
 
 

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 

 

Attachment(s): 
A. July 8, 2014 DRC Staff Report and Previously Proposed Plans 
B. Detailed Design Description and Materials (Applicant Prepared) 
C. Project Design Plans 
D. DRAFT Approval Resolution 

Report Author and Contact Information: 
Georgana Millican, Associate Planner 

  (310) 285-1121 
gmillican@beverlyhills.org 

 

Meeting Date: Thursday, August 7, 2014 
 

Subject:  353 South Almont Drive (PL1410231) 
A request for an R-1 Design Review Permit to allow for construction of a new two-
story single-family residence located in the Central Area of the City south of Santa 
Monica Boulevard.  The Commission will also consider adoption of a Categorical 
Exemption, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. 
 

Project Applicant:  Ben Borukhim – bBA Studios, Inc.  
 

Recommendation: Conduct public hearing, consider the design concerns and suggestions discussed 
herein, and provide the applicant with an approval. 

 
 

REPORT SUMMARY 
The applicant is requesting approval of a new two-story single-family residence in the Central Area of 
the City, south of Santa Monica Boulevard.  The project was previously reviewed by the Design Review 
Commission at its meeting on July 8, 2014 (Attachment A).  At that meeting, the Commission felt that 
the design warranted further review and directed that the project go to an ad hoc committee of the 
Design Review Commission to provide the Applicant further design guidance.  Due to the difficulty in 
scheduling the meeting, staff is bringing the project back to the full Design Review Commission for 
review so as to not cause delays in the project review.  The Applicant has submitted two options on the 
revised façade design for discussion. 
 
As a background, the project was previously approved by the Design Review Commission as a Spanish 
Mission Revival style and the project is currently under construction.  However, it is under new 
ownership and the new owner wishes to change the architectural style of the façade from the Spanish 
Mission Revival design to one that is more Contemporary in style.   
 
DESIGN ANALYSIS  
Based on a review conducted by the Urban Design Team, the façade design revisions appear to be a 
reasonable response to the comments provided by the Commission at the previous meeting.  Staff is 
recommending that the Commission review the proposed façade options and provide the Applicant with 
an approval with conditions.   
 
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 
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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 
Prior to the filing of the Design Review application, the existing single family residence on the site was 
reviewed and found to be a potential historic resource designed by a party listed on the City’s Master 
Architect list.  Pursuant to BHMC §10-3-3218, any work involving a change in design, material, or 
appearance proposed on a property forty five (45) years or older and designed by a person listed on the 
city's list of master architects shall be subject to a thirty (30) day holding period prior to the issuance of 
permits.  If, after the expiration of the final period of time to act, the City Council has not taken an action 
on the application or initiation to designate, then any pending permit(s) may be issued and demolition, 
alteration, or relocation of the property may proceed (BHMC §10-3-3217).  Since no action was initiated 
to designate the subject property within the 30-day holding period, the subject property is not 
considered to be a historic resource in the City of Beverly Hills and the processing of the pending 
demolition permit may proceed. 
 
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.   
 
PUBLIC OUTREACH AND NOTIFICATION 
The project does not require public notification as it is continued from another meeting. 
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Attachment A 
July 8, 2014 DRC Staff Report and Previously Proposed Plans 
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City of Beverly Hills

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

Design Review Commission Report

Meeting Date: Tuesday, July 8, 2014

Subject: 353 South Almont Drive (PL1410231)
A request for an R-1 Design Review Permit to allow for construction of a new two-
story single-family residence located in the Central Area of the City south of Santa
Monica Boulevard. The Commission will also consider adoption of a Categorical
Exemption, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Project Applicant: Ben Borukhim — bBA Studios, Inc.

Recommendation: Conduct public hearing, consider the design concerns and suggestions discussed
herein, and provide the applicant with an approval.

REPORT SUMMARY
The applicant is requesting approval of a new two-story single-family residence in the Central Area of
the City, south of Santa Monica Boulevard. The proposed style is identified by the applicant as a
Contemporary Style; however, since the project does not adhere to a pure architectural style, the
project is before the Commission for review.

The project was previously approved as a Spanish Mission Revival style and the project is currently
under construction. However, it is under new ownership and the new owner wishes to change the
architectural style of the façade from the Spanish Mission Revival design to one that is more
Contemporary in style.

DESIGN ANALYSIS
Based on review conducted by the Urban Design Team, the façade design has gone to a style which
would not be considered contemporary or modern. In addition, the revised design lacks the details and
finesse of the previous Spanish Mission Revival scheme and does not present a unified authentic. Staff
has not included project-specific conditions of approval related to these comments but the Commission
may wish to consider these comments during their review and analysis of the project.

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.

Attachment(s):
A. Detailed Design Description and Materials (Applicant Prepared)
B. Project Design Plans
C. DRAFT Approval Resolution

Report Author and Contact Information:
Georgana Millican, Associate Planner

(310) 285-1121
gmillican@beverlyhills.org
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Prior to the filing of the Design Review application, the existing single family residence on the site was
reviewed and found to be a potential historic resource designed by a party listed on the City’s Master
Architect list. Pursuant to BHMC §10-3-3218, any work involving a change in design, material, or
appearance proposed on a property forty five (45) years or older and designed by a person listed on the
city’s list of master architects shall be subject to a thirty (30) day holding period prior to the issuance of
permits. If, after the expiration of the final period of time to act, the City Council has not taken an action
on the application or initiation to designate, then any pending permit(s) may be issued and demolition,
alteration, or relocation of the property may proceed (BHMC §10-3-3217). Since no action was initiated
to designate the subject property within the 30-day holding period, the subject property is not
considered to be a historic resource in the City of Beverly Hills and the processing of the pending
demolition permit may proceed.

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.

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 on Thursday, June 25, 2014; the site was posted on June 16, 2014. To date staff
has not received comments in regards to the submitted project.
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Attachment B 
Detailed Design Description 

 and Materials (applicant prepared) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



I
Cfty of Bevedy HiUs De.sign view Application
Page 3 of 13

A lncfcate Requested Appllcaton:
Track 1 Application (Administrative Review)
• Project rnust zdhere to a pure architectural ttyle identified in the Citys Residential

Design Style Catalogue. The Catalogue is available online at:
_ i — _

• Plans must be prepared and stamped by an architect licensed in the State of Californ a.
• Three (3) sets of plans required (see Section 6 for plan size requirements).

Track 2 Application (Commission Review)
• Eight (8) sets of plans required (see Section 6 for plan size requirem ts).
• Public Notice materials required (see Section 5 for public notice requirements),

B Briefly describe the architectural style(s) that you are proposing and how the proposed
materials, finishes and proportions aid in achieving the style(s)

We used visual styles that consciously echo the style of the Mediterranean house style. Buildings in this
style take their prin ary design cues from romantic Italian and Spanish architecture lowpitched tile or earth
fone terra cotta roofs, stucco walls and arch motifs are common denominators among Mediterranean style
house plans and are incorporated in our design. W&ve used balconies and decorative wrought iron giving
fhe house an exotic feel, while the large windows provide a connection to the outdocrs. The asymmetrical
facade and placement of rooflines borrow the design from a Spanish style home along with decorative
.elements (stone cladding and crown molding> on the facade of an Italian style home yielding a warm and
welcoming Mediterranean style house.

C Identify the Project Zoning (City Zonmg Map available online at

R4 R4.3X2 RL8X
R4.X R4,6X

g R4,5X R47X

Site & Area Characteristics

Lot Dimensions: 50 x I I99 Lot Area (square feet): 5995 sf

Adjacent Streets Residence is on Almont between Gregory Way and Olympic Blvd

Lot is currently developed with (check all that apply):

Singl&Story Residence E.. TwmStory Residence

Q Guest House Accessory Structure(s)
Vacant Q Other:

F Are any protected trees located on the property? (See Beverly Hills Municipal Code Section i03
2900)?
YesD No
If YES, provide the following information:

Urban Grove:

G Has the existing residence been designed by a notable architect or is it identified on any
historic resource invento, including the City of Beverly Residential Survey? (availabIe online at:

If yes, please list Architect’s name:

Updated 9/26/2012



City of Beverly Hills Design a.view Application
Page 4 of 13

A Describe your public outreach efforts to adjacent neighbors and property owners:

e have not reached out to neighbors to discuss this prcect

B Indicate the project zoning detaIls put. uant to Beverly Hills Municipal Code Section 1O344OO:

Code Regulation Allowed By Code Existing Condition Proposed Condltion
Height: 28’ 154” 271”

Roof Plate Height: 22’ 10’ 22

Floor Area: 3,898 sf 162751 sf 3,831 85 sf

Rear Setbacks: 45’ 4548’ 45’

Side Setbacks S/E 5 S/E 11 45 S/E 5

N/W S’lg’ N/W 316’ N/W 529’

ParkingSpaces: 3 2 3

C List the specific materials and finishes for all the archItectural features of the project (figgcific):
FACADE (List all material for all portions visible from the street)

Material: Stucco La Habra
Texture /Finish: Santa Barbara
color! Transparency: X41 584 Suffolk

WINDOWS (Include frame, trim, glass, metal, etc)

Material: Wood / Aluminum Clad
Texture /Finish: Wood trim exposed
color/ Transparencv: Mahogany finish

DOORS (Include frame, trim, glass, metal, etc)

Wood / Aluminum Clad, Solid Wood
Texture /Fibish: Wood trim exposed, clear
color! Transparency: Mahogany

PEDIMENTS
Material:

Texture /Finish:

color / Transparency:

ROOF
Material: Cloy Tile Roof by Boral
Texture/Finish: Model: ClayMax Clay Roof Tile
color! Transparency: Ne port Blend

CORBELS
Material: Wood
Texture /Finish: Painted Matte Finish
olar/ Transparency: DEAl 58 Northern Territory

CHIMNEY(S)
Material:

Texture /Finish:

olor/ Transparency:

updated 9/26/2012
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City of Beverly HHIs Design Review Application
Page 5 of 13

COLUMNS
Materia.l:

Texture /Finish:

Color / Transparency:

BALCONIES & RAILINGS
Material: Wrought Iron
Texture /Finish Panteo / Sealed / Gloss
Calor/ Transparency: MP31846 Onyx

TRELLIS, AWNINGS, CANOPIES
MaterIal: Wood
Texture/Finish: Semi Gloss/ Marine Finish
Color/ Transparency: Mahogany

DOWNSPOUTS / GUTTERS
Material: Shert Metal
Texture /Finish: Painted Gloss
calor/ Trcnsparency: MPI 2206 Brown Bomber

EXTERIOR LIGHTING
Material: Light sconces to be metal and glass
Texture /Finish: Painted
Color! Transparency: Bronze glass

PAVED SURFACES
Material: Patio Paver / Davis Colored Concrete
Texture/Finish Smooth Ti’e (Custom Patterni i Sandstone Finmh (Custom Pattern)
Color! Transparency: M••ha Travertin•e / Palomino 5447

FREESTANDING WALLS AND FENCES
Material: CMU
Texture /Finish: Smooth Stucco
color/Transparency: tomatch house

OTHER DESIGN ELEMENTS
Material:

Texture/Finish:

Color! Tansparency:

D Describe the proposed landscape theme, Explain how the proposed landscaping
complements the proposed style of architecture:

The landscaping complements the house with the door plan that is open offering an easy circulation between
gracious rooms that open onto a lush garden with patio and pool in the rear along with elegant moments
throughout framing the house at certain points. The harmony of indigenous vegetation to SoCal. with subtle
acc-ents of color as well as those from the Italian / Tuscan gardens that would strive in this climate enhances

:ttw MMitprrnnpan fnnl of wqrrnth within thn nrnnnv

SEtON3— PROJECT DEt$1S ANDMTERrALS Lontinued from previous page )



City of Beverly I.H.iiis Design vi:ew Application
PageS of 13

SECTION 4-DESIGN ANALYSIS AND FDINGS —

A cJ.ariy idjf.: ym praje• •c• à•d••ti•er•s• • t• aadi ••••:f t:e r••i••u•iri•:d findi•t••gs of 1•••he t:e•••igi1•
•S•t•••••• •••••••••••• ••w•••••••••••••••• •••Co•••••••

:

•,flj••

••b

1. Describe•:. how the •••rcp• csed deve•iopmer•t’s d•••es•ig•••n exhi•bt•i aii Interiia• ••:Iiy co•matibIe des:gn

•••••••••

Our design has been• a process of working through the ehtmenis of the Meditemmean style, involving the
planning department thro•ugh our process, and developing a scheme th•at fits wIthin the ccntext of ou•r
neighbortood. We are staying with the context of the neighborhood by going with the Spanish style, staying
below our height hmits and articulating our facade to move away from the 2 story boxes that others have
developed in the area.

2. DescrIbe how the proposed development’s design appropriately minimizes the appearance of
scale and mass, how the• design enhances. the gden lIke qualIty of the C•ity and appropriately

We have designed a landscape in the front cf the• house whkth lends itself to th••e• flouthern California garden
style hying with plush green landscaping that frames doors which open up onto the front yard The vine on the
facade will help camouflage the house As previously mentioned the massing of our house is maintained at a
•height lOwer than o•••••ur limit to balence the••• height differentiation be••••:een our neighbors to the north and south.

3 Describe how the proposed dcvelopment wiH enhance the appe•arance of the neighborhood

The house is currently dry and barren in•••• terms of landscaping. The ho••m••a has been as is for quite som••••e time
now and lacking character and detail Much of the development in the area has been of Italian or French
design and does not fit the character of the neighborhood Our proposal is of the same Italian I Spanish style
that is consistent with the neighborhood today and with the level of detail and the lush landscaping we area
propceing, the long standing Beveily Hills. residents thet we are building th•is house for will be adding to the
community they grew ip in

4. Describe how the proposed development Is designed to balance th••e reasenabie expectation of
the development for the owner with the reasonable expectation of pnvacy of the neighbors

We have taken the view in•••••to our••• neighbors yard and their•hcuses s•nd••dubseq•uently the•••••ir view into this house
and backyard into consideration and feel that much of that can be remedied with landscaping and window
placement.

S Describe how th•••e proposed development respects prevailing site design patterns, carefully
analyzing the characteristics of the surrounding group of homes and integrates appropriate
features that w•iii ensure ha•rmony between old an••••d new

We aimed to design the •front of the house •with the community in mind. The style of house we chose is in line
with prevailing Mediterranean (Italian / Spenish) style homes in the area. We are• not proposing a large••
mansion in a box but rather creating•• a Mediterranean style house that blends into its context in a subtle way.
Our landscaping concept further drives this point home with more green vegetation rather than loud colors.
We have considered how this house will fit into irs context quite extensively and have sthved to give it that
subtie charecter and not one that is loud and obtrusive. 0

updaeid 9/26/2012
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Attachment C 
Project Design Plans 
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RESOLUTION NO. DR XX-14 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
BEVERLY HILLS CONDITIONALLY APPROVING AN R-1 DESIGN REVIEW 
PERMIT TO ALLOW A NEW TWO-STORY SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE AT 
THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 353 SOUTH ALMONT DRIVE (PL1410231). 

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

as follows: 

 
 Section 1. Ben Borukhim of bBA Studios, Inc., architect, on behalf of Jon and Sepi Zarrabi, 

property owners, (Collectively the “Applicant”), has applied for an  R-1 Design Review Permit for design 

approval of a new two-story single-family residence for the property located at 353 South Almont Drive 

which 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 10-3-4415. 

 
 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 

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

8, 2014 and August 7, 2014, 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 for the 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 

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 
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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 

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

request defined in this resolution subject to the following conditions: 

 
Project-Specific Conditions 

1. No project specific conditions are proposed. 
 
 

Standard Conditions 

2. Revised Plan Submittal. For all projects that are approved with project-specific conditions, a 

revised plan set that has fully incorporated all such conditions shall be submitted to the project 

planner, both in hard copy format and in electronic format, prior to submitting for the building 

permit plan check process. 

 
3. 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. 

 
4. 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. 

 
5. 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.  

 
6. 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 
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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.  

 
7. 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. 

 
8. 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. 

 
9. 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.  

 
10. 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. 

 
11. 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. 
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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 7, 2014 

 
 
 

William Crouch, Commission Secretary 
Community Development Department 

 John Wyka, Chair 
Design Review Commission 
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