect a widespread area. The potential
severity of ground shaking depends on many factors, including the distance from the
originating fault, the earthquake magnitude, and the nature of the earth materials beneath
the site. The most serious impacts associated with ground shaking would occur if the
structures were not properly constructed according to seismic engineering standards. If in
the future a project is proposed, all buildings will meet the CBC and be designed to
withstand strong earthquakes. All future development in the Project area will adhere to the
applicable building codes and undergo engineering checks in compliance with State and
City standards. These necessary compliance strategies will reduce potentially significant
impacts to less than significant levels.
iii. Less than Significant Impact. Portions of the project area are located in a mapped
liquefaction area (State of California Department of Conservation, 2018). If in the future,
a project is proposed, all buildings in the project area will be required to produce a
liquefaction study and full geological report that will meet the CBC and be designed to
withstand strong earthquakes. All future development in the Project area will adhere to the
applicable building codes and undergo engineering checks in compliance with State and
City standards and therefore the impacts are expected to be less than significant.
iv. No Impact. The commercial areas that are located in the Project area are all mostly level
and there is no evidence of potential landslides in any commercial areas of the City. The
Beverly Hills GIS system shows that there is minimum grade change within the project
area as a whole. The Beverly Hills General Plan indicates that the project site is located
several miles from the nearest area subject to landslide (City of Beverly Hills General Plan
Safety Element, 2010). Therefore, the project is not expected to have any potentially
significant, adverse impact from landslides.

b. Less than Significant Impact. The project area consists of commercial streets in the City of
Beverly Hills that are improved with existing structures. The highest risk of erosion would
occur during grading and excavation of a site in the project area, if a project were constructed.
If, in the future, a construction project is proposed in the project area, it would be subject to
the California Stormwater Quality Association Best Management Handbook, which requires
that erosion control measures be implemented through the use of effective Best Management
Practices (BMPs) per BHMC Section 9-4-507. With implementation of the Best Management
Handbook and compliance with South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403, which
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regulates fugitive dust control, future project implementation would result in a less than
significant impact regarding soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.

c. No Impact. The project area is generally flat and not located in an area that is prone to
landslides. Landslides are a type of erosion in which masses of earth and rock move
downslope as a single unit. Susceptibility of slopes to landslides and other forms of slope
failure depend on several factors. These are usually present in combination and include, but
are not limited to, steep slopes, condition of rock and soil materials, presence of water,
formational contracts, geologic shear zones, and seismic activity. The parcels that are the
subject of the proposed project are flat lots that would not be susceptible to landslides.
Additionally, there are no hills or slopes near the subject properties that could pose a landslide
danger to the project area.
While Beverly Hills has experienced limited subsidence (Beverly Hills Technical Background
Report, 2005), any development in the City and on the project site would be required to meet
the CBC and Uniform Building Code (UBC) requirements. These requirements would govern
the design and construction of excavation and building elements to mitigate any effects related
to hazardous soil conditions.
The proposed project area includes properties that are within a liquefaction zone that is
located on the eastern side of the City (Map 11 of the City of Beverly Hills Hazard Mitigation
Action Plan, 2017-2022). These properties have a high water table and therefore it is possible
for the buildings to settle or tilt in an earthquake. These properties are on portions of San
Vicente Boulevard, La Cienega Boulevard, Robertson Boulevard, Olympic Boulevard, and
Wilshire Boulevard. The potential for liquefaction is considered for all new construction in the
City and all new construction must comply with the City’s building codes and groundwater and
dewatering requirements per the BHMC, which addresses any potential liquifaction issues.
Therefore, implementation of the proposed project or future construction would not have an
impact regarding unstable soil and no mitigation measures would be required.
d. No Impact. The proposed project is not anticipated to result in impacts involving expansive
soils. If in the future a project is proposed in the project area, all buildings will meet the CBC
and a soils report would be required by the City. All future development in the project area will
adhere to the applicable building codes and undergo engineering checks in compliance with
State and City standards. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.
e. No Impact. The use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems are not
proposed since the entirety of the project area is fully served by the City’s wastewater disposal
system. Therefore no potential exists for soil incompatibility with septic systems and no impact
is expected to occur.
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7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Would the project:
Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation

Environmental Issues

No
Impact

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

In 2006, the State passed the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32), which
requires the California Air Resources Board to design and implement emission limits,
regulations, and other measures, such that feasible and cost-effective statewide greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions are reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. In 2008, the State passed SB 375,
which creates regional planning processes designed to reduce GHG emissions in accordance
with AB 32. These processes tie GHG reduction targets to the region’s land use and
transportation strategic plans. Senate Bill 97, passed in 2007, requires analysis of climate
change in CEQA documents and the California Resources Agency adopted amendments to
the CEQA Guidelines for mitigation of GHG emissions. These guidelines give lead agencies
the ability to set thresholds for the assessment and mitigation of Greenhouse Gases and
climate change impacts.
a,b)
Less Than Significant: The SCAQMD has not adopted GHG emissions thresholds that
apply to land use projects where the SCAQMD is not the lead agency. In addition, the City of
Beverly Hills has not adopted local GHG emissions thresholds or a qualifying local GHG
reduction plan. Therefore, the GHG emissions associated with the proposed project are
evaluated based on the SCAQMD’s “recommended/preferred option threshold” for all land
use types, including residential projects, of 3,000 metric tons CO2e per year (SCAQMD, 2010).
This threshold identifies that a project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to GHG
emissions and climate change would be cumulatively considerable if a project produces in
excess of 3,000 metric tons CO2e/year. Due to the fact that no physical improvements or
development are contemplated as part of the project at this time, and that a number of uses
could be allowed in the project area pursuant to the regulations governing commercial
properties and potential mixed use projects in the City, it would be speculative to attempt to
calculate the expected GHG emissions from a development project in the project area at this
time. Any proposed development project would require review by the City’s development plan
review process to obtain a discretionary permit and therefore, would be subject to additional
CEQA review. Any such project would be analyzed by the City to determine construction and
operational emissions upon project submittal. The creation and application of an overlay zone
would not result in any change to the physical environment at this time and therefore, would
not result in significant impacts related to GHG emissions.
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As discussed above in the Air Quality section, the SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plan
and SCAG’s RTP/SCS contemplates development near transit and in high quality transit
areas as a desirable patterns of development in the region in order to address GHG emissions
and air quality issues. One of the goals of the project is to facilitate infill growth and housing
near transit in the City, which is in line with the RTP/SCS and AQMP. Thus, it is expected
that adoption of the ordinance and general plan amendment would not result in any significant
indirect impacts because future development would be infill in nature, in keeping with local
and regional goals of reducing vehicle miles traveled, and consistent with the RTP/SCS and
AQMP.
Existing Plans and Policies
The City of Beverly Hills has an adopted Sustainable City Plan (2009) for the purpose of
reducing greenhouse gas emissions. SCAG has an adopted Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) that is a long-range plan that addresses
mobility, housing, economic, environmental, and public health goals for the region.
The project is consistent with the City’s Sustainable City Plan, including Goal 5 “Land-Use,
Transportation and Open Space,” which calls for the City to foster an energy efficient, walkable
community. The proposed project would allow for the provision of more housing units near
mass transit and commercial areas, which could reduce the need for commuting via private
automobile. It would also encourage residential development in a job-rich subregion.
The proposed project is also consistent with the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan /
Sustainable Community Strategy (RTP/SCS). This plan calls for the identification of areas
that are suitable for infill development and also contemplates the development of jobs and
housing near transit and along high quality transit corridors as a desirable pattern of growth
in the region. The project analyzed in this document is the creation of an overlay zone that
would allow mixed use development in existing commercial areas of the City, and does not
include any physical development at the site. If, in the future, a site in the project area is
developed with additional housing units or other uses allowed in the commercial and mixed
use overlay zone, this would represent infill that would provide more housing units along a
transportation corridor in an urban core that would be consistent with the RTP/SCS.
Conclusion:
The proposed overlay zone would not produce GHG emissions because it does not involve
any physical changes on the project site. Any project proposed in the future will be assessed
for potential impacts under CEQA at the time of project. Therefore, the GHG impacts of the
ordinance and general plan amendment are less than significant.
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8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:
Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation

Environmental Issues

No
Impact

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 likely release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

☐

☐

☒

☐

c)

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

d)

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

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?

☐

☐

☐

☒

e)

a) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not involve the routine transport,
use, or disposal of any significant quantities of hazardous materials. No hazardous emissions
will be associated with the proposed project. Three properties located in the project area are
included in the list of hazardous waste facilities as established by Government Code section
65962.5. These properties include: 243 North Robertson Boulevard, which is listed as a “tiered
permit” program type, 8955 West Olympic Boulevard, which is a “voluntary cleanup” site with
no further action needed, and 8816-8818 West Olympic Boulevard, which is an “evaluation”
with no further action needed. Any buildings proposed to be demolished in the project area
in the future would be required by the City to be tested for asbestos and / or lead paint. As
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outlined in BHMC 9-1-104 Section 102.9, the City would not issue demolition permits until the
applicant has submitted an asbestos abatement completion certificate by qualified
contractors. CalOSHA regulates any lead-based materials exposure. The applicant would
be required to comply with California Code of Regulations, §1532.1 to test, monitor and
dispose of any lead-based materials to ensure they do not exceed CalOSHA standards for
exposure. These regulations would reduce any risk of exposure to hazardous materials to
less than significant.
b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project neither proposes nor facilitates any activity
involving significant use, transport, or disposal of hazardous substances. A proposed project
allowed in a commercially zoned property with a mixed use overlay could involve the use and
storage of landscape maintenance supplies such as herbicides and/or pesticides. The use of
such materials is regulated by a number of agencies including the Los Angeles Department
of Environmental Health, The City of Beverly Hills Fire Department (BHFD) and CalOSHA.
The rezoning of the project site would allow multi-family residential units and commercial uses
and would not allow industrial uses of the site. Therefore, the impacts would be less than
significant.
c) Less Than Significant Impact. Portions of the project area are located immediately adjacent
to Horace Mann Elementary School and within one-quarter mile of Beverly Hills High School,
Beverly Vista Middle School, and Hawthorne Elementary School. The proposed project would
create and apply a mixed use overlay zone to certain existing commercially zoned properties.
There is a small potential for the use of hazardous materials during any potential construction
that may happen in the project area in the future, but as described in subsection a) of this
section, the handling of hazardous materials would be controlled by State and local
regulations. The uses and operation of a multi-family project do not normally include
hazardous materials. Any hazardous materials used on the site would be regulated by State
and local agencies and standards. Therefore, a less than significant impact would occur.
d) No Impact. A review of the California Department of Toxic Substances Control EnviroStor
website indicates that several properties that are located in the project area are or were
cleanup sites, as established by Government Code section 65962.5. These sites include:

Address

Site/Facility Name

Program Type

Status

8955 West
Olympic Blvd.

Beverly Hills Lincoln
Mercury

Voluntary
Cleanup

No Further Action

243 N.
Robertson Blvd.

Beverly Hills Plating
Works

Tiered Permit

Referred to LA County. LA
County entered into a
correction action
agreement with the facility

8816-8818 West
Olympic Blvd.

Former Beverly Hills
Dry Cleaners

Evaluation

No Action Required
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No properties in the project area are hazardous waste facilities and no properties in the project
area are subject to inspection, compliance, and enforcement. The proposed project does not
include demolition or construction and any project proposed in the project area in the future
will be subject to all rules and regulations that apply to cleanup sites and will be subject to
further CEQA review at the time of project proposal.
e) No Impact. The project is not located within an airport land use plan and is not located within
two miles of any airport. There would be no impacts to any airport land use plan or airport.
f)

No Impact. The project is not located within the vicinity of an airstrip. Therefore, there would
be no impacts associated with any private airstrip.

g) No Impact. Allowable uses in the mixed use overlay zone would not involve any uses that
would interfere with the City's emergency operations plan or with any major emergency
evacuation routes out of the area. If projects are proposed in the future, prior to construction,
any development access would be required to obtain plan approval by the BHFD. In addition,
per existing BHFD regulations, evacuation plans and procedures would be required to be
incorporated into building and site design. Upon implementation of the BHFD regulation, no
impact would occur.
h) No Impact. The project is located within a highly urbanized area with limited flammable brush,
grass, or dense trees in the vicinity. Any construction proposed in the site area would be
subject to review and approval by the City to ensure compliance with all applicable codes and
regulations for fire protection. Approval of the proposed project would not 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.
No impacts to the public or the environment would result from the proposed project and no
mitigation measures are required.
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9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Would the project:
Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation

Environmental Issues

No
Impact

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 of
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)?

☐

☐

☒

☐

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 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?

☐

☐

☒

☐

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the course
of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner, which would result
in flooding on- or off-site?

☐

☐

☒

☐

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?

☐

☐

☐

☒

c)

d)

e)

a, e, f) Less Than Significant Impact. The properties in the project area are currently improved
with commercial structures. The project involves the creation and application of a mixed use
overlay zone, which would allow residential uses as an allowable use in certain commercial
areas in the City. No development project is proposed at this time. Future development in the
project area has the potential to degrade water quality by exposing surface runoff to exposed
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soils, dust, and other debris and construction equipment. The City would require any new
development to implement best-management practices (BMPs) that meet or exceed local,
State and Federal mandated guidelines for storm water treatment to control erosion and to
protect the quality of surface water runoff during the construction period. In addition, any
project would be required to comply with the regulations established under the National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program to control storm water discharges.
Implementation of BMPs would ensure that project-related water quality impacts during
construction would be less than significant. Additionally, any proposed development would be
required to meet the BHMC 9-4-508 (Planning and Land Development Program) requirements
for new development and redevelopment. These requirements apply to construction activities
and facility operations and are meant to lessen the water quality impacts of development by
using smart growth practices, and integrating Low Impact Development (LID) standards for
stormwater pollution mitigation into projects. Therefore, the proposed overlay zone and any
future development will not substantially degrade water quality and have less than significant
impact that would result from approval of this project and no mitigation measures would be
required.
b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project involves the creation of an overlay zone to allow
mixed use development in certain commercial areas of the city. Since the project does not
include development, it would be speculative to attempt to determine the impact of a
hypothetical project on groundwater supplies. Should an applicant propose a development
project in the project area in the future, the City would confirm that adequate water supply
exists. The overlay zone and associated general plan amendment would not deplete
groundwater supplies.
Any proposed dewatering of the area requires a dewatering permit and requires any project
to use all extracted groundwater rather than causing the dewatering of the water table. The
proposed project does not include any construction at this time. Any future projects in the
proposed project area would be required to meet the regulations in BHMC § 9-4-610 which
requires a dewatering permit.
The City of Beverly Hills 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) provides a framework
for long term water planning for the City’s water service area, which is approximately 6.35
square miles. This plan states that due to water conservation measures, water use has
decreased in the service area by 21.5% since 2005. Further, per capita water supply in the
service area has also decreased. This UWMP contemplates an 8.7% growth in population by
2040 in the water service area, or increase of nearly 4,000 residents in that time. Further, the
UWMP illustrates the actual demands for potable water of various uses, and shows that multifamily dwellings require less than half the water that single-family dwellings use on an annual
basis and that multi-family development uses approximately the same amount of water per
year as commercial development (Table 4-1, 2015 UWMP). Given these parameters, it is
expected that allowing multi-family residential as an allowed use in the overlay zone areas
would have a less than significant impact.
c, d) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project will not result in changes in absorption
rates, drainage patterns or the rate and amount of surface runoff. Properties in the project
area are already currently developed with commercial structures with minimal landscaped
areas that have proper drainage to enter the storm drain systems. If, in the future any
development is proposed in the project area, it would be required to meet the regulations in
BHMC § 9-4-508: “Planning and Land Development Program Requirements for New
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Development and Redevelopment; Low Impact Development.” This would require the project
to comply with the current municipal NPDES permit to lessen the water quality impacts of
development by using smart growth practices, and integrating low impact development
practices and standards for stormwater pollution mitigation. Therefore impacts would be less
than significant.
g,h,i) No Impact. The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has classified the City
under Flood Zone C, which does not require flood mitigation enforcement. Some portions of
the project area are located in a portion of the City that has historically experienced flooding
(City of Beverly Hills Hazard Mitigation Action Plan, 2017-2022), however no recent flooding
has taken place in this area and the flood risk has been minimized through the completion of
the Los Angeles County Flood Control District’s Holly Hills Unit 7 Storm Drain Project.
Portions of the City north of Carmelita Drive (north of the project site) would be in the
inundation path should there be a breach of the Lower Franklin Canyon Reservoir (City of
Beverly Hills General Plan Update Negative Declaration and Environmental Initial Study,
2010), however as stated, the project is not located in this area. Therefore, no impact would
occur.
j)

No Impact. The project site is located approximately 5 miles east of the Pacific Ocean, and
is not located near any lake, river or large body of water, making the risk of damage or
endangerment from seiche and mudflow minimal. The City’s Safety Element does not identify
mudflows and seiches as dangers in the City. Any future development in the project area
would be required to comply with City permit requirements to ensure soil stability and flooding.
Therefore, no impacts would occur as a result of the project and no mitigation measures would
be required.
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10. LAND USE AND PLANNING
Would the project:
Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation

Environmental Issues

No
Impact

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?

☐

☐

☒

☐

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or
natural communities’ conservation plan?

☐

☐

☐

☒

c)

a) No Impact. The project is the creation and application of an overlay zone to certain
commercial parcels in the City and does not include physical construction. It will not physically
divide an established community. Any development project proposed in the future would be
required to adhere to the development standards for projects located in the mixed use
commercial overlay zone, which establishes maximum heights and densities for various uses
and requires review by the Planning Commission to ensure that it is compatible with
surrounding development and neighborhoods. Further, the creation of the mixed use overlay
zone, which can provide more opportunity for housing and address the demand for housing,
is being pursued, in part, because it would not significantly change, or divide, existing
residential neighborhoods. Due to the built-out nature of the property and the surrounding
area, implementation of the project would not physically divide an established community.
b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project involves the creation and application of a mixed
use overlay zone, which also requires an amendment of the City’s General Plan. The change
of allowing multi-family residential development as an allowed use in commercial areas would
not introduce incompatible land uses to the neighborhood. All future development at the
project site would be in compliance with the General Plan if this regulatory change is
approved. The project is consistent with goals and objectives in the General Plan including
“Land Use 3.2 Fair Share of Regional Housing Needs,” which calls for the accommodation of
the State requirements of the City’s fair share of regional housing needs. Allowing multi-family
units in commercial areas could provide additional housing units in the City. Additionally,
Housing 2.8 “Transit Oriented Housing” calls for new residential developments near existing
transit stops and near anticipated subway stations. A number of bus lines and rapid bus lines
provide service along Wilshire Boulevard, within the project area and two Purple Line subway
stations will be located within the project area. Allowing mixed use development would
encourage new housing near transit stops. The proposed project does not conflict with any
adopted plan, policy, or regulation, and thus would not have a significant impact in this regard.
The proposed project will not 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
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avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Therefore, any impact would be less than
significant.
c) No Impact.
The project area is located in a highly urbanized setting with no local habitat conservation or
natural community conservation plans. The proposed project would not conflict with any
applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan area. Therefore,
no impact would result from implementation of the project and no mitigation measures would
be required.
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11. MINERAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation

Environmental Issues

No
Impact

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) No Impact. There is no mining activity in the project area. In addition, no known mineral
resource appears to be present that would be valuable to the region or State residents and
that would be lost due to the project. The majority of the project area is located in Mineral
Resource Zone MRZ-1 and a portion of the project area is located in MRZ-3 as defined by the
Division of Mines and Geology Mineral Classification System (City of Beverly Hills General
Plan Conservation Element, 2010). MRZ-1 areas are areas of no mineral resource
significance. MRZ-3 areas are areas that have undetermined mineral resource significance
(California Department of Conservation). Further, no mineral resource of value to the region
and the residents of the State are known to be within the project area (other than petroleum),
and the project proposes no policies that would have any effect on the petroleum resources
located in the vicinity. Therefore, there will be no impact or loss of availability of a known
mineral resource.
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12. NOISE
Would the project result in:
Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation

Environmental Issues

a)

No
Impact

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
in the project vicinity 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?

☐

☐

☐

☒

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 levels?

☐

☐

☐

☒

f)

a,b,c,d) Less than Significant Impact. The City of Beverly Hills General Plan contains noise
policies that address unnecessary, excessive, and annoying noise levels and sources, such
as vehicles, construction, special sources (e.g., radios, musical instrument, animals, etc.) and
stationary sources (e.g., heating and cooling systems, mechanical rooms, etc.).
The following table shows City noise compatibility guidelines for various land uses.
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Table 1 City Noise Compatibility Guidelines

Source: appendix 2 (based on the office of Noise Control California Department of Health, Land Use Noise
Compatibility Matrix) of the City of Beverly Hills General Plan (2010)

As illustrated in the table, the normally and conditionally acceptable levels for multi-family and
commercial land uses are similar. Noises caused by multi-family uses can include traffic,
conversations, playing children, trash hauling, and ventilation and heating systems. These
are similar noises that one might expect in the urbanized neighborhoods that contain single
family, multi-family and commercial uses, where the overlay zone is proposed to be applied.
Introducing multi-family uses onto the existing commercial corridors via the proposed overlay
zone would not create a new significant noise source.
The City’s noise ordinance (BHMC Section 51-201 through 5-1-210) also includes noise
standards and regulations. Title 5, Chapter 1, Noise Regulations, of the BHMC contains the
following regulations that would apply to the project:
5-1-201: SOUND AMPLIFYING EQUIPMENT:
It shall be unlawful for any person within any residential zone of the city to use or operate
any sound amplifying equipment between the hours of ten o'clock (10:00) PM and eight
o'clock (8:00) AM of the following day in such a manner as to be distinctly audible at or
beyond the property line of the property on which the equipment is located. (Ord. 11-O2613, eff. 10-31-2011).
5-1-202: MACHINERY, EQUIPMENT, FANS, AND AIR CONDITIONING:
It shall be unlawful for any person to operate any machinery, equipment, pump, fan, air
conditioning apparatus, or similar mechanical device in any manner so as to create any
noise which would cause the noise level at the property line of any property to exceed the
ambient noise level by more than five (5) decibels based on a reference sound pressure
of 0.0002 microbars, as measured in any octave band center frequency, in cycles per
second, as follows: 63, 125, 250, 500, 1,000, 2,000, 4,000, and 8,000 and for the
combined frequency bands (all pass). (1962 Code § 4-8.206).
Previous studies have been done in the City that indicate that mixed use developments
adjacent to residentially zoned properties will not result in a significant long-term noise impact
to surrounding areas. A noise impact analysis was completed for the mixed use project
located at 9908 South Santa Monica Boulevard, which is a mixed use project similar in type,
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and location to project that could be constructed in the overlay zone. This project includes
approximately 90,000 square feet of floor area with 27 units above ground floor retail in a five
story building that is located immediately adjacent to existing residential uses. The results of
the analysis completed indicated that “onsite and offsite noise associated with the proposed
project would not generate significant long-term noise increases due to operational noise” and
it was found that impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant (9908 South
Santa Monica Boulevard Condominium Project EIR, pg. 4.6 -14).
The project of creating an overlay zone does not involve physical development. Any potential
future mixed use projects constructed in the mixed use overlay zone will be residential and
commercial in nature, and will not significantly increase the noise that exists along commercial
corridors in the City. Any short term construction impacts due to any future development
would be required to be in compliance with a city approved construction management plan
and would be subject to city rules and regulations regarding noise.
As proposed, the project consists of the creation of an overlay zone for certain commercial
properties in the city and a related general plan amendment. No development is proposed as
part of the project. Any future development in the project area will be assessed for potential
noise related impacts. In addition, any future project would be required to adhere to local
regulations pertaining to noise. BHMC Section 5-1-205 prohibits construction activity between
the hours of 6:00 PM and 8:00 AM Monday through Saturday and prohibits construction
activity on Sundays and on public holidays, unless an after-hours construction permit is
obtained. Further, construction work within 500 feet of a residential zone is prohibited on
Saturdays unless an after-hours construction permit has been issued. The project area is
generally immediately adjacent to residential uses. Therefore, construction work within these
residential areas (including the Project area) would be prohibited on Saturdays or would have
to adhere to conditions of any after-hours construction permit issued for the project.
BHMC Section 5-1-206 prohibits the creation of noise on any street, sidewalk, or public place
adjacent to any school, hospital, institution of learning, or church while in use where the noise
substantially and unreasonably interferes, disturbs, or annoys the workings at such places.
The Project does not involve construction on any street, sidewalk, or public place adjacent to
a school, hospital, church, or institute of learning. If in the future a project is proposed in the
project area, it would be subject to the City’s Noise Ordinance and therefore, it would cause
a less than significant impact.
e,f)

No Impact. There are no public or private airports within two miles of the project site. The
nearest aviation facilities are the Santa Monica Airport, located approximately 3.5 miles from
the western most portion of the project area, and the Los Angeles International Airport, located
approximately 10 miles to the south of the City. The City does not fall within either airport’s
land use plan. There are no private airstrips located within the City or within its immediate
vicinity. Therefore, no impacts would occur in the vicinity of a public airport or private airstrip
and no mitigation measures would be required.
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13. POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project:
Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation

Environmental Issues

a)

No
Impact

Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (e.g., by proposing new homes and businesses)
or indirectly (e.g., 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 project area currently generally contains commercial uses with
minimal housing uses. The creation of an overlay zone and general plan amendment project
does not include development at this time. Future development proposed in the project area
will be analyzed for impacts to population and housing, as it is likely that future development
could represent a change in potential population growth if the development were mixed use
in nature. Any development resulting from the project would provide for the creation of
housing units in a jobs and transit rich area, which would accommodate growth in a way that
has been identified as being desirable in the region. Further, this pattern of development
represents a response to the regional demand for more housing, and a mix of housing types
in urbanized areas where there are adequate services, transit, and jobs available. While this
overlay zone could enable more housing in specified areas, the development would be in
furtherance of the City’s housing needs and its assigned Regional Housing Needs
Assessment (RHNA) requirement. This would result in housing growth in the City that is
planned for in regional and City plans because they are near transit, and in amenity rich
urbanized areas. Therefore, this is not a new impact and the impacts would be less than
significant.
b,c)
No Impact. The creation and application of the overlay zone and general plan amendment
would not displace existing housing or people. Should a mixed use project be proposed in
the area in the future, there would be a net increase of housing units in the project area.
Creating and implementing a mixed use overlay zone will allow additional housing in the City
without the demolition of existing housing, which would displace populations. Analyzing a
hypothetical project at this time would be speculative in nature due to the fact that no
development project is currently proposed for the project site. Because there are generally
very few residential uses in the commercial areas of the City, future mixed use development
would allow for an increase in units without displacement of existing housing or people. There
would be no impact due to the fact that no people or housing units would be displaced as a
result of this project.
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14. PUBLIC SERVICES
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 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:
Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation

Environmental Issues

No
Impact

a)

Fire Protection?

☐

☐

☒

☐

b)

Police Protection?

☐

☐

☒

☐

c)

Schools?

☐

☐

☒

☐

d)

Parks?

☐

☐

☒

☐

e)

Other public facilities?

☐

☐

☒

☐

a) Less than Significant. Fire protection at the project site is provided by the City of Beverly
Hills Fire Department (BHFD). The project being analyzed in this document is the creation of
a mixed use overlay zone that would be applied to certain commercial areas in the City and
an associated general plan amendment and does not include any physical changes or
development. Impacts to public services, including fire protection, will be analyzed for a
specific project at the time a project is proposed in the project area. The overlay zone would
be applied to areas of the City that are already developed, and any development that happens
as a result of the overlay zone would be replacing existing buildings. Any project proposed in
the area would be required to meet all applicable fire codes, building codes, and local fire
codes including the California fire Code, Uniform Building Code and BHFD standards. This
includes any regulations pertaining to fire safety, egress and other design requirements.
Therefore, any impacts to fire protection would be less than significant.
b) Less than Significant. Police protection for the site is provided by the City of Beverly Hills
Police Department (BHPD). The BHPD has a ratio of 3.6 officers per 1,000 residents. The
Department achieves a response time of approximately 2.4 minutes (BHPD, 2019). The
project being analyzed in this document does not include any physical changes in the project
area at this time. Impacts to public services, including police protection, will be analyzed for
each specific project at the time a project is proposed in the project area, however. Impacts
would be less than significant.
c) Less than Significant. The project is located in the Beverly Hills Unified School District
(BHUSD). The project being analyzed in this document does not include any physical
changes or development at this time. Impacts to public services, including schools, will be
analyzed for a specific project at the time a project is proposed in the project area. Any future
developer would be required to pay City of Beverly Hills school fees. As outlined in Section
65995(3)(h) of the California Government Code, the payment of such fees should be
considered complete mitigation of the impacts of any legislative or adjudicative act and thus
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the payment of these fees is considered mitigation of any possible project impacts under
CEQA such that there would be a less than significant impact.
d) Less than Significant. The Beverly Hills Recreation and Parks Department is responsible
for the parks in the vicinity of the project. La Cienega and Roxbury Parks are near, or
immediately adjacent to the project area analyzed in this report. The project being analyzed
in this document is the creation of a mixed use overlay zone that would be applied to certain
commercial areas in the city and associated general plan amendment and does not include
any physical changes or development at this time. Impacts to public services, including parks,
will be analyzed for a specific project at the time a project is proposed at the site. BHMC
Section 3-1-703 requires developers to pay a Parks and Recreation Facilities Tax to fund
public parks and offset any impacts associated with new development. Therefore, the impacts
would be less than significant.
e) Less than Significant. The project being analyzed in this document does not include any
physical changes or development in the project area at this time. Impacts to public services,
including storm drains, public parks, solid waste, water usage and wastewater disposal, will
be analyzed for a specific project at the time a project is proposed at the site. It would be
speculative to attempt to analyze the impacts to public services at this time; however, due to
the types of uses that are allowed, the project would contribute incrementally toward impacts
to City services such as storm drain, public parks, solid waste, water usage, and wastewater
disposal. Any development project proposed in the project area would result in minimal
demands on services, and as such, the project would cause a less than significant impact to
other public facilities.
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15. RECREATION
Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation

Environmental Issues

a)

b)

No
Impact

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?

☐

☐

☒

☐

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. The nearest parks to the project area are: La Cienega Park, which is
located immediately adjacent to a portion of the project site, Roxbury Park, which is located
approximately one half mile from the project area. The proposed project, which does not
include any development at this time, does not include, nor require, the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities. Per the proposed regulations contained in the overlay
zone, all multi-family units developed in the project area would be required to provide private
open space for residents. If, in the future, mixed use development projects are proposed in
the project area, BHMC Section 3-1-703 would require the payment of a Parks and Recreation
Facilities Tax to fund public parks and offset any impacts. Therefore, no significant impacts
would occur and no mitigation measures would be required.
b) Less than Significant. The proposed project does not include, nor require, the construction
or expansion of recreational facilities. If, in the future, a development project is proposed on
the project site, the developer would be required to pay the Parks and Recreation Facilities
Tax to offset any potential impacts to parks and recreation. Therefore, no significant impacts
would occur and no mitigation measures are required.
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16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
Would the project:
Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation

Environmental Issues

a)

No
Impact

Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures 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?

☐

☐

☐

☒

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 uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

☐

☐

☐

☒

e)

Result in inadequate emergency access?

☐

☐

☐

☒

f)

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities,
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety or such
facility.

☐

☐

☐

☒

b)

a,b,d,e,f) No Impact. The project being analyzed in this document is the creation of a mixed use
overlay zone that would be applied to certain commercial areas of the City and an associated
general plan amendment and does not include any physical changes or development at this
time. It would be speculative to attempt to assess the potential transportation impacts related
to the hypothetical development of projects in the project area at this time. Impacts to
transportation and traffic will be analyzed for a specific project at the time a project is proposed
at the site. In general, the proposed overlay zone would allow multi-family housing as an
allowed use along several commercial corridors in the City. Residential uses typically
generate fewer vehicular trips than commercial office uses, which could mean that the
development of mixed use buildings could add fewer trips to the local street network as
opposed to commercial buildings that are currently an allowed use. In addition, the City has
a jobs/housing imbalance, with significantly more jobs in the City than housing units, resulting
in a large percentage of workers commuting in to the City on a daily basis. Allowing housing
units along commercial corridors, and along corridors such as Wilshire and La Cienega
Boulevards, where there is existing rapid transit and future subway rail, could reduce the
number of workers in the City that rely on automobile travel to get to and from work.
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The California Office of Planning and Research Technical Advisory on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA (Dec 2018), lists numerous strategies that may reduce
vehicle miles travelled (VMT). The project meets two of these strategies on a broad scale,
while individual projects will be able to address more specific mitigations. First, the overlay
zone is located near the major transit of the future Metro Purple Line Extension train stations
and/or near express bus routes. Second, the project increases the mix of uses within the
project surroundings. The project would create an overlay zone in an already urbanized area
near high quality transit. This area currently experiences a jobs/housing imbalance, with more
jobs in the City than housing units available for workers. The project, which would allow the
construction of more housing in this area, could help alleviate the jobs/housing imbalance,
and would likely reduce VMT by providing housing units near existing jobs and existing and
future transit that would provide access to jobs.
In 2019, the City adopted local CEQA thresholds of significance for transportation impacts per
Senate Bill 743. At this time, the City approved thresholds to “screen out” certain projects from
requiring VMT analysis due to the fact that they would not cause significant impacts based on
State guidance, data, and the characteristics of the City. The majority of mixed use projects
that could be constructed in the overlay zone would be “screened out” of requiring VMT
analysis due to the fact that they are located in low-VMT generating Transportation Analysis
Zones, and that they would likely include less than 50,000 square feet of local serving retail
uses. Further, the State guidelines state that when mixed use projects are evaluated they
should consider “internal capture” or trips between uses in a mixed use development.
Approval of the project would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy that
establishes measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. The
proposed project does not include physical development and does not contain any features
that would alter the alternative transportation provisions of the Circulation Element, conflict
with an applicable congestion management program, increase traffic hazards, or result in
inadequate emergency access. The General Plan Circulation Element contains Goal 1,
Policies 1.1 through 1.5a, which concern the safe and efficient roadway circulation system
within the City. All future potential development in the project area will be reviewed in
accordance with these requirements and any proposed changes to the circulation system
would be evaluated at the time of proposal. Therefore, no impacts would occur and no
mitigation measures would be required.
c) No Impact. The project does not propose any use which could cause any changes to air traffic
patterns or a change in location which results in substantial safety risks. Santa Monica Airport
is approximately three and a half miles west of the project area. Development allowed under
the regulations set forth in the overlay zone would not be taller than existing buildings in the
vicinity, and would not affect air operations, alter air traffic patterns or conflict with Federal
Aviation Administration flight protection zones.
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17. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in
Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically
defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California
Native American tribe, and that is:
Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation

Environmental Issues

a)

b)

No
Impact

Listed or eligible for listing in the California register of
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical
resources as defined in Public resources Code section
5020.1(k) or

☐

☐

☒

☐

A resource determined by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c)
of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying
the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall
consider the significance of the resource to a California
Native American Tribe.

☐

☐

☒

☐

a,b) Less Than significant Impact. The project area is a fully developed urbanized area. In
order to determine if the project would cause a substantial adverse change to the significance
of a tribal cultural resource the City conducted outreach to several tribes per the requirements
of Assembly Bill (AB) 52 and Senate Bill (SB) 18. Staff sent letters to a total of nine tribes that
requested consultation with the City through the AB 52 and SB 18 process. Staff requested
a tribal consultation list from the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) per the
requirements of AB 52 and was provided with a list of seven tribes with traditional lands or
cultural places near the project site. On May 29, 2020, the City of Beverly Hills mailed letters
to all contacts provided by the NAHC. Therefore, impacts will be less than significant.
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18. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Would the project:
Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation

Environmental Issues

No
Impact

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?

☐

☐

☒

☐

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?

☐

☐

☒

☐

c)

a,b,e) Less Than Significant Impact. Because the parcels in the project area are already
developed with structures, mainline water and sewer infrastructure is in place. The Beverly
Hills Department of Public Works maintains the sewer collection and distribution system
throughout the City. All wastewater generated in the City of Beverly Hills is collected and
treated at Los Angeles Hyperion Wastewater Treatment Plant located near LAX in Los
Angeles. The Hyperion Wastewater Treatment Plant treats an average of 275 million gallons
of waste per day, which is 175 million gallons per day lower than their capacity of 450 million
gallons per day (LA Sanitation, Water Reclamation Plants, 2020).
The project being analyzed in this document is the creation of a mixed use overlay zone that
would be applied to certain commercial areas of the City and an associated general plan
amendment and does not include any physical changes or development at this time. It would
be speculative to attempt to analyze the wastewater impact of a future mixed use development
in the project area, as none have been proposed at this time. As currently proposed, the
project does not include any mixed use development in the project area, therefore, less than
significant impacts would occur and no mitigation measures would be required.
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c) Less Than Significant Impact. Any development that resulted from the creation and
application of the overlay zone would be required to comply with applicable regulations to
ensure that stormwater is adequately handled. Best Management Practices would be
required during construction and operation of the project. The City also requires urban runoff
mitigation plans for new projects that comply with the most recent Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) and the current National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
permit. This is meant to reduce the amount of stormwater discharged from the site by requiring
an increase in pervious surface area on the project site thus reducing the amount of runoff.
Further, the uses that would be allowed in a mixed use zone (general commercial and multifamily residential) are not uses that would generate a large amount of wastewater. At this
time, there is no physical development proposed in the project area and no development is
included in the scope of the project being analyzed in this document. Therefore, no significant
impacts would occur and no mitigation measures would be required.
d) Less Than Significant Impact. The City receives 90% of its water from the Metropolitan
Water District (MWD) and 10% from groundwater pumped from the Hollywood Basin.
The City of Beverly Hills 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) provides a framework
for long term water planning for the City’s water service area, which is approximately 6.35
square miles. This plan states that due to water conservation measures, water use has
decreased in the service area by 21.5% since 2005. Further, per capita water supply in the
service area has also decreased. This UWMP contemplates an 8.7% growth in population by
2040 in the water service area, or increase of nearly 4,000 residents in that time. Further, the
UWMP illustrates the actual demands for potable water of various uses, and shows that multifamily dwellings require less than half the water that single-family dwellings use on an annual
basis and that multi-family development uses approximately the same amount of water per
year as commercial development (Table 4-1, 2015 UWMP). Given these parameters, it is
expected that allowing multi-family residential as an allowed use in the overlay zone areas
would have a less than significant impact.
The project being analyzed in this document does not include any physical changes in the
project area at this time. It would be speculative to attempt to analyze the water supply impact
of any future mixed use development projects in the area, as none have been proposed at
this time. As currently proposed, the project does not include any development, therefore, no
significant impacts would occur and no mitigation measures would be required.
f,g) Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Beverly Hills achieves the State requirement to
divert at least 50% of solid waste from landfills. Over the past decade, the City has achieved
a 78% diversion rate (City of Beverly Hills Website, 2017). The solid waste in the City is
collected by the City of Beverly Hills Public Works Department, which contracts with Recology
Los Angeles. Solid waste from the City is sent to one of three landfills: Chiquita Canyon
Landfill, Sunshine Canyon Landfill, and the Calabasas Sanitary Landfill. The existing capacity
of the three landfills, are permitted to receive 21,600 tons of waste per day (LA County Solid
Waste Information Website). The project being analyzed in this document is the creation of
an overlay zone that would allow mixed use development in certain commercial areas of the
City and an associated general plan amendment and does not include any physical changes
on the site. It would be speculative to attempt to analyze the solid waste impact of any future
development projects in the project area, as none have been proposed at this time. As
currently proposed, the project does not include any development on the site; therefore, no
significant impacts would occur and no mitigation measures would be required.
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19. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation

Environmental Issues

a)

b)

c)

No
Impact

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality
of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 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?

☐

☐

☒

☐

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.)

☐

☐

☒

☐

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

a) Less Than Significant Impact. Based on the preceding analysis, the proposed project does
not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to 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.
b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project being analyzed in this document is the creation
of a mixed use overlay zone that would allow mixed use development in certain commercial
areas of the City and an associated general plan amendment and does not include any
physical changes or development in the project area at this time.
Nearby past, current, and future probable projects include the 8600 Wilshire Project, which
involves the development of up to 26 residential units and commercial space on a property
within the project area, the 8633 Wilshire Project, a proposed new three-story commercial
building, as well as the nearby Metro Purple Line Subway Extension, which will provide
subway service from Downtown Los Angeles to west Los Angeles along Wilshire Boulevard
through the City of Beverly Hills. The proposed project that has been analyzed in this
document does not include any physical development on the site; therefore, no significant
impacts have been identified and no mitigation measures are required.
c) Less Than Significant Impact. Based on the preceding analysis, the proposed project does
not have the potential to cause substantial adverse effects on human beings. Therefore, no
significant impacts have been identified and no mitigation measures are required.
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING AND NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF AND INTENT TO ADOPT A
NEGATIVE DECLARATION

HEARING DATE:
TIME:
LOCATION:

June 19, 2020
9:00 AM, or as soon thereafter as the matter may be heard
This meeting will be held via teleconference, more information is included in this
notice.

The Planning Commission of the City of Beverly Hills, at a SPECIAL meeting on June 19, 2020, will hold
a public hearing beginning at 9:00 AM, or as soon thereafter as the matter may be heard to consider:
An amendment to the General Plan to allow mixed use development in certain commercial
areas of the City; and,

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS TO CREATE A MIXED USE
OVERLAY ZONE AND APPLY THE OVERLAY ZONE TO CERTAIN
COMMERCIALLY ZONED PARCELS IN THE CITY

The City of Beverly Hills does not have uniform zoning code standards that allow for mixed-use
development (i.e. buildings that contain both commercial and residential uses) in the City. In 2018, the
City Council directed the Planning Commission to study the creation of standards for mixed-use
buildings. The Planning Commission has since developed draft regulations. At its meeting on June 19,
2020, the Planning Commission will hold a public hearing to consider adoption of an ordinance to create
a mixed use overlay zone and apply the overlay zone to certain commercially zoned parcels in the City.
The Planning Commission will also consider an amendment to the Beverly Hills General Plan to reflect
the application of the overlay zone and will review a draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration prepared
for the project, and is expected to forward to the City Council a recommendation regarding adoption of
the Negative Declaration in conjunction with its recommendations regarding the general plan
amendment and proposed mixed use ordinance.
OVERLAY ZONE DESCRIPTION:

As currently proposed, the overlay zone would:







make multi-family housing units included in mixed use buildings an allowed use in the overlay zone,
allow for a density of up to one residential unit per 550 square feet of site area,
allow additional height (beyond the current three story/45 foot height limit) for mixed use
buildings in certain parts of the overlay zone, depending on the height district of the adjacent
residential zoning.
establish development standards for mixed use buildings to regulate parking, residential unit size,
outdoor living space, ground floor uses, height, setbacks, and operational standards, and
outline the approval process for mixed use buildings proposed in the overlay zone.

Please note that the foregoing standards and processes may change as a result of public input received in
conjunction with the public hearing.
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PROPOSED OVERLAY ZONE LOCATIONS:

As currently proposed, the overlay zone would be applied to the following commercially zoned
properties:








properties fronting Wilshire Boulevard between San Vicente Boulevard and Rexford Drive
properties fronting Wilshire Boulevard on the southern side of Wilshire Boulevard between
Rexford Drive and South Santa Monica Boulevard
properties fronting La Cienega Boulevard between the northern and southern borders of the City
properties fronting Robertson Boulevard between the northern and southern borders of the City
properties fronting South Santa Monica Boulevard located between Wilshire Boulevard and
Moreno Drive
properties fronting Olympic Boulevard between Rexford Drive and the eastern border of the City
properties fronting the 100 block of South Beverly Drive

The Planning Commission may also consider including the 100 blocks of South El Camino Drive and
South Rodeo Drive.
Please note that the foregoing locations may change as a result of public input received in conjunction
with the public hearing.
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:

The City of Beverly Hills is preparing a Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration (IS/ND) for the proposed
overlay zone ordinance (proposed project). The City of Beverly Hills is the lead agency, pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and is responsible for the preparation of the IS/ND. The
proposed project description and project location are described above. The Draft IS/ND will be available
for public review beginning on June 10, 2020 and the comment period will be from June 10, 2020 to July
17, 2020. The document will be available at www.beverlyhills.org/environmental. If a digital copy
cannot be obtained by an interested party, please contact the staff listed in this notice and alternate
arrangements will be made.
The Planning Commission will consider the contents for the Draft IS/ND at their meeting on June 19,
2020. The preliminary initial study analysis indicates that the proposed project would not result in
significant impacts to Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, Mineral Resources, ,
and less than significant impacts related to Aesthetics, Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use
and Planning, Noise, Population and Housing, Transportation/Traffic, Public Services, Recreation, Tribal
Cultural Resources, and Utilities and Service Systems. Thus it appears that the project would not result
in any significant environmental impacts.
HOW TO PARTICIPATE AND COMMENT:

Written comments on the Draft IS/ND must be submitted during the comment period, and should be
addressed to:
Timothea Tway, AICP, Senior Planner
City of Beverly Hills Community Development Department
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, California 90210
Email: ttway@beverlyhills.org

Oral and written comments regarding the project in general can be submitted up to and at the June 19,
2020 Planning Commission meeting. Pursuant to Executive Order N-25-20, members of the Beverly
Hills Planning Commission and staff may participate in the public hearing via teleconference. In the
interest of maintaining appropriate social distancing, members of the public can participate by listening
to the meeting at (916) 235-1420 or (888) 468-1195 (participant code 105093) and/or offer comment

-2-

1-112

through email at commentPC@beverlyhills.org. Public comment can be offered during the meeting by
calling (310) 285-1020.

Written comments should identify the Agenda Item Number or Topic in the subject line of the email. In
order to have written material included in the Commissioners’ packet, it must be received no later than
8 calendar days before the date of the Hearing. Comments will be read into the record, with a maximum
allowance of 3 minutes per individual comment (approximately 350 words), subject to the
Commission's discretion. It is recommended that written comments be submitted prior to the posted
meeting date/time. If a comment is received after the agenda item is heard, but before the close of the
meeting, the comment will still be included as a part of the record of the meeting, but will not be read
into the record.

Any interested person may participate in the meeting and be heard or present written comments to the
Commission. According to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge the Commission's action
in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City, either at or prior to the
public hearing.

If there are any questions regarding this notice, please contact Timothea Tway, Senior Planner in the
Planning Division at (310) 285-1122, or by email at ttway@beverlyhills.org. The case file, including
associated documents are on file in the Community Development Department, and can be reviewed by
contacting the planner listed above.
Sincerely,

Timothea Tway, AICP
Senior Planner

Members of the public may listen to this meeting telephonically at (916) 235-1420 or (888) 4681195 (participant code 105093). Written public comment can be offered electronically prior to
and during the meeting by emailing commentPC@beverlyhills.org. Oral public comment can be
offered during the meeting by calling 310-285-1020. Live meeting coverage will be available via
BHTV Channel 10 on Spectrum Cable and webcast list at www.beverlyhills.org/watchlive. If you
are an individual with a disability and need a reasonable modification or accommodation
pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), please contact (310) 285-1126 prior to
the meeting for assistance.
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TO:

HONORABLE CHAIR, VICE CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS

FROM:

STEVE MAYER

DATE:

MAY 27, 2020

RE:

AGENDA ITEM 3 (Mixed-Use)
Will this be the only “Study Session” regarding the Mixed-Use ordinance?
If not, then this entire process is flawed.

How is the public, at large, supposed to participate when their only notification is
through an Agenda posting? How many people actually access the Planning Commission
Agenda through the City’s website? The answer is very few.
Where was the Public Notice as published in an adjudicated newspaper?
Where were the mailed Public Notices to all residents within 1000 feet of
Wilshire, Olympic, Robertson, La Cienega, and South Santa Monica?
Staff will tell you that the public will be notified. The flaw in the logic is that the
draft ordinance will have all but been codified. It will be an uphill battle for the residents
to have any impact, much less be effectively heard.
Does not the Commission want the thousands of residents who are directly
impacted involved prior to the drafting of the ordinance, as part of the planning process,
instead of having to be reactionary?
Unless there will be a second “Study Session,” properly publicly-noticed, this has
all of the appearances as just a bold attempt by a few individuals to try to shape policy
under the cover of COVID-19, the public be damned.
========
As to my viewpoints, they remain the same as expressed last July, and included as
Exhibit A.
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EXHIBIT A
PUBLIC WRITTEN COMMENT
JULY 10, 2019
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TO:

HONORABLE CHAIR, VICE CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS

FROM:

STEVE MAYER

DATE:

JULY 10, 2019

RE:

AGENDA ITEM 5 (Mixed-Use)

Introduction
Even though the Ad Hoc Committee members will disagree, it is pre-mature to
hold a “Study Session” that is effectively a vote to proceed directly to an ordinance.
If the approach was: “This is what we found. What do you think?” that would be
understandable.
That is not what is being proposed.
What is being proposed is complete ratification for ideas for which no back-up
has been provided.
There is a paragraph that begins, “The Planning Commission, City Council, and
public have been discussing the reduction of the minimum unit size requirements for
housing units in multi-family buildings for a number of years.”
That is fallacious. The vast majority of Beverly Hills residents have not been
consulted. The “public” that is being referenced are developers, brokers, and
commercial property owners who have been parading through the Commission doors.
Their interests have never, ever been about the best interests of the City. Their
interests are pure and simple, unadulterated greed.

Observations
There are a number of different issues that were not addressed in the Agenda
Report:
●

How many more people do you want to live in Beverly Hills in 10 years?

●

The RHNA is really the controlling factor for development in the City for
the next decade. Why is that not mentioned?

●

If the RHNA will require several hundred units, can that be satisfied with
only developing affordable senior housing units?

1-117

HONORABLE CHAIR, VICE CHAIR & COMMISSIONERS
Agenda Item 5 (Mixed Use)
July 10, 2019
Page 2.
●

Do you want that affordable senior housing built where there are no
services?
For the senior housing development on Crescent, there are two markets, a
dry cleaner, a post office, a bakery and access to doctors.

●

The recommendations could increase the population by 25%. How will
the City still continue the same level of City services? Who will pay for
those City services?

●

Is the population decrease(1) last year (-0.2%) an anomaly or a trend?
01/01/18
01/01/19

34,697
34,627 (-0.2%)

If the population is decreasing, why is there a discussion about building
more units?
●

The current housing stock in Beverly Hills is defined as: (1)
Detached
Single Attached
Two to Four
Five Plus
Mobile Homes

5,733
291
1,899
8,499
42

Persons Per Household

2.32

(34.8%)
( 1.8%)
(11.5%)
(51.6%)
( 0.3%)

What are the percentage changes are the Ad Hoc Committee members
proposing?
What will be the increased density of “Persons Per Household” are the Ad
Hoc Committee members proposing?
●

What is being proposed is a one-size fits all approach; neighborhoods,
however, are defined as being as small as a block

●

Should there be a “theme” of mixed-use development for different parts of
the City?

(1) Source: California Department of Finance
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●

What is the “walk-ability” factor? Should sidewalks be ultra-wide, such
as along Wilshire in Miracle Mile?

●

What retail services do you want to provide to these new residents in
within 1/2 mile of these newly-constructed residences, so as to create
walk-ability and decrease traffic congestion?

●

Do you want to make parking so inconvenient (i.e. the Trader Joes at 8500
Burton Way) to “social engineer” residents’ pedestrian habits?

●

Speaking of 8500 Burton Way (which is a partially successful Mixed-Use
example), some rents there approach $10,000 a month, which, by a
conventional rule-of-thumb, requires the tenant to have an annual income
of $360,000.
How much will a 1-bedroom, 600 SQFT command in rent, in today’s
dollars, for the Mixed-Use that the Ad Hoc Committee Members are
proposing?

●

If based upon what is occurring today downtown, after the free rent, the
rent for that 1-bedroom, 600 SQFT apartment is $2000 a month, which
means a tenant only needs an annual income of $72,000. How old is that
tenant? Where will such a tenant work? How do they get to work? Will
such tenants actually patronize retailers in Beverly Hills?

●

When those tenants marry, and then have kids, where can they live in
Beverly Hills? Do you want them to continue to live in Beverly Hills?

●

Using a different example in the Miracle Mile section along Wilshire, has
the Ad Hoc Committee examined the area between Stanley and Detroit?
Has the southside of Wilshire between Houser and Burnside been
examined, which has Mixed-Use development being proposed, and looked
at the commercial on the ground floor which features Bank of America,
Five Guys, Chipotle, Einstein Bros, et.al?
Is this the type of commercial that the Ad Hoc Committee members are
anticipating?
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●

How engaging were the field trips to various types of Mixed-Use
developments both large and small, by the Ad Hoc Committee members?

●

On those field trips, what impressions were left upon the Ad Hoc
Committee members by those tenants (both residential and commercial)
that they interviewed?

●

Since the Agenda Report makes continual and repeated references to
“frequent” bus service (which is a complete crock of dung), for the field
trips, how long did it take for the Ad Hoc Committee members to travel to
such sites using the “rapid” bus transportation?

●

The Council commissioned a Nexus study. How was that study
incorporated into the Ad Hoc Committee members’ recommendations?

●

How did the Ad Hoc Committee members incorporate the Complete
Streets project into their recommendations?

●

On June 25th, there was a Commission / Council Liaison meeting, where
the subject was “Autonomous Oriented Development.” How was AOD
incorporated into the Ad Hoc Committee members’ recommendations?

●

During that June 25th Liaison meeting, how did the Councilmembers
respond to the Mixed-Use concept preview?

●

The entire mission statement of the City is being proposed to be changed.
Why are not all residents being polled?

Recommendations
(1)

During today’s Autonomous Vehicle Liaison Committee meeting, AJ
Wilmer suggested that the City engage a well-known firm who establishes
what the design is supposed to achieve. Then, the design evolves from a
well-defined need.
Engage a consultant who is creating, not responding

(2)

Engage the residents in a manner that was similar to what help shape the
La Cienega Park design.
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(3)

At such resident engagements session developers, brokers, and property
owners are specifically barred (to prevent a repetition of what occurred
during the Strategic Planning / Southeast Task Force Committee meeting
on Monday)

(4)

I believe that I can successfully solicit an allocation from the Council so
that Ad Hoc Committee members Block and Ostroff and their wives can
each experience a 800 SQFT 2-bedroom unit, in a Mixed-Use
development, say, on a 6-month basis.
Better yet, why not both Ad Hoc Committee members and their wives
share a three-bedroom, 800 SQFT unit?
Of course, each couple would have to give up a car … and their children
and guests would not have any parking available to them, except on the
street … but what is not a small sacrifice in the name of progress?
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May 27, 2020

Beverly Hills Planning Commission
City of Beverly Hills
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Dear Chair Block and Members of the Beverly Hills Planning Commission:

We are fully supportive of creating a mixed use housing development standard and
implementing it in appropriate areas of our City.
Mixed use housing provides an opportunity to increase our housing stock and provide additional
and unique housing options while at the same time preserving the residential character of other
areas of our City. Mixed use developments can also create and enhance vibrant commercial
areas by bringing sufficient nearby residents to support a wide variety of revenue producing (and
tax paying) businesses. As part of allowing mixed use, we encourage you to consider the
following:
•
•

•

•

Create uniform building height and look on the same street (i.e. the height on the east or
north side of a street being the same as the west or south side of the same street).
Permit increased height and density in the areas surrounding the future subway stops
(Wilshire and La Cienega, Wilshire and Reeves Drive) as these areas will hubs of future
activity.
The City is examining potential changes to parking requirements for fitness uses.
Incorporate any changes to commercial parking requirements and fees into ground floor
uses in mixed use developments.
We are supportive of a potential reduction in the required size of apartment units to allow
smaller, more affordable units at lower costs.

We understand that approximately 9 percent of the City’s land is allocated to commercial space.
Therefore, the City should carefully evaluate where to permit mixed use developments.
However, we are confident that an appropriate balance can be struck.
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We encourage you to adopt a mixed use housing standard and look forward to being of
assistance in this process.
Sincerely,

Todd Johnson
President and CEO
Beverly Hills Chamber of Commerce
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May 27, 2020
Honorable Chair Alan Block
Beverly Hills Planning Commission
Beverly Hills City Hall
455 N. Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Dear Chair Block and Planning Commissioners:
On behalf of Oakshire, LLC, I am writing you regarding the proposed Mixed-Use Overlay Zone
ordinance and urging you to consider expanding the currently proposed boundaries on Doheny
Drive.
The Planning Division staff deserves to be commended for its work to develop this proposal, which
we feel would be even more effective if it were to incorporate additional commercially zoned
properties adjacent to residences as is being contemplated along other north-south corridors such
as Robertson and La Cienega Boulevards.
Oakshire, LLC owns the underutilized parking structure at 140 S. Doheny Drive just south of
Wilshire Boulevard. This site is a natural and appropriate location for a mixed-use project given the
adjacent commercial properties to the north and the residential properties to the south and the
east.
Oakshire has been working on a plan to develop the site with senior housing and ground floor
retail. Given the site’s current zoning, such a project would require a zone change even though it
would fit into the character of the area. Taking into consideration the need for additional housing
without losing existing units, expanding the boundaries of the Mixed-Use Overlay Zone ordinance to
include the Oakshire property would present a prime opportunity for the city to address this
situation.
Thank you again for your excellent work on this issue.
Sincerely,

Richard Lichtenstein
President, Marathon Communications
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Today's Planning Commission Meeting / Agenda Item 3, Study Ses... - Timmi Tway

Today's Planning Commission Meeting / Agenda Item 3, Study Session
to Provide Update Regarding Mixed Use Overlay Zone Creation
Thomas A. White <white1@earthlink.net>
Thu 5/28/2020 2:45 PM
To: CommentPC

<CommentPC@beverlyhills.org>;

CAUTION: External Sender
Use cau on when clicking links or opening a achments

TO BE READ ALOUD
Dear Planning Commission:
The Municipal League of Beverly Hills opposes any legislative or zoning amendments,
which would increase the current allowable height and density limits, for so-called mixed
use projects or conversions - regardless of where in the City they may be proposed.
The League continues to oppose the redevelopment of commercially zoned properties for
mixed use as a threat to the City’s vital revenue sources, and likewise the unwarranted
and incompatible intrusion of commercial into residential neighborhoods under the guise
of mixed use.
Despite its unjustified promotion, mixed use is not a solution to our City’s current financial
challenges, and will not contribute to its abatement. It would be both naïve and
irresponsible to perpetuate the myths of mixed use, or to base any form of municipal
planning around false or illusory representations, or to allow the Commission to be used
to further any scheme to alter the basic building blocks by which our community’s
residential quality of life has been largely successfully maintained.
Thomas White
Chairman, Board of Governors
The Municipal League of Beverly Hills
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Steve Webb
CommentPC
Alan Block; Lester Friedman
Mixed use. Item #3
Thursday, May 28, 2020 10:12:19 AM

CAUTION: External Sender
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments
________________________________
The vacancy rate for retail space throughout Beverly Hills has been increasing significantly over the past few years.
With the pandemic the vacancies have increased exponentially. It is evident that the face of our commercial streets
throughout the city will permanently change for ever. At the same time the demand for new apartments continues to
increase and will for years. The answer is mixed use. We need to rethink our zoning codes which were enacted
several decades ago. Greater height and density should be considered throughout the city
We need flexibility to allow your commission and the council to be creative rather than the one size fits all
ordinances that we have now. We need to encourage redevelopment NOW because of the long lead time required to
develop in our city.
Sent from my iPhone
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TO:

HONORABLE CHAIR, VICE CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS

FROM:

STEVE MAYER

DATE:

MAY 27, 2020

RE:

AGENDA ITEM 3 (Mixed-Use)
Will this be the only “Study Session” regarding the Mixed-Use ordinance?
If not, then this entire process is flawed.

How is the public, at large, supposed to participate when their only notification is
through an Agenda posting? How many people actually access the Planning Commission
Agenda through the City’s website? The answer is very few.
Where was the Public Notice as published in an adjudicated newspaper?
Where were the mailed Public Notices to all residents within 1000 feet of
Wilshire, Olympic, Robertson, La Cienega, and South Santa Monica?
Staff will tell you that the public will be notified. The flaw in the logic is that the
draft ordinance will have all but been codified. It will be an uphill battle for the residents
to have any impact, much less be effectively heard.
Does not the Commission want the thousands of residents who are directly
impacted involved prior to the drafting of the ordinance, as part of the planning process,
instead of having to be reactionary?
Unless there will be a second “Study Session,” properly publicly-noticed, this has
all of the appearances as just a bold attempt by a few individuals to try to shape policy
under the cover of COVID-19, the public be damned.
========
As to my viewpoints, they remain the same as expressed last July, and included as
Exhibit A.
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TO:

HONORABLE CHAIR, VICE CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS

FROM:

STEVE MAYER

DATE:

JULY 10, 2019

RE:

AGENDA ITEM 5 (Mixed-Use)

Introduction
Even though the Ad Hoc Committee members will disagree, it is pre-mature to
hold a “Study Session” that is effectively a vote to proceed directly to an ordinance.
If the approach was: “This is what we found. What do you think?” that would be
understandable.
That is not what is being proposed.
What is being proposed is complete ratification for ideas for which no back-up
has been provided.
There is a paragraph that begins, “The Planning Commission, City Council, and
public have been discussing the reduction of the minimum unit size requirements for
housing units in multi-family buildings for a number of years.”
That is fallacious. The vast majority of Beverly Hills residents have not been
consulted. The “public” that is being referenced are developers, brokers, and
commercial property owners who have been parading through the Commission doors.
Their interests have never, ever been about the best interests of the City. Their
interests are pure and simple, unadulterated greed.

Observations
There are a number of different issues that were not addressed in the Agenda
Report:
●

How many more people do you want to live in Beverly Hills in 10 years?

●

The RHNA is really the controlling factor for development in the City for
the next decade. Why is that not mentioned?

●

If the RHNA will require several hundred units, can that be satisfied with
only developing affordable senior housing units?
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●

Do you want that affordable senior housing built where there are no
services?
For the senior housing development on Crescent, there are two markets, a
dry cleaner, a post office, a bakery and access to doctors.

●

The recommendations could increase the population by 25%. How will
the City still continue the same level of City services? Who will pay for
those City services?

●

Is the population decrease(1) last year (-0.2%) an anomaly or a trend?
01/01/18
01/01/19

34,697
34,627 (-0.2%)

If the population is decreasing, why is there a discussion about building
more units?
●

The current housing stock in Beverly Hills is defined as: (1)
Detached
Single Attached
Two to Four
Five Plus
Mobile Homes

5,733
291
1,899
8,499
42

Persons Per Household

2.32

(34.8%)
( 1.8%)
(11.5%)
(51.6%)
( 0.3%)

What are the percentage changes are the Ad Hoc Committee members
proposing?
What will be the increased density of “Persons Per Household” are the Ad
Hoc Committee members proposing?
●

What is being proposed is a one-size fits all approach; neighborhoods,
however, are defined as being as small as a block

●

Should there be a “theme” of mixed-use development for different parts of
the City?

(1) Source: California Department of Finance
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●

What is the “walk-ability” factor? Should sidewalks be ultra-wide, such
as along Wilshire in Miracle Mile?

●

What retail services do you want to provide to these new residents in
within 1/2 mile of these newly-constructed residences, so as to create
walk-ability and decrease traffic congestion?

●

Do you want to make parking so inconvenient (i.e. the Trader Joes at 8500
Burton Way) to “social engineer” residents’ pedestrian habits?

●

Speaking of 8500 Burton Way (which is a partially successful Mixed-Use
example), some rents there approach $10,000 a month, which, by a
conventional rule-of-thumb, requires the tenant to have an annual income
of $360,000.
How much will a 1-bedroom, 600 SQFT command in rent, in today’s
dollars, for the Mixed-Use that the Ad Hoc Committee Members are
proposing?

●

If based upon what is occurring today downtown, after the free rent, the
rent for that 1-bedroom, 600 SQFT apartment is $2000 a month, which
means a tenant only needs an annual income of $72,000. How old is that
tenant? Where will such a tenant work? How do they get to work? Will
such tenants actually patronize retailers in Beverly Hills?

●

When those tenants marry, and then have kids, where can they live in
Beverly Hills? Do you want them to continue to live in Beverly Hills?

●

Using a different example in the Miracle Mile section along Wilshire, has
the Ad Hoc Committee examined the area between Stanley and Detroit?
Has the southside of Wilshire between Houser and Burnside been
examined, which has Mixed-Use development being proposed, and looked
at the commercial on the ground floor which features Bank of America,
Five Guys, Chipotle, Einstein Bros, et.al?
Is this the type of commercial that the Ad Hoc Committee members are
anticipating?
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●

How engaging were the field trips to various types of Mixed-Use
developments both large and small, by the Ad Hoc Committee members?

●

On those field trips, what impressions were left upon the Ad Hoc
Committee members by those tenants (both residential and commercial)
that they interviewed?

●

Since the Agenda Report makes continual and repeated references to
“frequent” bus service (which is a complete crock of dung), for the field
trips, how long did it take for the Ad Hoc Committee members to travel to
such sites using the “rapid” bus transportation?

●

The Council commissioned a Nexus study. How was that study
incorporated into the Ad Hoc Committee members’ recommendations?

●

How did the Ad Hoc Committee members incorporate the Complete
Streets project into their recommendations?

●

On June 25th, there was a Commission / Council Liaison meeting, where
the subject was “Autonomous Oriented Development.” How was AOD
incorporated into the Ad Hoc Committee members’ recommendations?

●

During that June 25th Liaison meeting, how did the Councilmembers
respond to the Mixed-Use concept preview?

●

The entire mission statement of the City is being proposed to be changed.
Why are not all residents being polled?

Recommendations
(1)

During today’s Autonomous Vehicle Liaison Committee meeting, AJ
Wilmer suggested that the City engage a well-known firm who establishes
what the design is supposed to achieve. Then, the design evolves from a
well-defined need.
Engage a consultant who is creating, not responding

(2)

Engage the residents in a manner that was similar to what help shape the
La Cienega Park design.
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(3)

At such resident engagements session developers, brokers, and property
owners are specifically barred (to prevent a repetition of what occurred
during the Strategic Planning / Southeast Task Force Committee meeting
on Monday)

(4)

I believe that I can successfully solicit an allocation from the Council so
that Ad Hoc Committee members Block and Ostroff and their wives can
each experience a 800 SQFT 2-bedroom unit, in a Mixed-Use
development, say, on a 6-month basis.
Better yet, why not both Ad Hoc Committee members and their wives
share a three-bedroom, 800 SQFT unit?
Of course, each couple would have to give up a car … and their children
and guests would not have any parking available to them, except on the
street … but what is not a small sacrifice in the name of progress?
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Public Comment on Agenda Item 3
Darian Bojeaux <bojeaux@earthlink.net>
Thu 5/28/2020 11:51 AM
To: CommentPC

<CommentPC@beverlyhills.org>;

Cc:Ken

Goldman <kgoldman@kaglegal.com>; Thomas A. White <white1@earthlink.net>; Ms. Nancy Barth <nlbarth@ix.netcom.com>;
Rose Norton <rose@tvisok.com>; Larry Larson <larry@larsonmgmt.com>; Marilyn Gallup <marilyngallup@hotmail.com>; Deborah
Blum <dblum@me.com>; Mr. and Mrs. Bob Tedeschi <tapschi@sbcglobal.net>; Ms. Susan Mishler <suemish356@icloud.com>; Steve
Mayer <mayer@iname.com>;

CAUTION: External Sender
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments
________________________________
Public Comment to be read into the record concerning
Agenda Item No. 3, Proposed Mix Use Zone Changes
May 28, 2020, Planning Commission Meeting
From Darian Bojeaux
1. This study session should have been advertised because so many people will be affected and will have input, but they have
no idea that such zoning changes are being considered and discussed.
2. I do not object to allowing mixed use conversions at all of the proposed locations from the second floor up on all existing
buildings, due to economic conditions.
3. As to any new mixed use or other buildings, their height should be limited to 45’ with ample parking for residents and
guests.
4. I object to new residential units being less than 900 square feet which is only 30’ x 30’. This is Beverly Hills; living conditions
should be humane; and we should not approve units which are so tiny that none of us would want to live in them.
5. The city should make building guest houses much easier and less expensive, and should allow guest houses to be rented
provided the owner lives in the main house on the property.
Thank you for your work, attention, and consideration.
Darian Bojeaux
123 North Palm Drive
(310) 276-6847
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Comment for May 28 Planning Commission meeting
Colleen Sternshein <cmsternshein@gmail.com>
Thu 5/28/2020 11:22 AM
To: CommentPC

<CommentPC@beverlyhills.org>;

CAUTION: External Sender
Use cau on when clicking links or opening a achments

Hello,
I have 3 comments regarding the overlay variance for properties facing Wilshire Blvd.
1. Residential properties between Doheny Blvd and Robertson Blvd have an alley separating the residential property and the commercial
building facing Wilshire. Properties east of Robertson blvd do not have an alleyway. Can we add a setback requirement for buildings facing
Wilshire from Robertson to Le Doux? Otherwise, there will be increased density build-up to the residential property line. Currently, many of the
smaller commercial buildings and small parking lots in the back of their properties which add a buffer against the residential property.
2. Mixed-use buildings on Wilshire need affordable parking for customers in the building or they will park in the residential neighborhood.
3. Once the overlay is in place on Wilshire Blvd facing properties, is it going to allow other residential property owners (zone R1) to ask for a
special variance similar to what is being requested for 128 & 130 S Carson?
Thank you
Colleen Sternshein
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STUDY SESSION - 3. STUDY SESSION TO PROVIDE UPDATE
REGARDING MIXED USE OVERLAY ZONE CREATION
Mark Egerman <mark@EgermanLaw.com>
Thu 5/28/2020 2:04 PM
To: CommentPC

<CommentPC@beverlyhills.org>;

CAUTION: External Sender
Use cau on when clicking links or opening a achments

Dear Chairman Block and Members of the Planning Commission:
I respec ully submit the following comments in reference to the City of Beverly Hills adop ng a mixed use overlay
zone on the north and south sides of Wilshire Boulevard:

BEVERLY HILLS SHOULD ADOPT A BOLD NEW APPROACH TO ALLOW FLEXIBILITY IN MIXED
USE DEVELOPMENTS ON THE NORTH AND SOUTH SIDES OF WILSHIRE BOULEVARD TO PROVIDE
ADDED HOUSING TO THE CITY AND HELP MEET THE MANDATED GOAL OF 3000+ NEW HOUSING
UNITS.

I.

HAVE A SINGLE STANDARD ZONE THROUGHOUT THE AREA.

II.

THERE SHOULD BE NO HEIGHT RESTRICTIONS. HEIGHT RESTRICTIONS ONLY LIMIT GOOD
OR GREAT ARCHITECTURE. THE SIZE OF THE DEVELOPMENT CAN BE MANAGED BY
DENSITY RESTRICTIONS. FURTHER, ANY PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OVER A GIVEN
HEIGHT, E.G., 70 FEET, COULD REQUIRE PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW AND APPROVAL.

III.

ANY DEVELOPMENT THAT IS 4:1 FAR OR LESS SHOULD BE PROCESSED AS A MATTER OF
RIGHT. DEVELOPMENTS OVER 4:1 FAR SHOULD REQUIRE PLANNING COMMISSION
REVIEW AND APPROVAL.

IV.

ANY DEVELOPMENT THAT IS WITHIN A HALF MILE OF A SUBWAY STATION SHOULD BE
PROCESSED AS A MATTER OF RIGHT IF THE FAR IS 5:1 OR LESS.

V.

COMMON FACILITIES IN THE DEVELOPMENT, E.G., GYMS, CONFERENCE ROOMS,
RECREATIONAL FACILITIES, SHOULD NOT BE COUNTED IN DETERMINING FAR.
DEVELOPERS SHOULD BE ENCOURAGED TO INCLUDE AMENITIES AND BY NOT
INCLUDING AMENITIES IN THE FAR COUNT, DEVELOPERS ARE MORE LIKELY TO INCLUDE
THEM IN THE PROJECT.

Always,
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Mark Egerman
Egerman Law Group, LLP
280 S. Beverly Dr.
Suite 304
Beverly Hills, CA 90212
(310) 248-6299
(310) 248-6288 fax
mark@egermanlaw.com
This email may contain information that is confidential or attorney-client privileged and may constitute inside information. The contents of this email are intended only
for the recipient(s) listed above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are directed not to read, disclose, distribute or otherwise use this transmission. If you have
received this email in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete the transmission. Delivery of this message is not intended to waive any applicable
privileges.”
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From: Alice Lake <alilake@me.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 5:18 PM
To: Timmi Tway
Subject: Re: Amendment B - South Carson Road - 126/128
CAUTION: External Sender

Hi Timmi,

Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments

If the commission would consider re-zoning the residential areas close to metro, (i.e. allowing
duplex, fourplex, triplex and guest cottages that we are allowed to lease,) the 300 a year need
would be fulfilled.
In this time of economic uncertainty, people are looking to maximize the assets they have. It
would be advantageous for developers & residents. The city would gain from increased taxes,
etc.
"Life is basically good."

1-139

6/4/2020

Housing - Timmi Tway

Housing
Murray D Fischer <mdfrelaw@earthlink.net>
Thu 5/28/2020 5:20 PM
To: Timmi

Tway <ttway@beverlyhills.org>;

CAUTION: External Sender
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments
________________________________
Culver City has done a great job to make that city more livable and exciting look at the areas around Main Street . There are
exciting restaurants and housing . Same in Santa Monica.
It seems that we are still living in the past.
Afraid of moving forward tell them what the state did as toHuntington beach Because they didn’t comply.
Sent from my iPhone
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FW: mixed use development
Ryan Gohlich
Thu 5/28/2020 12:13 PM
To: Karen Myron <kmyron@beverlyhills.org>;
Cc:Timmi Tway <ttway@beverlyhills.org>;

Public comment for PC.
From: Magali Bergher <M@bergher.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 12:01 PM
To: Ryan Gohlich <rgohlich@beverlyhills.org>
Subject: mixed use development
CAUTION: External Sender
Use cau on when clicking links or opening a achments

Hello there,
I am reviewing the informa on I have received from your commission liaison mee ng of May 6, 2020.
As you probably know by now, I am absolutely against a proposed overlay mixed use ordinance.
I would propose that you consider using the commercial golden triangle as a possible mean for alterna ve
development. This would bring people in this area that is deserted at night. All four corners of Bedford and
Brighton have for lease signs. You will have undoubtedly addi onal commercial space coming up for sale. The
property known as Blu, located at 8601 Wilshire Blvd, was once an oﬃce space that was converted to apartments.
Therefore, it is absolutely feasible to undertake these transforma ons.

Looking at the proposed mixed use overlay requirement on Pg. 8, my biggest concern is that you are bringing
massive number of poten al renters (i.e. 3 bedrooms) and you would NOT BE REQUIRING ANY GUEST PARKING and
only 2 spaces for a 3 bedrooms. A one-bedroom apartment could also have two adults and yet only 1 parking space
is proposed. Where are these tenants/guests supposed to park? This is a huge fallacy in this proposal. Guest
parking should be kept at bare minimum at the current ra o of 1 space for every 4 units and addi onal parking
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spaces should be made available for tenants to lease at an addi onal charge as is now done in many new
developments. In the opposite, I would advocate that more parking spaces be required than the current
requirements as the Planning Commission required for 9200 Wilshire before it approved the project. I would ask
that the City requires that a number of parking spaces be provided for City use as well. These parking spaces would
only be able to be used during the day me as you currently allow in your parking lots. The City would share in part
of the cost to build the addi onal parking spaces as an incen ve.
The area between Doheny and Rexford is already over congested due to the two schools at Doheny/Olympic and
Beverly Vista where over 1600 cars per day invade us. Our pocket is used as cut through. I urge you not to change
the zoning between Doheny and Rexford on Olympic.
Respec ully yours,
Magali Bergher
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Mixed Use Ordinance
Arnold Rosenstein <ar@newpacificrealty.com>
Wed 6/3/2020 5:18 PM
To: CommentPC
Cc:Timmi

<CommentPC@beverlyhills.org>;

Tway <ttway@beverlyhills.org>;

CAUTION: External Sender
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments
________________________________
To the members of the Planning Commission:
I would like to suggest that any project seeking to utilize the new Mixed Use Overlay Zone be considered a “by right” code
conforming project. The environmental review process should be condensed to the absolute minimum required by law. Planning
Commission review would still appropriate, however there should not be a requirement for an EIR,etc, etc. The Development Plan
Review ordinance should be modified to allow the above to occur.
I noticed that this proposed ordinance is a General Plan Amendment subject only to a Mitigated Negative Declaration. The
projects that occur under this Ordinance should not require a greater level of review, in my opinion.
I have concerns that this Ordinance is well intended but may be enough to induce property owners to develop apartments, but
maybe this type of change will help.
Thank you for your consideration of my comment.
Arnold Rosenstein
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proposed overlay

Reply all |



Delete

Junk |





proposed overlay



S Shahid <shsial@hotmail.com>



Reply all | 

Yesterday, 9:20 PM
Timmi Tway 

Inbox

Flag for follow up. Start by Thursday, June 04, 2020. Due by Thursday, June 04, 2020.
Label: E2K10 731 Day Retention Tag (2 years and 1 day) Expires: 6/4/2022 9:20 PM

CAUTION: External Sender
Use cau on when clicking links or opening a achments

Hello Timothea Tway
I’m a Beverly hills resident and I oppose proposed nega ve declara on
Thanks!
Shahid Sial
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From: Maynard Brittan <mmb@roxburymgt.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 6, 2020 4:57 PM
To: Timmi Tway; Ryan Gohlich
Cc: MarcNathanson; Graydon Brittan; Andy Licht; Alan Block
Subject: RE: Mixed Use Resolution- Corrected
CAUTION: External Sender

Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments

Hello Ms Timmi Tway, Many thanks for your prompt reply, and for the very logical clarification.
We are quite supportive of your proposed Ordnance, and will be following the process carefully. We
think it is a sensible and practical long term solution to our City’s severe housing shortage. We hope
that you have a safe and healthy weekend. Sincerely ,
Maynard
“Mickey” Brittan
From: Timmi Tway <ttway@beverlyhills.org>
Sent: Saturday, June 6, 2020 12:39 AMHellordyn Brittan <mmb@roxburymgt.com>; Ryan Gohlich
<rgohlich@beverlyhills.org>
Cc: MarcNathanson <BBGMARC@aol.com>; Graydon Brittan <ghb@roxburymgt.com>; Andy Licht
<andrewlicht@gmail.com>; Alan Block <ablock@beverlyhills.org>
Subject: Re: Mixed Use Resolution- Corrected

Hello Mr. Brittan,

I hope this email finds you well. Thank you for your questions.

As currently contemplated, the "T" lots behind the commercial lots that front South Santa
Monica boulevard would not be included in the overlay zone. At this time, the overlay zone is
proposed only to be applied to existing commercially zoned (generally C-3) properties fronting
South Santa Monica Boulevard.

Feel free to email me or commentpc@beverlyhills.org if you would like to send an email for the
Planning Commission to consider regarding this topic or any other topic related to the overlay
zone.
Thank you and have a nice weekend,
Timmi

From: Maynard Brittan <mmb@roxburymgt.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 4, 2020 7:55 PM
To: Timmi Tway; Ryan Gohlich
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Cc: MarcNathanson; Graydon Brittan; Andy Licht
Subject: FW: Mixed Use Resolution- Corrected

CAUTION: External Sender

Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments

Apologies!!!Excuse my senior typing maladies: Reference to clarification concerning
INCLUSION is specifically
For the SOUTH SIDE OF NORTH Santa Monica Boulevard between Wilshire going westward to
Moreno Drive. Reference to the C3 adjacent lots specifically addresses frontage on the North
side of South Santa Monica Blvd(AKA Little Santa Monica).
Sorry for the confusion and
inconvenience. Sincerely , Maynard
From: Maynard Brittan <mmb@roxburymgt.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 4, 2020 7:22 PM
Subject: Fwd: Mixed Use Resolution
Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:
From: Maynard Brittan <mmb@roxburymgt.com>
Date: June 4, 2020 at 5:27:00 PM PDT
To: "ttway@beverlyhills.org" <ttway@beverlyhills.org>, "rgohlich@beverlyhills.org"
<rgohlich@beverlyhills.org>
Cc: MarcNathanson <BBGMARC@aol.com>, Graydon Brittan <ghb@roxburymgt.com>, Andy
Licht <andrewlicht@gmail.com>
Subject: Mixed Use Resolution
Hello Timmi and Ryan, Pursuant to a phone discussion today with Planning Commission
Chairman Alan Robert Block, Esq. we are requesting clarification concerning inclusion of the
south side of South SANTA Monica Blvd, between Wilshire going westward to Moreno Dr. , in
your proposed Resolution recommending Mixed Use Overlay status .Can you please copy
Chairman Block on this email, and your response hereto, also. Please also clarify that , if the
Southside is indeed included, that the T-zoned 60’ of land , north of the 40’ of C3 lots, is
likewise included, subject to connection with the adjacent C 3 lots. As you are
aware, without the necessary depth of a development, parking turnaround restrictions will
create a non feasible situation. Incidentally, there are several other owners who are very
enthused about the housing possibilities of your proposed program. Thank you for your
consideration and attention to our info request. Although we too are working from home, we
are available by phone: Maynard 310 701 3322, and Graydon 310710 0707. Good health and
safety to you all, Sincerely, Maynard “Mickey” Brittan
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From: Darian Bojeaux <bojeaux@earthlink.net>
Sent: Monday, June 8, 2020 6:44 PM
To: Timmi Tway
Cc: Lili Bosse; John Mirisch; 14-Robert Wunderlich; 13-Lester J. Friedman; 12-Julian Gold; Alan Block;
Andy Licht; Lori Gordon; Farshid Shooshani; Peter Ostroff; Karen Myron
Subject: Re: June 19 PC Meeting to Approve Mixed Use

Ms. Tway,

CAUTION: External Sender
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments

The problem with the city’s notice, both by letter and newspaper, is that the notice conceals all of the
information you have provided below, only in response to my questions, and particularly the fact that a
project could be increased by several stories, and under certain circumstances a developer would be
allowed to provide zero parking.

The proposed overlay zone does not succeed in providing uniform standards. If it did, each project
would not have to be individually approved. And anyway, why should there be uniform standards when
the cityscape is not uniform.
The only thing an overlay zone would do is require the city to provide density bonuses, incentives, and
concessions, the nature and extent of which has been carefully concealed from the residents.

Unnecessarily pushing such an ordinance through during a pandemic, to accomplish much greater
density which has not and likely will not be required of the city, having concealed from the residents of
the nature and extent of the mixed use projects which could be built under the ordinance, reflects very
poorly on those promoting this action as well as the city.
Thank you for your time and attention.
Best regards,

Darian Bojeaux
On 8 Jun, 2020, at 4:57 PM, Timmi Tway <ttway@beverlyhills.org> wrote:
Ms. Bojeaux,

Thank you for your email outlining your concerns and questions about the proposed mixed use
ordinance. Please note that I have blind copied the City Council and Planning Commission on this
response to avoid any potential Brown Act violations, but rest assured they are all receiving this
response. I will also make sure your correspondence is provided to the Planning Commission
and included in the public record for this project.
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Please see my responses (in bold) to the questions that you have outlined below. As always, do not
hesitate to contact me if you have further questions. If you would like to provide additional comment to
the Planning Commission, you may email me, and/or email CommentPC@beverlyhills.org

(1) What exact parking standards are being proposed by the PC?

The chart below shows the unit size, the current multi-family parking requirements in the City and the
proposed parking requirements that the planning commission is proposing and will consider in the
draft ordinance:
Unit Size

Current Requirements

Proposed Overlay Requirement

One bedroom

2 spaces

1 space

Efficiency unit/studio

1 space

1 space

Two bedrooms

2.5 spaces

2 spaces

Four bedrooms

3 spaces

2.5 spaces

Three bedrooms
Guest parking

3 spaces

1 space for every 4 units

2 spaces

None required

The commercial portions of a mixed use project would have the same parking requirement as
currently outlined in the zoning code (generally one space for every 350 square feet for
commercial/retail and most restaurant spaces).
(2) May those parking standards by reduced further by virtue of the State Density Bonus Program?

The state density bonus provides parking standards that developers may use if they construct a
project that qualifies for a density bonus. The parking standards for the majority of density bonus
projects are the same as the proposed overlay requirement outlined above.

There are some special instances, when the city would be further restricted in requiring parking for
specific types of density bonus projects. For example:
 if a development includes the maximum percentage of low-income or very low income
units provided for in density bonus law, and is located within one half mile of a major
transit stop, then a developer is entitled to a parking standard of 0.5 parking spaces
per bedroom.
 If a developer proposed a rental project, within one half mile of a major transit stop,
with all affordable units for those 62 years or older a developer is entitled to a parking
requirement of 0.5 spaces per unit.
 If a developer proposes a rental project, within one half mile of a major transit stop
and all of the units are affordable and all are special needs housing or supportive
housing, then no parking is required as long as the development includes paratransit
or a fixed bus route that operates at least 8 times a day.

1-148

(2) Are the proposed height limitations for mixed use, 45’ in most areas and 55’ in some areas,
absolute? Or may a developer be entitled to increase height under the State Density Bonus Program? (I
believe this requires an all important legal opinion.)
The proposed height limitations that the Planning Commission will consider are absolute for nondensity bonus projects.

If a developer wishes to build a density bonus project (which requires affordable housing), then they
have the ability to request additional height in order to accommodate the affordable units in the
project. State density bonus does not define the amount of additional height that can be requested
or granted, but generally, it must be shown that the height is required to accommodate the
affordable units in the building. In the past, we have seen developers request, and receive, an
additional story of height in density bonus projects in the City. Last year, the density bonus law was
amended to further define that if a project has 100% affordable units, a developer may request up to
three additional stories. We have not seen this type of project in the City of Beverly Hills up until
now.
(4) Why doesn’t the PC hold off on rezoning so (1) it may consider and decide on each project, so the
city may not be forced into increased height, large density bonuses, incentives, concessions, and even
little or even no parking requirements and (2) residents may be given a fair opportunity to understand
what is actually being planned?
One of the goals expressed by the City was to create uniform standards for mixed use projects so that
neighbors and property owners had a clear idea of what could be constructed in the mixed use zone,
instead of having mixed use projects go through a zone change in order to be approved. Under the
proposed ordinance, each project would still require review and approval by the Planning
Commission.
I hope I have answered your questions adequately.

Thank you, and please feel free to let me know if you have further questions,
Timothea Tway,
310-285-1122
ttway@beverlyhills.org

BCC: Planning Commission and City Council
From: Darian Bojeaux <bojeaux@earthlink.net>
Sent: Sunday, June 7, 2020 6:29 PM
To: Timmi Tway
Cc: Lili Bosse; John Mirisch; 14-Robert Wunderlich; 13-Lester J. Friedman; 12-Julian Gold; Alan Block;
Andy Licht; Lori Gordon; Farshid Shooshani; Peter Ostroff; Karen Myron
Subject: June 19 PC Meeting to Approve Mixed Use
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Ms. Tway,

CAUTION: External Sender
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments

Someone I know had good things to say about you and suggested that I direct my concerns to you,
about the June 19 Planning Commission (PC) meeting on mixed use.

My concern is that residents have not been notified about the lack of adequate parking which the PC is
actually proposing, or the ramifications the State Density Bonus Program may have, to possibly require
the city to allow increase height by up to 3 stories beyond the heights noticed, and to allow for little to
even zero parking for developments, under various circumstances.

The Planning Commission is attempting to push through an ordinance, the provisions of which have not
been shared with thousands of people who will be affected, during a pandemic at a 9:00 a.m. morning
meeting, to rezone large swaths of property all over Beverly Hills to mixed use.

The rationale for attempting to pass this ordinance so expeditiously before residents have a chance to
figure out what is happening, seems to be the POSSIBLE and NOT DEFINITE need to increase density, in 8
years, by 3,000 housing units even though views of so many on density have necessarily changed as a
result of the corona virus pandemic.
Although residents could have been provided with more information about what the ordinance
provisions the PC is planning, I saw no reference in the notice of this June 19 meeting to the previous PC
report for the May 28 PC meeting, attached here, which actually addressed proposed ordinance
provisions.
And I saw no notice within that attached past report about how the State Density Bonus Program
(Government Code §§65915-65918, attached below) could result in the city having to allow additional
height, additional density, reduced parking requirements, and incentives, and concessions, including
decreased building standards, once properties are rezoned to mixed use. That is, a developer could
obtain a height increase of up to three additional stories or 33’; up to an 80% density bonus; could use
tandem parking to satisfy parking requirements; and and under certain circumstances, there need not
be any parking provided at all.

Rather, residents are being advised that mixed use projects of reasonable heights, 45’ to 55’, are being
proposed, and that parking standards (which people assume will be reasonable) will be discussed, even
though the PC is actually proposing parking requirements which our city leaders and residents have
always found to be inadequate.
Also important, during the last PC meeting on May 28 which was not properly noticed to residents, the
planning commissioners seemed not to take any heed whatsoever over the comments which were
telephoned in or read into the record, and it seemed more like a sham hearing during which residents’
viewpoints and concerns were simply ignored by the PC.
It is very important how the State Density Bonus Program, attached below, may affect mixed use
developments, and that residents be advised accordingly.
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My first concern is that once the city approves mixed use zoning, the city will be REQUIRED to allow
density bonuses and other concessions, incentives, and reductions in building standards. For instance,
Govt. Code §65917.2 defines a housing development eligible for density bonuses, incentives, and
concessions to include sites which allow mixed use, near major transit, with at least 20 planned housing
units. So once the city rezones properties to mixed use, density bonuses and other incentives and
concessions MUST be allowed.
So wouldn’t it be a much better idea to allow developers to apply for rezoning to mixed use, which
applications would require any density bonuses and incentives sought to be included, so that the city
would have the power to to either grant or deny such an application?

I do note Govt. Code §65917.2(a)(1)(F) provides that a development may not use a floor area ratio
bonus, incentives, or concessions to relieve the development form a maximum height limitation;
however (a)(2) and (3) and (b)(1) make a distinction between a floor area ratio bonus and a density
bonus, so it appears that a density bonus could be used to increase height. Further, (g)(1)(A) provides
that the sections’ provisions may not supersede or preempt any other section within the chapter, which
other sections allow for greater density, incentives, or concessions under various circumstances.
My questions are, and I believe the residents should be advised of the following now as opposed on the
eve of the meeting:
(1) What exact parking standards are being proposed by the PC?

(2) May those parking standards by reduced further by virtue of the State Density Bonus Program?

(3) Are the proposed height limitations for mixed use, 45’ in most areas and 55’ in some areas,
absolute? Or may a developer be entitled to increase height under the State Density Bonus Program? (I
believe this requires an all important legal opinion.)
(4) Why doesn’t the PC hold off on rezoning so (1) it may consider and decide on each project, so the
city may not be forced into increased height, large density bonuses, incentives, concessions, and even
little or even no parking requirements and (2) residents may be given a fair opportunity to understand
what is actually being planned?
Please advise.

Thank you very much.
Best regards,

Darian Bojeaux
123 N. Palm Drive
(310) 276-6847
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On 2 Jun, 2020, at 5:44 PM, Timmi Tway <ttway@beverlyhills.org> wrote:
Hello,

I hope this email finds you well. I am sending you this courtesy notice because you have previously
expressed interest in certain planning related policy discussions in the City of Beverly Hills.

I would like to let you know that on Friday, June 19, at 9 AM, the Planning Commission will hold a public
hearing regarding establishing regulations for mixed use projects in certain commercial areas of the
City. “Mixed use” generally refers to projects that have both commercial and residential uses in the
same structure. The Planning Commission was originally directed to undertake this effort by the City
Council in 2018 and has been working on developing regulations since that time. A study session was
held on this item last week.
The staff report will be available approximately a week prior to the hearing. I have attached the public
notice that contains more information about the hearing and the project.

Due to the ongoing pandemic, this Planning Commission meeting will be held via teleconference.
In the interest of maintaining appropriate social distancing, members of the public can participate by
listening to the Meeting at (916) 235-1420 or (888) 468-1195 (participant code 105093) and/or
streaming the meeting on the City website. Public comment may be offered via email by
emailing: commentPC@beverlyhills.org . If you submit an email, please identify the Agenda Item
Number or Topic in the subject line of the email. Public comment can also be offered during the meeting
via phone by calling 310-285-1020 during the item.
As always, please feel free to forward this email to anyone that you think may also be interested.
Thank you and please stay healthy and safe,
Timothea Tway
Senior Planner
City of Beverly Hills
ttway@beverlyhills.org
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Label: E2K10 731 Day Retention Tag (2 years and 1 day) Expires: 6/8/2022 6:58 PM

CAUTION: External Sender

Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments

please address the questions presented by darian !
it's disturbing when during this adverse time that
people are trying to slip by ordinances and plans that
are fully vetted or shared with the b.h. residents.
thanks, joan
joan agajanian quinn
310-274-4938 main
310-291-9867 cell
Beverly Hills View
The Joan Quinn Profiles

-----Original Message----From: Darian Bojeaux <bojeaux@earthlink.net>
To: Timmi Tway <ttway@beverlyhills.org>
Cc: lbosse@beverlyhills.org; jmirisch@beverlyhills.org; rwunderlich@beverlyhills.org;
lfriedman@beverlyhills.org; jgold@beverlyhills.org; Alan Block <ablock@beverlyhills.org>; Andy Licht
<alicht@beverlyhills.org>; lgordon@beverlyhills.org; fshooshani@beverlyhills.org;
postroff@beverlyhills.org; Karen Myron <kmyron@beverlyhills.org>
Sent: Sun, Jun 7, 2020 6:29 pm
Subject: June 19 PC Meeting to Approve Mixed Use
Ms. Tway,
Someone I know had good things to say about you and suggested that I direct my concerns to you, about
the June 19 Planning Commission (PC) meeting on mixed use.
My concern is that residents have not been notified about the lack of adequate parking which the PC is
actually proposing, or the ramifications the State Density Bonus Program may have, to possibly require
the city to allow increase height by up to 3 stories beyond the heights noticed, and to allow for little to
even zero parking for developments, under various circumstances.
The Planning Commission is attempting to push through an ordinance, the provisions of which have not
been shared with thousands of people who will be affected, during a pandemic at a 9:00 a.m. morning
meeting, to rezone large swaths of property all over Beverly Hills to mixed use.
The rationale for attempting to pass this ordinance so expeditiously before residents have a chance to
figure out what is happening, seems to be the POSSIBLE and NOT DEFINITE need to increase density,
in 8 years, by 3,000 housing units even though views of so many on density have necessarily changed as
a result of the corona virus pandemic.
Although residents could have been provided with more information about what the ordinance provisions
the PC is planning, I saw no reference in the notice of this June 19 meeting to the previous PC report for
the May 28 PC meeting, attached here, which actually addressed proposed ordinance provisions.
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And I saw no notice within that attached past report about how the State Density Bonus Program
(Government Code §§65915-65918, attached below) could result in the city having to allow additional
height, additional density, reduced parking requirements, and incentives, and concessions, including
decreased building standards, once properties are rezoned to mixed use. That is, a developer could
obtain a height increase of up to three additional stories or 33’; up to an 80% density bonus; could use
tandem parking to satisfy parking requirements; and and under certain circumstances, there need not be
any parking provided at all.
Rather, residents are being advised that mixed use projects of reasonable heights, 45’ to 55’, are being
proposed, and that parking standards (which people assume will be reasonable) will be discussed, even
though the PC is actually proposing parking requirements which our city leaders and residents have
always found to be inadequate.
Also important, during the last PC meeting on May 28 which was not properly noticed to residents, the
planning commissioners seemed not to take any heed whatsoever over the comments which were
telephoned in or read into the record, and it seemed more like a sham hearing during which residents’
viewpoints and concerns were simply ignored by the PC.
It is very important how the State Density Bonus Program, attached below, may affect mixed use
developments, and that residents be advised accordingly.
My first concern is that once the city approves mixed use zoning, the city will be REQUIRED to allow
density bonuses and other concessions, incentives, and reductions in building standards. For instance,
Govt. Code §65917.2 defines a housing development eligible for density bonuses, incentives, and
concessions to include sites which allow mixed use, near major transit, with at least 20 planned housing
units. So once the city rezones properties to mixed use, density bonuses and other incentives and
concessions MUST be allowed.
So wouldn’t it be a much better idea to allow developers to apply for rezoning to mixed use, which
applications would require any density bonuses and incentives sought to be included, so that the city
would have the power to to either grant or deny such an application?
I do note Govt. Code §65917.2(a)(1)(F) provides that a development may not use a floor area ratio bonus,
incentives, or concessions to relieve the development form a maximum height limitation; however (a)(2)
and (3) and (b)(1) make a distinction between a floor area ratio bonus and a density bonus, so it appears
that a density bonus could be used to increase height. Further, (g)(1)(A) provides that the sections’
provisions may not supersede or preempt any other section within the chapter, which other sections allow
for greater density, incentives, or concessions under various circumstances.
My questions are, and I believe the residents should be advised of the following now as opposed on the
eve of the meeting:
(1) What exact parking standards are being proposed by the PC?
(2) May those parking standards by reduced further by virtue of the State Density Bonus Program?
(3) Are the proposed height limitations for mixed use, 45’ in most areas and 55’ in some areas,
absolute? Or may a developer be entitled to increase height under the State Density Bonus Program? (I
believe this requires an all important legal opinion.)
(4) Why doesn’t the PC hold off on rezoning so (1) it may consider and decide on each project, so the
city may not be forced into increased height, large density bonuses, incentives, concessions, and even
little or even no parking requirements and (2) residents may be given a fair opportunity to understand
what is actually being planned?
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Please advise.
Thank you very much.
Best regards,
Darian Bojeaux
123 N. Palm Drive
(310) 276-6847
On 2 Jun, 2020, at 5:44 PM, Timmi Tway <ttway@beverlyhills.org> wrote:

Hello,

I hope this email finds you well. I am sending you this courtesy notice because you have
previously expressed interest in certain planning related policy discussions in the City of Beverly
Hills.
I would like to let you know that on Friday, June 19, at 9 AM, the Planning Commission will hold
a public hearing regarding establishing regulations for mixed use projects in certain commercial
areas of the City. “Mixed use” generally refers to projects that have both commercial and
residential uses in the same structure. The Planning Commission was originally directed to
undertake this effort by the City Council in 2018 and has been working on developing
regulations since that time. A study session was held on this item last week.
The staff report will be available approximately a week prior to the hearing. I have attached
the public notice that contains more information about the hearing and the project.

Due to the ongoing pandemic, this Planning Commission meeting will be held via
teleconference.
In the interest of maintaining appropriate social distancing, members of the public can
participate by listening to the Meeting at (916) 235-1420 or (888) 468-1195 (participant code
105093) and/or streaming the meeting on the City website. Public comment may be offered via
email by emailing: commentPC@beverlyhills.org . If you submit an email, please identify the
Agenda Item Number or Topic in the subject line of the email. Public comment can also be
offered during the meeting via phone by calling 310-285-1020 during the item.
As always, please feel free to forward this email to anyone that you think may also be
interested.
Thank you and please stay healthy and safe,
Timothea Tway
Senior Planner
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From: elsherwood@mattsonsherrod.com <elsherwood@mattsonsherrod.com>
Sent: Monday, June 8, 2020 3:32 PM
To: CommentPC
Cc: 'Darian Bojeaux'
Subject: June 19 PC Meeting to Approve Mixed Use
CAUTION: External Sender

Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments

Dear Mayor, Council and Planning Commission,

I live on the 100 block of North Maple and have serious concerns about the PC and CC’s
ability/willingness to enforce rules that prevent catastrophic parking impacts on neighborhoods
surrounding mixed use developments. Based on experience I know that people will not honor parking
restrictions and City law enforcement won’t do anything about it though, with encouragement, it
could.

Here’s an example of how overbuilding impacts parking in my neighborhood. For years, the PCs revised
density rules allow huge homes with little space for parking to be built. Extra parking spaces,
“required,” based on bedrooms, are mainly put in backyards. Residents so not use these spaces! My
claim is verifiable - come look. On the 100 block of north Maple alone, every overbuilt home seems to
come standard with a handicap tag so residents can park cars on the street in front (ours is a permit
area), including overnight. Overflow parking from mixed use developments will expand this lawbreaking
exponentially, accelerating the City’s overall decline in residential quality of life – and its quality of
personal character.
Parking resources for structures in the mixed use zone are as poorly defined as the structures
themselves. Structures in this “overlay zone” should be presented to the public for consideration case
by case!! And, hearings must be scheduled when the maximum number of residents can attend!! It’s
troubling that the Council scheduled its first hearing on the complex issue of changing the City’s General
Plan, with potentially catastrophic consequences for residents, at a time when a majority of us cannot
attend.
Ellen Sherwood
100 block, North Maple Drive
Beverly Hills 90210

Is the goal to ram this through, get it over with, make it global and ill defined, so no one has to be
accountable for the ensuing misery.” One cannot help but be suspicious that such an important matter
was presented to the public at a time when the majority of residents will be at work.
Already we can see what lied ahead. Each development should be considered as an individual project,
yet the PC and City Council propose vast changes to the City General Plan.
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From: Anne B. Laureano <alaureano@earthlink.net>
Sent: Monday, June 8, 2020 4:38 PM
To: Timmi Tway
Subject: Re: Courtesy Notice Regarding Planning Commission Hearing on Draft Mixed Use Ordinance June 19

Timmi;

CAUTION: External Sender
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments

Thank you for the quick response. This is very helpful. I’ll listen in.

I’m relieved that there is a height cap, but still not happy if it goes beyond 3-4 stories and concerned
how much affordable housing will be created or it will be as tastefully and discretely achieved e.g. as on
Ocean Blvd in Santa Monica. If we have more buildings higher than 3-4 stories, we would lose our sky
which is one of the other unique things of Beverly Hills. We still have the iconic LA sunshine flowing
through our airspace and reflecting on our buildings and pavements whereas downtown LA is just doom
and gloom, no more sun or iconic San Bernardino mountain views, the gray concrete streets of a mini
New York without NYC’s excitement and zest. Would this be something I should send to you as a formal
comment?
I also finally completed the Streets Survey. Thank you for the conscientious questions in this.
Thank you,
Anne

1-157

June 8th , 2020

The Honorable Commission Board Members:
Mr. Allan Block
Mr. Peter Ostroff
Mr. Farshid Shoshani
Mrs. Lori Gorden
Mr. Andrew Licht
Planning Dept
Mrs. Timothea Tway
Mr. Howard Fisher
Mr. Alexander Assil
Dear All
Our family is extremely delighted to hear the commission is charged and is evaluating the
Mix use issue before it, reviewing a report by the dedicated Planning Dept assigned to this task
Mrs. Tway, we are delighted that currently a devoted, experience and knowledgeable panel is
charged for this immense task before it, perhaps not many individual are more suited, qualified
and committed for and to the office than this panel to deal with such Important and immense
undertaking.
The vision, courage, understanding, boldness and being Passionate, is a must qualification
for leadership, one that is not necessarily possessed by all who have authority, power, in this
regard we know you are more than qualified and possess the necessary vision to bring about the
much sought out, needed change.
Many acutely are unaware of the level and the impact the subway will have on the
community, city, lack the understanding, one that must be possessed to deal with the immense
impact the Subway will have and bring to the Community, the City , those with proper vision will
be able to analyze, address this impact and its effect and prepare for it beforehand , there are those
who rather and prescribe to the “ wait and see “, in our opinion that mindset will have an immense
negative impact for the near and distant future of our, Community, it’s residence, the City, if that
mindset prevails, the eventual question perhaps dilemma will be , what now… We hope and pray
the Commission will never permit that.
Those with the necessary and required vision, plan and prepare ahead, consider the
impacts of what is before them, in this case the impact of the subway, Historically such major
game changer as a subway will presents, opportunities, if properly considered, analyzed for its
untapped potential, if applied properly it will provide for the betterment of the Community.
1
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In particular for La Cienega, selecting the right choice is not only necessary but crucial,
perhaps critical, the opportunity presented will permit correction of the past mistake on the
Boulevard, set the stage for the right Developments going forward , absent of a right Vision and
its Implementation, the opportunity is lost perhaps permanently, evident by what is currently
there on the Boulevard for past the 40 Years or longer, the unfortunate and confused, incohesive,
senseless structures in place, a medical building or two an unpleasant black glass Building and
many old, structures all of which contribute to even more unpleasant environment currently there
, The opportunity and Seizing the moment is here, the failure to provide and enable development
of the proper magnetite, for a better change will forever cement the Southeast, a Secondary
Beverly Hills, the existing extremely unpleasant incohesive “curb appeal “, need be corrected, only
the correct structural change will prevent further decay, the failure to design properly will
prevent, the bringing back of the past famed “ Restaurant Raw “, its demise has come about as
result of improper planning, perhaps negligence by others before us , which it has now for the
longest time rendered La Cienega a freeway, passageway.
The good news, the opportunity is now presented, if the right zoning is permitted, it will
provide and correct past mistakes, will in time enable the South East to become no less desirable
than our famed “Triangle “ this can and will only come about as result of the proper Zoning and
Planning.
The need for your consideration is for the increase in Hight, Higher, FAR, lower Parking
requirement, all this is not only needed but in our view is a MUST, to permit the proper
development and adequate structures to take place to permit and fulfill the needs of the
community, help improve the South East, to provide for the much needed Retail Business, Food
Markets, Eatery’s, Small European style Caffe’s, along a Widened sidewalks, to enable and provide
for High end Clothing store’s etc.,,, These Business will only survive and thrive through increase
body counts to support it, as result, in our opinion, it is essential for the Commission to consider
and permit such proper changes to enable the Redevelopment and development of, Hotels,
Residential units, in large scale, creating the needed “ Human Body Count “, to support and bring
about the revitalization of South East, only La Cienega, is the Ave that can facilitate this need, its
proximity to the Subway and its being a wide Ave best suited to permit his.
We encourage the Commission to look into and evaluate a one lane traffic , North and South
bound on La Cienega , diverting Big Trucks to a short Reroute to take the Wide San Vicente
boulevard, going in both directions, therefore permitting for a one lane North and South bound
on La Cienega , permitting a Mid lane Isle garden path, which will provide and permit and for
Diagonal parking, on each side of La Cienega further, this will also permit a wider sidewalk for
Caffe seating’s all along La Cienega, With the proper and right design all these changes will
provide for and will enable La Cienega to become a DESTANTION, not just a subway station,
failure to consider and implement these Recommendation for the benefit of the community,
visitors, will keep La Cienega what it is now, a Passageway.
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The 5 story high limit density Development proposal is well suited and an excellent idea,
as it relates to Doheny, Robertson and Wilshire, in our estimation it is not adequate for La
Cienega, La Cienega needs the higher density as it is a 70 feet wide Ave Vs 40 feet for Doheny and
Robertson and the presence of the upcoming subway is a huge difference, however the
recommended Small size units is a fantastic idea per recommendation by the lead Planning Dept
Mrs. Tway, to provide for and build such small size units which is absent in our community and
it shall provide the much needed Housing for the, young professional’s, couples, elderly retired
Individual’s, those elderly downsizing, all of whom prefer even need and want to remain, be near
their family, loved ones, now also be near mass transit as most no longer are or will be able to
drive, the Opportunity now is presented for them to be near medical facilities, in place right across
the subway, and be closer to the Sini Medical center and all other medical facilities in between,
enable them to travel to Century City, Westwood and beyond and not feel helpless, to remain and
not be uprooted in their golden age from the city they love, the people they know, this will surly
reduce their emotional & Mental stress in, Last but not least, it is to permit them to be near their
children who might still be residing in the city, helpful to them in time of need, for them to be and
remain in the environment they have been part of, perhaps most of their life’s.
This proposed human gathering by the Subway will additionally bring the added and indirect
benefit in the lack, and the need for ownership and use of gas omitting vehicles, it will also bring
, reduced traffic, traffic congestions, reduce gas omission all of which will provide for a healthier
environment, our society will benefit greatly, these recommended type developments will
especially provide for more and better accessibility to all including the elderly who are anticipated
to be the major recipient of such dwellings for tenancy and the convenience the shops,
Restaurants, the markets will provide for them , full accessibility to all their needs, SIMPLY put,
greater convenience, something important to many but imperative to the elderly,, Last but not
least such concentration of people shall provide and permit commingling, avoid being cooped up
and left out and left alone in need of a psychologist, and medication, additionally La Cienega is
most suited and meets Sacramento’s high desire for full and high density near mass transit, either
we do it right in what suits our City, or they will not only dictate, THEY WILL MANDATE IT,
throughout the city to destroy the character of our City, as they have attempted it twice, with
chance of success.
I did listen in and spoke and made some comments with the short time afforded me on
the initial hearing few weeks ago , there were many voices that called for the a better and proper
change mostly relative to Wilshire corridor, Doheny ,Robertson, for the Hight and Parking, there
were no comments introduced or heard on FAR, additionally comments made, aired, offered no
consideration, distinction for a deeper evaluation and recommendation relative to La Cienega
being right by the subway ,with the exception of one perfect comment,“ it can’t be one size fit all
“ referencing Doheny and Robertson Boulevard, and as it relates to La Cienega, I would think it
be prudent for the Commission to evaluate and pay special attention to La it for the higher
Hight’s, Higher FAR , Lower Parking requirement , No Guest parking , or a very low ratio for
Guest .
Having listen in, I could sense your desire for a drastic, proper, befitting improvement for
the future of the Southeast, something that’s been being going on for over 10 years that I know of
3
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maybe longer with no success , This Until Councilman Julian Gold involvement to bring attention
to the need for serious study, action to ensure progress for a better future for our time and the
generations to come, in the South East.
Accordingly, La Cienega being a major component of the South East must be planned with
special consideration and care, with proper cohesive Architectural design, curb appeal and
attention to make it a Destination and not a subway station.
To Reemphasize, I am certain of your awareness that the subway is not, should not be the
focal point but a vehicle to a destination’s, the focal point in our opinion is and must be the
environment, atmosphere, ambiance that needs be created, an island of beauty for a memorable
a visit a, this can only be achieved by proper consideration for La Cienega, envisioning the entire
strip north of Wilshire to Clifford , Our recommended, vision is buildings of no less than nine (9)
or ten (10) stories or higher, ( the others Buildings in the corner of Wilshire are 12-13 stories ) this
additional Hight will provide and permit the proper SF for the development of Boutique Hotels
or Apt Buildings to provide for the large scale Small Units to satisfy and is lack in the city, one
that can’t be achieved with the a 5 story high suggested, The added Hight, Ect’, is needed, required
to provide and permit the needed number of Rooms for operational of High end Hotel’s with
adequate Number of Rooms, to entice Brand Name Operators interest, such as “ The Ritz of the
world “ , or Retail stores such as “ Chanel’s of the world “ , absent of the increase for the Hight,
FAR, reduced requirement for Parking will only permit such Hotels as the “ Holliday inn “ or
retail stores of “ Dress for less “ of the world, which in time will forever mark and cement and
keep the south east as a step child to Our one and only Beverly Hills, prevent it to be at the very
least equal to the famed triangle.
There is now the opportunity to create a First Class “ destination ” to do so it must be
well thought off, be created, absent of well-vision, well-designed, true quality destination and
proper planning and the timely execution, La Cienega will remain and always be marked as it is
now, a Passageway.
Also, absent of timely consideration, execution of a well-defined plan, the current Young
generation and the future generations will look upon us unkindly as evidenced by the mixture of
what is there on La Cienega right now, the incohesive, extremely unpleasant mixture of just
characterless structures, nothing more ,to permit it to continue, will be a tragedy, NO good reason
the Southeast should remain and in the future be solidly marked the likes of East LA, and in time
and perhaps forever be marked the same as the unfamed, East LA.
The much needed and the proper development, its types, quality, desirability, not to forget
the sheer size, presence will set the stage. The first RIGHT development will be the CATTALYIST,
for what begins, continued and remains there.
The choice is simple, the Southeast becomes either a destination for the “Holiday Inn “ or
the Payless ” of the world… or the “Ritz Carlton” and “Chanel” of the world.
4
1-161

Your relentless effort, hard work, enthusiasm is what our city needs, your decision will
define and sets the stage for a better future for us all and generations to come.
The Implementation of these recommendations will also bring the much needed revenues
to the our City, the collection of fee’s by the Planning, other fee’s collected permitting development
by contractors etc’ the collection of tax’s on the revenue’s generated by the Business, creation of
employment, most importantly, the lucrative, Bed tax collection, it is my understanding the City’s
short fall for the next year budget is estimated to be $120.000.000.
My youngest son, Alexander, 24 years old particular interest in this part of town, The
South East, his introduction to me of its potential, was and is what ignited my interest and now
passion, he’s vision about what should be there for his generation, and the next to come makes it
so more imperative to Reconsider the old thinking, that belongs to the old generation, ,I’m in that
age group myself , the Future belongs to OUR CHILDERN, our Young and their future.
I’m certain the commission will find the right path going forward to Insure the betterment
of the future for our next generation and Beyond.
Our family will continue to support you unconditionally and wholeheartedly, we wish and
pray for your success.
Abraham Assil and Family
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6/10/2020

June 16 Mixed Use - Timmi Tway

June 16 Mixed Use
Lee Pasternak <leepasternak@earthlink.net>
Wed 6/10/2020 1:50 PM
To: CommentPC

<CommentPC@beverlyhills.org>;

CAUTION: External Sender
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments
________________________________
To be read at the Planning Commission meeting:
Dear Commissioners,
I have been a resident of Beverly Hills for many years, and I am against the proposed ordinance to establish a mixed use overlay
zone.
Such an ordinance would remove the existing height, building standards, and parking requirements, and would instead allow
developers carte blanche on height, density, lower building standards, parking requirements, etc., under the State Density Bonus
Program.
The existing height and other standards have served our city very well for many years.
I am sorry that special interests have been influential enough to orchestrate the Planning Commission's concealment of important
facts in its notice of this meeting. Nowhere were residents informed that developers would be able to violate our current
height/density/parking standards under the State Density Bonus Program, once mixed use would be pre-approved under the
proposed ordinance.
I am sorry there is not more transparency in the activities of the Planning Commission and that it is attempting to pass an
ordinance which would greatly benefit developers to the detriment of the residents.
Thank you for your time.
Lee Pasternak
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