
City of Beverly Hills

Planning Division
455 N. Rexford Drive Beverly Hills, CA 90210

TEL. (310) 285-1141 FAX. (310) 858-5966

Design Review Commission Report

Meeting Date: Thursday, April 7, 2016

Subject:

Project Applicant: Gabbay Architects

Recommendation: Conduct public hearing and provide the applicant with an approval.

REPORT SUMMARY

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

The project was previously reviewed by the Design Review Commission at its meeting on
February 4, 2016 (Attachment A). At that meeting, the Commission felt the design warranted
further review and directed the project to be restudied and continued to a date certain (March 3,
2016; the project was subsequently continued to the current meeting [April 7, 2016] as revised
plans had not been submitted for the March meeting). The Commission’s comments related
primarily to the verticality of the design, configuration and hierarchy of the fenestration, and the
internal compatibility of Mediterranean design elements.

As a result of the Commission’s comments, the applicant has modified the following elements:

• Reduced height of the French doors and entry-adjacent window;
• Revised entry way design;
• Removal of the travertine stone around the ground floor French doors;
• Revised balcony configuration at the second floor, and;
• Addition of a centrally-located dormer element and horizontal pre-cast moldings;

An applicant-prepared Response to Comments is included in Attachment B of this report.

URBAN DESIGN ANALYSIS

The verticality of the design remains a concern as it does not appear that the revisions have
substantially modified the orientation. Modifications to the design, however, have been

Attachment(s):
A. February 4, 2016 DRC Staff Report and Prevoiusly Proposed Plans
B. Applicant’s Written Response to Commission’s Comments
C. Project Design Plans

_____________________

D. DRAFT Approval Resolution

224 South Linden Drive (PLI 600747)

A request for an R-1 Design Review Permit to allow the 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.

Report Author and Contact Information:
Cindy Gordon, AICP, Associate Planner

(310) 285-1191
cgordon(äbeverlyhiIIs.org
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identified that will promote the Mediterranean architectural style, which will in turn enhance the
streetscape of South Linden Drive. Such modifications include:

• Consider removing, or reducing in number, the pre-cast horizontal moldings that wrap
the facade, which have been included in the redesign for the purpose of increasing the
design’s horizontality. Such additions create an undesirable busyness to the façade that
detracts from the overall style.

• Consider reducing the size of the openings for the glazing, including the French doors
and the window unit located above the entry, as refinement of these openings would
have a more substantial impact on the perceived verticality of the facade. The applicant
may wish to explore continuing the ground floor bulkheads and replacing the French
doors with double casement windows, which would sit atop the bulkhead to better
ground the building and thereby enhance the horizontality of the design.

• Review removal of the single dormer vent that has been added to the front portion of the
roof. This element serves only to increase the design’s verticality, drawing the eye
upward, and does not promote the desired horizontal configuration.

• Continue to study the porte cochere by introducing a columnar element and eliminate
the cantilever, which is a contemporary treatment that is in conflict with the more
traditional, Mediterranean style.

• Further study the keyhole design proposed at the second floor balconies in relation to
the traditional styling of the residence. The applicant may wish to also explore the
incorporation of arched balcony openings or consider the introduction of a header for
these areas, which would be more indicative of a Mediterranean style. Additionally, the
applicant may wish to reconsider the metal treatment at the railings and incorporate a
more traditional, and less contemporary, pattern into these elements.

It is recommended that the Design Review Commission approve the project with the condition
that a revised design and final details be presented to the Urban Designer for final review and
approval.

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. Additionally, since the property has not been designed by an architect listed on
the City’s Master Architect List nor has it been listed on the City’s Historic Resource Survey, it
does not warrant further review as a potential historical resource. 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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PUBLIC OUTREACH AND NOTIFICATION
As the project was continued to a date certain, no additional mailed notices are required. The
posted notice at the site has been updated to reflect the continued hearing date of Thursday,
April 7, 2016. To date, staff has not received any comments in writing in regards to the
submitted project.
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City of Beverly Hills

Planning Division
455 N. Rexford Drive Beverly Hills, CA 90210

TEL. (310)285-1141 FAX. (310) 858-5966

Design Review Commission Report

Meeting Date: Thursday, February 4, 2016

Subject:

Project Applicant: Gabbay Architects

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

REPORT SUMMARY

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

URBAN DESIGN ANALYSIS

The proposed Mediterranean-styled single-family residence exhibits an undesirable vertical
orientation without a necessary horizontal component to reduce the scale of the structure.
Additionally, the façade fenestration appears static in its execution given the primary use of
door-scaled openings. Various modifications may be made to the structure that would help
better incorporate a horizontal configuration and exhibit a stronger Mediterranean style. Such
modifications may include:

• Increasing the spacing between the ground floor and second floor openings.
these elements read as a singular mass without appropriate spacing in
Increasing the space between the elements would allow for an additional
component to be introduced while dividing the vertical orientation.

• Changing some of the doors to true windows with smaller openings. This would assist in
reducing the verticality and would also eliminate the static configuration of the façade
fenestration.

• Modifying the window directly above the entry way to one that is smaller scaled so that it
does not compete unnecessarily with the entry and façade fenestration.

Project-specific conditions have not been proposed as a result of this analysis; however, the
Commission may wish to consider such comments during the course of its review.

Attachment(s):
A. Detailed Design Description and Materials (applicant-prepared)
B. Project Design Plans
C. DRAFT Approval Resolution

_____________________

224 South Linden Drive (PLI 600747)

A request for an R-1 Design Review Permit to allow the 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.

Currently,
between.

horizontal
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Cindy Gordon, AICP, Associate Planner
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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. Additionally, since the property has not been designed by an architect listed on
the City’s Master Architect List nor has it been listed on the City’s Historic Resource Survey, it
does not warrant further review as a potential historical resource. 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 and the block face 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 Monday, January 25, 2016; the
site was posted on Thursday, January 21, 2016. To date staff has not received comments in
regards to the submitted project.
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Applicant’s Written Response
to Commission’s Comments



GABBAY ARCHITECTS

March 16, 2016

YASSI GABBAY, ARCHITECT, D. RL.G.

HAMID E. GABBAY. ARCHITECT

Design Review Commission
City of Beverly Hills

455 N. Rexford Dr.
Beverly Hills, CA 90210

Re: 224 South Linden Drive

Dear Chair Arline Pepp, Vice Chair Ilene Nathan and Commissioners:

In order to achieve the goals and direction set by The Commission, such as reduction in verticality and
simplification of the overall design the main façade has been redesigned with the following changes:

1. The openings such as doors and windows are shorter and smaller.
2. The bathroom windows facing the neighbors are sandblasted.
3. The entrance door is arched.
4. The precast design around the first floor doors has been simplified.
5. Horizontal precast lines has been added in order to give a more horizontal appearance to the

house.

I hope that you find the aforementioned drastic changes to your satisfaction and we anxiously await
your approval.

SUITE 715 • BEVERLY HILLS • CA • 90210 • FAX (310) 860-1516 • TEL (310) 553-8866
WWW.GABBAYARCHITECTS.COM

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

Sin

itect

A Professional

9107 WILSHIRE
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Project Design Plans



A 4!Z

Jr
mr
mc)!

MAX BLDG HEIGHT

—N- BLDG)QHT_ a!X

• opgpK_ LDSL
10. PLATE WBs.

— 2NDLF._ WLBX

CIU)QLN._

DAJIJM

BAMLT_ SVEDU.

(N) WEST ELEVATION
CALE: 1/8 = 1—0

4 ½ FT

BUILDING ELEVAXGNX KEY NOTES

EL =:rFA/U=LANTSJNfCNC3TC)

EL ILA MANNA BANE-DUO N-ADA NLACRACAI

EL IPRECAST FINISH / DUNN DENTTAI

EL ACUNEEN RAIUNSU (ALACK MASSE CNALCBABNN

EL 2RED SSASSI

EL CLCAALNS CANCELS CC. ULENCLA NEDI

EL VCEHLCR USNANC N2SK3ASNT TRENTLELI

EL LANN RNANZE ALUMINUM

CLEAR CLASS AMLEAL SANDBLAST

EL (TO MATCH MALARIA / DUNN DER37N(

(N) WEST
ELE HAYDN

224 S. LINDEN DRIVE
BEVERLY HILLS, GA BX212



I
224 S. LINDLN SAlVE
8EVERLY HILLS, CA 90212 i:EE



,ro
EooI

224 S. LINDEN DElVE
BEVERLY HILLS. CA 90212



/ BCVERC HiLLS,

STREETSCAPE PHOTO MONTAGE (with EXISTING HOUSE)

STREETSCAPE PHOIO MONTAGE PROPOSED HOUSE without LANDSCAPE)

STREETSCAPE PHOTO MONTAGE (PROPOSED HOUSE with LANDSCAPE)

1/



L



2-Sgoi Loropeto.im tmnense
0lnese Frmge F loer

4go1 Scthver onc Rcje---—
Fr Ruffles Echeierto

lgol Ene’uero elegons
Rose Hen onde Chicks

,o’ln Edqirlg (Srorin)
iz Zp or Approvol 9ycl

ro,dnd Covetf?Z]
ptenio corolo “Red Aoe

Prtonus recemoso ti
cPotn Scomoe >
Estirg Street Tree
To Remn- Protect
n-Pioce Pvrng &onstndctieni

z
tu

z

5golEoheverio “Fonc Rufflos_J
Fnc RuRies Ecneiero

S-Sgoi Cvphe hssooifo1o —r-- /
Fose Hethr

500! Mrsine ororo
African Soxrood
Note Mortem ot SMex Hciht)

Exist ng ‘NI
Oleo eurooeo
OHio ‘o Ret n’-”’ -

PedocerE erociIor—--j-”
Africon -err’fine

Loropetelur’ thinerse—--_
Chinese Fringe ioer

/
Phoenix ocbcer,i _J

Dote Pom

(
sykmd,

*

TREES

5O’ACAL NSME COMMON NAMS

Oeo euroFoeo ‘Son Hit’

Phoenix roebelenh

SHRUBS
H-

It

Pyg Pete Fe

it

Ol;e Sren Hill”

Arigezerithot ff-evievs

CupMeo 1is3opSo1io

U

9cus reperis

ti

Kengoroo Por “Corel Pink”

Ecbcverio Fooc,i R-,,ffles

S

Felse Heother

Echevero elegons Rose

Creeping Fig

_oropetelum chinense

i Pod000rpus orec.ll1or Afrir Fern Fine

—v—— — — — 5 — Pcdocorpus greclliotttspoier) Afriten Fern Pine

l — Pui’c.o gronotum ‘None’ VAr -‘omegronote

.‘.‘,‘j’ t Troeheiospermum Josminolees Stor ]osrfline

Dmondiomorgoretoc Dmondio from lots Plont ot 0” o,c.

Aptenio cordifolio ‘Red Aople’ from lets P ent et 12’- o

I Lorn Merothon2 Sod from Southioro Sod Formt of eOOro-iel Eouol

°o.nc Rufi’ies Echeverio

Osmonthus Frogrons

t(ose Her enee cuijIcks

OrICCI iI-Id’C

Existiro Street Tree
— Plontenus recemoso

Cotfornio Sucemore

V__09m0nt5 fregrons

T-Ige Anigozort’nos fle-,dus_——————-_

cengoroo Po “Ccr Pink”

6-24”dox Podocerpus otocui’or
Africor Fern ‘Rre

\ ‘uLoroOeio;Jm ChifleflSe

\ Ch’nese Ft;nge FIoiIer

‘—---Mursmne oPricoro (Hedge)
Arrcer Soxv’iood

Existna Glee europee_Oiive

To Remo r’ Protect nPlece Durn Corstniction

l-l5oe oropeteum cnnense
Chirse Fringe Fotier

1—’S-Sgo Pvrco Qronoturn eno’
Dorf omeg”’onete

r’SISgol Podoorps qrociior -

Afnlcon Fern Pine lEsoelion)

;S-24’boiodocorpus oroci-lor
Afnicon err mne

Note -ieitnt to oe mOr,toineo
-r’ Moximum

‘lEcneverio “Foru Ruffles
Fenot RufIes Ecne’/eclo --

,

- ttic

--2-24’ocx PhoenIx roeCe-eni
Pgrr Dote em Focot

Boset
“o’urtein

nf;nitt E
Yieter Fel

RES \CE

-24”box Fhoe’ roebelenI
gm Dote Palm

0 Coier
Iteruo cord’foIio ‘Reo Aople”

from lots

gol Podocorous grec I in tEseo icr;
Al nOon Fern PIne

I-i5gol Osis froorers

Lb
S’seet -O-ivc

-igel An-gozonthos f ovous
kongoroo Por ‘Core! Pink’

-il— 5-SgeCupneo hssoooI o
Feie Heot5cr

-3b’boxOlo eur000eo ‘Sven HlIl”
Olive “Ston Hill’ lpnuit:ess,

‘-Ige Trono ospefmum josmi
Stor osmine

w
ti

5,OlO I/l6’.l-O Z



5le

upheo hysopiPelie
FIse Heether

qteiiier
Fine

Loropetoium hinene
hInee T ‘e FIeier

Mrsine
AFricn - --si

EcheverI Fen RuFIe
RuFie Eheverie

EEVERLY HILLS. CA ‘10211



Design Review Commission Report
341 South Canon Drive

April 7, 2016

Attachment D
DRAFT Approval Resolution



RESOLUTION NO. DR XX-16

RESOLUTION OF THE DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION OF THE
CITY Of BEVERLY HILLS CONDITIONALLY APPROVING AN R
1 DESIGN REVIEW PERMIT TO ALLOW CONSTRUCTION OF A
NEW TWO-STORY SiNGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE AT THE
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 224 SOUTH LINDEN DRIVE.

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

determines as follows:

Section 1. Gabbay Architects, agent, on behalf of Albert Bootesaz, property owner

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

new two-story single-family tesidence for the property located at 224 South Linden 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-l zone, subject to findings set forth in Beverly

Municipal Code Section 10-3-44 15.

Section 3. 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. Additionally, since the property has not been designed by an architect listed

on the City’s Master Architect List nor has it been listed on the City’s Historic Resource Survey, it does
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not warrant further review as a potential historical resource. 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 duly noticed public hearings on

February 4, 2016 and April 7, 2016, 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.
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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 maximcim 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
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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:

Project Specific Conditions

No project-specific conditions are proposed.

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.

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
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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. This resolution approving an R-l 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

inclttde a copy of the resolution as an exhibit. The Applicant shall deliver the executed covenant to

the Department of Community Development within 60 days of the Planning 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 Project

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 Project.

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.

Page 5 of 6



9. Appeals. Decisions of the Design Review Commission may be appealed to the Ptanning Commission

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

with the City Clerk.

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: April 7, 2016

Mark Odell, Commission Secretary Arline Pepp, Chairperson
Community Development Department Design Review Commission
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