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City of Beverly Hills

Planning Division
455 N. Reeford Drive Beverly Hiil~, CA 90210
TEL. (310) 458-1141 FAX (310) 858-5956

Design Review Commission Report

Thursday, August 2, 2012
(Continued from DRC meeting on July 9, 2012)

718 North Canon Drive (PL# 120 2375)
A request for an R-1 Design Review Permit to allow for a new two-story single-family
residence located in the Central Area of the City north of Santa Monica Boulevard.

Daryoush Safai, AlA

Report Author and Contact Information:
Cindy Gordon, Assistant Planner

(310) 285-1192
cgordon@lbeverlyhills.orR

Meeting Date:

Subject:

Project applicant:

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

REPORT SUMMARY
The applicant is requesting design review approval to allow for a new two-story single-family residence
located in the Central Area of the City. The project was previously reviewed by the Commission at its
July 9, 2012 meeting (Attachment A). At that meeting, the Commission felt the design warranted
further revisions and directed for the applicant to restudy the project. The Commission provided the
following comments:

>- The first floor massing does not work. There are better ways to incorporate balconies without
having two boxes on the first floor.

~‘ The bulk of space needs to be readjusted to reduce the boxy look of the façade.
> The horizontal molding is too heavy for the façade.
> The entrance is nice but the molding around the door is too heavy. Focus more on the door and

allow the openings above the door to be their own element; the entry should be restudied and
unified.

~‘ The pediments above the first floor windows are awkward and do not fit with the windows.
> There are too many pilasters with the balustrades on the balconies.
~ The windows should have more depth to them.

.- The fence along the front property line is too detailed. A simpler design should be proposed.
~- The shutters are nice but are too small and out of proportion with the windows.

As a result of the Commission’s comments, the applicant has modified the project and is providing the
Commission with four variations of the revised façade:

> Design-i: Three arched openings above the entryway and balustrades on the balconies.
> Design-i alt.: Three arched openings above the entryway and wrought iron on the balconies.
~‘ Design-2: One rectangular opening above the entryway and balustrades on the balconies.
~ Design-2 alt.: One rectangular opening above the entryway and wrought iron on the balconies.

Attachment(s):
A. July 9, 2012 DRC Staff Report and Previously Proposed Project
B. Applicant’s written response to Commission’s Comments
C. July 24, 2012 Site Visit Summary Letter _______________________

D. July 27, 2012 Modification Letter (provided by property owner representative to the north)
E. Revised Design Plans, Cut Sheets & Supporting Documents
F. Approval Resolution
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The applicant has provided responses to the Commission’s comments in Attachment B of this report.
Additionally, due to privacy concerns expressed at the July 9, 2012 Commission meeting by the neighbor
to the north of the property, a site visit was conducted on Tuesday, July 24, 2012 to review potential
landscaping alternatives. In attendance were representatives of the property to the north, the property
owners of 718 North Canon Drive, Daniel Weedon (landscape architect), and Cindy Gordon (City of
Beverly Hills). The site visit consisted of visits to both properties to view potential privacy issues
between the two properties and solutions to help mitigate any concerns. As a result of that meeting, a
revised landscape plan is to be prepared and reviewed by both parties. As of the date of this report, the
revised landscape plan has not been provided to staff and will be presented to the Commission at the
meeting on August 2, 2012.

It is staff’s understanding that ongoing discussions are continuing to occur between both parties.
Included in Attachments C and D are letters from the landscape architect for 718 North Canon and a
modification letter from the representatives for the property owners to the north, respectively.

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.
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July 9, 2012 DRC Staff Report and Previously Proposed Project
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City of Beverly Hills

Planning Division
455 N Reeford Drive B verly HuN, CA 90250
TEL (310) 458 1141 FAX (315) 858-5966

Design Review Commission Report

Meeting Date: Monday, July 9, 2012
(Continued from the DRC meeting on March 1, 2012)

Subject: 718 North Canon Drive (PL# 120 2375)
A request for an R-1 Design Review Permit to allow for a new two-story single-family
residence located in the Central Area of the City north of Santa Monica Boulevard.

Project applicant: Daryoush Safai, AlA

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

REPORT SUMMARY
The applicant is requesting design review approval to allow for a new two-story single family residence
located in the Central Area of the City. The project was previously reviewed by the Commission at its
March 1, 2012 meeting. At that meeting the Commission felt the design warranted further revisions
and directed for the applicant to restudy the project. The Commission provided numerous comments
regarding the Neo-classical style that was proposed at that meeting and the project has since been fully
redesigned. The current proposed style is Italian Renaissance Revival; however, since it does not adhere
to a pure architectural style, it is before the Commission for review.

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, as
the project has been fully re-designed, a public notice for this project was mailed Friday, June 29, 2012.
To date staff has not received and comments in regards to the submitted project.

Attachment(s): Report Author and Contact Information:
A. March 1, 2012 DRC Staff Report and Rendering Cindy Gordon, Assistant Planner
B. Revised Detailed Design Description and Materials (Apphcant Prepared) (310) 285-1192
C. Revised Design Plans, Cut Sheets & Supporting Documents cgordon~bever)yhills.org
D. Approval Resolution
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Attachment B:
Applicant’s written responses to Commission’s Comments
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DARYOUSH SAFAI, AlA ARCHITECT
2932 WILSHIRE BLVD SUITE 210, SANTA MONICA CA 90403, TEL (310) 453-3335

E-mail: safai~verizon.net

July 23, 2012

RE: 718 N. Canon Drive
Case No. PL1202375

Answer to the Commission Comments on July 9, 2012:

1) The first floor massing does not work. There are better ways to incorporate
balconies without having two boxes on the first floor.

2) The bulk of space needs to be readjusted to reduce the boxy look of the facade.
We eliminated the 1st floor box modulation with the balcony on top and instead
maintained the front facade flat (as per commissioners’ suggestion) and
incorporated a Juliet balcony with less balustrade (Design-I) or Juliet balcony
with wrought iron railings (Design-2).
(See pictures of Architectural Concept A- 14.3)

3) The horizontal molding is too heavy for the facade.
We completely eliminated the running horizontal molding.

4) The entrance is nice but the molding around the door is too heavy. Focus more
on the door and allow the openings above the door to be their own element; the
entry should be restudied and unified.
Main entry was redesigned so as to unify the three arch opening on the 2nd floor
(Design-I); or unify with the door opening on the 2nd floor (Design-2).
(See pictures of Architectural Concept A- 14.3)

5) The pediments above the first floor windows are awkward and do not fit with the
windows.
The combination of pediments above the first floor windows and shutters is not
rare for ltalianate style of Architecture (See pictures of Architectural Concept A-
14.3). But having said that we reconsider the suggestion and instead of totally
removing it, we simplified the design of the said pediments so as to compliment
the use of the shutters rather than making it look awkward.

There are too many pilasters with balustrades on the balconies.
(Design-i & 2) Juliet balcony with less use of balustrade.
(Design-i & 2 alternatives) Juliet balcony with metal and wrought iron railing.

The windows should have more depth to them.
Main entry door is setback 30 inches.
All windows on the first floor are setback 18 inches.
2nd floor door to Juliet balcony is also setback 18 inches.

8) The fence along the front property line is too detailed. A simpler design should be
proposed.
The design of the front fence is simplified but still coherent with the Architectural
style.



DARYQUSH SAFAI, AlA ARCHITECT
2932 WILSHIRE BLVD SUITE 210, SANTA MONICA, CA 90403, TEL (310) 453-3335

E-mail; safai(~verizon.net

The shutters are nice but are too small and out of proportion with the windows.
Since we gained some wall width on both sides by eliminating the protruding part
of the first floor, we redesigned the shutters to be proportionate with the width of
the windows.

I hope that I answered all comments in regards to the design of the front facade.

Thank you,
Daryoush Safai, AlA
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Attachment C:
July 24, 2012 Site Visit Summary Letter



DW/LA LA DSCAPE ARCHITECTS
1216 Elm Street, Venice, CA 90291
Office. 1 (310) 827 2084 Fax: 1(310) 827 4634 Cell: 1(310) 228 7587
e-mail address. dan(~dw-Ia.com web site: DW-LA.com

To all concerned parties 25 July 2012
Regarding: 718 North Canon Drive, Beverly Hills, CA

On Tuesday, 24 July 2012, a meeting was held at the Shragas property at 718 North Canon
Drive, which included a visit to the Zarerns property to the north. In attendance were the Zarems,
the Shragas, Bob Hansen, a licensed arborist retained by the Zarems, legal council representing
the Zarems and Cindy Gibson of the Beverly Hills Planning Dept, as well as myself, Daniel
Weedon of DW!LA Landscape Architects.

As a result of the meeting, the following revisions were made to the earlier decisions
outlined in the letter prepared by DW/LA dated 17 July, 2012, as regards trees, plantings, walls
and fences along the shared property line between the two properties.

1. As regards the existing masonry wall along the shared north property line,
form the front yard to the front of the existing house on 718 North Canon, a review of the survey
shows that the existing masonry wall, is located in such a way that it does not place any of the
Shragas lot on the Zarems side of the wall, and the wall is totally on the Shragas property and is
the Shragas wall.

To address the Zarems concerns about existing trees on the Zarem property, in particular a
Deodar Cedar located with in a few feet of the wall, and the possibility of damage to that trees
roots if the existing wail were demolished and rebuilt, the Shragas have agre,ed to leave the wall in
place were it stands. The Shragas do plan to construct a wall with columns across the front of
their property to provide security, and such a wall includes the construction di masonry columns in
a location that may affect roots of this particular Cedar tree. On the recommendations of the
arborist, Mr. Hansen, it was agreed by the Shragas, that they will retain the services of a licensed
arborist, who will monitor the careful hand excavation of the ground at the location of these
proposed columns to determine if any roots exceeding 2 inches in diameter are located in the
excavation area. That arborist will determine if any roots in that location, if removed, would
present a threat to the Cedar tree, and make recommendations to precede that may include
relocation of the columns or arborist prescribed methods to cut the roots or a change to the design
of the footings to eliminate the threat to the Cedar tree. As no other excavations or construction
are proposed along this portion of the shared property line wall, and the wall will remain in place as
is, it appears no other Zarem trees will be effected adversely.

2. At the existing tree hedges between the two houses, located on the Shraga
property, which presently provide some screening, the Shragas will, at a later date, after
construction of the house is complete, remove these tree hedges and replace them with better
quality screening trees to benefit both property owners for the purpose of privacy, specifically at
the second story windows. Leaving the existing trees in place, for now, during construction, will



minimize dust and noise to the Zarems home.
Mr. Hansen, the arborist, recommended that the new trees be Podocarpus Gracilior.

common name, Fern Pine. He felt these would be better suited to provide privacy between the two
homes, and will thrive and grow with the limited light that will exist. Cindy Gibson, city Planner,
reminded all in attendance, that city code stipulates that trees planted between properties not
create a solid planted hedge over 7 foot tall and that the planned trees will not constitute a hedge if
specific spacing between the canopies of the trees exists at time of planting. Such spacing will
allow trees to exceed 7 foot heights along the property line. DW/LA will revise their plan for the
trees along this shared property line to meet those city requirements and still meet the shared
desire for privacy at first and second floor windows between the Zarems and Shragas. This same
desire for privacy was voiced by the DRC at the previous public hearing

Additionally, along this same area on the Zarems side of the wall, there exists one tree that
is beginning to crack and damage the Shragas wall and will cause it to eventually fail and fall over.
The Zarems agreed to remove this one tree to eliminate the problem. It is additionally understood
that the Shragas arborist will at the time of installation of the new trees, supervise trimming back of
some of the branches and foliage of the Zarem trees that overhang the Shragas property in a way
that will minimize harm to these trees.

3. At the-veryrearsharedpropertyiine, there existsach~inlink~fen~e~n
the Zarems property, that has redwood lattice inserts, which will meet pool enclosure! protection
requirements between the properties, per code, and will therefore remain in place, with some
repair to a limited damaged section. This will eliminate the possibility of damage to the roots of the
Zarem trees along this area that may occur with the construction of a new wall or fence.

Within a short period of time, the Shragas will have the Ficus trees planted on the Zarems
side of this fence, trimmed back to reduce the overhang onto the Shragas property. This trimming
will be supervised by the Shragas arborist to minimize problems for the trees and will be limited to
only those portions of the trees overhanging the Shragas property. The trimming will minimize the
overhang onto the Shragas property but not eliminate it completely, so as to protect the health of
the trees.

Additionally, both the Zarems and Shragas would like to see the trees height reduced by
between 5 and 10 feet, such height reduction to be carried out by a tree trimming firm retained by
the Zarems, as this height condition occurs on the Zarems side of the property line, which is at the
location of the chain link fence. The ultimate goal is to reduce leaf litter on the Shragas property,
maintain tree health, and maintain privacy between the properties.

Since~~)

LI
Daniel Weedon, Principal
Members of the American Society of Landscape Architects
California Licensed L.andscape Architect, Registration # 1849
Arizona Licensed Landscape Architect, Registration # 14251
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JUL1.c~n ~. W~u~nEi~
ATTORNEY AT LAW

12121 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD

SUITE 1350

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90025

TELEPHONE (310) 4771200

FACSIMILE (310) 479-OIlS

July 27, 2012

BY EMAIL (cgordon@beverlyhisills.org)
Cindy Gordon
City ofBeverly Hills
455 North Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, CA90210

RE: 718 North Canon

Dear Ms. Gordon:

Having received no response to your yesterday’s request to Dan Wheedon to make the Zarem
party modifications to Mr. Wheedon’s July 25, 2012 letter, I enclose herewith a redlined draft of
that letter showing the requested modifications. As Mr. Wheedon apparently has not modified the
letter to incorporate the these modifications. ii would be appreciated ifyou could include the
enclosed redline with the package that is being submitted to the Commissioners, so that they may
be aware of the Zarern’s understanding of the dialogue that occurred between the neighboring
parties at the site meeting earlier this week.

As always, thank you for your help.

Julian R. Warner

cc; Zarems
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455 North Rexford Drive
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Attachment D:
July 27, 2012 Modification Letter

(provided by property owner representative to the north)
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DW/LA LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS
1216 Elm Street, Venice, CA 90291
office.- 1 (310) 827 2084 Far.- 1(810)8274684 cell.- 1(310)2287587
e-mail address: dan@dw4a.com web site: DW-LA..com

To all concerned parties 2S July 2012
Regarding: 718 North Canon Drive, Beverly Hills, CA

On Tuesday, 24 July 2012, a meeting was held at the Shragas property at 718 North
Canon Drive, which included a visit to the Zarems property to the north. In attendance
were the Zarems, the Shragas, Bob Hansen, a Registered Consulting licensed arborist
retained by the Zarems, legal council representing the Zarems and Cindy Gordon Gibson of
the Beverly Hills Planning Dept., as well as myself, Daniel Weedon of OW-LA Landscape
Architects.

As a result of the meeting, the following revisions were made to the earlier decisions
outlined in the letter prepared by OW-LA dated 17 July, 2012, as regards trees, plantings,
walls and fences along the shared property line between the two pmp~flks. -

1. As regards the existing masonry wall along the shared north property line, from the
front yard to the front of the existing house on 718 North Canon, a review of the survey
shows that the existing masonry wall, is located in such a way that it does not place any of
the Shragas lot on the Zarems side of the wall, and the wall is totally on the Shragas
property and is the Shragas Wall.

To address the Zarerns concerns about existing trees oh the Zarem property, in
particular a Deodar Cedar located within a few feet of thewall, and the possibility of
damage to that trees roots if the existing wall were demolished and rebuilt, the Shragas
have agreed to leave the wall in placç where it stands. The Shragas do plan to construct a
wall with càlumns across the front of their property to provide security, and such a wall
includes the construction of masonry columns in a location that may affect roots of this
particular Cedar tree. On the recommendations of the arborist, Mr. Hansen, it was agreed
by the Shragas, that they will retain the services of a Registered Consulting lic-ensed
arborist, who will monitor the careful hand excavation of the ground at the location of
these proposed columns to determine if any roots exceeding 2 inches in diameter are
located in the excavation area. That arborist will determine if any roots in that location, if
remeved, would present a threat tq the Cedar tree, and make recommendations to proceed
that may include relocation of the columns or arborist prescribed methods to cut the roots
or a change to the design of the footings to eliminate the threat to the Cedar tree. As no
other excavations or construction are proposed along this portion of the shared property
line wall, and the wall will remain in place as is, it appears no other Zarem trees will be
affected effected adversely.

2. At the existing trees hedges between the two houses, located on the Shraga
property, which presently provide some screening, the Shragas will, at a later date, after
construction of the house is complete, remove these trees hedges and replace them with

rfi”~”



better quality screening trees to benefit both property owners for the purpose of privacy,
specifically at the first and second floor steW windows. Leaving the existing trees in place,
for now, during construction, will minimize dust and noise to the Zarems home.

Mr. Hansen, the arborist, suggested recommended that the new trees be Podocarpus
Gracilior, common name, Fern Pine, because they appear to be most resistant to oak
root fungus. He felt these would be better suited to provide privacy between the two
homes, and will thrive and grow with the limited light that will exist. Cindy Gordon Gibson,
City Planner, reminded all in attendance, that city code stipulates that trees planted
between properties not create a solid planted hedge over 7 foot tall and that the planned
trees will not constitute a hedge if specific spacing between the canopies of the trees exists
at time of planting. Such spacing will allow 36 inch boxed trees to exceed 7 foot heights
along the property line at the time of planting. DW/LA will revise their plan for the trees
along this shared property line to meet those city requirements and still meet the shared
desire for privacy at first and second floor windows between the Zarems and Shragas. This
same desire for privacy was voiced by the DRC at the previous public hearing.

Additionally, along this same area on the Zarems side of the wall, there exists one tree
that is beginning to crack and damage the Shragas wall and will cause it to eventually fail
and fall over. The Zarems have agreed to remove this one tree to eliminate the problem. It
~arb~’ilF~the time of installation of the
new trees, supervise trimming back of some of the branches and foliage of the Zarem trees
that overhang the Shragas property in a way that will minimize harm to these trees.

3. At the very rear shared property line, there exists a chain link fence on the Zarems
property, that has redwood lattice inserts, which will meet pool enclosure / protection
requirements between the properties, per code, and will therefore remain in place, with
some repa~r to a limited damaged section. This will eliminate the possibility of damage to
the roots of the Zarem trees along this area that may occur with the construction of a new
wall or fence.

Within a short period of time, the Shragas will have the Ficus trees planted on the
Zarems side of this fence, trimmed back to reduce the overhang onto the Shragas property.
This trimming will be supervised by the Shragas arborist to minimize problems for the
trees and will be limited to only those portions of the trees overhanging the Shragas
property. The trimming will minimize the overhang onto the Shragas property but not
eliminate it completely, so as to protect the health of the trees.

Additionally, both the Zarem5 and Shragas would like to see the trees height reduced.
by-h.etwecn S and 10 feet, Such height reduction to be carried out by a tree trimming firm
retained by the Zarems, as this height condition occurs on the Zarems side of the property
line, which is at the location of the chain link fence. The height reduction will be
determined by what is suitable to the Zarems. The ultimate goal is to reduce leaf litter
on the Shragas property, maintain tree~health, and maintain privacy between the
properties.
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RESOLUTION NO. DR XX XX

RESOLUTION OF THE DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
BEVERLY HILLS CONDITIONALLY APPROVING A R-1 DESIGN REVIEW
PERMIT TO ALLOW A NEW TWO STORY SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE AT
THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 718 NORTH CANON DRIVE

The Design Review Commission of the City of Beverly Hills hereby finds, resolves and determines

as follows:

Section 1. Daryoush Safai, AlA, applicant on behalf of the property owners, Ephram & Jila

Shraga (Collectively the “Applicant”), has applied for a R-1 Design Review Permit for design approval of a

new two story single family residence for the property located at 718 North Canon Drive, and is located

in the city’s Central R-1 Zone.

Section 2. Beverly Hills Municipal Code Article 44, Chapter 3 of Title 10, authorizes the

Design Review Commission the authority to approve, approve with conditions or deny design-related

aspects of projects located in the city’s Central R-1 zone, subject to findings set forth in Beverly

Municipal Code Section 10-3-44 15.

Section 3. The subject project has been reviewed pursuant to the provisions set forth in

the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA — Public Resource Code Sections 21000, et seq.), the

State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15000 etseq.), and the city’s

local CEQA Guidelines. The subject project is exempt from environmental review 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
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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.

Section 4. The Design Review Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing on

August 2, 2012 at which time oral and documentary evidence was received concerning the application.

Section 5. Based upon the evidence presented at the hearings, including the staff

report(s), oral and written testimony, the Design Review Commission hereby finds as follows with

respect to the R-1 Design Review Permit:

A. The proposed development’s design exhibits an internally compatible design scheme in

that the project’s proportions, form, fenestration, scale, mass, color and materials are representative of

the architectural style and design scheme chosen forthe building. These design elements, including

existing or proposed landscaping, paving, or perimeter fencing or walls are internally compatible and

consistent with the overall design.

B. The proposed development’s design appropriately minimizes the appearance of scale

and mass and enhances the garden like quality of the city and appropriately maximizes the use of

required open space within the proposed architectural style. Specifically, the project, as conditioned,

complies with applicable provisions of the municipal code that regulate overall building size, height,

scale and mass. Additionally, the building provides appropriate building modulation and uses window

and other design components that minimize the visual bulk and mass. The garden quality of the city is

maintained through appropriately proportioned paving in the required front yard and with the
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incorporation of existing or proposed plant material of appropriate sizes that complement the

architectural style and help reduce overall mass and scale.

C. The proposed development will enhance the appearance of the neighborhood in that

the new construction has been designed in context to the appearance, mass and scale of adjacent

properties and other properties in the neighborhood. The project includes the use of high quality

building materials and appropriately uses colors and design ornamentation that is appropriate to the

neighborhood. Existing or new planting will promote the garden quality image and appearance of the

city, consistent with city goals and existing mature landscaping in the neighborhood.

D. The proposed development is designed to balance the reasonable expectation of

development for the owner with the reasonable expectation of privacy of neighbors. The City’s zoning

regulations set forth maximum building height and mass standards with which this project, as

conditioned, conforms. The project is being constructed in an urbanized environment and has other

adjacent and nearby residences. To provide a reasonable expectation of privacy, the Design Review

Commission, reviewed the placement of windows on the subject and adjacent properties, considered

the location of private outdoor areas and evaluated the projects proposed and neighbors existing

landscaping. Accordingly, based on this review, and as conditioned by this resolution, the project

balances reasonable expectations for privacy and development.

E. The proposed development respects prevailing site design patterns, carefully analyzing

the characteristics of the surrounding group of homes, and integrates appropriate features that will

ensure harmony between old and new. Specifically, the project has been designed with an internally

compatible architectural theme and is modulated in a manner that respects privacy and scale of
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development to adjacent properties. The project design, proportionality and landscaping is compatible

with other properties in the general vicinity and the project reinforces a cohesive streetscape. In its

review the Design Review Commission carefully studied the proposed project in context to adjacent

properties and conducted individual site inspections or reviewed photographs of the surrounding group

of homes.

Section 6. Based on the foregoing, the Design Review Commission hereby grants the

request defined in this resolution subject to the following conditions:

Standard Conditions

1. Design Approval. Project approval is for the design-related aspects of the project only. No approval

is implied or granted with regard to applicable city zoning or technical codes, which may require

review and approval from other city commissions or officials.

2. Compliance with Municipal Code. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall

demonstrate compliance with all applicable provisions of the city’s municipal code and applicable

conditions imposed by any discretionary review approval.

3. Compliance with Special Conditions. Any special conditions that require approval by the director of

community development, or designee, shall be submitted to the staff liaison to the commission

within fourteen (14) days of approval or prior to submittal of the plan check review application,

whichever is greater.
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4. Project Rendering. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall incorporate into the

building permit set of plans, an updated color rendering of all building facades that are visible from

the public street. The quality and detail of the rendering shall be subject to approval from the

director of community development, or designee, and shall include sufficient design information to

evaluate project compliance during construction.

5. Approval Resolution. A copy of the signed resolution of approval shall be scanned onto the cover

sheet(s) of the building permit set of plans.

6. Substantial Compliance with Approved Plans. The director of community development, or

designee, shall determine if changes to the approved project are in substantial compliance with the

commission’s action. This determination shall be subject to applicable fees and charges. A

substantial modification to the approved project requires approval from the Design Review

Commission.

7. Covenant Recording. Prior to issuance of a building permit, a covenant shall be filed with the Los

Angeles County Register-Recorder/City Clerk that includes a copy of this resolution as an exhibit. The

Applicant may submit evidence of proper filing to the community development department or

submit an application along with applicable fees to the development for covenant preparation and

filing.

8. Validity of Permits The rights granted by this approval shall remain valid for three (3) years from

the date of approval, unless extended pursuant to Beverly Hills Municipal Code Section 10-3-207.
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9. Appeals. Decisions of the Design Review Commission may be appealed to the Planning Commission

within fourteen (14) days of the final action by filing a written appeal and paying appropriate fees

with the City Clerk.

Special Conditions

10. No special conditions have been imposed for this project

Section 7. The Secretary of the Design Review Commission shall certify to the passage,

approval, and adoption of this resolution, and shall cause this resolution and its certification to be

entered in the administrative record maintained by the community development department.

Section 8. Decisions of the Design Review Commission may be appealed to the Planning

Commission within fourteen (14) days of the final action by filling a written appeal and paying

appropriate fees with the City of Beverly Hills City Clerk.

Approved as to Form and Content: Adopted: August 2, 2012

Shena Rojemann, Commission Secretary Arline Pepp, Chairperson
Community Development Department Design Review Commission
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) SS.

CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS

I, SHENA ROJEMANN, Secretary of the Design Review Commission and Associate Planner of the
City of Beverly Hills, California, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of
Resolution No. XX XX duly passed, approved, and adopted by the Design Review Commission of
said City at a meeting of said Commission on August 2, 2012 and thereafter duly signed by the
Secretary of the Design Review Commission, as indicated; and that the Design Review
Commission of the City consists of five (5) members and said Resolution was passed by the
following vote of said Commission, to wit:

AYES:

NOES:

ABSTAIN:

ABSENT:

SHENA ROJEMANN
Secretary to the Design Review
Commission/Associate Planner
City of Beverly Hills, California
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