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CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS
STAFF REPORT

Meeting Date: October 18, 2010

To: ' Honorable Mayor & City Council _

From: Aaron Kunz, Deputy Director of Transportation
Martha Eros, Transportation PlannerW

Subject: CEQA Traffic Thresholds of Significance

Attachments: 1. Planning Commission Resolution
2. September 16, 2010 Planning Commission Report
3. September 16, 2010 Planning Commission Synopsis

INTRODUCTION

This report transmits a resolution adopted by the Planning Commission modifying iocal
thresholds of significance related to traffic impacts. The revised standards reflect City
Council direction to make local thresholds more consistent with neighboring cities.

DISCUSSION

On May 4, 2010, City staff from the Public Works & Transportation and Community
Development departments presented the Beverly Hills City Council with a joint overview
of CEQA threshold guidelines applied during review of development applications. The
City Council requested Transportation staff to examine the current traffic threshold
guidelines to determine if the existing criteria are more restrictive or lenient than those of
adjacent jurisdictions. City Council requested a two-phase approach: 1) amend current
guidelines for more consistency with neighboring cities and 2) conduct a comprehensive
analysis of the traffic thresholds of significance when funding becomes available.

Transportation staff presented the Planning Commission with an overview of the existing
practices and criteria used during the review of a proposed development application at
its June 24 and September 16 meetings. For phase 1, staff recommended modifying the
daily traffic range and percentage threshold for residential streets to be more stringent
for consistency with neighboring jurisdictions. As the ‘intersection’ thresholds are
already similar to neighboring jurisdictions, staff recommended retaining existing
thresholds for signalized intersections and all-way stop un-signalized intersections. Staff
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recommended refining the definition for 2-way stop intersections to provide ability to
measure impacts at intersections currently operating at level of service (LOS) F.

Following further analysis of signalized intersections and residential streets, the Planning
Commission included an additional amendment to signalized intersections operating at
LOS “D” to provide similar criteria as neighboring jurisdictions.

1. Residential/Local Streets:
¢ Narrow the range for ADT (average daily traffic) and peak hour volume
counts, and decrease the percentage threshold for each category
accordingly

2. Signalized Intersections:
e LOS A B,C, E, F-nochange
e LOS D - reduce from 4% existing change in volume/capacity

3. All-Way Stop Un-signalized Intersection:
o No Change

4. Un-signalized 2-Way Stop Intersections:
¢ Refines definition to measure impacts of new or additional congestion in
any direction of travel on an existing LOS F intersection

FISCAL IMPACT

There are no operating costs associated with the implementation of the revised Traffic
Thresholds of Significance guidelines. For a limited number of projects that would now
exceed the residential street thresholds of significance, the project applicant may incur
higher costs for preparing an Environmental Impact Report.

RECOMMENDATION

Unless otherwise directed by the City Council, staff will apply the amended traffic
threshold of significance to future development applications.

e
7)/, David Gustavson
Approved By

\
—
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ATTACHMENT 1
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RESOLUTIONNO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE

CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS ADOPTING THRESHOLDS OF

SIGNFICANCE FOR TRAFFIC IMPACTS

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Beverly Hills has requested revisions to
the City’s thresholds of significance for certain traffic impacts, which are utilized in the City’s
actions implementing the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to be more aligned with
adjacent jurisdictions.

WHEREAS, Planning Commission finds and determines that the City of Beverly
Hills” existing thresholds of significance for certain traffic impacts, which are utilized in the City’s
actions implementing the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), have not b’een amended in
over twelve (12) years and are not reflective of the thresholds used by adjacent jurisdictions; and

WHEREAS, on June 24, 2010, the Planning Commission held a public meeting to
discuss potential changes to the thresholds, and continued the meeting and discussion to its public
meeting on July 22, 2010 and subsequently to September 16, 2010. Notice of the June 24® meeting
was published in the Beverly Hills Courier newspaper, and opportunities for public input were
provided at the June 24, July 22, 2010 and September 16 meetings.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Planning Commission of the City of Beverly Hills does
resolve as follows:

Section 1. The Planning Commission finds and determines based on the staffreports
and research, expert testimony from the City’s Transportation Division staff, and public testimony,
that the revised thresholds are more in line with those used by adjacent jurisdictions and more

appropriately evaluate the traffic impacts of new development projects.
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Section 2. The revised traffic thresholds change the City’s existing guidelines for
analysis of the traftic impacts caused by new development. The revised thresholds are a means to
evaluate impacts during the environmental review process required by CEQA and their adoption is
not subject to environmental review by CEQA.

Section 3. The Planning Commission hereby adopts the revised Traffic Thresholds of
Significance for the City of Beverly Hills, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit “A”.

Section 4. 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 this City and a copy of this
Resolution be forwarded to the City Council.

Adopted: September 16, 2010

Lili Bosse
Chair of the Planning Commission of the
City of Beverly Hills, California

Attest:

Secretary

Approved as to form: Approved as to content:

David M. Snow Susan Healy Keene, AICP

Assistant City Attorney Director of Community Development
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EXHIBIT A

Traffic Thresholds of Significance
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CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS
EXHIBIT “A”

Beverly Hills Traffic Thresholds of Significance
Adopted by the Planning Commission
on October 14, 2010 by

Resolution No.

The following is the recommended traffic thresholds of
significant impact for 4 different scenarios:

1. Threshold of Impacts at Signalized Intersections:

Calculation Methodology: Intersection Capacity Utilization
(ICU), wusing criterion similar to Congestion Management Program
(CMP). Selected lane capacity of 1,600 vehicles per hour.

An impact will be considered significant if traffic generated by
a project causes an increase of:

» 0.020 or more on V/C at the final LOS "E"

» 0.020 or more on V/C at the final LOS "E"

» 0.640—030 or more on V/c at the final LOS "D" or
better

2. Threshold of Impacts at Unsignalized (all-way stop)
Intersections:

Calculation Methodology: The—3+9894 Based on the most current
edition of Highway Capacity Manual.

An dimpact will Dbe considered significant if the following
increase of average total delay per vehicle results in:

» 3.0 seconds or more average total delay at the final
LOS "E"

» 3.0 seconds or more average total delay at the final
LOS "E"

» 4.0 seconds or more average total delay at the final
LOsS "D"
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3. Threshold of Impacts at Unsignalized (2-way stop) Intersections:

Calculation methodology: Highway Capacity Manual (latest edition)

speeial—report—269 or a comparable software.
Sigpificant—TImpact:—A Change—3in10S—+teoLO0S—E ORF fromLEOS—Dor
L] L £ ek S LLL LT [~ ~ A

Significant Impact: A Change in level of service (comparison of
cumulative plus without project, to cumulative plus with
project) on any direction of travel:

» LOS D or better to LOS E or worse

> LOS E to LOS F

» LOS F to LOS F (resulting in increase of 10 or more
average total delay (sec/veh) on any direction.

4. Threshold of Impacts at Residential (Local) Streets:

Significant Impact:
T VAW

I. ADT less than 2,000 volume per day (vpd): project
increases ADT by 16%, or increases peak hour by
16% or both.

——IF—ADTgreater—than 37750 but lessthan6750—prejeect
inereases—APT by 12-5%andfeorinereases—the peak hour by 12-5%=
IT. ADT greater than 2,001 but less than 4,000 vpd:

project increases ADT by 12% or more, or
increases peak hour by 12% or more or both.

IITI. ADT greater than 4,001 but less than 6,750 vpd:
project increases ADT by 8% or more, or increases
peak hour by 8% or more or both

EETE AT et A +1h a0 & 76N PN T A AN oA N NT S E
L o grcatcCT criait— 957 7 o97y pProJte Tt TrCa st oo Oy
[o) 5 [o)
O O O

IV. ADT greater than 6,750 vpd: project increases ADT
by 6.25% or more, or increases peak hour by 6.25%
or more or both
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ATTACHMENT 2
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CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS
PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

MEMORANDUM
TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Martha Eros, Transportation Planner
DATE: September 16, 2010

SUBJECT: CEQA Traffic Thresholds of Significance

INTRODUCTION

The Beverly Hills City Council discussed traffic thresholds of significance at the May 4,
2010 Council Study Session to assess whether the current criteria applied to
development projects is less stringent than other communities. The City Council
directed staff to proceed with a two-step process: (1) refine guidelines for more
consistency with adjacent jurisdictions, and (2) undertake a full review of Traffic
Thresholds of Significance when funding is available to consider possible alternative
methods such as establishing thresholds based on vehicle ‘delay’ or methods to
encourage transit and pedestrian activity. Staff estimates approximately $50,000 for
outside consultant services to analyze Step 2.

Public Works & Transportation staff presented the Beverly Hills Planning Commission
with modifications to the existing traffic thresholds of significance guidelines at its June
24, 2010 meeting. Staff recommended maintaining existing thresholds for signalized
intersections and all-way stop unsignalized intersections; refining the definition for 2-
way stop intersections; and modifying the daily traffic range and percentage threshold
for residential streets (Attachment 2).

The Planning Commission requested staff to provide further detail on:

1. Methodology and impact of the proposed change for local residential streets

2. Provide a comparative matrix for residential streets to test actual past projects
with existing and proposed threshold of significance criteria

3. Compare a 1% versus 2% modification for signalized intersections for level of
service (LOS) “E” and “F”

4. Include LOS “D” analysis
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Planning Commission
Traffic Thresholds of Significance
September 16, 2010

METHODOLOGY

Staff surveyed adjacent and countywide jurisdictions to compare current threshold of
significance guidelines applied for intersections and residential streets (Attachment 3).
Based on discussions with staff from the surveyed cities, traffic threshold guidelines
were developed administratively by internal traffic engineering and planning staff based
on their local environment, street infrastructure, observation of local traffic conditions
and patterns, and adjacent jurisdictions’ thresholds. The guidelines have been applied
by most jurisdictions a minimum of 10 years.

In addition to collecting the guideline criteria used by other cities, staff reviewed the
1995-1997 reports prepared by Meyer, Mohaddes Associates, Inc (MMA) for the
Westside Cities' Sub-regional Team tasked with developing uniform traffic thresholds
for the sub-region. The four cities could not agree on uniform criteria and ultimately
established individual thresholds to fit their unique environmental characteristics. The
MMA reports served as the foundation for the existing 1997 Recommended Thresholds
of Significant Impact Guidelines for intersections and residential streets, with staff
modifying the general recommendations to meet the specific demands of Beverly Hills
activity.

Staff also utilized the existing 24-Hour Traffic Counts Summary to evaluate the existing
traffic volumes for residential streets abutting streets with potential commercial or
residential development, and the experience gained from reviewing past development
proposals. Staff considered the possible mitigation options available as a result of
developing too stringent criteria for the daily residential traffic, including a need for more
Environmental Impact Reports, Statement of Overriding Consideration, and/or reducing
project size.

RESIDENTIAL STREETS

Traffic thresholds of significance for neighborhood streets are intended to evaluate how
a project’s traffic might affect the existing characteristics of a residential neighborhood.
For residential streets, staff determined the thresholds used by Los Angeles, Culver City
and West Hollywood to be most comparable for Beverly Hills based on similarities of the
street geometric grid pattern where local residential streets directly intersect with major
arterials.

Staff proposes a hybrid of the average daily traffic (ADT) and threshold percentage
criteria based on border cities’? criteria for residential streets, review of existing Beverly

! The Cities of Beverly Hills, Culver City, Santa Monica and West Hollywood.
? Existing Thresholds of Significance for Los Angeles, Culver City, and West Hollywood:

TIER 1 TIER 2 TIER 3 TIER 4
Los Angeles 0-1,000 apT: 120+ trips [ 1,000-2,000 ADT: 12% 2,000-3,000 ADT: 10% 3,000+ ADT: 8%
Culver City 0-99 ADT: 120+ trips 1,000-1,999 aoT: 12% 2,000-2,999 apT: 10% 3,000+ ADT: 8%
West Hollywood 0-2,000 apT: 12% 2,001-3,000 apT: 12% 3,001-6,449 apT: 8% 6,750 ADT: 6.25%
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Ptanning Commission
Tratfic Thresholds of Significance
September 16, 2010

Hills 24-Hour Traffic Counts Summary data, and the professional knowledge gained
from past development project reviews:

> Tier 1: 0-2,000ADT traffic volume with 16% daily and peak hour increase

> Tier 2: 2,001-4,000ADT traffic volume with 12% daily and peak hour increase
> Tier 3: 4,001-6,750ADT traffic volume with 8% daily and peak hour increase
> Tier 4: 6,750+ traffic volume with 6.25% daily and peak hour increase

Staff did not include a separate tier for traffic volumes4 below 1,000ADT. Any
development on a residential street (i.e., a multiple family conversions or new build) with
traffic volume under 1,000ADT would need to meet the same traffic threshold criteria for
Tier 1.

Staff proposes adjusting the traffic volume range for Tier 1 from 0-3,750ADT to O-
2,000ADT, and reducing the current percentage threshold from 25% to 16% to align with
the bordering cities of Los Angeles and West Hollywood. An alternative option
considered was to select a lower threshold of 12% for Tier 1; however, since Beverly
Hills requires a more exhaustive assessment of residential street impacts by evaluating
peak hour traffic in addition to daily traffic, a 16% threshold appears more appropriate
for the peak hour evaluation.

Similar to the Tier 1 criteria, staff applied the same tests to Tiers 2 and 3. The added
requirement of peak hour evaluation in addition to the ADT presents more stringent
thresholds. For Tier 2 (2,001 to 4,000ADT), a 12% threshold for one hour is more
stringent that 10% threshold for one day; the same principle applies for Tier 3. Tier 4
threshold of 6.25% for ADT and peak hour continues to apply a stringent threshold for
higher volume residential streets.

Eight past development projects were tested using the proposed threshold levels for
both ADT and peak hours traffic volumes (Attachment 4. To date, no development
project has exceeded the existing daily residential thresholds. Of the 47 street segments
evaluated, four street segments exceeded the new threshold criteria (an average of
2%). Staff has concluded that the majority of the streets reflected a less than significant
increase in traffic, and did not exceed either the existing or proposed thresholds.

Historically, transportation staff has tested the daily and peak hour traffic volumes for
potential traffic impacts generated by a project. The initial MMA report recommended
the threshold of significance be “based on both the increase ADT and the increase in
traffic during the peak hour of the generator (not necessarily the commute peak)”. The

® The 8767 Wilshire project was reviewed using both General Office and Medical Use traffic data to include midday
peak hour counts for the project.
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Pianning Commission
Traffic Thresholds of Significance
September 16, 2010

practice has been to require developers to include a peak analysis, either the project
peak generation or the City peak for adjacent streets, depending o the type of
development. Staff recommends defining the peak hour requisite to include both project
peak (based on use) and City peak hour activity during the highest 1-hour period during
the AM (7am-9am), midday (12pm-2pm), and PM (4pm-6pm).

Staff recommends using the “existing” daily traffic counts as the base volume for
evaluating traffic impacts by developments. To address adjacent or cumulative projects
that may add new traffic to neighborhoods, a general guideline that defines a “radius of
impact” to the residential streets may be considered. The rule should take into
consideration the type of land use and traffic generators that show evidence of affecting
or contributing to local traffic, regardless of distance.

1% VERSUS 2% IMPACT AT SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

A high number of intersections in Beverly Hills currently operate at an existing LOS “E”
(“poor,” poor traffic flow conditions) or “F* (“failure,” stop and go flow conditions).
Changing the threshold to 1% will result in an overwhelming significant impact for a
majority of proposed projects without any potential for mitigation. Mitigation options
would be limited, or may not be available, due to the built-out conditions and existing
infrastructure of the City, the existing LOS conditions, and the limited choices for
capacity enhancement (i.e., widening streets, intersections, alleys, etc). Project costs
would increase as a result of additional traffic studies and Environmental Impact
Reports (EIR), thus potentially rendering a project unfeasible for the developer and/or
denying a development project that may be a benefit to the community.

Designation of a 2% threshold is practiced by more local communities with similar
characteristics of Beverly Hills than the 1% applied by the City and County of Los
Angeles. For example, Culver City, Glendale, El Segundo, Torrance, Redondo Beach,
Malibu and Long beach apply a 2% threshold for LOS “E” and “F”. The traffic patterns
of some of these cities match Beverly Hills more than those of City of Los Angeles,
which applies the 1% criteria to its diverse districts with variable density and urban
planning patterns.

Further, the factor of 2% was established as the Congestion Management Program
Threshold for all 78 cities within Los Angeles County based on the following rationale:

a) It was the consensus of transportation engineers that the public could not
perceive a change in volume to capacity (v/c) ratio any smaller than 2%

b) It was the threshold already established in the largest number of jurisdictions in
the country

c) 2% represents 20% of one level of service, and that it was not reasonable to
allow any one development to “use up” more than 20% of one level of service
without calling that an impact.
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Planning Commission
Traffic Thresholds of Significance
September 18, 2010

Staff reviewed the traffic impact reports of 16 projects (Attachment 5) that were
presented to the City within the last 10 years, and tested a 1% v/c threshold level. Of
the 16 projects, 13 resulted with significant impacts at 1%. Some projects produced
multiple impacts at more than one intersection within the scope of their studies. This
could mean a majority of future developments could result with a significant impact if 1%
instead of 2% v/c is applied. These developments would need to provide traffic
mitigation to address the significant impacts. With fully built-out conditions of major
corridors, including Wilshire and Olympic, La Cienega, Beverly, and Robertson, there is
limited room for capacity enhancement mitigation measures. As a result, a project with
no - mitigation would need to undertake an expensive and lengthy process of EIR
preparation and/or require the Planning Commission or City Council to adopt a
Statement of Overriding Consideration in order to approve that project.

2% VERSUS 4% IMPACT AT INTERSECTIONS WITH FINAL LOS “D”

Arterial streets that intersect with a local residential street may operate at LOS “D”
during peak periods (i.e., AM, midday, PM), then resume to befter LOS conditions
during non-peak periods. Presence of traffic control devises and the type of land uses
contribute to the temporary peak hour conditions for LOS “D.” Staff evaluated six
projects for a 2% versus existing 4% threshold using the similar process applied for
LOS “E” and “F” (Attachment 6). No impacts or changes occurred for any project when
applying the more stringent criteria of 2%, thus staff concludes that the existing 4%
criteria for LOS “D” is an appropriate threshold.

Staff recommends that changes to signalized intersections be considered as part of
step two when alternative approaches, such as delayed methodology, can be
evaluated.

ANALYSIS

Based on a review of the thresholds of adjacent jurisdictions, staff is recommending
revising the City’s thresholds for residential street segments, but not for signalized
intersections.

Residential Streets

The threshold for residential street segments is proposed to be lowered to levels similar
to Los Angeles. This means that smaller increases in traffic would result in significant
impacts compared to the existing standards. While the proposed change is not
anticipated to result in a significant number of new impacts compared to existing
thresholds, the amendment is recommended to bring current guidelines more in line
with adjacent jurisdictions, and acknowledge a greater sensitivity to increased traffic
along residential streets compared to the City’s commercial thoroughfares.
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Traffic Thresholds of Significance
September 18, 2010

Signalized Intersections

No changes are proposed to the existing signalized intersections. While staff evaluated
lowering thresholds to mirror Los Angeles, this approach is not recommended at this
time. A volume to capacity ratio of 2% would not be a perceptible change to circulation
patterns. Additionally, given the number of signalized intersections within the City that
currently operate at LOS E or F and the analysis of peak hour traffic (unlike Los
Angeles), a 1% threshold may not necessarily be appropriate for Beverly Hills.

While staff does not recommend adjusting the thresholds for signalized intersections,
staff has identified a number of implications associated with lowering the thresholds. As
indicated in Attachment 4, a 1% threshold would have resulted in a significant impact in
a number of projects that the City has reviewed that were determined not to have an
impact under the existing thresholds. Staff would expect a 1% threshold for signalized
intersections to result in more significant impacts for future developments, resulting in a
greater number of EIRs, longer processing times, increased staff hours, and greater
development costs.

In addition, due to existing limitations of our roadways, it is also likely that applying a 1%
threshold would result in impacts which could not be mitigated; if a project were to be
approved, the Commission would also be required to make findings in support of a
Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC). This would add additional uncertainties
and complexities to the entittement process.

It is important to consider that projects that result in significant and unavoidable impacts
may still be approved under CEQA if the SOC findings are made; the same is not true
for the City's entittements. For instance, if a project requires Development Plan Review,
one of the findings is that “the proposed plan will not create any significantly adverse
traffic impacts, traffic safety hazards, pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, or pedestrian safety
hazards.”

While each project stands on its own merits and is evaluated under its own
circumstances, it may be difficult for a decision maker to determine that a project does
not create any significantly adverse traffic impacts if it results in significant and
unavoidable traffic impacts under CEQA thresholds. As a result, despite being able to
make the required SOC findings, it is possible that Development Plan Review may not
be able to be approved.

RECOMMENDATION

it is recommended that the Planning Commission adopt the attached resolution
adopting thresholds of significance for traffic impacts.
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Traffic Thresholds of Significance

September 16, 2010

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Attachment 4:
Attachment 5:
Attachment 6:

Resolution

2010 Recommended Thresholds of Significant Impact Guidelines
Comparison of Traffic Thresholds for Adjacent Jurisdictions
Residential Streets ADT-Peak Hour Analysis

LOS “E” and “F" 1% vs. 2% Project Analysis

LOS “D” 4% vs. 2% Project Analysis
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Planning Commission
Traffic Thresholds of Significance
September 16, 2010

Attachment 1

Resolution
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RESOLUTION NO. __

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE

CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS ADOPTING THRESHOLDS OF

SIGNFICANCE FOR TRAFFIC IMPACTS

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Beverly Hills has requested revisions to
the City’s thresholds of significance for certain traffic impacts, which are utilized in the City’s
actions implementing the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

WHEREAS, Planning Commission finds and determines that the City of Beverly
Hills’ existing thresholds of significance for certain traffic impacts, which are utilized in the City’s
actions implementing the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), havenot been amended in
over twelve (12) years and are not retlective of the thresholds used by adjacent jurisdictions; and

WHEREAS, on June 24, 2010, the Planning Commission held a public meeting to
discuss potential changes to the thresholds, and continued the meeting and discussion to its public
meeting on July 22,2010 and subsequently to September 16, 201 0. Notice of the June 24" meeting
was published in the Beverly Hills Courier newspaper, and opportunities for public input were
provided at the June 24, July 22, 2010 and September 16 meetings.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Planning Commission of the City of Beverly Hills does
resolve as follows:

Section 1. The Planning Commission finds and determines based on the staff reports
and research, expert testimony from the City’s Transportation Division staff, and public testimony,
that the revised thresholds are more in line with those used by adjacent jurisdictions and more
appropriately evaluate the traffic impacts of new development projects on the City’s residential

streets.
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Section 2. The revised traffic thresholds change the City’s existing guidelines for
analysis of the traffic impacts on the City’s residential streets caused by new development. The
revised thresholds are a means to evaluate impacts during the environmental review process required
by CEQA and their adoption is not subject to environmental review by CEQA.

Section 3. The Planning Commission hereby adopts the revised Traffic Thresholds of
Significance for the City of Beverly Hills, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit “A”.

Section 4. 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 this City and a copy of this
Resolution be forwarded to the City Council.

Adopted: September 16, 2010

Lili Bosse
Chair of the Planning Commission of the
City of Beverly Hills, California

Attest:

Secretary

Approved as to form: Approved as to content:

David M. Snow Susan Healy Keene, AICP

Assistant City Attorney Director of Community Development
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EXHIBIT A

Traffic Thresholds of Significance
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Planning Commission
Traffic Thresholds of Significance
September 16, 2010

Attachment 2

2010 Recommended Thresholds
of Significant Impact Guidelines
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CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS

Beverly Hills Traffic Thresholds of Significance
Adopted by the Planning Commission
on September 16, 2010 by

Resolution No.

The following is the recommended traffic thresholds of
significant impact for 4 different scenarios:

1. Threshold of Impacts at Signalized Intersections:

Calculation Methodology: Intersection Capacity Utilization
(ICU), using criterion similar to Congestion Management Program
(CMP). Selected lane capacity of 1,600 vehicles per hour.

An impact will be considered significant if traffic generated by
a project causes an increase of:

» 0.020 or more on V/C at the final LOS "E"
» 0.020 or more on V/C at the final LOS "E"
» 0.040 or more on V/c at the final LOS "D" or better

2. Threshold of Impacts at Unsignalized (all-way stop)
Intersections:

Calculation Methodology: The—3894 Based on the most current
edition of Highway Capacity Manual.

An impact will be considered significant if the following
increase of average total delay per vehicle results in:

» 3.0 seconds or more average total delay at the final
LOS "F"

» 3.0 seconds or more average total delay at the final
LOS "E"

» 4.0 seconds or more average total delay at the final
Los "D"
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3. Threshold of Impacts at Unsignalized (2-way stop) Intersections:

Calculation methodology: Highway Capacity Manual{latest edition)

5§ee&a%—fepef%—299 or a comparable software.
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Significant ‘Impact: A Change in level of service (comparison of
cumulative plus without project, to cumulative plus with
project) on any direction of travel:

» LOS D or better to LOS E or worse
» LOS E to LOS F
» LOS F to LOS F (resulting in increase of 10 or more

average total delay (sec/veh) on any direction.

4. Threshold of Impacts at Residential (Local) Streets:

Significant Impact:
o riSa)

1leoa
[ 3= T Sy )

I. ADT less than 2,000 volume per day (vpd): project
increases ADT by 16%, or increases peak hour by
16% or both.

B SR N
+RereasSeS—ry

II. ADT greater than 2,001 but less than 4,000 vpd:
project increases ADT by 12% or more, or
increases peak hour by 12% or more oxr both.

III. ADT greater than 4,001 but less than 6,750 vpd:
project increases ADT by 8% or more, and
increases peak hour by 8% or more or both

IV. ADT greater than 6,750 vpd: project increases ADT
by 6.25% or more, or increases peak hour by 6.25%
or more or both
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Planning Commission
Traffic Thresholds of Significance
September 16, 2010

Attachment 3

Comparison of Traffic Thresholds
for Adjacent Jurisdictions
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SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC THRESHOLDS
COMPARISON MATRIX
SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS
Beverly Hills Culver City Los Angelas Pasadena Santa Monlca* West Hollywood*
Average delay by any

LOS "D (0.81-0.900)

LOS "E" (0.91-1.00)

LOS *F" (over 1.00)

4% or mare increase in v/ic

4% or more increase In vic

2% or more increase in v/ic

3% or more increass in v/

amaount for collecter; or 15
seconds or more for
arterial; or becomes LOS
EorF

12 seconds or more delay

2% or more increase in vic

2% or more increase in vic

1% or more increase in v/c

2% or more increase in vic

Average delay increases
by any amount

12 seconds or more delay

2% or more inctease in v/c

2% or more increase in v/c

1% or more increase in v/¢

2% or more increase in v/ic

Half Percent (%) increase
in vic

8 seconds or more defay

* Cities of Santa Monica and West Hollywood measure seconds of delay.

RESIDENTIAL STREETS
Beverly Hills Beverly Hills . 3 5 ‘

Existing’ Proposad Culver City? Los Angeles Pasadena Santa Monica West Hollywood®
0-3,750 ADT: 25% 02,000 ADT: 16% 0-99 ADT: 120 or more |0-1,000 ADT: 120 trips or |0-2,000 ADT: 2.4% (staff |1- 1,250 ADT: 25% or  |0-2,000 ADT: 12% or
Increase and 25% peak |increase and 16% peak trips more raview) more inCrease maore increass
hour increase hour increase

3,750 - 6,750 ADT:
12.5% increase and
12.5% increase peak
hour

2,001 - 4,000 ADT: 12%
lincrease and 12% peak
hour increase

1,000 - 1,999 ADT: 12%
or more increase of final
ADT

ADT 1,000-2,000: 12% or
more increase

2,000+ ADT: 2.5%-4.9%
(study required if count
greater than 2K; plus soft
mitigation})

1,250 - 2,250 ADT: 12.5%
or more increase

2,001-3,000 ADT: 10% or
more increase

6,750+ ADT: 6.25%
increase

4,001-6,750 or more ADT:
8% increase and 8% peak
hour increase

2,000 - 2,999 ADT: 10%
or more increase of final
ADT

ADT 2,000 or more: 10%
or more increase

2,000+ ADT: 5.0-7.4%
(study if +2K; soft
mitigation; physical
mitigation may be
required)

2,250 or more ADT: net
increase of 1 trip

3,001-6,749 ADT: 8% or
more increase

6,750+ ADT: 6.25%
|increase and 6.26% peak
hour increase

3,000+ ADT: 8% or more
increase of final ADT

ADT 3,000 or more: 8% or
mara increase

2,000+ ADT: 7.5% and
more (initiai study +2K;
soft mitigation; extensive
physical mitigation may be
required; project
alternatives may be
considered)

6,750+ ADT: 6.25% or
more increase

LOS: Level of Service
ADT: Average Daily Traffic
V/C: Volume to Capacity Ra

. Clty of Santa Monica,

Do hWN -

tio

. City of Beverly Hills, Public Works Dept - Engineering Div., Existing Thresholds, February 19, 1998.
. City of Culver City, June 17, 2009, Planning Commission, Agenda item A-1, Discussion on Proposed Updates of the Citywide Traffic Study Criteria.
. City of Los Angeles, Draft Los Angeles CEQA Threshold Guide, L.4-2.A, Neighborhood Intrusion Impacts, Signiticant Threshold, 2006, p. L.4-2.

. City of West Hollywood, City Cauncil Meeting, October 19, 2009, item 5.A, Tratfic Study Thresholds.
. City of Pasadena, Transportation Planning & Development Division-DOT, Transportation Impact Review Current Practice and Guidelines 2005, Section 2-Thresholds, p.2.2.
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TRANSPCORTATION DIVISION
SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC THRESHOLDS
COMPARISON MATRIX

Unsignalized (All Way Stop)

LOS *D* (0.81-0.90)
LOS "E* (0.91-1.00)

LOS "F* (over 1.00)

Beverly Hills

Santa Monica

West Hollywood

4.0 seconds or more delay

15 seconds or more delay

8 seconds or more delay

3.0 seconds or more delay

0 seconds or more delay

5 seconds or more delay

3.0 seconds or more delay

0 seconds or more delay

5 seconds or more delay

* The Cities of Culver City, Los Angeles, and Pasadena do not have specifiéd measurements for unsignalized intersections.

Unsignalized (2-Way Stop)

Beverly Hills

Santa Monica

West Hollywood

A change in level of service from LOS
D" or better in any diraction of travel to
LOS "E" or "F"

None

None

* The City of Beverly Hills has a Threshold of Significance at unsiénalized 2-way étops; no other city surveyed.

LOS: Level of Service
ADT: Average Daily Traffic
V/C: Volume to Capacity Ratio

City Councif Study Session

May 4, 2010
Pageoruf 131
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LOCAL JURISDICTION
LEVEL OF SERVICE THRESHOLDS

LEVEL OF SERVICE

Jurisdiction A B C D E F
Beverly Hills 0.04] 0.02] 0.02
Culver City 0.04] 0.02] 0.02
City of Los Angeles 0.04] 0.02] 0.01] 0.01
County of Los Angeles 0.04f 0.02] 0.01} 0.01
Santa Monica Measures seconds of delay 0.005
West Hollywood Measures seconds of delay

Pasadena 0.06] 0.05] 0.04] 0.03] 0.02] 0.01
Glendale 0.02] 0.02] 0.02
Hawthorne 0.04] 0.02] 0.01] 0.0t
El Segundo DtoEorF 0.02] 0.02
Torrance 0.02] 0.02
Redondo Beach A B,CorDtoEorF 0.02] 0.02
Malibu 0.02] 0.02] 0.02
Long Beach 0.02] 0.02

City Council Study Session
9/9/2010_11:10 AM P @G% Q,82@fld- 31
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Residential Streets ADT-Peak Hour Analysis
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TRAFFIC THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE
RESIDENTIAL STREET ANALYSIS

Existing Proposed
TIER 1 0-3,750 ADT  }25% 0-2,000 ADT 16.0%
TIER 2 3,750-6,750  112.50% 2,000-4,000 12.0%
TIER 3 6,750+ 6.25% 4,000-6,750 8.0%
TIER 4 6,750+ 6.25%
L e ]
January 17-30, 2007
WHITTIER R \FFIC ADDED ] o
DRIVE EXIETING BYPUDIECT L ADT W, PROJECT CREASE - 1 MY APACT 1] PA
ADT 10,500 65 10,565 0.6% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
AM PEAK
(7AM-9AM) 1,169 2 1,171 0.2% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
MID PEAK
. NO
(11AM-20M) 600 8 608 1.3% 6.25% NO 6.25%
PM PEAK
(4PM-GPMY) 1,134 8 1,142 0.7% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
SAT (1AM 623 7 630 1.1% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
2PM)
ELEVADO DRIVE} .. -EXISTING .. 1 BYPROSCT | ADT'W, PROMCT
ADT 3,500 0 3,500
AM PEAK
(TAM-9AM) 724 0 724
MID PEAK
X 12 NO
(11AM-2PM) 187 0 187 0.0% 25% NO %
PM PEAK
(4PM-6PM) 599 0 599 0.0% 25% NO 12% NO
SAT
(1AM 175 0 175 0.0% 25% NO 12% NO
2PM)
I ]
January 17-30, 2007
WHITTIER Co U IaasEc ADoED
DRIVE CCEXISTING | BY BROIECT IHRESHOLD 1 1N : :
ADT 10,500 65 10,565 0.6% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
AM PEAK
. . 6.25% NO
(TAM-9AM) 1,169 2 1171 0.2% 6.25% NO
MID PEAK
. . 6.25% NO
(11AM-2PM) 600 8 608 1.3% 6.25% NO 2
PM PEAK
. . NO
(4PM-6PMY) 1,134 8 1,142 0.7% 6.25% NO 6.25%
SAT - {a1am 623 7 630 1.1% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
2PM)
o TIRASRCADBEDY oo o
ELEVADO DRIVE] - EXETING BYPROJELT mwm % INCREASE 3 ; i LS "
ADT 3,500 0 3,500 0% 25 NO 12% NO
AM PEAK
NO 12% NO
(7AM-9AM) 724 0 724 0% 25%
MID PEAK
12% NO
(11AM-2PM) 187 0 187 0% 25% NO
PM PEAK
12% NO
(4PM-6PMY) 599 0 599 0% 25% NO
SAT ‘121:,\:'; 175 0 175 0% 25% NO 12% NO

OAKHURST btw |

WILSHIRE/
CHARLEVILLE

(WITH PARKING RELOCATION)

{assic apen]|

B pROsECT

Pubic Works Transportation
Transportation Planning
8/9/2010
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TRAFFIC THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

RESIDENTIAL STREET ANALYSIS

Existing Proposed
TIER 1 0-3,750 ADT 25% 0-2,000 ADT 16.0%
TIER 2 3,750-6,750 12.50% 2,000-4,000 12.0%
TIER 3 6,750+ 6.25% 4,000-6,750 8.0%
TIER 4 6,750+ 6.25%
ADT 2,352 206 2,558 8.8% 25% NO 12% NO
MID PEAK| 206 36* 242 17.0% 25% NO 12% YES

*STAFF ESTIMATE BASED ON TRIP GENERATION DATA FOR MIDDAY

CHARLEVILLE ; i e
OAKHURST/ . S mm ; i
DOHENY EMSTING BYPROBCT | ADTW. PROIECT | %INCREASE |
ADT 5,898 85 5,983 1.4%
MID PEAK 445 23° 468 5.0%
*STAFF ESTIMATE BASED ON TRIP GENERATION FOR MIDDAY
i
CANON DR EXBTING
ADT 10,881
AM PEAK B
. . NO
(7AM-9AM) 806 7 813 0.9% 6.25% NO 6.25%
MID PEAK|
. . . NO
{12PM-2PM) 633 11 644 1.7% 6.25% NO 6.25%
PM PEAK
. ; . N
(4PM-6PMY) 1,106 8 1,114 0.7% 6.25% NO 6.25% 0
WEEKEND ADT 8,251 96 8,347 1.2% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
W-END MID
(1PM-35M) 579 12 591 2.1% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
CRESCENT DR AT w prosCT | mincReasE
ADT| 9,36 0.2%
AM PEAK
(TAM-92M) 985 2 987 0.2%
MID PEAK
. . NO
(12PM-2PM) 574 3 577 0.5% 6.25% NO 6.25%
PM PEAK
. . 25! NO
(4PM-6PM) 973 1 974 0.1% 6.25% NO 6.25%
WEEKEND ADT 5,891 24 5,915 0.4% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
W-END MID
. . NO
(1PM-3PM) 470 3 473 0.6% 6.25% NO 6.25%
I ]
September 30, 2005
100 NORTH - lmamcapoe L
REXFORD EXSTING | BYPROJECT | ADTW. PROJECT | % mCREASE .
WEEKDAY ADT 9,028 48 9,076 0.5%
AM PEAK
(7AM-9AM) 626 3 629 0.5%
PM PEAK|
. . .25% NO
(4PM-6PM) 759 5 764 0.7% 6.25% NO 6.2
SAT ADT, 4,986 50 5,036 1.0% 12.5% NO 8% NO
SAT PEAK
X . N 8% NO
(12oM-26M1) 503 s 508 1.0% 12.5% 0
SUN ADT| 4,111 36 4,147 0.9% 12.5% NO 8% NO
losoutw | wrrcapeo| 360 | scmmicANT
REXFORD CEXSIING b SYPROJECT | ADTW. pRoiecT | mincrease | maspssoln MPALT  ITHRESHOID | IMPACT
WEEKDAY ADT 8,084 95 8,179 1.2% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
Pubic Works Transpartation

Transportation Planning
9/9/2010
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TRAFFIC THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE
RESIDENTIAL STREET ANALYSIS

Existing Proposed
TIER 1 0-3,750ADT  ]25% 0-2,000 ADT 16.0%
TIER 2 3,750-6,750  |12.50% 2,000-4,000 12.0%
TIER 3 6,750+ 6.25% 4,000-6,750 8.0%
TIER 4 6,750+ 6.25%
AM PEAK
(7AM-9AM) 517 7 524 1.4% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
PM PEAK
(4PM-6PM) 678 7 685 1.0% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
SAT ADT 5,126 99 5,225 1.9% 12.5% NO 8% NO
SAT PEAK|
X N
(126M.26M) 442 9 451 2.0% 12.5% NO 8% 0
SUN ADT 4,187 73 4,260 1.7% 12.5% NO 8% NO
200 SOUTH o wascappsel
REXFORD DASTING BYPRONMCY | ADTW.PROIECT | WiNCRE RESH
WEEKDAY ADT 7,006 16 7,022 0. 6.25%
AM PEAK
L
(TAM-9AM) 456 1 457 0.2% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
PM PEAK
(4PM-6PM) 632 1 633 0.2% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
SAT ADT, 4,285 16 4,301 0.4% 12.5% NO 8% NO
SAT PEAK
(126M-26M) 366 2 368 0.5% 12.5% NO 8% NO
SUN ADT 4,139 14 4,153 0.3% 12.5% NO 8% NO
300 SOUTH
REXFORD
WEEKDAY ADT|
AM PEAK
. N
(TAM-SAM) 560 1 561 0.2% 12.5% NO 8% 0
PM PEAK
(4PM-6PMY) 429 1 430 0.2% 12.5% NO 8% NO
SAT ADT 3,765 16 3,781 0.4% 12.5% NO 12% NO
SAT PEAK
(12PM-2PM) an 2 374 0.5% 12.5% NO 12% NO
SUN ADT 3,640 14 3,654 0.4% 25% NO 12% NO
100 SOUTH
MAPLE
WEEKDAY ADT
AM PEAK
(7AM-9AM)
PM PEAK
(4PM-6PM) 253 10 263 4.0% 25% NO 12% NO
SAT ADT 1,725 123 1,848 7.1% 25% NO 16% NO
SAT PEAK
(126M-2PM) 160 10 170 6.3% 25% NO 16% NO
SUN ADT| 1,505 105 1,610 7.0% 25% NO 16% NO
200 SOUTH gD o o p e
MAPLE . s CLADT W, PHOIECT xm
WEEKDAY ADT 1,839 1,879 2.2%
AM PEAK
. N 16% NO
(7AM-SAM) 140 2 142 1.4% 25% o}
PM PEAK
i 16% NO
(4PM-6PMY) 185 4 189 2.2% 25% NO
SAT ADT| 1,261 39 1,300 3.1% 25% NO 16% NO
SAT PEAK
. NO
(12PM-2PM) 126 4 130 3.2% 25% NO 16%
SUN ADT 1,098 33 1,131 3.0% 25% NO 16% NO
sosoutH |
MAPLE eamnG

Pubic Works Transportation
Transportation Planning
9/9/2016
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TRAFFIC THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE
RESIDENTIAL STREET ANALYSIS

Existing Proposed
TIER 1 0-3,750 ADT  |25% 0-2,000 ADT 16.0%
TIER 2 3,750-6,750  |12.50% 2,000-4,000 12.0%
TIER 3 6,750+ 6.25% 4,000-6,750 8.0%
TIER 4 6,750+ 6.25%
WEEKDAY ADT 3,690 40 3,730 1.1% 25% NO 12% NO
AM PEAK
N
(TAM-9AM) 190 2 192 1.1% 25% NO 12% lo]
PM PEAK
(4BM-6PM) 305 4 309 1.3% 25% NO 12% NO
SAT ADT 2,327 39 2,366 1.7% 25% NO 12% NO
SAT PEAK
(12PM-26M) 184 4 188 2.2% 25% NO 12% NO
SUN ADT 2,309 34 2,343 1.5% 25% NO 12% NO
100 SOUTH : S 0
PALM L EXRTING T DIECT.
WEEKDAY ADT| 1,812 241 2,05
AM PEAK
(TAM-9AM) 135 8 143 5.9% 25% NO 16% NO
PM PEAK
(4PM-6PM) 145 20 165 13.8% 25% NO 16% NO
SAT ADT| 1,352 261 1,613 19.3% 25% NO 16% YES
SAT PEAK|
(120M-20M) 124 27 151 21.8% 25% NO 16% YES
SUN ADT 1,149 181 1,330 15.8% 25% NO 16% NO
PALM __BmtiNg BY PROJECT | ADTW. PROJECT LRE PALT - ACT
WEEKDAY ADT 1,689 73 1,762 4.3% 25% NO 16% NO
AM PEAK
(7AM-9AM) 107 2 109 1.9% 25% NO 16% NO
PM PEAK
. N
(4PM-6PM) 164 6 170 3.7% 25% NO 16% 0
SAT ADT 742 79 821 10.6% 25% NO 16% NO
SAT PEAK
(12PM-2PM) 154 9 163 5.8% 25% NO 16% NO
SUN ADT 770 55 825 7.1% 25% NO 16% NO
300 SOUTH e
PALM BesTNG
WEEKDAY ADT 1,193
AM PEAK
NO
(TAM-9AM) 74 2 76 2.7% 25% NO 16%
PM PEAK
. 0 16% NO
(4PM-6PM) 97 6 103 6.2% 25% N
SAT ADT 734 78 812 10.6% 25% NO 16% NO
SAT PEAK
1 NO
(126M-2PM) 61 8 69 13.1% 25% NO 6%
SUN ADT 474 55 529 11.6% 25% NO 16% NO
CHARLEVILLE T
btw REXFORD & . : i
MAPLE EXRTING T ECT. it :
WEEKDAY ADT| 4,331 159 4,490 3.7% 12.5% NG 8% NO
AM PEAK
. . 8% NO
(AM-9AM) 242 11 253 4.5% 12.5% NO
PM PEAK
. 8% NO
(4PM-6PM) 355 12 367 3.4% 12.5% NO
SAT ADT 2,738 165 2,903 6.0% 25% NO 12% NO
SAT PEAK
. NO 12% NO
(120M-2PM) 297 16 313 5.4% 25%
SUN ADT 3,393 123 3,516 3.6% 25% NO 12% NO
Publc Works Transportation
il
Transportation Planning o P ag e 1 O@;( Qtf:“
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TRAFFIC THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE
RESIDENTIAL STREET ANALYSIS

Existing Proposed
TIER 1 0-3,750 ADT | 25% 0-2,000 ADT 16.0%
TIER 2 3,750-6,750  |12.50% 2,000-4,000 12.0%
TIER 3 6,750+ 6.25% 4,000-6,750 8.0%
TIER 4 16,750+ 6.25%
CHARLEVILLE
btw MAPLE &
PALM g
WEEKDAY ADT
AM PEAK
(7AM-SAM) 359 9 368 2.5% 12.5% NO 8% NO
PM PEAK|
(4PM-6PM) 476 9 485 1.9% 12.5% NO 8% NO
SAT ADT 2,508 126 3,034 4.3% 25% NO 12% NO
SAT PEAK
(12PM-2PM) 298 12 310 4.0% 25% NO 12% NO
SUN ADT! 2,086 91 2,177 4.4% 25% NO 12% NO
CHARLEVILLE
btw PALM &
OAKHURST .
WEEKDAY ADT
AM PEAK
(TAM-9AM) 497 6 503 1.2% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
PM PEAK
(4PM-6PM) 758 7 765 0.9% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
SAT ADT 4,173 102 4,275 2.4% 12.5% NO 8% NO
SAT PEAK 428 10 438 2.3% 12.5% NO v 8% NO
(12PM-2PM) - :
SUN ADT 3,095 72 3,167 2.3% 25% NO 12% NO
|
CAMDEN btw
CHARLEVILLE &
GREGORY EXISTING Y ! : { :
WEEKDAY ADT 3,146 204 3,350 6.5% 25% NO | 12% NO
AM PEAK
(TAM-SAM) 283 8 291 2.8% 25% NO 12% NO
MIDDAY PEAK
(1PM-3PM) 283 33 316 11.7% 25% NO 12% NO
PM PEAK 226 33 259 14.6% 25% NO 12% NO
{4PM-6PM) ’
WEEKEND ADT 2,104 134 2,238 6.4% 25% NO 12% NO
W-END PEAK
(12PM-2PM) 213 19 232 8.9% 25% NO 12% NO
CAMDEN btw
GREGORY &
OLYMPIC o Y VROIEL] BT ; T SH MPAL]
WEEKDAY ADT 4,149 204 4,353 4.9% 12.5% NO 8% NO
AM PEAK )
(TAM-9AM) 353 8 361 2.3% 12.5% NO 8% NO
MIDDAY PEAK
(1PM-3PM) 323 33 356 10.2% 12.5% NO 8% NO
PM PEAK
(4PNLEPM) 426 33 459 7.7% 12.5% NO 8% NO
WEEKEND ADT 2,268 134 2,402 5,9% 25% NO 12% NO
W-END PEAK
(12PM-2PM) 229 19 248 8.3% 25% NO 12% NO
RODEO btw
CHARLEVILLE & |
GREGORY PROIECT | ADT : B RO APA
WEEKDAY ADT 3,888 0 3,888 0.0% 12.5% NO 12% NO
AM PEAK
(7TAM-9AM) 287 o 287 0.0% 12.5% NO 12% NO
Pubic Works Transportation

Jonni
;;:;;:::auon Planning /16 P ag e 1 Ozlpnm



CBH - City Council Study Session 10/18/2010

TRAFFIC THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE
RESIDENTIAL STREET ANALYSIS

Existing Proposed
TIER 1 0-3,750 ADT  |25% 0-2,000 ADT 16.0%
TIER 2 3,750-6,750  |12.50% 2,000-4,000 12.0%
TIER 3 6,750+ 6.25% 4,000-6,750 8.0%
TIER 4 6,750+ 6.25%
MIDDAY PEAK
(1PM-3PM) 354 0 354 0.0% 12.5% NO 12% NO
PM PEAK
(a4PM.-6PM) 269 0 269 0.0% 12.5% NO 12% NO
WEEKEND ADT 4,482 0 4,482 0.0% 12.5% NO 8% NO
W-END PEAK
(12PM-2PM) 359 0 359 0.0% 12.5% NO 8% NO
RODEO btw T s o Lo
N.5MB & ' TAFICADDED] ]
CARMELITA EXTING BYPROSCT | ADTW. PROJECT | % iCRES H :
WEEKDAY ADT 8,472 102 8,574 1.2% 6.25% “NO 6.25% NO
AM PEAK 543 17 560 3.1% % NO 6.25% NO
(7AM-2AM) - 6.25 .
MIDDAY PEAK
(1PM-3PM) 683 18 701 2.6% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
PM PEAK
(4PM-GPM) 635 6 641 0.9% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
WEEKEND ADT 7,555 67 7,622 0.9% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
W-END PEAK 664 12 676 1.8% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
(12PM-2PM) ’ ’ ’
BEVERLY btw
N.5SMB & Ll
CARMELITA gxsnkG 1
WEEKDAY ADT 21,073 21,175
AM PEAK 1,569 4 1,573 03% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
{7AM-9AM) . g ; " ’
MIDDAY PEAK
(1PM-3PM) 1,485 16 1,501 1.1% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
PM PEAK
(4PM-6PM) 1,544 17 1,561 1.1% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
WEEKEND ADT 18,231 67 18,298 0.4% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
W-END PEAK
(12PM-2PM) 1,365 10 1,375 0.7% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
CANON btw
N.SMB &
CARMELITA 1 ADT DIECT § ICREA! REH ik
WEEKDAY ADT 11,521 0 11,521 0.0% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
AM PEAK
(TAM-9AM) 811 0 811 0.0% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
MIDDAY PEAK
(1PM-3PM) 746 0 746 0.0% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
PM PEAK
(4PM-GPM) 876 0 876 0.0% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
WEEKEND ADT 10,525 0 10,525 0.0% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
W-END PEAK|
. NO
(12PM-26M) 809 0 809 0.0% 6.25% NO 6.25%
DAYTON btw .
CRESCENT & B
REXFORD g | ADTW. PROJECT |
WEEKDAY ADT| 4,176 4,278
AM PEAK
. . NO
(TAM-9AM) 351 4 355 1.1% 12.5% NO 8%
MIDDAY PEAK|
NO
(1PM-3PM) 352 16 368 4.5% 12.5% NO 8%
PM PEAK
. . 8% NO
(4PM-6PM) 316 17 333 5.4% 12.5% NO
WEEKEND ADT 2,010 67 2,077 3.3% 25% NO 12% NO
W-END PEAK
! NO 12% NO
(12PM-2PM) 152 10 162 6.6% 25%

Pubic Works Transportation
Transportation Planning
9/9/2010
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TRAFFIC THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE
RESIDENTIAL STREET ANALYSIS

Existing Proposed
TIER 1 0-3,750 ADT  [25% 0-2,000 ADT 16.0%
TIER 2 3,750-6,750  |12.50% 2,000-4,000 12.0%
TIER 3 6,750+ 6.25% 4,000-6,750 8.0%
TIER 4 6,750+ 6.25%
DAYTON btw i § T
REXFORD & S TRAPHCADDED] L
FOOTHILL L EMSTMG 1 SYPROMCT | ADTW. PROICY 5t 4 ,
WEEKDAY ADT 2,105 102 2,207 4.8% 25% NO 12% NO
AM PEAK
. 0
(7AM-9AM) 216 4 220 1.9% 25% NO 12% N
MIDDAY PEAK
(1PM-3PM) 153 1‘25 169 10.5% 25% NO 12% NO
PM PEAK
(4PM-6PM) 143 17 160 11.9% 25% NO 12% NO
WEEKEND ADT 1,821 67 1,888 3.7% 25% NO 16% NO
W-END PEAK
(12PM-2PM) 175 10 185 5.7% 25% NO 16% NO
FOOTHILLbtw [ 70
BURTON & : :
DAYTON - EXISTING
WEEKDAY ADT 4,298
AM PEAK
(TAM-9AM) 349 4 353 1.1% 12.5% NO 8% NO
MIDDAY PEAK
(1PM-3PM) 394 16 410 4.1% 12.5% NO 8% NO
PM PEAK
(4PM-6PM) 333 17 350 5.1% 12.5% NO 8% NO
WEEKEND ADT 2,969 57 3,036 2.3% 25% NO 12% NO
W-END PEAK
(12PM-20M) 305 10 315 3.3% 25% NO 12% NO
CHARLEVILLE [
btw CAMDEN &
RODEO E ! ; ES y
WEEKDAY ADT 6,404 102 6,506 1.6% 12.5% NO 8% NO
AM PEAK
(7AM-9AM) 585 17 602 2.9% 12.5% NO 8% NO
MIDDAY PEAK
(1PM-35M) 569 18 587 3.2% 12.5% NO 8% NO
PM PEAK
(4PM-6PM) 473 6 479 1.3% 12.5% NO 8% NO
WEEKEND ADT 4,114 67 4,181 1.6% 12.5% NO 8% NO
W-END PEAK
(12PM-26M) 348 12 360 3.4% 12.5% NO 8% NO
GREGORYbtw [T " f TR
CAMDEN & L T TRAREIE ADDED | [N
RODEO EXUETING 1 BYPROMLT | ADTW. PROIECT |
WEEKDAY ADT 4,220 0 4,220
AM PEAK
(TAM-9AM) 405 0 405 0.0% 12.5% NO 8% NO
MIDDAY PEAK|
(1PM-3PM) 312 0 312 0.0% 12.5% NO 8% NO
PM PEAK
. . N
(4PM-6PM) 306 0 306 0.0% 12.5% NO 8% 0
WEEKEND ADT 1,847 0 1,847 0.0% 25% NO 16% NO
W-END PEAK
y o]
(12PM26M) 160 0 160 0.0% 25% NO 16% N
BEVERLY ,
north of S
sm8 EXISTING -
Publc Works Transportation
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CBH - City Council Study Session 10/18/2010

TRAFFIC THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE
RESIDENTIAL STREET ANALYSIS

Existing Proposed
TIER 1 0-3,7S0 ADT  [25% 0-2,000 ADT 16.0%
TIER 2 3,750-6,750 12.50% 2,000-4,000 12.0%
TIER 3 6,750+ 6.25% 4,000-6,750 8.0%
TIER 4 6,750+ 6.25%
WEEKDAY ADY 17,750 100 17,850 0.6% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
AM PEAK| 1,210 10 1,220 0.8% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
MIDDAY PEAK| 1,180 17 1,197 1.4% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
PM PEAK| 1,410 12 1,422 0.9% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
SAT PEAK| 1,130 12 1,142 1.1% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
north of : TR SCADDED] P
sMB BOSTiNG | BYPROMCT | ADTW PHONCT |
WEEKDAY ADT! 11,580 20 11,600
AM PEAK 710 1 711
MIDDAY PEAK| 625 1 626
PM PEAK 900 1 901
SAT PEAK 710 1 711
CLIFTON
east of e
REXFORD T lAoTw. pRoiEcT | %N : / ™ :
WEEKDAY ADT 3,050 20 ) 3,070 0.7% 25% NO 12% NO
AM PEAK 250 1 251 0.4% 25% NO 12% NO
MIDDAY PEAK 110 1 111 0.9% 25% NO 12% NO
PM PEAK 250 1 291 0.3% 25% NO 12% NO
SAT PEAK 110 1 111 0.9% 25% NO 12% NO
CANON
south of
WILSHIRE Ti
WEEKDAY ADT 2,310
AM PEAK| 163
MIDDAY PEAK 224
PM PEAK 185 2.8% 25% NO 12% NO
SAT PEAK 136 4.6% 25% NO 12% NO
FOOTHILL southj-
of BURTON Sk E
WEEKDAY ADT, 3,600 .
AM PEAK 370 7 377 1.9% 25% NO 12% NO
MIDDAY PEAK 300 17 317 5.7% 25% NO 12% NO
PM PEAK| 310 12 322 3.9% 25% NO 12% NO
SAT PEAK| 260 13 273 5.0% 25% NO 12% NO
FOOTHILLsouth] /==
of DAYTON CENSTING
WEEKDAY ADT! 2,770
AM PEAK 280 7 287 2.5% 25% NO 12% NO
MIDDAY PEAK 240 17 257 7.1% 25% NO 12% NO
PM PEAK 230 12 242 5.2% 25% NO 12% NO
SAT PEAK| 200 13 213 6.5% 25% NO 12% NO
— 751 !
November 5, 2008
CLIFTON P e
east of 3 ‘:’ B i
ROBERTSON CEOSTHING
WEEKDAY ADT| 5510
AM PEAK| 349
PM PEAK; 532
MIDDAY PEAK|
{12PM-4PM) 485
Publc Works Transportation
Transportation Planning Page 1
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CBH - City Council Study Session 10/18/2010

TRAFFIC THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

RESIDENTIAL STREET ANALYSIS

Existing Proposed
TIER 1 0-3,750ADT  [25% 0-2,000 ADT 16.0%
TIER 2 3,750-6,750  |12.50% 2,000-4,000 12.0%
TIER 3 6,750+ 6.25% 4,000-6,750 8.0%
TIER 4 6,750+ 6.25%
CLIFTON west } "
of ROBERTSON Exgnne 1
WEEKDAY ADT 5,59
AM PEAK 355
PM PEAK, 514
MIDDAY PEAK
X . N 8% NO
(12PM-4PM) 476 19 495 4.0% 12.5% [o]
LA PEER
north of : T
WILSHIRE L ADTW. PROIECT
WEEKDAY ADT| 8,735 .
AM PEAK 649 0.2% 6.25% NG 6.25% NO
PM PEAK 886 0.6% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
MIDDAY PEAK
. . NO 6.25% NO
(12PM-4PM) 744 6 750 0.8% 6.25%
LA PEER e ) ,
south of A TRAFRCADDED g
WILSHIRE BastingG BYPROIECT I ADTW, PROIECT | BINCREASE
WEEKDAY ADT)| 9,170 151 9,321 1.6%
AM PEAK 856 ] 865 1.1% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
PM PEAK 894 13 907 1.5% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
MIDDAY PEAK
. . NO 6.25% NO
(12PM-4PM) 898 17 915 1.9% 6.25%
CLARK  north{
of WILSHIRE .
WEEKDAY ADT 3,755 .
AM PEAK 157 (3) 154 -1.9% 12.5% NO 12% NO
PM PEAK 380 9 389 2.4% 12.5% NO 12% NO
MIDDAY PEAK
’ ; NO 12% NO
(12PM-4PM) 362 13 375 3.6% 12.5%
ARNAZ L
north of L
WILSHIRE o ERETING
WEEKDAY ADT 2,160
AM PEAK 118 .
PM PEAK 206 3 211 2.4% 25% NO 12% NO
MIDDAY PEAK
4 NO 12% NO
(12PM-4PM) 181 8 189 4.4% 25%
WILLAMAN S
south of Sy
CLIFTON EXISTING
WEEKDAY ADT 6,843
AM PEAK 611 13 624 2.1% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
PM PEAK 652 9 661 1.4% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
MIDDAY PEAK
.5% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
(12PM-4PM) 644 16 660 2.5
CUFTON
east of
ROBERTSON i ¥ : ; ] P s
WEEKDAY ADT 5,510 457 5,967 8.3% 12.5% NO 8% YES
AM PEAK 349 24 373 6.9% 12.5% NO 8% NO
PM PEAK 532 52 584 9.8% 12.5% NO 8% YES
Pubic Works Transportation

Transportation Planning
9/8/2010
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TIER 4

CBH - City Council Study Session 10/18/2010

TRAFFIC THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE
RESIDENTIAL STREET ANALYSIS

Existing Proposed
0-3,750 ADT  |25% 0-2,000 ADT 16.0%
3,750-6,750 12.50% 2,000-4,000 12.0%
6,750+ 6.25% 4,000-6,750 8.0%
6,750+ 6.25%

CLIFTON  west ; ;i
of ROBERTSON T | : CR : ; Z et WP
WEEKDAY ADT| 5,593 76 5,669 1.4% 12.5% NG B% NO
AM PEAK 355 (4) 351 1.1% 12.5% NO % NO
PM PEAK 514 7 521 1.4% 12 5% NO) % MO
LA PEER
north of -
WILSHIRE : ROEL NG S Ta: Sl f
WEEKDAY ADT 8,690 53 8,743 0.6% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
AM PEAK| 648 1 649 0.2% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
PM PEAK 881 7 838 0.8% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
LA PEER
south of
WILSHIRE ¢
WEEKDAY ADT| . . NO
AM PEAK 856 7 863 0.8% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
PM PEAK 894 7 901 0.8% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
CLARK
north of
WILSHIRE o . 4 bk, ; it .
WEEKDAY ADT 3,755 23 3,778 0.6% 25% NO 12% NO
AM PEAK 157 (5) 152 -3.2% 25% NO 12% NO
PM PEAK| 380 - 380 0.0% 25% NO 12% NO
ARNAZ
north of
WILSHIRE ¢ HERE) S . 5 i
WEEKDAY ADT 2,160 190 2,350 8.8% 25% NO 12% NO
AM PEAK| 118 17 135 14.4% 25% NO 12% YES
PM PEAK 206 15 221 7.3% 25% NO 12% NO
WILLAMAN
south of
CLIFTON ; w ; )
WEEKDAY ADT 6,843 38 6,881 0.6% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
AM PEAK 611 1 612 0.2% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO
PM PEAK 652 5 657 0.8% 6.25% NO 6.25% NO

10/10
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Planning Commission
Traffic Thresholds of Significance
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Attachment 5

LOS “E” and “F” 1% vs. 2% Project Analysis
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THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE
1% vs. 2% COMPARISION ANALYSIS

CBH - City Council Study Session 10/18/2010

Testing threshold of significant for signalized intersections with 0.01 increase of
v/c versus the existing 0.02 v/c increase for 18 projects reviewed the past 5 years.

Project = - Significantimpact i .| -Significant impact with the
. Threshold was 0,01 v/c Existing threshold= 0.02 v/c
. _ . at LOS OF “E” and “F"? _at LOS “E” and “F”
1 Annenberg Yes at 9 additional Yes with 3 intersection
intersections
(0.015-0.011-0.012-
0.015-0.019-0.013).
2 Hilton Yes at | additional Yes at 1 intersection
intersection (0.015)
3 9200 Wilshire No significant impact | No significant impact
4 8767 Wilshire-09 Yes at 2 additional Yes at 1 intersection
intersections(0.014-
0.016)
8687 Wilshire-06 No significant impact | Yes at 1 intersection
5 257 N. Canon Yes at 2 additional No significant impact
intersections (0.012-
0.014)
6 9900 Wilshire No significant impact | No significant impact
7 121 San Vicente Yes at 1 intersection | No significant impact
(1.097)
8 Gateway Yes at 2 additional Yes at 1 intersection
intersections
(0.017-0.016)
9 Gateway- Parcel 2 only Yes at 2 additional No significant impact
intersections
(0.015-0.011)
10 [ WMA Yes at 9 additional Yes at 4 intersections

intersections
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. at LOSOF “” and €73 |

The Crescent brbject

11 Yes at one No 51gn1ﬁcant impact
intersection

12 | Montage Yes at 3 additional Yes at 2 intersection
intersections
(0.014-0.011-0.015)

13 | 8600 Wilshire No significant impact | No significant impact

14 | 101 La Cienega Yes at 2 intersections | No significant impact
(0.011-0.013)

15 | 8536 Wilshire Yes at | intersection | No significant impact

16 | 9091 Wilshire Yes at 1 intersection | No significant impact

17 |320 Rodeo Yes at 1 intersection | No significant impact
(0.015)

18 | 8800 Burton Way Yes at | intersection | No significant impact

(0.014)
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Planning Commission
Traffic Thresholds of Significance
September 16, 2010

Attachment 6

LOS “D” 4% vs. 2% Project Analysis
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Test of Threshold of Significant

CBH - City Council Study Session 10/18/2010

LOS “D”
Signalized Intersections

2% vlc versus the existing 0.04 v/c increase

Suntcanmpact 05 | S 00 D
‘D" at 0.02v/c 0.04 v/c at LOS “D”
Annenberg NO NO
Hilton NO NO
9200 Wilshire NO NO
8767 Wilshire NO NO
257 N. Canon NO NO
9900 Wilshire NO NO
121 San Vicente NO NO
9091 Wilshire NO NO
8800 Burton Way NO NO
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ATTACHMENT 3
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CBH - City Council Study Session 10/18/2010

Planning Commission Meeting Synopsis
September 16, 2010

This item is continued from the July 8, 2010 Meeting

The Commission directed staff to prepare a resolution approving the project
with minor modifications to the parking and internal circulation for
consideration at the October 14, 2010 meeting.

Adoption of CEQA Traffic Thresholds
Approval of revised traffic thresholds of significance for the purposes of evaluating

traffic related impacts of projects subject to the California Environmental Quality
Act. The Planning Commission’s action will be forwarded to the City Council.
(Aaron Kunz, Assistant Director of Transportation).

This item is continued from the July 22, 2010 Meeting {
The Commission adopted a resolution modifying local thresholds of
significant related to traffic impacts. The revised standards reflect City
Council direction to make local thresholds more consistent with surrounding
Jurisdictions. The adopted standards will be presented to the City Council at

an upcoming meeting.

The Commission will break at 5:30 PM. The following item will be heard at 7PM:

7. im Falk Lexus; 9230 Wilshire Boulevard (Applicant: Mitchell Dawson)
Retwgst for a General Plan Amendment, Zone Change (Ovesdy Zone);
Conditiomgl Use Permit; Alley Vacation and Encroachment Peggfft to allow the

demolition ON}he existing 24,069 square foot, 34-foot #dfl Jim Falk Lexus
Dealership and stgequent replacement with a new 5¢.#60t tall (60-feet to the top
of parapet and 69-feet™gthe top of the stair tower) 403,746 square foot dealership
containing 147 parking spa®gg and 102 vehighe”storage spaces within a four-level
building with one level of subter™gegan paKing. The new dealership is proposed to
have 72 service bays and 3 detail ba¥&_(David Reyes, Principal Planner)

The public hearing was~6pened and con ed to a date uncertain. Public
comment was recgir®d and the Commission oQred comments on the draft
EIR and the pydject. The public comment period TO&the draft EIR ends on
October 1872010.

SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS

Consideration and/or establishment of new policy or project-related Planning Commission
subcommittees and reports from existing subcommittees:

a. 9230 Wilshire Boulevard - Lexus Dealership (Bosse/Furie)

b. Hillside / Trousdale - View Preservation (Cole/Corman)
c. Other contemplated subcommittees
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