
City of Beverly Hills
Planning Division

4cc N. R44cord IC N. i3i riy NH CA 91c’iO
IC 14.14)444114 FAX .14141 114

Meeting Date: Thursday, May 2, 2013

Subject: 804 North Camden Drive (P11231906)
A request for a revision to a previously approved R-1 Design Review Permit to
modify the approved landscape plan for a two-story single-family residence located
in the Central Area of the City north of Santa Monica Boulevard.

Project Applicant: David Shamsian

Recommendation: Maintain existing condition and deny proposed revision to landscaping plan, as
outlined in Attachment F (DRAFT Denial Resolution).

REPORT SUMMARY
The applicant is requesting review and approval of a revised landscape plan that would allow the
addition of a fountain within the front yard area. The project, which included the construction of a new
two-story single family residence and landscaping, was conditionally approved by the Design Review
Commission (hereinafter, the Commission) at its meeting on October 2, 2008 with final details to return
to the Commission; final approval was granted by the Commission at its meeting on March 3, 2011.

At the Commission meeting on March 3, 2011, the Commission reviewed revisions to the single-family
residence and the landscaping plan. While the revisions to the single-family residence were favorable to
the Commission, they did request that the fountain located in the front yard area be removed from the
landscape plan. As such, the project was approved with project-specific conditions regarding the
proposed landscaping, which are outlined in the Design Review Resolution DR-06-11 (Attachment C).
Project-specific condition #2 reads as follows:

“No fountain shall be permitted within the front yard area.”

The applicant has since installed a fountain within the front yard area. As the resolution specifically
precluded the fountain to be installed in the front yard area, it was referred to the City’s Community
Preservation Division (Code Enforcement) for follow-up action on July 26, 2012. The subject property
owner filed an application to amend the condition prohibiting the fountain on April 15, 2013.

Staff has reviewed the administrative record and has not found that City policies or site conditions have
changed that would support removal of this condition. As such, staff supports maintaining the condition
that precludes the installation of the fountain in the front yard area and would recommend the
Commission deny the requested revision.

Attachment(s):
A Detailed Design Description and Materials (Applicant Prepared)
B Design Plans, Cut Sheets & Supporting Documents
C. Design Review Commission Resolution DR-OS-li (March 3, 2011)
D. Public Comments Received
F. DRAFT Denial Resolution

Report Author and Contact Information:
Cindy Gordon, Associate Planner

)31D) 285-1191

BEVERLY
HILLS

Design Review Commission Report



Design Review Commission Report
455 North Rextord Drive

May 2, 2013

ZONING CODE COMPliANCE
Applications for design review are preliminarily evaluated for compliance with the 7uning 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.

ENVIRON MENTAL 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 lowscaled 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, and an on-
site notice at the subject property be posted, ten (10) days prior to the hearing. The public notice for
this project was mailed and posted on April 22, 2013.

Staff has received comments from the neighbors located immediately to the north of the subject
property, which are included in Attachment D of this report. The primary concerns expressed by the
neighbors include noise concerns from the running water and overall privacy between the two
properties. The neighbors have also indicated that they plan to attend the public hearing to discuss
their concerns before the Commission.



Attachment A
Detailed Design Description

and Materials (Applicant Prepared)
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City of Beverly Hflls Design Review Application
Page 3 of 13

A lndlcat Requested Application:
Track I Application (Administrative Review)
• Project must adhere to a pure architectural style identffled in the City’s ResidentialDesign Style Catalogue. The Catalogue is available online at:

.A ) b

• Plans must be prepared and stamped by an architect licensed In the State of Caiiforra.• Three (3) sets of plans required (see Section 6 for plan size requJrements)
Track 2 ApplicatIon (Commission Review)
• Eight (8) sets of plans required Csee Section 6 for plan size requirements).• Public Notice materials required (see Section S for public notice requirements).

B Briefly describe the architectwal styI.() that you are proposing end how the proposad!That, fln& sand pro etns aid na nthestyl.(s):
the house Is built In an t&ien St)4e it has besutiM precast around the wlndowa and the entry dooreisfountain s buflt in an exact coik,r and material as th precast on the hous tsre*ye It enhances the beautyol the house and th landsc,e around it

C Identity the Project Zoning (City Zoning Map available online at /p!er hit or
Ri R-t5X R-18XR-1X r R-1.SX
R-tSX R-1.7X

o Site & Area Characteristics
Lot Dimensions: Lot Area (square feet):
Adjacent Streets:

E Lot Is currently developed with (check aft that apply):Q Single-Story Residence Two-Story ResidenceGuest House Accessory Structure(s)
[j vacant Other:

F Are any protected trees located on the property? (See Beverly Hills Municipal Code SectIon 10-3-2900)?
vesO No L)
If YES, provide the following Information:

Quantity Reason for RemovalHeritage:

Native:

Urban Grove:

G Has the ex1sn residence been desIgned by a notable architect or Is It identified on anyhistoric resource Inventory, Including the City of Beverly Residential Survey? (available orine at:
servatonlhiscLurc)

Yes No If yes, please list Architect’s name:

Updated 96/2O12

E e6ed xed dH WVEL ELO
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cfty of Bveciy 4ills- Qe4gn RevIew Application
Pap 4 ot 13

A ) ftchTorts to adjacent n.sghbor’s ‘d
all the neiçbom edmke the lountöi ed hc It goes iAth the house and that ft lb with the entIrepropetty

B Indcet. the prnj.ct zombig detalis ptwsuant to $ev.r*y Huh Munki pal Code Sct*on 10-34400:Cod Rqulaeon A$owd By Cod E,dstln Condlton Proposad CondIto.Height:
Roof Plate Height:
Floor Area:
Rear Setbacks:
Side Setbacks: S/E S/E S/E

N/W P4/W N/W
Par)dng Spaces:

C Ust the sp.døc vnatarlak and fInishes for alt th. a cii)tectural features of th. project 1k Seici:FAAOE (List all material for all portions vt*4e tram the Street)
MerL ptst atr.e
Texture fF,ish: add wash
Coior/ Tnzrsparency: balge

1MfIDOWS (clude fram. trim, au, metal, etc)
MateA&: wood with pr.c
Teatwr fFloIsh: window Is smooth and the precast is add wesh
Color/ Trmiso,enc browrVbege

DOORS (include frame, trim, ass, metal, aft)
Merio:

Texture/Finish:

Color! Trispwency
--

PEDIMENTS

Texture A7nsh:
cof/ rsrcy:

Rooc
Moteriaf iti root tIles
Texture ,rinh:

Ciat/ Trm.sspwency:

Material:

Textre/Find$h:

Colon 7nWweiy:

cHIMNEY(S)

same
rextwe/iisI:

Color! Trnsporency

Updated 9)26)2V12
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cIty of Beerly HllIs O.slgx RevIew Application
Page Sof 13

VOWMP6
Mater:

TtLlre /Th&

CoIr/ T,wupczrency:

aALcoNlrs Ii RAJUNGS
Motedai: Ir
Tetwe /Fn1s1:

Color/ rrwnpacy:

T*EUJS. AWNINGS, CANOP$FS
Materio1

Co/rrspeny:

OOWNWOUTS I GUTrERS
.4otem: gy
TxtLlrefl1rsfl: smooth
Cakwj Transpm’ncy:

EXTERIOR LIGHtiNG
MottrIa: metal to match th extetior
Terr/Fnish petrit
Colo-/ Trpirency:

PAVED SURFACES
Motera: p.tij

rough
Coor/Tronparenry vrfatIonofoldyb4ueandbrvn

FREESTAIdDffiG WALLS AND FINCES
Materol: precest itone
Texture/Finish: smooth
Cdar/ Trtspweny: be4e

-

OflIER DESIGN ElEMENTS
Mate:

Texture )Thhh:

Cc’or/ T)arnporcy:

D DescrIbe tte proposed (endscap. th.ma. EqI.ki how the popos.d I.ndscaplngctctre
the favntat fits well with the olive trees making an li,ving ItalIan setting

Updated 9)26JOt2
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City of Beverly Hills- Design Review Application
Page6 of 13

A Clearly ioensny how your project ateres to each ot the raqured tindings 0? the Design
Review Commhaion:

1. Dewfbe how th. proposed development’s design exhibits an Internally compatible design
scheme.

evety element of the tour&n matches the house end the IendscepklQ

2. DescrIbe how the proposed development’s design appropriately minimizes the appearanc, of
scale end mass, how the design enhances the garden like quaRty of the City arid appropriately
maxknlzes the use of required open space within the proposed architectural style

the urTtain s riot massrve and t is sineler thsn the otve trees surrounding It

3. DescrIbe how the proposed development will enhance the appearanc. of the neighborhood
it give the neighborhood en enazlng Iee11n9 of nature and oiAdoocs

4. DescrIbe how the proposed development Is designed to balanc, the reasonable expectation of
delpnwn1 for the owner with the reasonable expectation at privacy oltb. nelghbors

ft ebsokaty does not ritaifere with the privacy of tue n.lghbors.It Is not noteymy next door nelghbors wont
know that its there

S. Describe how th. proposed development respects prevailing site dvsn patterns, carefully
amatyzing the characteristics of the surrounding group of homes and Integrates appropriate
features that will ensure harmony between old and new.

a lot of the homes in surround Wig ares with the same sichitedure have a fountain simm1it to this one

Updated 9/26/2012

g a6Ed Xd dH Nvl’L[ c -v
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Attachment B
Design P’ans, Cut Sheets,

& Supporting Documents

Design Review Commission Report
455 North Rexford Drive

May 2, 2013
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Design Review Commission Report
455 North Rexford Drive

May 2, 2013

Attachment C
Design Review Commission Resolution DR0641



RESOLUTION NO. DR-06-1 I

RESOLUTION OF THE DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
BEVERLY HILLS CONDITIONALLY APPROVING AN R-l DESIGN REVIEW
PERMIT TO ALLOW A NEW SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE AT THE
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 804 NORTH CAMDEN DRIVE.

David Shamsian, property owner, has applied for an R-1 Design Review Permit to allow
a new single-family residence on a single4amily property located in the Central Area of the City.
As conditioned the Project meets all required zoning standards, including height, setbacks,
parking, and floor area.

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

Section 1. Reviewing Authority.

Pursuant to Section 10-3-4408 of the Beverly Hills Municipal Code, no single-family
residence located in a Central R-1 Zone shall be erected, constructed, altered, or remodeled
unless the elevations and plans for the exterior portions and areas visible from the street are
reviewed and approved by the City. The Design Review Commission is the reviewing authority
if it has first been determined that the design does not substantially conform to a pure
architectural style or has not been designed by a licensed architect. The project was not found
to adhere to a pure architectural style, nor was it designed by a licensed architect, therefore, it
has been determined that the Design Review Commission shall be the reviewing authority.

Pursuant to Section 10-3-4415 of the Beverly Hills Municipal code, the request for a Design
Review Permit may be approved, provided the Design Review Commission makes certain
findings as set forth in Section 4: Project Public Hearing/Approved Proiect Plans.

Section 2. Terms Defined.

The FoIlowTerms Shall Mean:

___

______ _______

‘Project Site” 804 North Camden Drive

Agent” David Shamsian

Property Owner” David Shamsian

‘Applicant” Collectively, the property owner and agent.



DRC Resolution No DR-06-1 1
804 North Camden Drive

Section 3. jctDescrpjon,

The proposed new two-story residence wl be developed on the site. Surrounding
development consists of one- and two-story single-family homes.

Section 4. Priect Pu..blic Hearin/Approved Project Plans

The Design Review Commission held a duly noticed public hearing to consider the
application. Evidence, both written and oral, was presented and architectural plans addressing
the conditions of approval were presented for the Commission’s consideration in conjunction
with this Resolution.

• A Public Hearing for this project was held on the following date(s):

o March 5, 2009

• Architectural plans were conditionally approved by the Commission on March 5,
2009. The conditions of approval required that the following items be returned to
the Commission for final review and approval:

o A detail of the proposed stained glass windows above the entry be provided
(textured only; no flowers, fruit, etc.)

o A detail of the wrought iron railing along the front façade be provided.
o A detail of the wrought iron fencing and elevation of the fence be provided
o A detail of the proposed front door be provided (should be simpler and more

elegant)

o The pediments be removed from above the first floor French Doors.
o The first floor French be reduced to a maximum of lOin height
o The skylights be reduced in height to be within the maximum height allowed for

the structure (28).

o The balconies along the north elevation (in the recessed portion of the façade) be
redesigned as Juliette balconies.

o A trellis be added to the northern portion of the deck/balcony at the rear of the
residence to provided further screening and privacy for the neighboring
residence.

o A large tree (minimum 48’ box) be planted by the recessed portion of the
northern elevation to screen the wall of windows adjacent to the internal staircase
from the neighboring property.

o A detailed landscape plan be provided that includes the trellis at the second story
balcony, all proposed and existing plants and trees, and the sizes and quantities

Page 2 of 8



DRC Resolution No. DR-06-1 1
804 North Camden Drive

of all the landscaping materials.

• On March 3, 2011, the applicant presented the items listed above to the Design
Review Commission for final review and approval. At that meeting, the
Commission approved the changes as presented.

Section 5. Environmental Assessment

The Project has been environmentally reviewed pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations. Title 14,
Sections 15000 et seq, hereafter the ‘Guidelines’), and the City’s environmental guidelines.
The City has determined that the Project qualifies for a Class 2 Categorical Exemption
(replacement or reconstruction of a single-family residence) in accordance with the
requirements of Section 15302 of the Guidelines. Therefore, no significant impacts to the
environment are anticipated.

Section 6. Findings of the Design Review Commission.

Based upon the evidence presented at the hearing, including the staff report and

architectural plans, the Design Review Commission made findings to approve the project as set

forth in “Exhibit 1” to this Resolution.

Section 7. Conditions of Approval

Based on the foregoing, the Design Review Commission hereby grants the R-1 Design

Review Permit for the Project subject to the conditions set forth in “Exhibit 2” to this Resolution.

Section 8. Certification.

The Secretary of the Design Review Commission shall certify to the passage, approval,
and adoption of this resolution, and shall cause this resolution and certification to be entered in

the Book of Resolutions of the Design Review Commission of the City.

Page 3 of 8



DRC Resolution No.: DR061 1
804 North Camden Drive

Adopted: March 3,2011

Su n Strauss
Chair of the Design Review Commission of
the City of Beverly HiUs, California

AHEST:

Secretary

Approved as to content:

Associate Planner

Page 4 of 8



DRC Resolution No.: DR-06-1 1
804 North Camden Drive

EXHIBIT I OF 2: FINDINGS

Based on its review of the application, documentation, and the testimony heard at the public
hearing, the Design Review Commission determined that the proposed Project meets the following
5 criteria in accordance with Beverly Hills Municipal Code Section 10-3-4415

1, The project includes high quality materials such as smooth stucco and wood
windows and doors. The proposed materials and details are consistent throughout the project’s
design, thereby creating a uniform design scheme. Based on the project’s balanced design and
consistent use of materials, it appears to exhibit an internally compatible design scheme.

2. The project incorporates substantial modulation along the facades, contains
recessed windows and doors, and contains a dynamic roofline. Because these elements help to
reduce the appearance of mass and scale, it is therefore possible to make the required finding. The
landscape plan utilizes a variety of landscaping features and mature-sized trees that will contribute
to the garden quality of the city and help to soften the appearance of the project.

3. The project utilizes high quality building materials and design, which will help to
enhance the appearance of the neighborhood. Additionally, the design follows a consistent,
balanced theme, while maintaining an appropriate level of scale, mass, and modulation. Therefore,
the project is expected to enhance the appearance of the neighborhood.

4. The project meets the City’s current side setback requirements along all property
lines. Additionally, the project is located on a corner property, which has only one shared property
line. Because the project meets aN required setbacks and has only one shared property line, the
proposed project creates a balance between the reasonable expectation of development and the
reasonable expectation of privacy of neighbors.

5. The project respects prevailing site design by following prevailing setbacks and
building orientation found along the adjacent streetscape. Although the project is larger than some
of the existing residences on the block, the design has been executed to ensure that scale and
massing is controlled, and that the project wiN be consistent with the surrounding area. Based on
its design, the project maximizes floor area without appearing unduly massive and bulky and would

be a harmonious addition to the existing neighborhood.

Page 5 of 8



DRC Resolution No.: DR06-11
804 Ndrth Camden Drive

EXHIBIT 2 OF 2: CONDI11ONS OF APPROVAL

PROJECT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

1 A corrected landscape plan which shows a ficus hedge along the north and south
property lines and the 36” box Olive trees in the front yard area shall be submitted to staff for
final review and approval.

2. No fountain shall be permitted within the front yard area.

STANDARD CONDITIONS:

3. çn Review: Any approval by the Commission is for design only; the project
is subject to all applicable City zoning regulations.

4. Final Plans: The Applicant shall submit final working drawings to the Director of
Community Development for review and approval prior to the issuance of a building permit. The
Project shall be built in substantial compliance with the plans approved by the Design Review
Commission on March 3, 201 1 on file with the Department of Community Development

5. Future Modifications: Any future modifications to this approval shall be
presented to staff for a determination as to whether the change may be approved by staff (minor
changes only) or presented to the Commission for review, Changes made without City
approval shall be required to be restored to match the City approved plans.

6. Windows: Final plans shall include spec sheets and details for windows and
include the name of the manufacturer, size, shape, color and material of each window

7. Elevations — Material Call-Outs: Colored elevations for all construction visible
from the street shall be provided with the final plans. Call-outs for each material shall be
provided for verification in the field during construction.

8. Resolution Scanned on Plans: A copy of the executed Covenant and approved
Resolution (including the Findings and Conditions of Approval) shall be scanned onto the cover
sheet of the approved building plans.

9. Water Efficient Landscaping: The proposed landscape plan shall comply with the
City’s Water Efficient Landscaping Ordinance.

10. Construction Management Plan. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the
Applicant shall prepare a construction management plan for review and approval by the
Department of Community Development. The plan shall include the location of construction
parking, loading and hauling routes and locations, and number of construction employees
anticipated on site. Al! construction-related parking, staging and hauling shall conform to the
construction parking and hauling plan submitted to and approved by the Building Official and the
City Engineer.

Page 6 of 8



DRC Resolution No.: DR-06-1 1
.804 Nrth Camden Drive

11, Site Maintenance and Contact Information, The Applicant shall maintain the site
in an orderly condition prior to commencement of and during construction, including, but not
limited to, maintenance of the orderly appearance of existing structures and landscaping on the
site, dust suppression for areas cleared by demolition, maintenance of safety barriers and
adjacent public sidewalks, and provision of a contact person directly accessible to the public by
telephone in the event that the public has any concerns regarding maintenance of the site. The
name and telephone number of the contact person shall be transmitted to the Director of
Community Development and the Building Official. In addition, the Applicant shall post the
name and telephone number of the contact person on the site in a location readily visible to the
general public and approved by the Director of Community Development.

12. Recordation of Covenant. These conditions of approval shall run with the land
and shall remain in full force and effect for the duration of the life of this approval. This
resolution approving the R-1 Design Review Permit shall not become effective until the owner of
the Project site records a covenant, satisfactory in form and content to the City Attorney,
accepting the conditions of approval set forth in this resolution. The covenant shall include a
copy of this resolution as an exhibit The Covenant shall be recorded prior to issuance of a
building permit.

The Applicant shall deliver the executed covenant to the Department of Community
Development within 60 days of the Design Review Commission decision. At the time that the
Applicant delivers the covenant to the City, the Applicant shall also provide the City with all fees
necessary to record the document with the County Recorder. If the Applicant fails to deliver the
executed covenant within the required 60 days, this resolution approving the R-1 Design Review
shall be null and void and of no further effect, Notwithstanding the foregoing, the director of
Community Development may, upon a request by the Applicant, grant a waiver from the 60-day
time limit if, at the time of the request, the Director determines that there have been no
substantial changes to any federal, state or local law that would affect the R-1 Design Review.

Page 7 of 8



DRC Resolution No.: DR-061 1
804 North Camden Drive

SF,\ ia; 01: CALIFORI\ IA

C()UNFY OF LOS ANGELES

CITY OF BEVERLY I IILLS

1, SHENA ROJEMANN. Secretary of the Design Review Commission and City Planner of !he

City ot Beverly Hills, California, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct Copy

of Resolution No, DR-06’1 1 duly passed, approved, and adopted by the Design Review

Commission of said City at a meeting of said Commission on March 3, 2011 and thereafter duly

signed by the Secretary ol’ 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 Ibllowing vote of said Commission, to wit:

AYES: Commissioners Pepp. Szaho, Vice Chair Gilbar and Chair Strauss.

NOES: None.

ABSTAIN: None.

A I3SENT: Commissioner Nathan.

N c—:) c_
/‘(

___________

Secretary to the Design Review
CommissionlAssociate Planner
City of Beverly Hills, California

Page 8 of 8



Attachment D
Public Comments Received

Design Review Commission Report
455 North Rexford Drive

May 2, 2013



C3/25/201 3 21.: 3 PAGE C2/ C2

April 25, 2013

Dear Cindy,

We received your letter in the mail on April 22 requesting a revision to a previously
approved R- 1 Design Review Permit to modify the approved landscape plan at 804
North Camden Drive.

In a response to a question from me, you wrote: ‘As part of a Design Review
approval in 2011, a project specific condition stated, No fountain shall he
permitted within the front yard area.”

Dr. Pressman and I understand that the fountain in the front was denied previously
and do not understand why it would be considered now.

Stepping back We were told at the time when the application for the front fountain
was presented that the fountain was denied. Dr Pressman and I saw the fountain
being stored in the carport and we notified the city. The fountain was then installed
and we again asked the city to look into it. We were told that although the fountain
was actually installed within the landscaping it had been denied and was not
permitted. Nothing was done about it. Now, it is being presented per your letter, and
we assume it is being brought forward for approval because it exists” and one is
allowed to bring forward a previously denied item. The owners of 804 North
Camden Drive have talked about installing a fountain in their side yard beneath our
bedroom window. If permission is given for the front fountain that was previously
denied but was installed anyway, why would 804 North Camden Drive not go ahead
with a side yard fountain and know that they will prevail with a permit in the future,
as they are trying to do now.

Dr Pressman and I are concerned that our privacy be protected and that the noise
levels that currently exist from both the front garden fountain and the back garden
fountain at 804 North Camden Drive not be increased with an additional water
feature.

Thank you for your consideration.

My l3est,

Sandy Pressman
806 North Camden Drive
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RESOLUTION NO, DR XX FT

RESOLUTION OF THE DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
BEVERLY HILLS DENYING A Ri DESIGN REVIEW PERMIT TO ALLOW
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AT

THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT
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The Design Review Commission of the City of Beverly Hills hereby finds, resolves and determines

as follows:

Section 1. Samcian, applicant and property owner (the “Applicant”), has applied for

a R-i Design Review Permit for design approval of
.

Vnm.t (1115, ... 1)1i: )r for the property

located at 4 4 15*. , and is located in the city’s Central R’l 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 10-3-4415.

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 et seq.), 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

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 R4 Design Review Permit:

A. The proposed developments design does not exhibit an internally compatible design

scheme in that the project’s proportions, form, fenestration, scale, mass, color and materials are not

representative of the architectural style and design scheme chosen for the building.

B. The proposed development’s design does not appropriately minimizes the appearance

of scale and mass and does not enhance the garden like quality of the city and does not appropriately

maximize the use of required open space within the proposed architectural style. Specifically, the

project is overly boxy, lacks necessary articulation, and appears massive. The proposed design magnifies

the overall scale and mass of the building with its lack of proportionality and out of scale design

features. The existing or proposed landscape plan is inadequately sized or does not sufficiently

complement the architectural design theme. Accordingly, the project does not minimize mass and scale

and fails to respect the garden like quality of the city.
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C. The proposed development will not enhance the appearance of the neighborhood In

that Its design does not provide Internal compatibility or Is not consistent with the prevailing pattern of

development in the area and, more specifically, does not provide adequate transitions in scale to

adjacent structure(s). The design theme is incongruent with and would detract from the appearance of

the neighborhood.

D. The proposed development is not designed to balance the reasonable expectation of

development for the owner with the reasonable expectation of privacy of neighbors. Specifically, the

project Indudes design features that do not provide a reasonable measure of privacy to adjacent

properties. The placement of windows, entries or other open areas unreasonably impacts the neighbor’s

privacy with unimpeded visual access to private rooms or outdoor areas on the neighbor’s property. The

impact to privacy cannot be ameliorated with conditions and would require redesign.

E. The proposed development does not respect prevailing site design patterns, does not

carefully analyze the characteristics of the surrounding group of homes, and does not integrate

appropriate features that will ensure harmony between old and new. Specifically, the project does not

represent an Internally compatible architectural theme and does not Incorporate elements that would

provide an appropriate transition In scale or character to the adjacent properties. Moreover, the scale,

lack of appropriate design proportionality and other design features, Inappropriately draw attention to

this building to the detriment of the surrounding neighborhood. As opposed to creating harmony

between new and old, the proposed design adversely dominates the streetscape creating disharmony

between it and existing homes. 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.

Page 3 of 4



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

request defined in this resolution.

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: 2 2013

William Crouch, Commission Secretary Arline Pepp, Chairperson
Community Development Department Design Review Commission
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