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City of Beverly Hills

Planning Division
455 N. Rexford Drive Beverly Hills, CA 90210
TEL (310) 458-1141. FAX. (310) 858-5966

Design Review Commission Report

Meeting Date: Thursday, December 1, 2011

Subject: 625 N Elm Drive
A request for an R-1 Design Review Permit to allow a façade remodel of an existing
two-story single-family residence located in the Central Area of the City north of
Santa Monica Boulevard (PL1125974).

Project applicant: Hamid Omrani, Omrani Group — Project Designer

Recommendation: Conduct public hearing and provide the applicant with design direction.

REPQRLSJ.~MMARY
This project came before the Commission as a remodel to an existing two-story single-family residence
at the October 6, 2011 meeting. At that meeting, the Commission directed for the project to return for
restudy (see the Commission comments in Attachment A). The project is now returning before the
Commission and while changes have been made to modify the architectural style and to address the
Commission’s concerns, staff still has concerns with the overall design of the project. The Commission
may want to discuss the lack of architectural style and lack of modification from the original design.

ZONING CODE COMPLIANCE
Applications for design review are preliminarily evaluated for compliance with the zoning code.
Applicants are encouraged and have the option of requesting a comprehensive review separate and
apart from this application. Formal compliance review will occur when a building permit application is
filed (plan check). The applicant has been advised that changes during plan check may require revisions
and subsequent approval from the Design Review Commission or staff, as appropriate.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
The subject project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA — Public Resources
Code §~21000 — 21178), pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines in that the
project includes the review of building design, colors and materials to the façade of the building, front
yard landscaping or minor low-scaled accessory structures, such as fences or walls. It can be seen with
certainty that there is no possibility that the subject activity could result in a significant effect on the
environment.

PUBLIC OUTREACH AND NOTIFICATION
The project does not require public notification as it is continued from another meeting; however, a
mailing was sent out to all residents and occupants within 100’ of the project site.

Attachment(s):
A. Staff Report and DRC’s Comments from the October 6, 2011 meeting
B. Proposed Rendering from October 6, 2011 Meeting
C. Design Plans, Cut Sheets & Supporting Documents ______________________
D. Project Application
E. DRAFT Approval Resolution
F. DRAFT Denial Resolution

Report Author and Contact Information:
Cindy Gordon, Assistant Planner

(310) 285-1191
cgordon@beverlyhills.org
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City of Beverly Hills
Planning Division

455 N. Resford Drive Beverly Hills, CA 90210
TEL. (310) 458-1141 FAX. (310) 858-5966

Design Review Commission Report

Meeting Date: Thursday, October 6, 2011

Subject: 625 North Elm Drive
A request for an R-1 Design Review Permit to allow a façade remodel of an existing
two-story single-family residence located in the Central Area of the City north of
Santa Monica Boulevard at 625 North Elm Drive.

Project applicant: Hamid Omrani, Omrani Group — project designer

Recommendation: Conduct public hearing and provide the applicant with design direction.

REPORT SUMMARY
The applicant requests approval to remodel the façade of an existing two-story single-family residence
located in the Central Area of the City. Please see the attached documents which include the project
design description, materials and plans in addition to draft resolutions of approval and denial for the
Commission’s consideration.

ZONING CODE COMPLIANCE
Applications for design review are preliminarily evaluated for compliance with the zoning code.
Applicants are encouraged and have the option of requesting a comprehensive review separate and
apart from this application. Formal compliance review will occur when a building permit application is
filed (plan check). The applicant has been advised that changes during plan check may require revisions
and subsequent approval from the Design Review Commission or staff, as appropriate.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
The subject project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA — Public Resources
Code §~21000 — 21178), pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines in that the
project includes the review of building design, colors and materials to the façade of the building, front
yard landscaping or minor low-scaled accessory structures, such as fences or walls. It can be seen with
certainty that there is no possibility that the subject activity could result in a significant effect on the
environment.

PUBLIC OUTREACH AND NOTIFICATION
The project requires mailed public notice within 100 feet of the subject property be mailed ten (10) days
prior to the hearing. The public notice for this project was mailed Tuesday, September 27, 2011. To date
staff has not received and comments in regards to the submitted project.

Attachment(s):
A. Detai)ed Des)gn Descr)pt)on and Mater)a)s (App)icant Prepared)
B. DRAFT Approval Reso)ut)on
C. DRAFT Den)a) Reso)ut)on ________________________
D. Des)gn Plans, Cut Sheets & Support)ng Documents

Report Author and Contact )nformation:
Shena Rojemann, Assoc)ate Planner

(310) 285-1192
sro)emann~bever)yhi))s.org
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Design Review Commission Comments
. Applicant s ResponseAugust_4, 2011 Meeting

1. The project does not contain a style of 1. The applicant has made modifications to the design and
architecture and lacks character and added some French detailing with “eyebrow” window
flavor. Explore architectural styles and treatments at the second floor. However, overall, the
details that relate to one another. project does not contain a style of architecture.
Consider a style of architecture that
suites the roof style.

2. The entry design is out of proportion 2. The applicant has refined the entry and removed the
with the rest of the residence — it’s too concrete molding. The applicant did not further recess
heavy and needs to be redesigned. The the entry.
entry design does not relate to other
elements in the design and appears to
be stuck on the front of the residence.
Consider further recessing the entry. _______________________________________________________

3. The entry door/materials should fit with 3. The applicant did not provide new entry door/material
the style of the residence. information.

4. The central tower element is not 4. The applicant has reduced the width of the central
working and needs further refinement, tower element and has also reduced the number of

windows from three to one. The applicant also
shortened the second-story roof line so as not to
project into the central tower element.

5. The design contains too many horizontal 5. The applicant has removed the horizontal window
planes — needs a strong vertical oriented moldings above the windows and from below the
element. window on the central tower element. Arched window

moldings have been added above the two second-story
windows and above the one window on the central
tower element. The applicant has also removed the
entry molding with horizontal lines and the second-
story roof line has been shorted so as not to project
into the central tower element.

6. The design needs to have a focal point. 6. The applicant has made modifications to the design of
the project but has not provided a focal point for the
façade.

7. The arches in the design are inconsistent 7. The applicant has modified the curve of the arches and
throughout the facade, has modified the two second-story windows to be

arched windows.

8. If maintaining the current roof, consider 8. The applicant has removed the corbels from beneath
redesigning the moldings so that they the roof ledge.
don’t contain ledges.
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Attached B:
Proposed Rendering from October 6, 2011 Meeting
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Attached C:
Design plans, cut sheets

and supporting elements
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