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Primary #
HRI#

Trinomial
NRHP Status Code

Review Code Reviewer DateOther Listings

Page l of 2 
P1. Other Identifier:

‘Resource Name or #: (Assigned by recorder)4321 Burns Avenue, Los Angeles

*P2. Location: Not for Publication Unrestricted
*a. CountyLos Angeles and (P2c, P2e, and P2b or P2d. Attach a Location Map as necessary.)

USGS 7.5' QuadDateT; R; of of Sec; B.M.
Address4321 Burns Avenue, Los Angeles City Zip90029 
UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone, mE/ mN
Other Locational Data: (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, decimal degrees, etc., as appropriate)

APN: 5078-014-012

*b.
c.
d.
e.

*P3a.
The house is a one-story Craftsman style duplex building of 1,704 square feet. The building is basically rectangular in plan with a rear addition. The 
south fagade, facing the street has a low-pitch, broad front-gable roof with an overhang. The area under the gable has wood shingles; the rest of the 
house is clad with wood clapboard. There is a horizontal window bent centered under the gable and above it is a lattice/grid vent. The porch is 
recessed under the gable and is supported by tapered columns on the porch piers. The porch piers are made of rusticated concrete. The piers at the 
far ends of the front fagade form the base for round tapered columns. The porch railing is of concrete blocks arranged to create a checkerboard 
pattern. There are no columns on the piers that flank the entry steps. The "railing" along the steps is made of similar rusticated concrete blocks. 
Entrance steps lead up to the porch. The area of the front fagade, directly in front of the steps, is a plain wall, clad in wood clapboard siding with no 
architectural feature or detailing. The doors to each unit are offset to the side along the front fagade.. Each door has a metal security door in front of 
wood doors. There is a single window to the far side of each door. These windows are 8/1 windows with wood surrounds. The roof overhang on the 
sides of the building projects out with rafters exposed. All windows on the sides of the building have metal security bars. Windows are placed along 
both elevations. Almost half of the windows have non-original aluminum frame windows. The original windows that remain are of varying sizes and 
mostly 3/1 casement windows. There is a rear addition that is slightly lower than the main building with a side gable roof. There were no building 
permits for this addition.

Description: (Describe resource and its major elements. Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries)

*P3b. Resource Attributes: (List 
attributes and codes)HP3

*P4. Resources Present:X Building 
Structure Object Site District 
Element of District Other (Isolates, etc.) 
P5b. Description of Photo: (view, date, 
accession #) June 2 017 
*P6. Date Constructed/Age and 
Source: X Historic Prehistoric 

Both
1914; moved to current site

P5a. Photograph or Drawing (Photograph required for buildings, structures, and objects.

mV*

•V_ a

fc *

1921-22
*P7. Owner and Address:

*P8. Recorded by: (Name, affiliation, and 
addressIPam O'Connor. Kaplan Chen 
Kaplan. 2526 18lhSt..Santa Monica. CA 
90405
Santa Monica. Ca 90405

>•

WJ
*P9. Date Recorded:8/2 017 Survey 
Type: (Describe)Intensive

*- .-Ml,.
*P11.
report and other sources, or enter "none.") 
Historic Resources Survey for 4321 Burns 
Avenue," Kaplan Chen Kaplan 9/2017

Report Citation: (Cite survey

‘Attachments: NONE Location Map Continuation Sheet Building, Structure, and Object Record 
Archaeological Record District Record Linear Feature Record Milling Station Record Rock Art Record 
Artifact Record Photograph Record Other (List):

DPR 523A (9/2013) ‘Required information



State of California 0 The Resources Agency Primary # DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

hri# BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD

‘Resource Name or # (Assigned liy rocoroor)4321 Bums Avenue*NRMP Status Code 
Page. of/

Original Use. Duplex Residence B4 Present Use: DuplexHistoric Name B2. Common Name. B3. 
Residence*B5. Architectural Style-.Craftsman
B1.

Construction History: (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations)*B6

Constructed in 1914 at 922 E Vernon Avenue in southeast I os Angoles; moved to 4321 Burns Avenue in 1921-22.

Moved? YesX Unknown 
Related Features.

Date: 1921-22 Original Location. 922 E. Vernon Avenue, Los Angeles*B7.
*B8.

Architect. H.E. Elliott h. Builaer.H.E. Elliott
Significance: Theme Architecture and Engineering Area Los Angeles
Period of Significance 1 905-1930 Property Type House-Duplex _Applicable Criteria NonefPiscuss importance in terms 
of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope. Also address integrity.)

69a.
*B10

The duplex building at 4321 Burns Avenue was constructed in 1914 at 922 E. Vernon Avenue in Southeast Los Angeles for owner 
Mrs. Hattie E. Funk. No information is known about Mrs. Funk. The duplex house was moved to 4321 Burns Avenue in 1921-22 by 
then owner Hyman Rosen. T he house was moved after development had already been established on the 4300 block of Bums 
Avenue. T he house did not stimulate development nor influence building styles of the block or in the Hollywood ar ea. The building has 
features of the Craftsman style of architecture but is not an excellent example of the style and does not exemplify the tenets of the 
Arts and Crafts movement. The building is rot associated with any historic persons or events

Additional Resource Attributes. (List attributes and codes)
References:

B11.
*B12.

432‘ Burns Ave. Historic Evaluation Report, Kaplan Chen Kaplan 9/2017

B13. Remarks:

‘B14. EvaluatorPam O'Connor. Kaplan Chen Kaplan*Date of Evaluation:9/2017

J

-U
*

(This space reserved for official comments.)
43 Jilt

N__ L

43Z1 Avenue

DPR 523B (9/2013) ‘Required information
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140 S Avenue 57 
Highland Park, CA 90042

Pnone: 323 256-3593
Cell: 323-240-8132
Fax : 323-255-0041
Er-mail: arroyoseco@hotmail.com

Charles J. Fisher
A versatile and independent professional with extensive skiIIs in the historic 
preservation of real estate preservation, including research, documentation, 
advocacy. Accomplishments include the successful nomination of over 160 
Los Angeles Histone Cultural Monuments, and spearheading the 
establishment of the Highland Park Historic Preservation Overlay Zone, the 
largest HPOZ in the city of los Angeles, and the first HPOZ in Los Angeles 
to include a commercial district. Steps in creating the HPCZ involved initial 
advocacy, working with city officials to authorize an historic survey 
supplemental research on contributing structures. Demonstrated aDility in 
researching and standardizing data for information systems. An enthusiastic 
and innovative problem solver who produces quality work and gets along 
well with others. Three-time President of the Highland Park heritage Trust, 
Chair of the Highland Park Historic Preservation Overlay Zone Board; a 
founding memter of the Los Angeles HPOZ Alliance; serving two years as 
the President of the Heritage Coalition of Southern California (2005-2006), 
Co-Chair (with The Late David Cameron) of the Cultural Resources 
Committee of the Los Angeies Conservancy (1991-1996); Commercial Chair 
for the Los Angeles Conservancy Modern (McdCom) committee (2009
2011); Vice Chairman for the Los Angeles Conservancy Modern (ModCom) 
Committee (2011-2015). Serve on Land Use Committee Historic Highland 
Park Neighborhood Council (2010-Present).

Summary of 
qualifications

2005-2010 Historian (on call) with ICF international, LA officeProfessional
experience

20C4 - Present Hisionan 4 Hire Los Angeles, CA

Historical Research, Preservation Advocacy
■ Successfully researched, submitted and or advocated over 160 Historic 

Cultural Monument nominations for the City of Los Angeles starting in 
1987 along with 3 in Sierra Madre, 2 in Ventura County 1 in Glendale, 1 
in Ojai.

■ Extensive advocacy to Neighborhood Councils on histone issues
■ Prepanng and filing Mills Act applications for owners of historic properties.
■ Successful nominations result in increased propedy values and change of 

use in terms of adaptive reuse, resulting in entire districts improved.
■ Preparing numerous historic resource reports required by 

redevelopment agencies under California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA).

* Clierts include The Art Deco Society of uos Angeies (Firestone Tire 
Building, HCM 1020) Murray Burns, president of the Historic Preservation 
Overlay Zone Alliance (Arthur B. Benton Residence, HCM 827, Marshall 
Flats, HCM 823, and Mary Stilson Residence, HCM 824): Ambassador- 
Hili Association (Franklin T. Briles Residence, HCM 809); St. Andrews 
Square Association (J. A. howsley House, HCM 805, Ernest Borgmeyer 
House, HCM 810); Si'ver Lake Homeowners Association (Modification of 
Disney Site to Include Sife of the Animators School HCM 163). Notable
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nominations include Santa Fe s Arroyo Secc Bridge, HCM 339 (Adapted 
for the MTA Gold Line); the Zeigler Estate, HCM 416 (now on the National 
Register of Historic Places). Casa de Adobe, HCM 493 (re-nominated 
after original nomination failed); Hodei Residence and Tea House, HCM 
802, designed and built by famed Russian architect Alexander Zeienko, 
Octagon House, HCM 413 (Heritage Square) and identifying and 
nominating the Purviance Residence, a previously unknown early work by 
R M Schindler, HCM 8^4 The Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power General Office Building, HCM 1022 for the Los Angeles 
Conservancy Modern Comnrttee (See list of nominations, attacned)

Transamerica Real Estate Tax Service
Supervisor of Bonds and Assessments (Coordinator II)
■ Responsible for maintenance and utilization of the automated files for 

improvement bond information for over 100 government agencies 
Extensively utilized computer and word processing applications

■ Cieated, compiled and maintained automated bond plant for Los Angeles 
division, coordinated all billing for customers on improvement bends and 
irrigation districts

■ Cut down penalty losses ,n deoartment by over 95%,
■ Processed over 35,000 conversion new orders annually

Real Estate Tax Examiner
■ Worked extensively with property tax maps and legal descriptions. 

Learned in real world how to do property research
■ Processed an average cf 250 to 300 orders aaily

19/6-2004 CA

Highland Park (Images of America), © 2008 Arcadia Pubhsning, 
Charleston, SC, ISBN 978-0-7385-5570-6

Publications and 
Lectures

Garvanza (Images of America), ©2010 Arcadia Publishing Charleston, SC 
ISBN 978-0-7385-8120-0

Currently in draft form, an updated book of Los Angeles Historic Cultural 
Monuments. Numerous published photographs of landmark buildings in 
Los Angeles Extensive use of original language written for monument 
descriptions included in the book Landmark L.A. published by Cultural 
Heritage Commission, edited by Jeffrey Herr. Presentations include talks 
on both preservation issues and historical subjects.

Lectures on various historic subjects including histone buildings, architects, 
local history and Charles Fletcher Lummis

California State University
Baccalaureate work for Pre-Law, Political Science

Los Angeles, CA1975- 1976Education

East Los Angeles College
Associate of Arts, Political Science

Los Angeies, CA1971 - 1974
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Awards received

City of Los Angeies Citation for research and Historic Cultural Monument 
nomination on The Black Cat, HCM 939 (2009)

Los Angeles Conservancy Preservation Award for research on Palomar 
Hotel (2006)

Los Angeles Conservancy Preservation Award for research on St. 
George Hotel (2005)

Certificate of Appreciation from Highland Park Hentage Trust (2000)

California Preservation Foundation Award for Historic Work on Arroyo 
Seco Bridge (1997)

Certificate of Appreciation for HPOZ work from Los Angeles 
Conservancy (1996)

Outstanding Contnbution to Preservation from the Los Angeles Cultural 
Heritage Commission (1996)

USC School of Architecture Spirit of Preservation Award (1995) (second 
recipient)

Certificate of Merit for renewal work from Los Angeles City Council District 
One (1992)

Certificate of Apprec.ation Eagie Rock Valley Historical Society (1992)

Certificate of Appreciation from Los Ange'es Conservancy (1990)
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II.C.M.S I have Written and or Researched and Advocated 
In the City of Los Angeles

Site of Walt Disney Studio (Wrote a nomination in 2005 to annex the site of the animators school.)#163,,

#338, Drake House

Santa Fe's Arroyo Seco Bridge#339,

#366, Latter House and Arroyo Stone Wall

Johnson House and Arroyo Stone Wail#369,

Herivel House and .Arroyo Stone Wall#370,

Tustin House and Arroyo Stone Wall#371,

Mary P. Field House and Arroyo Stone Wall#372,

#373, Arroyo Stone House and Arroyo Stone Wall

G. W. E. Griffith House#374,

#375, Putnam House

William U. Smith House and Arroyo Stone Wall#376,

#377, Ollie Tract (except Lot 7)

#378, Wheeler-Smith House

#379, MoiTell House

#380, Reeves House

#389, C. M. Church House

Treehaven, Guest House and Grounds#392,

#393, Wiles House and Grounds

Ernest Bent/Florence Bent Halstead and Grounds#394,

H. Stanley Bent House (Including Carriage House and Front Fountain)#395,

#400, Sunrise Court

#402, Frederic M. Ashley House

Los Angeles Railway Huron Substation#404,

Robert Edmund Williams House (Hathaway Home for Children)#411,

Garvanza Pumping Station and Site of Highland Reservoir#412,



#413, Octagon House (Heritage Square)

#416, Zieglar Estate

#418, George W. Wilson Estate (Site of - Destroyed by Eire on December 14, 1989)

#437, A. H. Judson Estate (Site of - Demolished in 1992)

Albion Cottages and Milagro Market#442,

#443, Bowman Residence (Exterior only)

#464, Fargo House

#469, Ivar L Phillips Dwelling

#470, Ivar I. Phillips Residence

#481, Mauer House

#482, Arthur S. Bent Elouse

J. B. Merrill House#483,

lames B Booth Residence and Carriage House#491,

Arroyo Seco Bank 3uildmg#492,

#493, Casa de Adobe

#494, Reiman Residence and Carriage Bam

Wachtel Studio-Home and Eucalyptus Grove#503,

Gilmore Gasoline Service Station#508,

St, Johns Episcopal Church#516,

Dr. Franklin S. Whaley Residence#528,

Montecito View House#529,

J. E. Maxwell Residence#539,

Piper House (Site of - Destroyed by Eire in 1992)#540,

Reverend Williel Thomson Residence#541,

Highland Theatre Building#549,

A. J. Madison House#550,

Charlie and iNetue Williams Home#556,

Department of Water and Power Distributing Station No. 2#558,



#564, E. A. Spencer Estate

#565, Charles H. Greensnaw Residence

Security Trust and Savings Bank (Highland Par k Branch)#575,

York Boulevard State Bank - Bank of America and Store Fronts#581,

W. F. Poor Residence#582,

Occidental College Hall of Letters Building (Savoy Apartments)#585,

Minster Residence#611,

Blrchcr-Share Residence#612,

Scholfield House#613,

Wolford House#6)4,

#778, Murdock Residence

#781, Mills Cottage

#796, Jacobsen Duplex

Ilodel Residence and Tea House#802,

J. A. Howsley House#805,

f ranklin T. Briles Residence#809,

Edward J. Borgmeyer House#810,

Marshall Flats#823,

Maiy Stilson Residence#824,

Arthur B. Benton Residence#827,

Paul Landacre Cabin#839,

#840, Amsalem A Ernst House

Purviance Residence#844,

Nickel-Leong Mansion#849,

Cline Residence and Museum#854,

Statton Residence#855,

One Hundred North Sycamore#858,

Orchard Gables Cottage#859,



#861, Monsignor O’Brien House

#868, O’Neil Duplex No. 1

San Marino Villas (Site of - Illegally Demolished in 2014)#870,

Raphael Junction Block Building (New York Suspender Factory-Califomia Ice Company)#872,

#874, Garber House

#877, Wilkins House

#878, Arwin Manor

#889, McNary House

#890, Waite Residence

#893, Castera Residence

#894, Monroe Cottage

#897, Haven of Rest

Charles C Chapman Building#899,

#913, Blackburn Residence

Victor Rossetti Residence#915,

Petitfils Residence#916,

#922, Edward A. “Tink” Adams House

Kennedy-Solow Residence#923,

Bigford Residence#924,

#929, Oliver Flats

Sturdevant Bungalow#927,

Chateau Alpine#928,

Castle Crag#931,

Clarence G. Badger Residence#932,

The Black Cat#939,

#943, Heerman Estate

#944, Hermon Car Wall

Bank of America - Echo Park Branch#949,



#950, Original Echo Park Clubhouse

James F. Real Studio-Office#951,

#952, Kaye Residence

Villa Palombo-Tognen#971,

#972, Shire Art House

Henry Shire Residence#973,

Venice West Cafe#979,

Spreckels Building#984,

Sun Realty Building#975,

Lento Brick Court#986,

T. R. Craig Residence “Peppergate Ranch’#992,

#994, Arensberg-Stendahl Home Gallery

Garden of Oz#996,

Clifford Clinton Residence#997,

#998, Boettcher House

Marsh Duplex#999,

Richard Henry Dana Branch Library#1004,

Heritage Square Museum (Contributed to nomination)#1009,

North Sycamore Chateau#1010,

#1015, Stein House

Young-Gribling Residence#1017,

#1018, Thorsen Residence

Firestone Tire Building#1020,

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power General Office Building (aka The John Ferraro Building)#1022,

#1024, Lechner House

Durex Model Home#1025,

#1026. Sherwood House

John Ansen Ford Residence#1027,



Stewart Farmhouse (Nomination written by West Adams Heritage Association, wrote earlier report on the 
history and significance of the house)

#1028,

#1037, Southaven

Gibbons-Del Rio Residence#1038,

#1041, Donnelly House

#1061, Abraham Gore Residence

J. W. Blank Residence#1068,

Hlaffer-Courcier Residence#1069,

#1070, The Polynesian

York Boulevard Church of Christ#1071,

Charles C. Hurd Residence#1073,

#1083, Zeiger House

#1084, Villa Manola

Wilshire Professional Building#1087,

#1094, Gillespie House

Fifth Church of Clirist Scientist#1097,

Fembacher Flats#1099,

#1100, Polito House

#1103, Shelaon-Graves House

#1104, Hammers Residence

#1109, Casa de Mi Sueno

#1110, Restovich House

Redwine Building#1114,

Albert Van Luit Complex#1116,

#1117, Welfer Residence

Hollywood Palladium#1130,

#1150, Schaefer House

Hollywood Reporter Building#1151,

F. & W. Grand Silver Store Building#1155,



#1162 Walter Daniels Duplex

Approved by Cultural Heritage Commission

Monlecito

Under consideration by Cultural Heritage Commission

Wallace Beery’s Hollywood Hideaway

Submitted to Cultural Heritage Commission

Arthur A. Smith Courtyard Apartments

Chateau Emanuel

Collins Hacienda

Holt House

Hunter Ranch House

John Cage, Jr. Home

Lindsay Olive Orchard

Owlwood

Landmarks I have Written and or Researched and Advocated 
in the City of Sierra Madre

#1 Casa de Monte Lado

#11 Webster House

#41 Blumer Farmhouse

Submitted to Cultural Heritage Commission

Becker Residence

Landmarks I have Written and or Researched and Advocated 
in the County of Ventura

#169 William Ford Residence

#170 Acacia Mansion



Under consideration by Ventura County Cultural Heritage Commission

Landmarks I have Written and or Researched and Advocated
in the City of Ojai

#20 Arbolada Residence “B

Landmarks I have Written and or Researched and Advocated
in the City Glendale

#114 Freeman Residence

Landmarks I have Written and or Researched and Advocated 
in the City' of Monrovia

Submitted to Cultural Heritage Commission

Monrovia Business Block
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EDWARD VILLAREAL HUNT, AIA, ASLA; RETIRED CALIFORNIA ARCHITECT AND 

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, 4923 West Meirose Hill, Hollywood, CA 90029, 323-856-9914

Dear Commissioners, I am retired from a 50-year career as a licensed Architect and Landscape 
Architect where much of my work involved historic preservation and restoring historic 
structures for clients, and more recently for my own Account. Attached is my brief Resume. I 
was an early Board Member and Vice President of Hollywood Heritage and was the Architect of 
record for the restoration phase of the Laskey Barn, Hollywood Heritage's current headquarters 
which served as the studio of the first movie feature film.

Regarding the structure at 4321 Burns Av., Council File # 18-0659,1 agree with Noted Historian 
Charlie Fisher that this Craftsman Duplex is a very important example of this building style and 
type and that it should be preserved. The structure is highly restorable and in substantially 
original condition. I have reviewed the developer's plans and believe the restored duplex could 
easily be integrated into the proposed Small Lot Subdivision.

I believe that a Categorical Exemption and the developer's Consultant's historical analysis to be 
inadequate and deficient and believe there should be a proper CEQA analysis for such an 
important historic structure.

Sincerely, Edward Villareal Hunt, AIA, ASLA; Restoration Architect



RESUME

Edward Villareal Hunt, AIA, ASLA, Retired Architect and Landscape Architect

Bachelor of Architecture Texas A&M University.

Post graduate work at University of Dallas, La City College, UCLA (Landscape Architecture studies).

Military. Viet Nam Era Army Ranger Combat Engineer, 2 years active duty + 4 years reserve, highest rank, 
Captain. Awarded Army Commendation Medal and National Defense Service Medal.

Graduated from 9 month American Management Association, Management Internship Program, Saranac Lake, 
New York

Employment: Trammell Crow Co. Dallas, Texas

Harold Berry, AIA, Architect, Dallas, Texas

Skidmore, Owens & Merrill, New York City Office (currently SOM)

Harwood K. Smith, AIA (currently HKS) Dallas, Texas Office

Pacific Architects and Engineers, Los Angeles, and several overseas offices

Eaward Villareal Hunt, AIA, ASLA, and Associates, Inc., Hollywood, CA

Development Projects Before and since retirement:

Purchased and restored 1923 two story Bungalow, 4928 W. Melrose Hill, Hollywood, CA, our family home since 
1979

Purcnased and developed 51 5 acre farm, Kemp Texas with 5 acre lake - rental property

Purchased with Partners, 1882 Carriage House, Elk Av. Crested Butte, Colorado. Restored to 2 bedroom,2 bath 
home Now our vacation home and rental property.

Purchased and restored the 1888 three story Farm house, 5023-27 El Verano Av. Eagle Rock, CA, 90029, 
Currently LA Cultural Monument and our rental property.

Purcnased with partners and constructed 4- bedroom vacation home and rental property, 7 Calle Primavera, 
Sayulita, Nayarit, Mexico.

Purchased and restored 1905 two story Craftsman Bungalow 5346 Virginia Av., Hollywood, now our rental 
property.

Purchased and currently developing one of 22 lots at the 130-acre forest and laxes Reserve, Montalba, Texas for 
our own account as a vacation property.

Additional Preservation Activities:



Drew the plans for the restoration of 18th Century PJ. Clark's Pub, New your City, whiie working for SOM.

Served on the City Committee to write the first preservation ordinance for tne City of Dallas, Texas and became 
the first Chair of the review Committee designating the first local monuments.

Architect for the Dallas County Heritage Society to secure the property, provide the master plan, locate the 
structures, and supervise the move in to the site, designed the foundations and restoration of the first 6 historic 
buildings. The project is similar to LA's Heritage Square.

Assisted Mary Lou Watkins to secure National Register status for the Granbury, Texas Court House Square and 
designed the restoration of several structures on the Square, starting with the Nutt House and the Opera House

Eariy Officer and Board Member of Hollywood Heritage

Architect of record for the restoration phase of the DeMille Barn for Hollywood Heritage

Formed the Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association and served as its first President. Provided leadership to 
secure the first phase of the Meirose Hill HPOZ, appliea and received grants for 16 1910 "Central Park" Street 
lights In the MH HPOZ, worked with Assemblyman Mike Roos to secure the freeway sound wall for the length of 
the neighborhood, worked with Councilman John Ferraro to secure a 1-acre expansion of Lemon Grove Park and 
to secure Fire Station 52 for our neighborhood and served several years on the Melrose Hill HPOZ Board 
reviewing projects with near perfect attendance.

Additional Volunteer Activities:

Member, Los Angeles Horticultural Society

Early President of the Hollywood CRA Project Area Committee to establish the Project.

6 years as an early Board Member ano Chair of the PLUM Committee of the Hollywood Studio District 
Neighborhood Council.

Currently serve as a Member of the EHNC and HSDNC Land Use Committees.

Founding Board Member, Friends of Hollywood Central Park, serving on 4 committees. Have made 7 trips to 
Washington DC at my own expense and several to Sacramento to lobby for the park.

Current Vice President, North East Trees that has planted over 50,000 trees throughout LA.

Founding Member, PlanCheckNCLA and serve on the Steering Committee This is an organization of the 99 
Neighborhood Council land use Committees and their Members dedicated to training and working with the LA 
Planning Department.



Jeffer Mangels 
Butler & Mitchell llpJMBM

jmbm.com

1900 Avenue of the Stars 7th Floor 
los Angeies, California 90067- 4306 
(310) 203-3080 (310) 203-0567 Fax 

www.jmbm.co.Ti

Ref: 78'191-00C1

Kevin K. McDonnell 
Kkm@jmbm.com

September 17, 2018

VIA E-MAIL & HAND DELIVERY (clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org)

Planning and Land Use 
Management Committee 
c/o. Zina Cheng
City of Los Angeles, City Council
200 N. Spring Street - City Hall, Room 395
Los Angeles, California 90012

Rebuttal to Appeal of Central Area Planning Commission Approval 
VTT-74730-SL Council File No. 18-0769 
Related Case: ZA-2016-4902-ZAA-SPPA-SPP-DI 
ENV-2016-4903-CE
1710, 1718 & 1720 North Berendo Street and
4^65, 4767 & 4773 West Hollywood Boulevard (the "Property”)
PLUM Hearing Date: September 18, 2018___________________

Re:

Dear Chair Huizar and Members of the Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
("PLUM"):

This office represents PH/T&T Master One, LLC, owner and applicant (hereafter, 
"Applicant") for the Property and land use entitlements referenced above. The foliowing 
responds to the unsubstantiated and baseless appeal filed by Alex ICondracke and Abraham 
Soghomonian ("Appellants")

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The approval of the demolition of an existing two-story commercial building and 
the construction of 18 three-story single-family dwellings varying in height from 27'2-l/2" to 
42 0", each with attached twc-car garages, in an 18-lot Small Lot Subdivision. Entitlements 
include Project Permit Adjustments for transitional height, Project Permit Compliance, a Zoning 
Administrator's Adjustment for height and a Director's Interpretation for the Vermont/Westem 
Transit Oriented District Specific Plan, Station Neighborhood Area Plan ("SNAP").

A Limited Liability Law Partnership Including Corporations / Los Angeles * San Francisco • Orange County
62480423vl

http://www.jmbm.co.Ti
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mailto:clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org


r
Planning and Land Use
Management Committee
September 17, 2018
Page 2

II. BACKGROUND:

On May 10, 2018, the Zoning Administrator (the "ZA") approved case Za-2016- 
4902-ZAA-SPPA-SPP-DI. The Advisory Agency approved Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
74730-SL (the "VTTM") for an 18-lot Small Lot Subdivision on May 17, 2018. Both approvals 
were appealed by the Appellants to the Central Area Planning Commission (the "APC"). On 
August 1, 2018, the APC denied both appeals and sustained the Advisory Agency’s 
determination to approve the Small Lot Subdivision and sustained the ZA’s decision to approve a 
ZA Adjustment allowing a building height of 35'10", in lieu of 30'0" in the RD1.5-1XL Zone, 
Pioject Permit Adjustments approving transitional height adjustments allowing a building height 
in Subaiea B of 27'3" in lieu of25'0" within O'O" to 49'0" of an abutting lot in Subarea A, a 
building height in Subarea B of 36'0" in lieu of 33'0" between 50'0" and 99'0" from an abutting 
lot in Subarea A, Specific Plan Project Peimit Compliance for SNAP and a Director's 
Interpretation under SNAP Development Standards and Design Guidelines addressing the 
transparent building elements requirements.

Appellants challenge the APC’s decision resulting in the approval of a Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map, Project Permit Adjustment for height and a ZA’s Adjustment for height in 
lieu of processing Project Permit Exceptions for height. Appellants also argue that the ZA was 
required to be present in person at the original ZA public hearing. Appellants question the use of 
a Director’s Interpretation for the Transparent Building Elements requirement in the SNAP. 
Finally, Appellants claim, the Class 32 Categorical Exemption under the California 
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") is improper. As demonstrated below, the appeal has no 
merit.

III. APPELLATE PROCEDURE AND RIGHT OF APPEAL:

The appeal of Case ZA-2016-4902-ZAA-SPPA-SPP-DI is moot. The Los 
Angeles Municipal Code provides that the original decision-maker for ZA Adjustments is the 
ZA with an appeal to the APC.2 There are no further appeals available for Adjustments. The 
ZA, acting on behalf of the Planning Director, is the initial decision-maker for applications for 
Project Permit Adjustments and Project Permit Compliance. The appellate body is the APC.3 
The APC decision is final.4 Finally, the ZA, acting on behalf of the Planning Director, has the 
decision-making authority for interpretations of the provisions of Specific Plans.5 Appeals for

i Hereafter, LAMC.
2 LAMC Section 12.28 C.
3 LAMC Sections 11.5.7 C.6(a) and 11.5.7 E.l.
4 LAMC Section 11.5.7 C.6(e).

LAMC Section 11.5.7 H.2.5
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site specific cases, as here, are decided by the APC.6 The APC decision on an appeal of a 
Director's Interpretation is final ;

Thus, Appellants' arguments regarding the processing of the ZA Adjustment for 
height, their argument regarding the presence of the ZA at the hearing and their questioning of 
the use of a Director’s Inteipretation for the Transparent Building Elements requirement in the 
SNAP are not properly before PLUM.

The only authority for an appeal to the City Council in this case is for the V TTM 
The initial decision-making authority for a subdivision is the Advisory Agency.8 An appeal of 
an Advisory Agency decision is heard by the APC.9 An appeal of an APC decision involving a 
subdivision is heard by the City Council.10 Thus, the only matter on appeal to the City Council is 
the VTTM for the 18-lot Small Lot Subdivision.

These procedural facts notwithstanding, reference is made to the July 12, 2018 
letter presented to the APC from Psomas, on behalf of the Applicant * The Psomas letter 
addresses ihe Appellants' misplaced arguments which question the appropriateness of Project 
Permit Adjustments under LAMC Section 11.5.7 E and the ZA's findings in suppoit of the ZA 
decisions. 12

In any event, since no appeal of the APC's decision on the appeal of the ZA 
decision is available to Appellants, the City Council should not consider the appeals of the ZA 
case. The appeals should be dismissed.

THE VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP:IV.

Remarkably, even though Appellants had a legitimate procedural opportunity 
(unlike that of the ZA case) to challenge the V TTM, they failed to do so.

6 LAMC Section 11.5.7 H.3.
7 LAMC Section 11.5.7 C.6(e).
8 LAMC Sections 17 03 A and 17.06 A.2.
9 LAMC Sections 17.06 A.3 and 17.02.

LAMC Section 17.06 A.4.
A copy of the July 12, 2018 Psomas letter is attached hereto as Exhioit1 A."
Appellants cite Koitler vs. City of Los Angeles, Case No. BS 154184 as authority supporting 

their arguments that variance findings are required to support the ZA decision. This case is a Los 
Angeles Superior Court case currently on appeal. As such, the case has no legal precedential 
significance and cannot be cued as law.

10

n
12
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A. The Advisory A2ency's decision, adopted by tbe APC, approving the YTTM 
is supported bv the following mandatory findings13 none of which are
challenged by Appellants.

The proposed map is consistent with the applicable general and 
specific plans.

i.

The Advisory Agency thoroughly analyzes the Hollywood Community Plan land 
use designations and finds the current zoning of RD1.5-1XL and C2-1D consistent. The 
subdivision is also consistent with the Framework Element encouraging the proposed 
development. The Advisory Agency acknowledges the ZA-approved entitlements and includes a 
specific condition assuring the building setbacks are fully compliant.

The design or improvements of the proposed subdivision is consistent 
with applicable general and specific plans.

u.

The Advisory Agency's discussion explains the design considerations of the 
subdivision. The project’s interface with the surrounding infrastructure is wholly consistent with 
the general and specific plans. The project includes street dedications and installation of house 
sewer connections according to Bureau of Engineering requirements as well as internal fire lanes 
and fire hydrants compliant with Fire Department standards, among other safety improvements.

The site is physically suitable for the type of development.

The Advisory Agency recognizes the specific physical site characteristics and, 
together with its specific location, zoning and lack of any hazardous conditions, appropriately 
finds the site physically suitable for the proposed development.

in.

The site is physically suitable for the proposed density of 
development.

IV.

While considering the zoning for the Property, the lot area and the SNAP 
considerations, the Advisory Agency properly concludes the proposed density is actually far less 
than permitted.

The design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements are not 
likely to cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and 
avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat.

v.

13 See Government Code Sections 66473.1, 66474.60, 66473.61 and 66473.63.
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The Advisory Agency explains that the appropriate reliance on the Class 32 Infill 
Development Categorical Exemption demonstrates that the development will nox cause 
substantial environmental damage or be disruptive of fish and wildlife.

The design of the subdivision or type of improvements is not likely to 
cause serious public health problems.

vi.

The Advisory Agency recognizes that the improvements on the Property are 
subject to the rigorous standards of the City's Municipal Code provisions of the Building, 
Zoning, Fire and Health and Safety Codes. Also, recognizing the buildings on the Property will 
be connected to the City's sanitary sewer system with only an incremental impact on the 
Hyperion Treatment Plant, assures the development will not cause serious health problems.

The design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will not 
conflict with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access 
through or use of the property within the proposed subdivision.

vu.

The Advisory Agency recognizes that no public easements are known to exist on 
the Property and there is no other obligation existing that would interfere with public access to 
the surrounding properties.

viii. The design of the proposed subdivision shall provide, to the extent
feasible, for future passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities 
in the subdivision.

The feasibility of providing for future passive or natural heating and cooling 
opportunities has been considered by the Advisory Agency, recognizing the orientation of the 
buildings, the natural topography and the physical building design features.

There is nothing in Appellant's appeal to City Council filed August 13, 2018, even 
remoxely addressing the Advisory Agency's determination v/ith respect to the VT’TM. For this 
reason alone, the appeal should be denied.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT:V.

Reliance on the Class 32 Infill Development Categorical Exemption ("Cat. Ex.")
is appropriate in this case.

The Advisory Agency determined, based on the whole of the administrative 
record, that the Project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to State CEQA Statutes and Guidelines, 
Section 15332 (Class 32 Infill Development) and there is no substantial evidence demonstrating 
that an exception to a categorical exemption pursuant to State CEQA Statutes and Guidelines, 
Section 15300.2 applies.
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A. A proiect qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if it satisfies the
following five conditions.

The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation 
and all applicable general plan policies as well as with the applicable 
zoning designation and regulations.

The site is zoned RD 1.5-1 XL and C2-1D and has a General Plan Land Use 
Designation of Low Medium II Residential and Highway Oiiented Commercial, respectively. 
The site is also located within Subarea A (Neighborhood Conservation) and B (Mixed Use 
Boulevards) of the SNAP. As demonstrated by the findings of the ZA and the Advisory Agency, 
and adopted by the APC, the project is in substantial conformance with the Hollywood 
Community Plan land use designation, all applicable zoning designations, density and floor area 
regulations, and the SNAP provisions.

i.

The project site is located within the adopted Hollywood Community Plan area 
and is designated for Low Medium II Residential and Highway Oriented Commercial land uses 
corresponding to the C2-1D and RD1,5-XL Zones. The land use designation and zoning permit 
a density calculated at one unit for every 800 square feet of lot area in the C2-1D Zone and one 
unit for every 1,500 square feet of lot area in the RD1.5 -XL Zone. The project sire consists of 
6,750 square feet of lot area in the RD! .5-1XL Zone and 21,337 square feet of lot area in the C2- 
1D Zone, allowing a total of 31 units (four units in the RD1.5-1 XL Zone and 27 units in the C2- 
1D Zone. The proposed project includes four units in the RD1.5-1XL Zone and 14 units in the 
C2-1D Zone The proposed development would add new, for-sale housing opportunities to the 
City's housing supply. The project is consistent with the land use designation of the Community 
Plan.

The project complies with the regulations of the Zoning Code which allow for the 
granting of Zoning Administrator's Adjustments and Project Permit Adjustments for slight 
modifications to the applicable development standards. LAMC Section 12.28 authorizes Zoning 
Administrator’s Adjustments and LAMC Section 11.5.7 E authorizes Project Permit 
Adjustments. Hence, the processing of such adjustments is consistent with the Zoning Code 
allowing consideration of such discretionary decisions.

The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site 
of no more than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses.

a.

The Property is located in a highly urbanized area within the Hollywood 
Community Plan. The subject site is 28,409 square feet, or 0.65 acres (post-dedication) and 
wholly within the city limits of the City of Los Angeles
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The project site is located in a highly urbanized area. All of the surrounding 
properties are developed with single- and multi-family residential developments, commercial and 
retail stores, surface parking lots, institutions, an urban park and an elementary school. The site 
is currently improved with a two-story commercial building and surface parking lot.

The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or 
threatened species.

in.

The property is currently developed with a two-story theater building and a 
surface parking lot within an established, fully developed, medium-density residential area in 
proximity to large boulevards and other large employment centers. The project site has no value 
as a habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species and there are no endangered, rare, or 
threatened species on the site. The project site is currently fully developed with structures and a 
paved parking lot. There is no natural habitat currently existing. The proposed project will 
consist of single-family homes, paved driveways and ornamental landscaping typical of urban 
housing developments. The proposed development will not change the current conditions having 
no large open space areas conducive to habitat for endangered, rare, or threatened species.

Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects 
relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality.

Traffic: The proposed project will result in a net increase of 18 residential units 
on the project site. The Los Angeles Department of Transportation ("LADOT") utilizes a 
threshold guide that lists various uses within the City and identifies thresholds that would require 
LADOT to complete an Initial Study Assessment Form ("ISAF"). An ISAF involves LADOT 
calculating potential trip counts that would be created by any proposed project in order to 
determine whether a traffic study is warranted for any given development. The proposed project 
does not reach the LADOT recognized threshold of 43 peak hour trips that would warrant a 
second level review to determine the necessity of a traffic study. As such, LADOT determined 
that the proposed project will not create adverse impacts to traffic. As explained in the LADOT 
traffic studies manual, a Traffic Study is only warranted for development projects forecast to 
generate over 43 AM or PM commuter peak hour trips At the request of the City Planning 
Department, a Traffic Report was prepared to determine if the trip generation of the Pioject 
would exceed the LADOT threshold

iv.

The Traffic Report determined that 13 AM peak hour trips and 18 PM peak hour 
trips will be generated by the project's introduction of 18 additional residential dwelling units to 
replace the existing site development and will not contribute to any significant traffic impacts.
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Noise: The project must comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinances 
Nos. 144,331 and 161,574 and any subsequent ordinances, which limits the emission or creation 
of noise. During construction of the proposed project, the Applicant is required to comply with 
the City’s Noise Ordinance No. 161,574, which regulates noise from demolition and construction 
activities. Section 41.40 of the LAMC prohibits construction activity (including demolition) and 
repair work, where the use of any power tool, device, or equipment would disturb persons 
occupying sleeping quarters in any dwelling hotel, apartment, or other place of residence, 
between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday, and between 6:00 p.m. 
and 8:00 a.m. on Saturday. All such activities are also prohibited on Sundays and all federal 
holidays.

Section 112.05 of the LAMC further specifies the maximum noise level of 
construction machinery that can be generated in any residential zone of the city or within 500 
feet thereof. The project's compliance with the above ordinances and regulations results in no 
significant construction noise impacts.

Additionally, as a small lot subdivision for 18 single-family residences, the 
project is not considered a significant operational noise source Activities associated with 
occupancy of single family homes does not cause significant noise impacts on the environment.

Air Quality: The building construction phase includes the construction of the 
proposed building on the subject property, connection of utilities, laying irrigation for 
landscaping, architectural coatings, paving, and landscaping the subject property. Appropriate 
dust control measures are required to be implemented as part of the proposed project during each 
phase of development, as required by SCAQMD Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust. Specifically, Rule 
403 control requirements include, but are not limited to, applying water in sufficient quantities to 
prevent the generanon of visible dust plumes, applying soil binders to uncovered areas, 
reestablishing ground cover as quickly as possible, utilizing a wheel washing system to remove 
bulk material from tires and vehicle undercarriages before vehicles exit the Project Site, and 
maintaining effective cover over exposed areas.

Best Management Practices (BMP) will be implemented that include, but are not
limited to, the following:

• Unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be wetted at least three times daily 
during excavation and construction, and temporary dust covers shall be used to 
reduce emissions and meets SCAQMD Rule 403;

• All dirt/soil loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means 
to prevent spillage and dust;
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• General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment to minimize 
exhaust emissions; and

• Trucks shall not idle, but be turned off.

The project will not result in significant impacts related to air quality because it 
falls below interim air thresholds that were developed by Department of City Planning staff 
based on CalEEMod model runs relying on reasonable assumptions, consulting with the Air 
Quality Management District ("AQMD") staff, and surveying published air quality studies for 
which criteria air pollutants did not exceed the established AQMD construction and operational 
thresholds.

Water Quality: Construction activities would not involve any significant 
excavation near an identified water source, In addition, the project will be required to comply 
with various regulatory requirements, which would reduce stomiwater flows off-site. The 
project would comply with Chapter VI Article 4.4 of the LAMC, Stormwater and Urban Runoff 
Pollution Control, which requires the application of Best Management Practices ("BMPs") to 
reduce or prevent pollutant discharges. As a part of the building permit process for the project, 
the Applicant will be required to eliminate or reduce non-stormwater discharges to waters of the 
nation, develop and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") for project 
construction activities, and perform inspections of the stormwater pollution prevention measures 
and control practices to ensure conformance with the site SWPPP Therefore, development of 
the proposed pioject would not degrade the quality of stormwater runoff from the site.

The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public 
services.

v.

The site is currently and adequately served by the City's Department of Water and 
Power, the City's Bureau of Sanitation, the Southern California Gas Company, the Los Angeles 
Police Department, the Los Angeies Fire Department, Los Angeles Unified School District, Los 
Angeles Public Library, and other public services These utilities and public services have 
continuously served the neighborhood for more than 70 years. In addition, the California Green 
Code requires new construction to meet stringent efficiency standards for both water and power, 
such as high-efficiency toilets, dual-flush water closets, minimum irrigation standards, LED 
lighting, etc. As a result of these code requirements, the proposed project will not create any 
impact on existing utilities and/or public services and the new 18 dwelling units development 
will be adequately served by the existing infrastructure.
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B. The Advisory Agency properly determined that none of the five exceptions to 
a Cat, Ex. are applicable in this case, as follows.

Location. Classes 3, 4, 5, 6, and 11 are qualified by consideration of 
where the project is to be located - a project that is ordinarily 
insignificant in its impact on the environment may in a particularly 
sensitive environment be significant. Therefore, these classes are 
considered to apply all instances, except where the project may 
impact on an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern 
where designated, precisely mapped, and officially adopted pursuant 
to law by federal, state, or local agencies.

i.

This exception does not apply because the Class 32 Cat. Ex. recognized for this 
case is not a Class 3, 4, 5,6 or 11 Cat. Ex.

Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable 
when the cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in 
the same {dace, over time is significant.

li.

The project is the construction of residential units in an area previously developed 
and surrounded by residential and commercial uses The project is entirely consistent with the 
existing General Plan designation and zoning regulations The succession of multi -family 
residential projects in the area developed to the permitted density, floor area, and height, and 
constructed pursuant to applicable building code requirements will not result in cumulative 
impacts. The project will not generate a significant number of vehicle trips and will not result in 
any significant impacts to land use planning, habitat, noise, air quality, or water quality and, 
therefore, will not make a considerable contribution to any significant cumulative traffic, air 
quality, or noise impacts.

The pioject would also not contribute tc a cumuiadve impact on any historic 
resources. Bainsdall Park and the Hollyhock House to the south of the project site are 
considered historic resources. There arc two projects proposed at the northwest edge of the park 
that will be taller than the proposed project. As demonstrated by the photo simulalions submitted 
to the City for each of these projects, neither will be create a significant visual impact because 
the dense olive trees at the northwest side of the park will block views from the park to these 
projects. Since this same grove of olive trees will also shield the proposed project from view 
from the park, the combination of the three projects will not create a cumulative impact. None of 
the projects will be particularly visible from the park or impact views to the north or west from 
the park. Therefore, the proposed project will not cause a significant cumulative impact on a 
historic resource.
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iii. Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an 
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will 
have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual 
circumstances.

The project site is comprised of three existing standard-sized lots located in an 
urbanized area of the City currently developed with a two-story theater and surface parking lot 
The project consists of residential uses and operations that are compatible with the surrounding 
residential development. Neither the existing uses on the site, nor proposed uses demonstrate 
any unusual circumstances, and the project will not generate significant traffic, air quality, or 
noise impacts. The project is required to adhere to any and all building code requirements 
intended to reduce environmental impacts to less than significant levels Thus, the project will 
not result in activity that will have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual 
circumstances.

Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a 
project which may result in damage to scenic resources, including but 
not limited to, trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar 
resources, within a highway officially designated as a state scenic 
highway. This does not apply to improvements which are required as 
mitigation by an adopted negative declaration or certified EIR.

IV.

The only state designated scenic highway in the City of Los Angeles is a portion 
of State Route 27 (Topanga Canyon Boulevard), which is located approximately 25 miles tc the 
west of the site. The Property is not located within view of a designated state scenic highway. 
There are also no existing trees, buildings, rock outcroppings or similar resources that could be 
considered scenic resources. Therefore, the proposed project will'not impact any scenic 
resources.

There will be no impacts on potential historic resources to the east and Barnsdall 
Park/Hollyhock House to the south as discussed below.

Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for 
a project located on a site which is included on any list compiled 
pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code.

v.

According to Envirostor, the State of California’s database of Hazardous Waste 
Sites, neither the subject site, nor any site in the vicinity, is identified as a hazardous waste site. 
Hazardous materials are defined as any solid, liquid, or gas that can harm people, other living 
organisms, property, or the environment. The project site is not located in Hazardous 
Waste/Border Zone Pioperties area as designated by the City of Los Angeles. There are no oils 
wells located on the project site. There are no elevators or in-ground hydrologic systems, no
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monitoring or water supply wells, or above- or below-ground storage tanks on the project site. 
No potentially fluid-filled electrical equipment is located on or immediately adjacent to the 
project site. No industrial wastewater is generated on the project site and sanitary wastewater is 
discharged to the City Bureau of Sanitation. The project site is not located within a Methane 
Zone or Methane Buffer Zone and would not be subject to the requirements of the City Methane 
Ordinance.

vi. Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a 
project which may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource.

The project is not located in a designated Historic Preservation Overlay Zone or 
on a site designated as historic on any federal, state or local database. Therefore, demolition of 
structures on the project site and construction of the proposed project would not constitute a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource as defined by CEQA.

The project site has not been identified as a historic resource by local or state 
agencies, and the project site has not been determined to be eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, the Los Angeles 
Historic-Cultural Monuments Register, and/or any local register.

The Property is also not found to be a potential historic resource based on the 
City’s HistoricPlacesLA website oi SurveyLA, the city wide survey of Los Angeles. The 
Property abuts a property at 4759 Hollywood Boulevard, which has been identified in SurveyLA 
as a potential historic resource that may be eligible for listing in National Register of Historic 
Places and the California Register of Historical Resources as well as local designation as an 
excellent example of streetcar commercial development in Los Angeles. However, per the 
Historical Resource Technical Report prepared by GPA Consulting and dated September 2017, 
the project would have no direct impacts on historical resources, as there are no historical 
resources on the project site and no historical resources would be demolished, destroyed, altered, 
or relocated as a result of the project. Indirect impacts on historical resources were also 
analyzed. It was found that the project would not have a significant impact on the 4759 
Hollywood Boulevard property. The new building would be located adjacent to this historical 
resource; however, the project would not result in a substantial adverse change to the immediate 
surroundings of the historical resource to the degree that it would no longer be eligible for listing 
under national, state, or local landmark designation programs. The Historical Resource 
Technical Report has been reviewed by the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources and concurred with the analysis and conclusion as of September 29, 2017. Based on 
this information, the project will not result in a substantial adverse change to the significance of a 
historic resource and this exception does not apply.
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The Property is directly across Hollywood Boulevard from Batnsdall Park and the 
Hollyhock House. The park and house are designated by the City of Los Angles as a Historic 
Cultural Monument, and are listed on the both the state and federal Regi ster of Historic Places. 
An impact on a historic resource may be found when the integrity of the historic resource is so 
diminished by the proposed project that the historic resources would no longer qualify as an 
historic resource. According to National Register Bulletin 15, within the concept of integrity, 
there are seven aspects of qualities that are recognized in various combinations. These factors 
are: feeling, association, workmanship, location, design, setting, arid materials. The only 
relevant factor with respect to the potential impact of the subject property is setting, because all 
of the other criteria only apply to buildings that are not new according to National Bulletin 15.

Bamsdall Park is an urban park with lush landscaping. However, the park’s 
serene setting is juxtaposed with the adjacent commercial activity on Hollywood Boulevard and 
Vermont Avenue. The northern and eastern boundaries of the park are adjacent to multi-story 
residential buildings, shopping centers and commercial buildings. The southern boundary is 
immediately adjacent to the Kaiser Permanente Medical Complex. The western boundary of the 
park faces multi-story residential buildings.

Barnsdall Park does not directly border the project site. It is removed from the 
project site and the surrounding neighborhood by its position on top of a hill that is 
approximately 79 feet above the bordering streets. Hollywood Boulevard, which is 90 feet wide 
in front of the Project Site, also separates the park from the project site. As demonstrated from 
the photo simulations submitted by the Applicant, within the substantial majority of the park, and 
particularly at the top of the hill where the Hollyhock House is located, the project site is not 
visible. Trees and buildings throughout the park largely obstruct views of the project site. A 
grove of olive trees exists on the north slope of the park between the Hollyhock House and 
Hollywood Boulevard. This gr ove is a historic component of the park and is an essential part of 
the historic setting and will not be disturbed by the proposed project.

As demonstrated by photographic evidence submitted by the Applicant, the 
project site is completely hidden from view from the Hollyhock House itself and the west lawn. 
The project site is only partially visible from the Hollyhock House museum on the north side of 
the house and the project is only visible at all from the view7 point because a number of olive 
trees have died or been removed along this particular view corridor. The Project site is not 
visible from the roadway leading up to the park and is not visible from the north side of the 
Bamsdall Park Art Gallery.

Additionally, as demonstrated by the photo simulations submitted by the 
Applicant, the proposed project will not block views from the park to the Griffith Observatory, 
Hollywood sign or any ridgelines in the Hollywood Hills. The tops of the proposed buildings on 
project site are approximately 30 feet lower than the top of Bamsdall Park. The project blends
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into the background of the residential buildings on the north side of Hollywood Boulevard and 
does not stand above its surrounding environment.

As a result, the project will not affect the setting of Bamsdall Park. The park 
would continue to be listed on the National Register of Historic Places and cn the California 
Register as well as continue to be designated a City of Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument 
Therefore, the proposed project will have no impact on the historic resource of Bamsdall Park. 
The proposed project does not affect any views from the park, particularly any views from the 
west lawn. Finally, the project would not affect the setting of the Hollyhock House and would 
not affect the Hollyhock House’s nomination for the UNESCO World Heritage List. 14

Appellants argue that it was improper for the APC to recognize the Class 32 Cat. 
Ex. for the CEQA clearance for the project on the grounds that project would create a significant 
impact on a historic resource (Bamsdall Park and the Hollyhock House). Following Planring 
staffs recommendation and the decision of the Advisory Agency, the APC correctly rejected the 
Appellants' CEQA arguments and upheld the Class 32 Cat. Ex. for the Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map. The City Council should do the same.

Bamsdall Park, which includes the Hollyhock House, the Residence “A” 
Guesthouse, the Los Angeles Municipal Art Gallery, and other associated structures is a histone 
resource on the State and Federal National Registers and designated as a Cultural Historic 
Monument by the City of Los Angeles. The proposed project is located across Hollywood 
Boulevard on the north side of the park.

The project will not significantly impact an historic resource. Appellants provide 
no substantial evidence that the project will significantly impact Bamsdall Park or the historic 
buildings within the park Only one photo taken from the park is provided as evidence that the 
project site is visible from the park (Page 11 of Appeal Letter) but this photo is actually taken 
from adjacent to the Hollyhock House Motor Court building, which is a separate structure on the 
north side of the house. This structure actually blocks views from the Hollyhock House itself to 
the north The project site is not visible at all from the actual perimetei of the Hollyhock House 
or from the Great Lawn on the west side of the house itself. Appellants also provide a photo 
taken from Berendo Street looking south at the park with an arrow pointing at the Residence “A” 
Guesthouse within this park. From this photo it is not clear that the Residence “A” is even 
visible from Berendo Street. This is not substantial evidence of a significant impact on a historic 
resource

14 See, the September 174, 2018 letter submitted by GPA Consulting, a copy of which is attached 
hereto as Exhibit B."

JMBM Jeffer Mangels
Butler & Mitchell up
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Attached as Exhibit C to Exhibit "A" of this letter is a photo showing the view 
from the north side of the two -story Municipal Art Gallery adjacent to Residence “A” looking 
north toward the project site. It is clear from this photo that the project site is blocked from 
views by a grove of olive trees on the north side of the park. The olive grove is an integral part 
of the historic resource that actually pre-dates the construction of the Hollyhock House From 
historic photos in Exhibit E to Exhibit "A" of this letter (Historic Structure Report) it is evident 
that the olive trees were once denser and taller along the north slope and that around 2008, the 
grove was replaced with new trees that are smaller than the original trees they replaced. It is 
clear from present day photographs (see Exhibit D to Exhibit "A" of this letter) that many olive 
trees on the north slope have either died or been removed and have not been replaced. It is the 
lack of trees in this portion of the park that the makes the proposed project visible at all from the 
park. The photographic evidence provided as par: of the photo exhibit originally submitted for 
the project (Exhibit F-View 12 to Exhibit "A" of this letter) along with the photo analysis in 
Exhibit D clearly demonstrate that the project would largely be concealed from view from the 
park and completely invisible from the Hollyhock House or the Great Lawn on the west side of 
the house.

Thus, Appellants’ claim that the project site is within full view from the top of the 
park and Wright’s Residence A Guesthouse is without merit and not supported by substantial 
evidence.

Appellants argue that the proposed project, along with other proposed projects in 
the area, will “likely prevent” the Hollyhock House from being chosen as a World Heritage site. 
The Bamsdall Art Park Foundation sent a letter to the City Planning Department on Febmary 28, 
2018 (Exhibit G to Exhibit "A'' of this letter), supporting the proposed project and stating that it 
would not affect the viewshed from the park, a main concern for properties around the Park. The 
Art Park Foundation expressed no concern that the proposed Project would negatively impact the 
World Heritage List application. The project also received other letters of support from the Los 
Feliz Neighborhood Council and the Los Feliz Business Improvement Association (Exhibit H to 
Exhibit "A" of this letter).

The Appellants make reference to a letter from the Frank Lloyd Wright Building 
Conservancy (FLWBC) dated April 11, 2016. This letter is not related to the subject property 
but to a different project at 4900 Hollywood Boulevard to the northwest of the project site. In 
that letter, the FLWBC objected to that proposed apartment building project that was to be 83 
feet tall and more directly visible from the Great Lawn on the west side of the Hollyhock House. 
The City ultimately approved that project with a reduced height of 63 feet.

Jeffer Mangels
Sutler & MitchellllpJMBM
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VI. CONCLUSION:

For all the reasons included herein and any such additional reasons presented at 
the PLUM hearing, the PLUM Committee should recommend that the City Council dismiss the 
appeals of the ZA case and deny the appeal of the APC's decision to sustain the Advisory 
Agency's approval of the VTTM and acceptance of the Cat. Ex.

Very truly yours,

-/■/

KEVIN K. MCDONNELL of 
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP

KKM.
Enclosures

Hon. Councilmember Jose Huizar, c/o shawn.kuk@lacity.org 
Hon. Councilmember Marqucece Harris-Dawson, c/o lynell.washington@lacity.org 
Hon. Councilmember Mitchell Englander, c/o dang.nguyen@lacity.org 
Hon. Councilmember Bob Blumenfield, c/o andrew.pennington@lacity.org 
Hon. Councilmembei Curren D. Price, Jr., c/o robert.kathennan@lacity.org

cc:

jeffer Mangels
Butler & Mitchell ilpJMBM

jmbm.com
62480423vl
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Balancing (he Natural and Built Environment

July 12,2018

Jennifer Chimg-Kim 
President
Central Area Planning Commission 
200 N. Spring Street, 5lh Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Rebuttal to Appeal Filed on Case ZA-2016-4902-ZAA-SPPA-SPP-DI-1A 
4765-4773 Hollywood Boulevard, 1710-1720 N. Berendo Street

RE-

On behalf of the owner and applicant for the above referenced case, PH/T&T Master One, LLC, I am 
pleased to submit the following responses to the appeal filed by Alex Kondracke and Abraham 
Soghomonian (Appellants) on the May 29, 2018.

In summary, the appeal I) challenges the Zoning Administrator’s decision to approve a Project Permit 
Adjustment for height and a Zoning Administrator’s Adjustment for height in lieu of processing Project 
Permit Exceptions for height, 2) questions the use of a Categorical Exemption under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and 3) claims the Zoning Administrator was required to be present 
at the hearing. The issues will be discussed in detail below -

Proiect Permit Adjustments

The appeal claims that three height adjustments and one Director’s Interpretation were approved by the 
Zoning Administrator and that a Specific Plan Exception should have been processed instead with the 
Area Planning Commission being the decision maker. This is an incorrect understanding of the 
entitlements requested and the how the Wilshire/Vemiont Station Neighborhood Area Plan (SNAP) 
works in conjunction with the Zoning Code when there are conflicting standards or when the SNAP is 
silent on a development standard.

Section 3 of the SNAP contains implementation language that states the SNAP development standaids are 
in addition to those set forth in the Zoning Code and that they supersede standards in the Zoning Code 
when there are conflicting standards. Additionally, when the SNAP is silent or does not provide a 
development standard that is within the Zoning Code, then the-underlying Zoning Code for that standard 
still applies.

In this case, there are two different zones affecting the property and two corresponding Subareas within 
the SNAP. Proposed Lots 1-14 are located in the C2-1D Zone and within SNAP Subarea B. Proposed 
Lots 15-18 at the north end of the site are located in the RD1.5-1XL Zone and Subarea A of the SNAP,

The Zoning Administrator correctly approved a Project Permit Adjustment from the SNAP transitional 
height limits in Subarea B for less than 10% increases in height in two of the transitional height distance

555 Soulh Flower Street 

Suite 4300

Los Angeles, GA 90071-2405
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bands. In these cases, the SNAP contains specific numerical height standards that supersede the 
underlying height allowed in the C2-1D zone of 50 feet. Thus, it was appropriate for these adjustments to 
be processed as Project Permit Adjustments and not as Zoning Administrator’s Adjustment or Specific 
Plan Exceptions since the requests were for deviations of less than 10% from the enumerated height 
standard in the SNAP. A deviation of more than 10% from tiie Specific Plan height standard would 
require a Specific Plan Exception.

The Zoning Administrator also correctly approved a Zoning Administrator’s Adjustment for a 19.4% 
increase in height in the RDI5.1XL Zone and not a Project Permit Adjustment or Specific Plan Exception 
because the project complies with the height standard described in the SNAP but needed relief from the 
numerical height standard expressed in the underlying zone. The SNAP requires the height in Subarea A 
t o he no greater than 15 feet higher than the height of the building immediately to the north of the project 
site. The SNAP does not provide a numerical maximum height limit for Subarea A. It is a height limit 
relative to the height of the abutting property . Because there is no numerical height limit in Subarea A, 
but there is a nnmeiical height limit of 30 feet in the underlying RD1.5-IXL Zone, the project is still 
required to comply with the numerical Zoning Code standard because the SNAP is silent on a numerical 
height standard Thus, it is entirely proper for the entitlement request to deviate from the numerical 
Zoning Code standard to be the Zoning Administrator ’s Adjustment process in Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (LAMC) Section I2.28A and net the Project Permit Adjustment of Project Permit Exception 
process in LAMC Section 1 i .5.7E or F Since the project complies with the SNAP relative height 
standard, if would not be appropriate to apply the Specific Plan Exception process to a deviation from the 
underlying Zoning Code standard.

The Appellants also argue that a Specific Plan Exception should have been processed for the adjustments 
because LAMC Section 11.5.7E 1 (b) states an Exception is required when two or more Adjustments are 
requested. This section does not require that an Exception has to be required, it merely grants the Director 
of Planning the authority to decide if a Specific Plan Exception should be required and it requires this 
decision to be made prior to the application being deemed complete. In this case, there is arguably onl)' 
one Specific Plan Adjustment being requested (transitional height deviations for two areas) and one 
Zoning Administrators Adjustment (Height in the RD 1.5-1 XL zone) so this Code provision does not 
apply since there are not two different Project Permit Adjustments being requested. It is also not a 
mandatory provision. The Director “May determine” that and Exception is required in lieu or two Specific 
Plan Adjustments. Finally, this action must take place prior to the application deemed complete. In this 
case, the Director did not request that a Specific Plan Exception be required before the project is deemed 
complete

It is also worth noting that the Appellants are arguing for a process (Specific Plan Exception) that would 
require the Area Planning Commission (APC) to hear and decide on the case. The act of filing the appeal 
on the Zoning Administrator’s Adjustments assured that the cases will now be heard by the APC.

The Appellants devote a healthy portion of its appeal letter discussing the consistency of the project with 
the required findings for a Specific Plan Exception However, as described above, a Specific Plan 
Exception is not warranted for either deviations in the height in Subarea A or B or due to the number of 
Project Permit Adjustments requested. Therefore, consistency of the project with Specific Plan Exception 
findings is irrelevant and unnecessary. The Zoning Administrator provides thorough Project Permit 
Adjustment findings that have not been refuted by the Appellants.
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Use of Class 32 Categorical Exemption

In its appeal, the Appellants argue that it was improper for the Zoning Administrator to use the Class 32 
(Urban Infill) Categorical Exemption for the CEQA clearance for the project on the ground that project 
would create a significant impact on a historic resource (Bamsdall Park and the Hollyhock House).

Bamsdall Park, which includes the Hollyhock House, the Residence "A” Guesthouse, the Los Angeles 
Municipal Art Gallery, and other associated structures is a historic resource on the State and Federal 
National Registers and designated as a Cultural Historic Monument by the City of Los Angeles. The 
proposed project is located across Hollywood Boulevard on the north side of the park.

A project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if :t is a project to be developed on an infill site 
and meets the conditions described therein. The proposed project involves the demolition of existing 
structures to allow for the construction of eighteen (18) small lot homes and provision of 40 parking 
spaces. A project that meets the five conditions described below may quality for the Class 32 Categorical 
Exemption:

1. The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 
policies as well as with the applicable zoning designation and regulations;

2. The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five acres 
substantially surrounded by urban use.

3 The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species;
4. Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, 

or water quality; and
5. The site can be adequately served by all requited utilities and public services.

The Attached Exhibit A provides a detailed description of how the proposed project meets all five 
conditions that allow for the City to approve a Class 32 Categorical Exemption for the project.

The Appellants raise a number of questions and issues that deserve a direct response separate from the 
analysis described above.

The project w ill not significantly impact an historic resource. The Appellants provides no substantial 
evidence that the project will significantly impact Bamsdall Park or the historic buildings within the park. 
Only one photo taken from the park is provided as evidence that the project site is visible from the park. 
This photo is purported to be taken from “Adjacent to the Hollyhock House” (Page 4 of Appeal Letter) 
but this photo is actually taken from adjacent to the Hollyhock House. Motor Court building, which is a 
separate structure on the north side of the house. This structure actually blocks views from the Hollyhock 
House itself to the north. The project site is not visible at all from the actual perimeter of the Hollyhock 
House or from the Great Lawn on the west side of the house itself. The Appellants also provide a photo 
taken from Berendo Street looking south at the park with an arrow purporting to point at the Residence 
“A” Guesthouse within this park. In reality, the arrow is pointing to the top of the two-stoiy Los Angeles 
Municipal Art,Gallery and not the Residence “A” Guesthouse. The Residence “A” Guesthouse is lower 
down the hill and the project is not clearly \ isible from the Residence “A” Guesthouse. Attached is a 
photo (Exhibit B) showing the view' from Berendo Street properly labeled and a view and a photo 
(Exhibit C) showing the view from the north side of the two -stoiy Municipal Art Gallery looking north 
toward the project site. It is clear from this photo that the project site is blocked from view's by a grove of 
Olive trees on the north side of the park.
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As evidenced from attached Exhibit D, the top of the units facing Hollywood Boulevard have an upper 
elevation of approximately 461 5 feet above sea level. The Great Lawn on the west side of the Hollyhock 
House sits at an elevation of 492 feet above sea level. Thus, the top of the proposed project is 30 feet 
below the ground level of the Hollyhock House and the Great Lawn As is evidenced from the photos 
simulations as part of Exhibit D, the project will not be visible front the Hollyhock House. As evidenced 
from the co lored maps and cross-sections In Exhibit D, there are a number of existing residential 
buildings to the north of the project site between Hollywood Boulevard and Franklin Avenue that are 
higher than 461.4 feet above sea level. There is only one higher than the 492 feet. Thus, (he proposed 
project is consistent with the scale of development on the north side of the site and will not interfere with 
viewshed to the north. It will only be partially visible from the roadway leading horn Hollywood 
Boulevard to the top of the park in a location north of the Hollyhock House Motor Court building. Thus, 
the project does not have a significant impact on the historic resource because it does not block views or 
scenic vistas. It also does not interfere with the setting of the park or the Hollyhock House to such an 
extent that the park or the buildings within the park could lose its eligibility to be a historic resource 
because of a diminished setting.

Additionally, the proposed project is only visible because Olive Trees in die historic Olive Grove on the 
north slope of the park have been removed and not replaced. This Olive Grove is an integral pair of the 
historic resource that actually pre-dates the construction of the Hollyhock House. From historic photos in 
Exhibit E (Historic Structure Report; it is evident that the Olive Trees were once denser and taller along 
the north slope and that around 2008, the grove was replaced with new trees that are smaller than the 
original trees they replaced. It is clear from present day photographs (see Exhibit D) that many Olive 
Trees on tire north slope have either died or been removed It is die lack of trees in this portion of die park 
that the makes the proposed project visible at all from the park. The photographic evidence provided as 
part of the photo Exhibit originally submitted for the project (Exhibit F-View 12) along with the photo 
analysis in Exhibit D clearly demonstrate that the project would largely be concealed from view from the 
park and completely invisible from the Hollyhock House or the Great Lawn on the w'est side of the house.

Thus, the Appellants’ claim that the project site is “Within full view from both the top of the park and 
from Wright’s “Residence A” Guesthouse” is without merit and not supported by any evidence, 
documentary or otherwise.

Turning to the issue of the pending UNESCO World Heritage List application, the Appellants have 
argued that the proposed project, along with other proposed project ,n the area, will “likely prevent” the 
Hollyhock House from being chosen as a World Heritage site. The Bamsdall Art Park Foundation sent a 
letter to the City Planning Department on February 28, 2018 (Exhibit G), supporting the proposed project 
and stating that “We found that it would not affect the viewshed from the park, which is our main concern 
for properties around the Park.” The Art Park Foundation expressed no concern that the proposed Project 
would negatively impact the World Heritage List application. The project also received other letters of 
support from the Los Feliz Neighborhood Council and the Los Feliz Business Improvement Association 
(Exhibit H)

The Appellants provided a copy of a ietter from the Frank Lloyd Wright Building Conservancy (FLWBC') 
related to a project at 4900 Hollywood Boulevard to the northwest of the project site. In that letter, the 
FLWBC objected to that proposed apartment building project that was to be 83 feet tall and more directly 
visible from the Great Lawn on the west side cf the Hollyhock House. The City ultimately approved that 
project with a reduced height of 63 feet. The FLWBC letter indicates it was partially the density bonus
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that would allow for height bonus over the code-required height that was objectionable. The subject 
project that the Appellants object to will only be 47 5 feet tall and the even with the height deviations be 
no more than 461.5 feet above sea level at any point. Whereas the 4900 Hollywood Project would have 
been 496 feet above sea level and was finally approved to be at 476 feet above sea level In the end, the 
City determined that the height of the project at 4900 Hollywood Boulevard at the northwest side of the 
park would not compromise the World Heritage List application. The subject project will be on the north 
side of the park, will be shorter in height and less visible than the 4900 Hollywood project, will not 
compromise the viewshed to the north, and will also not negative impact the World Heritage list 
application.

With regard to the issue of cumulative impacts raised by the Appellants, the CEQA Findings in attached 
Exhibit A provide a discussion of why there are no cumulative impacts, including on a historic resource. 
Additionally, it is important to note that the approved project at 4900 Hollywood Boulevard and the 
pending project at 4830-4850 Hollywood Boulevard are both to the northwest of the ark and not within 
the same viewshed as the proposed project, which is directly north of the park. These other projects are 
also largely within the same line-of-sight from the Hollyhock House and the Great Lawn with the 4900 
Hollywood Boulevard project being almost directly behind the 4830-4850 Hollywood Boulevard project, 
Attached as Exhibits I and J arc the photo simulations prepared for each of these projects. Both projects 
will also be largely blocked from view from the top of the park by the Olive Grove. As indicated above, 
the 4900 Hollywood Boulevard project was approved with no identified significant environmental 
impacts on a historic resource, The environmental determination for 4830-4850 Hollywood Boulevard 
has not yet been approved by the City, but based on its relative hi iglrt and location as compared to the 
4900 Hollywood Boulevard project, there is a high likelihood ihat it will also not be deemed to have no 
significant impact on tire historic resource of Bamsdad Park.

With all three of these projects, which are on the north and northwest aspects of the park having no 
significant impact on historic resources, the combination of the three also does not rise to a cumulative 
impact on the environment either. W hen combined these three projects will not block views of scenic 
vistas, the Hollywood Sign, the Griffith Park Observatory, or ridgelines in the Hollywood Hills. The 
projects will all be lower than the 492’ elevation of the ground floor of the Hollyhock House. The histone 
Olive Gro^e will also largely shield all three projects from view from the Hollyhock House.

The fact that three projects are proposed of varying heights in two different view conidors and are 
proposed in proximity to Bamsdall Park does not automatically mean there is a cumulative impact on a 
historic resource. The Appellants failed to supply any evidence to substantiate the assertion that the 
cumulative impacts would be significant, as is their burden.

Zoning Administrator Attendance at Hearing

The Appellants also object to the fact that the Zoning Administrator, who decided the case, was not 
physically present at the hearing for which the Zoning Administrator’s actions were taken. This practice is 
expressly authorized by LAMC Section 12 24 D That section states that “Upon notice of a complete 
application, the initial decision-maker shall set the matter for public hearing at which evidence shall be 
taken and may conduct the hearing itself or may designate a hearing officer to conduct the hearing." In 
this case, the Zoning Administrator designated Greg Shoop, a City Planner, to be the Hearing Officer for 
the case as is expressly stated in the Letter of Determination. Mr. Shoop was present at the hearing and 
conducted the hearing in accordance with City procedures.
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Conclusion

In contrast to Appellants’ baseless claims, substantial evidence in the record and attached to this letter 
demonstrate that the Area Planning Commission should deny the Appellants appeal and uphold the 
actions of the Zoning Administrator on CaseZA-2016-4902-ZAA-SPPA-SPP-DI-l A.

Sincerely,

Psomas

Paul Garry
Senior Project Manager

Cc: Nuri Clio, City Planning Department 
Randy Poag, PHT&T Master One, LLC
Bill Delvac, Damon Mamalakis, Armbruster, Goldsmith & Delvac. LLC

Enclosures:

Exhibit A: CEQA Findings of Fact
Exhibit B: Annotated Photo from Berendo Street
Exhibit C: Google Street View Photo from Municipal Art Gallery
Exhibit D: Visual Impact Analysis, Photos, and Photo Simulations
Exhibit E: Elistonc Structure Report
Exhibit F: 4773 Hollywood Boulevard Photo Exhibit
Exhibit G: Letter from Bamsdall Art Park Foundation
Exhibit H: Letters from Los Feliz Neighborhood Council and Los Fehz Improvement Association 
Exhibit I: 4900 Hollywood Boulevard Photos Simulations 
Exhibit J: 4830-4850 Hollywood Boulevard Photo Simulations
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EXHIBIT A

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA)

The Advisory Agency determined, based on the whole of the administrative record, that 
the Project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to State CEQA Statutes and Guidelines, 
Section 15332 (Class 32 Infill Development) and there is no substantial evidence 
demonstrating that an exception to a categorical exemption pursuant to State CEQA 
Statutes and Guidelines, Section 15300.2 applies.

Class 32 Categorical Exemption

A project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if it is a project to be developed 
on an infill site and meets the conditions described therein. The proposed project involves 
the demolition of existing structures to allow for the construction of eighteen (18) small lot 
homes and provision of 40 parking spaces. The following outlines how the project meets 
the five conditions to qualify for the Class 32 Categorical Exemption:

The project is consistent with the appiicabie genera! pian designation and ai! 
applicable general plan policies as well as with the applicable zoning designation 
and regulations;

The subject site is 28,409 square feet, or 0.65 acres, in size (post-dedication) and wholly 
within the City of Los Angeles. The site is zoned RD1.5-1 XL and C2-1D and has a General 
Plan Land Use Designation of Low Medium II Residential and Highway Oriented 
Commercial, respectively. The site is also located within Subarea A (Neighborhood 
Conservation) and B (Mixed Use Boulevards) of the SNAP. As shown in the case file, the 
project is in substantial conformance with the Hollywood Community Plan land use 
designation, all applicable zoning designations density and floor area regulations, and the 
SNAP provisions, in conjunction with the approval of Case No. ZA-2016-4902-ZAA- 
SPPA-SPP-DI. The project site is located in an urbanized area, and all of the surrounding 
properties are developed with single- and multi-family residential developments, 
commercial and retail stores, surface parking lots, institutions, park, and an elementary 
school. The site is currently improved with a two-story commercial building and surface 
parking lot and has no value as a habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species. 
There are seven (7) non-protected trees on the site, which will be removed as part of the 
proposed project.

The project site is located within the adopted Hollywood Community Plan area, and is 
designated for Low Medium II Residential and Highway Oriented Commercial land uses 
corresponding to the C2-1D and RD1.5-XL Zones. The land use designation and zone 
permit a density calculated at one (1) unit per 800 square feet of lot area in the C2-1D 
Zone and one (1) unit per 1,500 square feet of lot area in the RD1.5 -XL zone. The project 
site consists of 6,750 square feet of land in the RD1.5-1XL zone and 21,337 square feet 
of lot area in the C2-1D zone thereby allowing a total of 31 units (4 units in the RD1.5- 
1XL Zone and 27 units in the C2-1D zone. The proposed project includes 4 units in the
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RD1.5-1XL zone and 14 units in the C2-1D zone. The proposed development would add 
new, for-sale housing opportunities to Los Angeles’ housing supply. The project would be 
consistent with the land use designation in the Community Rian.

The project complies with the regulations of the Zoning Code, which allow for the granting 
of Zoning Administrator’s Adjustments and Project Permit Adjustments for slight 
modifications to the applicable development standards. Lcs Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC) Section 12.28 authorizes Zoning Administrator's Adjustments and LAMC Section 
11 5.7.E, authorizes Project Permit Adjustments. Hence, the processing of such 
adjustments is consistent with the zoning code and the project is consistent with the 
Zoning Code in using these procedures.

The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more 
than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses;

The subject property is located in a highly urbanized area within the hollywood 
Community Plan. The subject property consisting of three existing parcels totaling 
approximately 28,409 square feet in area. The subject property is substantially 
surrounded by urban uses. The area is characterized with mostly one to tnree story multi
family buildings in the RD1.5-1XL and C2-1D Zone The project site is 0.65 acres in size 
and is located within an urban area that is developed wfth residential, commercial/light 
industrial uses, and recreational uses

The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species;

The Droject is located is currently developed with a two-story theater building and a 
surface pandng lot within an established, fully developed, rredium-aensity residential area 
In proximity to lorcjo bouIsvsrds one! otftsr Isrcj© smpjoymsnt c©p.t©rs Ths nrojsc^ 
no value as a habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species and there are no 
endangered, rare or threatened species on the site. The project site currently cons.sts of 
a fully develop site with structures and a paved parking lot; there is no habitat The 
proposed project will consist cf single-family homes, paved driveways and ornamental 
landscaping typical of urban housing developments There will be no larges open space 
areas that would be attractive habitat for endangered, ra^e, or threatened species.

Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, 
noise, air quality, or water quality; and

Traffic - The construction of eighteen (18) units proposed by the project will result in a 
net increase of eighteen (18) residential unhs to the project site. The Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation (LADOT) utilizes a thresnoid guide that lists various uses 
within the City and identifies thresholds that would require LADOT to complete an Initial 
Study Assessment Form (ISAF). An ISAF involves LADOT calculating potential trip 
counts that would be created by any proposed project in order to determine whether or 
not a traffic study would be require for any given development. The proposed project did 
not reach the LADOT recognized threshold of 47 dwelling units that would warrant a
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second level review to determine the necessity of a traffic study. As such, it has been 
determined that the proposed project will not create adverse impacts to traffic. As 
explained in the LADOT traffic studies manual, a Traffic Study is only required for 
development projects forecast to generate over 43 AM or PM commuter peak hour trips. 
By introducing eighteen (18) additional residential dwelling units to replace the existing 
conditions, the project is forecast to generate a small fraction of the 43 peak hour trip 
threshold used by LADOT for purposes of determining whether a detailed review of traffic 
impacts is required. The Traffic Report submitted for the project estimates that 13 AM 
peak period trips and 18 PM peak period trips will be generated by the project.

Therefore, the project will not cause a significant or substantial increase in traffic; it is 
anticipated that traffic impacts as a result of the project will be less than significant.

Noise - The project must comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No 
144,331 and 161,574 and any subsequent ordinances, which limits the emission or 
creation of noise levels. During construction of the proposed project, the applicant will be 
required to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance Nc. 161,574, which regulates noise 
from demolition and construction activities. Section 41.40 of the LAMC prohibits 
construction activity (including demolition) and repair work, where the use of any power 
tool, device, or equipment would disturb persons occupying sleeping quarters in any 
dwelling hotel, apartment, or other place of residence, between the hours of 9:00 p.m. 
and 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday, and between 6:00 p.m. and 8 00 a.m. on Saturday. 
All such activities are also prohibited on Sundays and all federal holidays Section 112.05 
of the LAMC also specifies the maximum noise level of construction machinery that can 
be generated in any residential zone of the city or within 500 feet thereof As a result of 
the project being required to comply with the above ordinances and regulations, it can be 
found that the project would not result in any significant construction noise impacts. The
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provisions of Section 41.40; enforcement of the City’s noise regulations is not within the 
purview of the Advisory Agency’s aecision to approve the Vesting Tentative Tract Map.
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Additionally, as a small lot subdivision for 18 single-family residences, the project is not 
considered a significant operational noise source. Activities associated with occupancy 
of single family homes does not cause significant noise impacts on the environment.

Air Quality - The building construction phase includes the construction of the proposed 
building on the subject property, connection of utilities, laying irrigation for landscaping, 
architectural coatings, paving and landscaping the subject property. These construction 
activities would temporarily create emissions of dusts, fumes, equipment exhaust, and 
other air contaminants. Construction activities involving grading and foundation 
preparation would primarily generate PM2.5 and PM10 emissions. Mobile sources (such 
as diesel-fueled equipment onsite and traveling to and from the project site) would 
primarily generate NOx emissions. The application of architectural coatings would result 
primarily in the release of ROG emissions. The amount of emissions generated on a daily 
basis would vary, depending on the amount and types of construction activities occurring 
at the same time
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Nevertheless, appropriate dust control measures would be implemented as part of the 
proposed project during each phase of development, as required by SCAQMD Rule 403 
- Fugitive Dust. Specifically, Rule 403 control requirements include, but are not limited to, 
applying water in sufficient quantities to prevent tne generation of visible dust plumes, 
applying soil binders to uncovered areas, reestablishing ground cover as quickly as 
possible, utilizing a wheel washing system to remove bulk material from tires and vehicle 
undercarriages before vehicles exit the Project Site, and maintaining effective cover over 
exposed areas.

Best Management Practices (BMP) will be 'implemented that would include (but not be 
limited to) the foiiowing:

• Unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be wetted at least three times 
daily during excavation and construction, and temporary dust covers shall be 
used to reduce emissions and meets SCAQMD Rule 403;

• All dirt/soil loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate 
means to prevent spillage and dust;

• General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment to 
minimize exhaust emissions; and

• Trucks shall not idie out be turned off

The project will not result in significant impacts related to air quality because it falls below 
interim air threshold that were developed by DCP staff based on CalEEMod model runs 
relying on reasonable assumptions, consulting with AOMD staff, and surveying published 
air quality studies for which criteria air pollutants did not exceed the established SCAQMD 
construction and operational thresholds

Additionally, an air quality and greenhouse gas emissions analysis report was prepared 
by Yorke Engineering, LLC dated May 11, 2017 for a similar eighteen (18) unit small iot 
subdivision project at 6517-6533 Lexington Avenue. That report estimated that 
unmitigated GHG emissions resulting from a similar eighteen (18) unit small lot 
subdivision project would be about 252 MT C02e per year and about 246 MT C02e per 
year with operational mitigation measures incorporated - mainly code-required energy 
and water conservation features. Off-siie traffic impacts are included in these emissions 
estimates, along with construction emissions amortized over 30 years. As shown in that 
report, all construction and operational impacts will not cause the SCAQMD's draft 
screening threshold levels to be exceeded.

Water Quality - Construction activities would not involve any significant excavation near 
an identified water source. In addition, the project will be required to comply with various 
regulatory requirements, which would reduce stormwater flows off-site. The project would 
comply with Chapter VI Article 4.4 cf the LAMC, Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution 
Control, which requires the application of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce 
or prevent pollutant discharges. Under the conditions of a building permit for the project, 
the project applicant will be required to eliminate or reduce non-stormwater discharges to 
waters of the nation, develop and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
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(SWPPP) for project construction activities, and perform inspections of the stormwater 
pollution prevention measures and control practices to ensure conformance with the site 
SWPPP. Therefore, development of the proposed project would not degrade the quality 
of stormwater runoff from the site

Utilities and Public Services - The site can be adequately served by all required utilities 
and public services

The site .s currently and adequately served by the City's Department of Water and Power, 
the City's Bureau of Sanitation, the Southern California (SoCal) Gas Company, the Los 
Angeles Police Department, the Los Angeles Fire Department, Los Angeles Unified 
School District, Los Angeles Public Library, and other public services. These utilities and 
public services have continuously served the neighborhood for more than 70 years In 
addition, the California Green Code requires new construction to meet stringent efficiency 
standards for both water and power, such as high-efficiency toilets, dual-flush water 
closets, minimum irrigation standards, LED lighting, etc. As a result of these new building 
codes, which are required of all projects, it can be anticipated that the proposed project 
will not create any impact on existing utilities and public services through the net addition 
of eighteen dwelling units.

As a general matter, the project will also be subject to Regulatory Compliance Measures 
(RCMs), which require compliance with pollutant discharge, dewatering, stormwater 
mitigations; and Best Management Practices for stormwater runoff. These RCMs will 
ensure the project will not have significant impacts on public utilities

Categorical Exemption Exceptions
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proposed ordinance listed in “CEQA Guidelines” Section 15300.2 and determined that 
none of the exceptions apply to the proposed project:
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Location. Classes 3, 4, 5, 6, and 11 are qualified by consideration of where the 
project is to be located - a project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the 
environment may in a particularly sensitive environment be significant. Therefore, 
these classes are considered to apply all instances, except where the project may 
impact on an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern where 
designated, precisely mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, 
state, or local agencies.

A.

Tne project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption The exemption is net a Class 
3, 4, 5, 6 or 11 The requested project will not impact any environmental resource of 
hazardous or critical concern where designated, precisely mapped, and officially adopted 
pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies. The project site is located in an 
urbanized area in the City of Los Angeles. The project site is not located in a particularly 
sensitive environment and would not be located on a site containing wetlands, 
endangered species, or wildlife habitats; therefore, this exception is not applicable.
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Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the 
cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over 
time is significant.

B.

The project is the construction of residential units in an area previously developed and 
surrounded by residential and commercial uses. The project is entirely consistent with the 
existing General Plan designation and zoning, with the permitted use of the adjustment 
applications. The succession of multi-family residential projects in the area developed tc 
the permitted density, floor area, and height, and constructed pursuant to applicable 
building code requirements will not result in cumulative impacts. The project will not 
generate a significant number of vehicle trips and will not result in any significant impacts 
to land use planning, habitat, noise, air quality, or water quality and therefore will not make 
a considerable contribution to any significant cumulative traffic, air quality, or noise 
impacts. Therefore, impacts under this category will De less than significant.

The project would also not contribute to a cumulative impact on any historic resources. 
As described below, Bamsdall Park and the Hollyhock House to the south of the project 
site are considered historic resources. There are two related projects proposed at the 
northwest edge of the park that will be taller than the proposed project. As demonstrated 
by the photo simulations submitted to the City for each of these projects, neither will be 
create a significant visual impact because the dense olive trees at the northwest side of 
the park will block views from the park to these projects. Since this same grove of Olive 
Trees will also largely shielded the proposed project from view from the park, the 
combination of the three projects will not create a cumulative impact since none of the 
projects will be particularly visible from the park or impact views to north or west from the 
park. Therefore, the accumulation of projects will not cause a significant cumulative 
impact cn s historic resource.

Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where 
there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the 
environment due to unusual circumstances.

C.

The project site is comprised of three existing standard-sized lots located in an urbanized 
area of the City currently developed with a two-storv theater and surface parking lot. The 
project consists of residential uses and operations that are compatible with the 
surrounding residential development. Neither the existing uses on the site, nor proposed 
uses demonstrate any unusual circumstances, and the project will not generate significant 
traffic, air quality, or noise impacts. The project will be required tc adhere to any and all 
building code requirements intended to reduce environmental impacts to less than 
significant levels. Thus, the project will not result in activity that will have a significant 
effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances.

Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which 
may result in damage to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, 
historic buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar resources, within a highway

D.
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officialfy designated as a state scenic highway This does not apply to 
improvements which are required as mitigation by an adopted negative declaration 
or certified EIR.

The only state designated scenic highway in the City of Los Angeles is a portion of State 
Route 27 (Topanga Canyon Boulevard), which is located approximately 25 miles to the 
west of the site. The subject site is not designated as a state scenic highway, nor are 
there any designated state scenic highways located near the project site. There are also 
no existing trees, ouildings, rock outcroppings or similar resources that could be 
considered scenic resources and tnerefore no impact to any scenic resources will occur

There will be no impacts on potential historic resources to the east and Bamsdall 
Park/Hollynock House to the south as discussed below

Hazardous Waste Sites A categorical exemption shall not oe used for a project 
located on a site which is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962 5 
of the Government Code.

E.

According to Envirostor, the State of California's database of Hazardous Waste Sites, 
neither the subject site, nor any site in the vicinity, is identifed as a hazardous waste site. 
Hazardous materials are defined as any solid, liquid, or gas that can harm people, other 
living organisms, prooerty, cr the environment The project site is not located in 
Hazardous Waste- Border Zone Properties area as designated by the City of Los Angeles. 
There are no oils wells located on the project site. There are no elevators or in-ground 
hydrologic systems, no monitoring or water suppty wells, or above - or below-ground 
storage tanks on the project site. No potentially flu:d-filled electrical equipment is located 
on or immediately adjacent to the project site No industrial wastewater is generated on 
the project site and sanitary wastewater is discharged tc the C;ty Bureau of Sanitation. 
The project site is not located within a Methane Zone cr Methane Buffer Zone and would 
not be subject to the requirements of the City Methane Ordinance

Historical Resources A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which 
may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource.

F.

The project is not located in a designated Historic Preservation Overlay Zone or on a site 
designated as historic on any federal, state or local database. Therefore, demolition of 
structures on the project site and construction of the proposed project would not constitute 
a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource as defined by 
CEQA

The project site has not been identified as a historic resource by local or state agencies, 
and the project site has not been determined to be eligible for listing in tho National 
Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, the Los Angeles 
Historic-Cultural Monuments Register, and/or any local register.
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The subject property is aiso not found to be a potential historic resource based on the 
City’s HistoricPIacesLA weosite or SurveyLA, the citywiae survey of Los Angeles. The 
subject property does abut a property at 4759 Hollywood Boulevard, which has been 
iaentifiea in SurveyLA as a potential historic resource that may be eligible for listing in 
National Register of Historic Places and the California Register of Historical Resources 
as well as local designation as an excellent example of streetcar commercial development 
in Los Angeles However, per the Historical Resource T echnical Report prepared by GPA 
Consulting and dated September 2017, the project would have no direct impacts on 
historical resources, as there are no historical resources on the project site and no 
historical resources would be demoiished, destroyed, altered, or relocated as a result of 
the project, indirect impacts on historical resources were aiso analyzed, and it was found 
that the project would not have a significant impact on the 4759 Hollywood Boulevard 
property. The new ouilding would be located adjacent to this historical resource; however, 
the project would not result in a substantial adverse change to the immediate 
surroundings of the historical resource to the degree that it would no longer be eligible for 
listing unaer national, state, or local landmark designation programs The Historical 
Resource Technical Report has been reviewed oy the Department of City Planning, Office 
of Historic Resources and concurred with the analysis and conclusion as of September 
29, 2017 Based on this information, the project will not result in a substantial adverse 
change tc the significance of a historic resource and this exception does not apply.

Tne subject property s directly across Hollywood Boulevard from Bamsdall Park and the 
Hollyhock House. The park and house are designated by the City of Los Angles as a 
Historic Cultural Monument, and are listed on the Doth the state and federal Register of 
Historic Places. An impact on a historic rescurce may be found when the integrity of the 
historic resource is sc diminished by the preposed project that the historic resources 
would no longer qualify as an historic resource. According to National Register Bulletin 
15 with in ths oenespt of intscjrity thsrs 2 rs ssvsn 2s psets o^cj,,2^'0S ror'rvrtn i7oH
in various combinations. These factors are: feeling, asscciation, workmanship, location, 
design, setting, and materials. The only relevant factor with respect to the potential impact 
of the subject property :s setting, because all of the other criteria only apply to buildings 
that are not new according to National Bulletin 15.

Bamsdall Park is an urban park with 'ush landscaping However, the park’s serene setting 
is juxtaposed with the adjacent commercial activity cn Hollywood Boulevard and Vermont 
Avenue. The northern and eastern boundaries of the park are adjacent to multi-story 
residential buildings, shopping centers and commercial buildings. The southern boundary 
is immediately adjacent to the Kaiser Dermanente Medicai Complex. The western 
boundary of the park faces multi-story residential buildings.

Bamsdall ParK does not directly border the project site. It is removed from the project site 
and the surrounding neighborhood by its oosition on top of a hill that is approximately 79 
feet above the bordering streets. Hoiiywood Boulevard, which is 90 feet w'de in front of 
the Project Site, also separates the park from the project site As demonstrated from the 
photo simulations submitted by the applicant, within the substantial majority of the park, 
and particularly at the top of the hill where the Hollyhock House is located, the project site
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is not visible Trees and buildings throughout the park largely obstruct views of the project 
site. A grove of Olive trees is planted on the north slope of the park between the Hollyhock 
House and Hollywood Boulevard. This grove is a historic component of the park and is 
an essential part of the historic setting.

As demonstrated by photographic evidence submitted by the Applicant, the project site is 
completely hidden from view from the Hollyhock House itself and the west lawn. The 
project site is only partially visible from the Hollyhock House museum on the north side 
of the house and the project is only visible at all from the view point because a number of 
olive trees have died or been removed along this particular view corridor. The Project site 
is not visible from the roadway leading up to the park and is not visible from the north side 
of the Bamsdall Park Art Gallery.

Additionally, as demonstrated by the photo simulations submitted by the applicant, the 
proposed project will not block views from the park to the Griffith Observatory, Hollywood 
sign or any ridgelines in the Hollywood Hills. The tops of the proposed buildings on project 
site are approximately 30 feet lower than the top of Bamsdall Park. The project blends 
into the background of the residential buildings on the north side of Hollywood Boulevard 
and does not stand above its surrounding environment.

As a result, the project would not affect the setting of Bamsdall Park. The park would 
continue to be listed on the National Register of Historic Places and on the California 
Register as well as continue to oe designated a City of Los Angeles Historic Cultural 
Monument. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on the historic 
resource of Bamsdall Park Additionally, because the proposed project does not affect 
any views from the park, particularly any views from the west lawn. Finally, the project 
would not affect the setting of the Hollyhock House and would not affect the Hollyhock 
Houses nomination for the UNESCO /Vorld Heritage 1

Conclusion

As outlined above, the proposed project is located in a developed, urbanized area, which 
is not a particularly sensitive environment and will not impact an environmental resource 
of hazardous or critical concern that is designated, precisely mapped, or officially adopted 
by any federal, state, or local agency. The project will not result in any significant impacts 
and, therefore, will not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to any significant 
cumulative impacts. The project is comprised of three standard-sized lots, is consistent 
with the surrounding developments, including established residential uses, does not 
present any unusual circumstances, nor would it constitute a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of a historic resource as defined by CEQA. Therefore, none of the 
possible exceptions to Categorical Exemptions, found in Section 15300.2 Exceptions, 
apply to this project. As such, the project is Categorically Exempt from CEQA review.
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EXHIBIT D
Google Earth Red Line Path and Ground Elevation Profile
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EXHIBIT D
4773 Hollywood Maximum Building Elevation @ 461.83'
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EXHIBIT DHollyhock House & Great La wn Elevation 492'
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EXHIBIT D
Arrows pointing to areas where olive trees have been removed
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EXHIBIT DExhibit "Al” North Lawn Area 492'
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EXHIBIT DExhibit "A2" North Lawn Area 492'
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EXHIBIT DExhibit "Bl" Appeal Photo 490'
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EXHIBIT DExhibil ’B2" Appeal Photo 490
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EXHIBIT D
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HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT

RESIDENCE A AT BARNSDALL PARK

CITY OF LOS ANGELES

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

t

h ill I

"iI

n
*3

I

■f

TASK I, II, AND III FINAL

LS A

July 13, 2009



HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT
RESIDENCE A AT BARNSDALL PARK

TASK I. II. AND III FINAL

LSA ASSOCIATES. INC.
JULY 2009

APPENDIX A

HISTORIC PHOTOGRAPHS

R:\CL00601E\Reports\TASK3\HSR_Task_l_2_ and 3 Report_FINAL.doc (7/13/2009)



HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORTLSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
JULY 2009 BARNSDALL PARK, RESIDENCE A 

FINALTASK I, II, AND
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Figure 1: 1920 aerial view of Olive Hill (renamed Bamsdall Park in 1927), view 
southwest.
(Photo credit: Hollyhock House Archives)
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Figure 2: 1921 aerial view of Olive Hill (renamed Bamsdall Park in 1927), view 
northeast.
(Photo credit: Hollyhock House Archives)
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HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT
BARNSDALL PARK, RESIDENCE A

TASK I, II, AND III FINAL

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
JULY 2009
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Figure 3: 1923 aerial view of Olive Hill (renamed Bamsdall Park in 1927), view 
northeast.
(Photo credit: Hollyhock House Archives)
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Figure 4: 1924 aerial view of Olive Hill (renamed Bamsdall Park in 1927), view
northeast. Residence A is in the upper left comer of the photo.
(Photo credit: Hollyhock House Archives)______________________________
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
JULY 2009

HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT
BARNSDALL PARK, RESIDENCE A

, AND III FINALTASK I,
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Figure 5: Pre 1954 aerial view of Bamsdall Park, view northwest. 
(Photo credit: Hollyhock House Archives)
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Figure 6: Post 1967 aerial view of Barnsdall Park, view southwest.
(Photo credit: Hollyhock House Archives)
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HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT
BARNSDALL PARK, RESIDENCE A

TASK I, II, AND

LSA ASSOCIATES,
JULY 2009
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Figure 7: 1970 aerial view of Barnsdall Park, 
view southeast.
(Photo credit: Hollyhock House Archives)

r- ¥ I
ml

%
l*3V' V>- - "4

* *r!
- * JVi * kf

-jfi fc V ■•- I11
,\ - f

ii
mI- fe<j

i n i
/: /f TSr j„ > -

■f ? «*
tH

f r-J

* i*fi. 8■ i 4. B~WiFj //. yv
“ *A. J

#
iL

K
ii ^ m Jfi/

Figure 8: 1970 aerial view of Barnsdall Park, view west.
(Photo credit: Hollyhock House Archives)
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
JULY 2009

HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT
BARNSDALL PARK, RESIDENCE A

TASK I, II, AND III FINAL
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Figure 9: Aerial view of Barnsdall Park, view northwest, date unknown. 
(Photo credit: Hollyhock House Archives)
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EXHIBIT F

SITE PHOTO EXHIBIT (VTT-74730)
4767 & 4773 Hollywood Boulevard, 1710-1720 Berendo Avenue
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SITE PHOTO EXHIBIT (VTT-74730)
4767 & 4773 Hollywood Boulevard, 1710-1720 Berendo Avenue
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SITE PHOTO EXHIBIT (VTT-74730)
4767 & 4773 Hollywood Boulevard, 1710-1720 Berendo Avenue
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View 1: Looking north at south side of project site from south side of Hollywood Blvd.
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View 2: Looking northeast at southwest corner of site from south side of Hollywood Blvd.
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SITE PHOTO EXHIBIT (VTT-74730)
4767 & 4773 Hollywood Boulevard, 1710-1720 Berendo Avenue
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View 3: Looking north up Berendo Avenue with project site on the right.
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View 4: Looking northeast at west side of project site taken from the west side of Berendo Avenue
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SITE PHOTO EXHIBIT (VTT-74730)
4767 & 4773 Hollywood Boulevard, 1710-1720 Berendo Avenue
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View 5: Looking southeast along west side of project site from east side of Berendo Avenue.
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View 6: Looking northeast at north site of project site taken from the west side of Berendo Avenue.
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SITE PHOTO EXHIBIT (VTT-74730)
4767 & 4773 Hollywood Boulevard, 1710 -1720 Berendo Avenue

* j

l;n if•■Si. f.

1■ u
fji1 [I

■ ' i■ \r
,Li

i

View 7: Looking north at the north end of project site taken from west side of Berendo Avenue.
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View 8. Looking north at buildings on Berendo Avenue to the north of the project site.
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SITE PHOTO EXHIBIT (VTT-74730)
4767 & 4773 Hollywood Boulevard, 1710-1720 Berendo Avenue
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View 9: Looking west at parking lot on west side of Berendo opposite the project site.
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View 10: Looking south at Barnsdall Park on the south side of Hollywood Blvd. opposite the project site.
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SITE PHOTO EXHIBIT (VTT-74730)
4767 & 4773 Hollywood Boulevard, 1710-1720 Berendo Avenue
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View 11: Looking west along Hollywood Boulevard, taken from the northeast corner of Hollywood/Berendo
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View 12: Looking north from Barnsdall Park parking lot driveway with project seen between trees.
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SITE PHOTO EXHIBIT (VTT-74730)
4767 & 4773 Hollywood Boulevard, 1710-1720 Berendo Avenue
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View 13. Looking north from Barnsdall Park Visitor Center with project site obscured by trees.
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View 14. Looking north from Barnsdall Park with project site obscured by trees
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SITE PHOTO EXHIBIT (VTT-74730)
4767 & 4773 Hollywood Boulevard, 1710-1720 Berendo Avenue
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View 15: Looking northeast from Barnsdall Park with foreground along Hollywood Blvd obscured by trees
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View 16: Panorama view looking north from Barnsdall Park parking lot driveway.
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EXHIBIT G

Barnsdall
ART PARK FOUNDATION

February 27, 2018

Nuri Cho, City Planning Associate 

200 N Spring St. Room 621 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re. Letter of Support

To Whom It May Concern,

The Barnsdall Art Park Foundation has reviewed the proposed development at 4773 W 
Hollywood Blvd, and voted to support the project.

We found that it would not affect the viewshed from the park, which is ojr main concern for 
properties around the park.

Some members of the Doard expressed concern that the project does not include any increase 
in the parking availability to the neighborhood.

Overall we were happy with the responsiveness and attitude of the developer and their agents.

Respectfully submitted.

^^1/ Mac&—

Bill Macomber
President, Barnsdall Art Park Foundation

The Barnsdall Art Foundation is a 501(c)3 non-profit organization, tax ID #54-2063148. 
Your donation is fully tax deductible as you have received no goods or services in return.

-5800 HOLLYWOOD BOULEVARD | LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90027 
BARNSDALL ORG



EXHIBIT H

City of Los Angeles 
Los Feliz Neighborhood Council

SsSoiCJ

PRESIDENT
Luke Klipp CERTIFIED COUNCIL #35

VICE PRESIDENTS
Sheldon Hirshon - Admirrstration 
Jon Deutsch - Communications

PO Box 27003
Los Angeles, CA 90027-0003

(213) 973-9758TREASURER
3arbara Howeil

www.losfeliznc.org
SECRETARY

Bryant Edwards ir.falSiosfeliznc.ora

February 25, 2017

Hearing Officer, Department of City Planning 
Office of Zoning Administration 
200 North Spring Street, 7th Floor 
Los Anceles, CA 90012

Re; ENV-2016-4903-EAF
4767 & 4773 Hollywood Blvd 
1710-1720 Berendo Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90027

Dear Hearing Officer:

At meetings of its Planning, Zoning and Historic Preservation (PZHP) Committee on February 1, 
2017 and at its regularly scheduled Governing Board meeting on February 21, 2017, the Los 
Feliz Neighborhood Council (LFNC) reviewed an application for permit adjustments and a ZA 
adjustment in conjunction with a proposed 21-unit small lot subdivision as follows:

A project permit adjustment to exceed transit'onal height limits in the Vermont Western 
TOD by up to 10% in Sub Area B. 27.2 ft of height is requested in the 25 ft height 
transitional zone (as measured to the top of the roof in lieu of measurement to the top of 
the parapet) and 36 ft of height is requested in the 33 ft transition zone.
A project permit adjustment to reduce minimum percentage of ground level open space 
in the Vermont Western TOD Neighborhood Area Plan from 50% to 44%.
A Zoning Administrator’s Adjustment for a 20% increase in height for portion of the 
project in RD1.5-1 XL Zone (36 ft is requested in lieu of 30 ft).

Two (2) public comments were heard in sub-committee, one expressing the desire for affordable 
housing units in all new residential projects in the City. Three (3) public comments were voiced 
at our Governing Board meeting, including two comments regarding concerns of the price point 
for the proposed new homes and one comment regarding concerns about the project’s height.

1.

2.

3

The Los Feliz Neighborhood Council Governing Board voted to support the applicant’s request 
by a vote of 13 in favor, 2 opposed, and 2 abstentions.

Sincerely,

Luke H. Klipp, President 
Los Feliz Neighborhood Council

By Brian J Cornelius, PZHP Committee Chairperson 
Applicant
Hon. David Ryu, Councilmember, District 4

cc:

http://www.losfeliznc.org
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’^^IMPROVEMENT ^)

ASSOCIATION
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', i'eriMiW) OU*

2017-2018
President 
Nyla Arslanian 
First Vice-President 
Standolyn Robertson 
Second Vice-President 
Mica Campbell 
Coordinating Secretary 
Donna Kolb 
Recording Secretary 
Mary Haberle 
Treasurer 
Donald Seligman*

October 24, 2017

Nuri Cho
Central Project Planning Division 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Room 621 
Los Angele, CA 90012

Re: 4773 Hollywood Blvd., Los Angeles 90027
Case No. VTT-7473Q ad ZA-2016-4902-ZAA-SPPA-SPP

Directors 
Marta Alcumbrac 
Dennis Chew 
Marian Dodge* 
Philip Casteier 
Amy Gustincic 
Philip S. Hart 
Lynne T. Jewell 
Alex Kondracke 
Chris Laib*
Deanne Paul 
David Roberti 
Joel Rochlin 
Patricia Ruben 
Florie Savage 
Debbie Simons 
Mary Beth Sorensen 
Angela Stewart 
Mark Stung 
Demian Wyma 
Gail Zaritsky

Dear Ms. Cho:

The Los Feliz Improvement Association, founded in 1915, represents over 
two thousand Los Feliz residents. On March 28, 2017, Pacer Development 
presented the referenced proposed small lot subdivision project on three 
lots at the regularly scheduled LFIA board meeting.

Board member comments were enthusiastically favorable specifically 
noting the project design and its compatibility with the neighborhood 
and, in particular, its proximity to Barnsdall Art Park.

Since the presentation, board members have cited this project as an 
example of a development that compliments rather than detracts from its 
surroundings and interface very well with the adjacent neighborhood.

Sincerely, /'■

TOyla Arslanian 
President*Pa$t President

cc: Counciimember David Ryu

P.O. BOX 29395. LOS ANGELES, CA 90029 | 323.660.1914 | I.FIA.OXG
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Source: Urban Architecture Lab, May 21, 2018.
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PARKER Figure III-2

Visual Simulation from Bamsdall Park Key MapENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS
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Figure III-3
Visual Simulation from Bamsdall Park - View 1
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Figure III-4
Visual Simulation from Bamsdall Park - View 2
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Figure III-5
Visual Simulation from Bamsdall Park - View 3
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Figure III-6
Visual Simulation from Bamsdall Park - View 4
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Figure III-7
Visual Simulation from Bamsdall Park - View 5
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Figure III-8
Visual Simulation from Bamsdall Park - View 6
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CONSULTING

A

September 17-, 2018

Jose Huizar 
Chairman
Planning and Land Use Committee 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, 5th Fioor 
Los Ange.es, CA 90012

Response to Appeal Regarding Impacts to Historic Resources in Vicinity of 
4773 Hollywood Boulevard

RE-

In Seoterr>Der 2017 GPA prepored a Historical Resource Technical Report (HRTP) for the 
subject project at 4773 Hollywood Boulevard The purpose of the HRTP was to identify 
historical resources on or in the vicinity of the project site to assess any potential impacts 
The Project may have on the identified historical resources, and to recommend mitigation 
measures as appropriate.

In ana[yzing potential impacts on historical resources, GPA used the City of Los Angeles' 
“L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide,” whicn states that a project would normally have a 
significant :m,pact on a historical resource if it would result in a substantial adverse change 
to the historical resource. A substantial adverse change occurs if tne project involves:

Demolition of a historical resource;
Relocation that does not maintain the integrity ana (historical/arcnitectural) 
significance of a historical resource;
Conversion, rehabilitation or alteration of a historical resource that does not 
conform +o the Secre+ary of the Interior's Standards tor Rehabilitation and 
Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Builaings; or
Construction that reduces the in+egrity or significance of a historical resource on 
the site or in the vicinity.

As sucn, the fesr for determining whether or not a proposed proj&et would have a 
significant impact on an identified historical resource is whether or not the project would 
alter in an adverse manner the physical integrity ct the historical resource such that it 
would no longer be eligible for lis+ing under national state, or local icndmark or historic 
dis+rict programs.

Our understanding is that the subject project is oe'ng appealed and one of the points of 
contention is whether or not tne project woula affect views from Barnsdoll Park, potentially 
jeopardizing the eligibility of the Hollyhock House for listing as a UNESCO World Heritage 
Site

your quality environmental consulting team
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An appeal of the subject project (Appeal of VTT No. 74730 SL 1A, ENV-2016-4903-CE) 
argues:

The height of the project would have a significant impact upon the historic 
viewsneas from Barnsdall Park. Development cf the project would likely ensure that 
the Hollyhock House is not listed as a World Heritage Site. The height of the project 
will also block established views of Barnsdall Pane from Berendo St. north of the 
projecr site. Therefore, the proposed development would be materially detrimental 
tc surrounding properties.'

The project would include Ihe demolition cf an existing building on 4773 Hollywood 
Boulevard and the construction of 18 single-family residential units with 40 above ground 
parking spaces The new construction would range in height from 27’2” to a height of 
47’6'\ The HRTP concluaed that the project would have no direct impacts on historica1 
resources. There are no historical resources on The project site and no historical resources 
would be demolished, aiterea, or relocated as a result of The projecr. Therefore, only the 
potential for indirect impacts from the project on the hisToricai resources in the vicinity were 
analyzed. Indirect impacts or secondary effects are reasonably foreseeable and caused 
by c project, but occur at a different time or place. The CEQA Guidelines state the 
following:

An indirect physical change in the environment is a physical change...which is not 
immediately related to the project, but which is caused indirectly by the project. If 
a direct physical change in the environment in turn causes another change in the 
environment, then the other change is an indirect change in the environment.2

For The purposes of the HRTP,. a study area was identified as the project sjfe anC| aajacent 
parcels. As +he parceis on the opposite side of Hollywood Boulevard (south) and N. 
Berendo Street (west) are mostly surface parking lots they wero excluded from the analysis.

Barnsdall Park was identified as a historical resource is the general vicinity of the subject 
project. Barnsdall Park is separated from The project site by Hollywood Boulevard, a wide 
and heavily trafficked thoroughfere. South of the project site, across Hollywood Boulevara, 
is a surface parking for Barnsdall Park. The buildings and contributing features of Barnsdall 
Park are located on top of Olive Hill, elevated above Hollywood Boulevard. Bcrnsdall Park 
is a large complex of multiple buildings designed by Frank Lloyd Wright, R.M. Schindler and 
several notable architects from his studio. The properly has the following landmark 
designations:

The Hollyhock House within Barnsdall Par< was aes'grated Los Angeles Historic- 
Cultural Monument No. 12 in 1963.
The Barnsdall Park Arts Center (Residence A) was designated Los Angeles Historic 
Cultural Monument No. 33 in 1965.
Barnsdall Art Park was designa+ed Los Angeles Historic-Cuiturai Monument No. 34 
in 1965.
Barnsdall Park was lisTed in the Notional Register of Historic Places in 1971. 
Residence A was listed in the National Register of Historic Places in 1994.

1 “4) Granting the Exceptions Will be Materially Detrimental to Surrounding Properties,” Appeal of VTT No. 74/30- 
SL-1 A; ENV-2016-4903-CE, 6.

J Section 15064 (d)(2).
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• The Aline Barnsdall Complex was designated a National Historic Landmark in 2007.

In 2015, Hollyhock House within Barnsdall Park was one of ten Frank Lloyd Wright-designed 
buildings nominated by the United States Secretary of the Interior for placement on the 
UNFSCO World Heritage List.3 A World Heritage Site is a place that is listed by the United 
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) as being of special 
cultural or physical significance. The list is maintained by the international World Heritage 
Programme administered by the UNESCO World Heritage Committee. Once a site is 
inscribed in the World Heritage List, the state party (i.e. the United States) has to ensure 
that effective and active measures are taken for its protection, conservation, and 
presentation. While the nomination underscores the significance Hollyhock House, as of 
rules passed in 2011, the United States is not currently eligible to make World Heritage 
nominations because it does not pay dues to UNESCO or the World Heritage Fund.

In our HRTP, GPA excluded Barnsdall Park from the study area after concluding that the 
subject project could have no indirect impacts on Barnsdall Park. The subject project is 
separated from Barnsdall Park by Hollywood Boulevard and a parking lot. Barnsdall Park is 
elevated from the project site. Therefore, there was no potential for the subject project to 
reduce the integrity of Barnsdall Park. According to National Register Bulletin #15, “to be 
eligible for listing in the National Register, a property must not only be shown to be 
significant under National Register criteria, but it also must have integrity.”4 Integrity is 
defined in National Register Bulletin #15 as "the ability of a property to convey its 
significance."5 6 Within the concept of integrity, the National Register recognizes seven 
aspects or qualities that in various combinations define integrity. They are feeling, 
association, workmanship, location, design, setting, and materials, and they are definea 
by National Register Bulletin #15 as follows:5

Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place 
where the historic event occurred.
Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, 
and style of a property.
Setting is the physical environment of a historic property.
Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a 
particular period of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a 
historic property.
Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people 
during any given period in history or prehistory.
Feeling is a property's expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular 
period of time.
Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and a 
historic property.

3 Frank Lloyd Wright Buildings nominated as a group for listing on the UNESCO World Heritage List: Taliesin West, 
Scottsdale, Arizona: Hollyhock House, Los Angeles, California: Marin County Civic Center, San Rafael, California; 
Frederick C. Robie House, Chicago, Illinois; Unity Temple, Oak Park, Illinois; Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum, 
New York, New York; Price Tower, Bartlesville, Oklahoma; Fallingwater, Mill Run, Pennsylvania; Taliesin, Spring 
Green, Wisconsin; and Herbert and Katherine Jacobs House, Madison, Wisconsin.
4 National Register Bulletin #15: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation (Washington D.C.: U.S. 
Department of the Interior, revised 1997), 44.
5 National Register Bulletin #15, 44-45.
6 National Register Bulletin #15, 44-45.
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The only relevant factor of integrity with regard to Barnsaail Park and the analysis of inairect 
impacts is setting. Setting refers to the character of the place in which the historical 
resource is situated within the boundaries of the property as well as the broader 
surroundings. The National Historic Landmark Nomination prepared in 2005 characterized 
the integrity of the oroperty as follows:

The setting, most dramatically the westward view shed has been preserved in spite 
of the later development of the peripheral property not included in Aline 
Barnsdafl's gift In the gift agreement, she specified that any new construction on 
the lots she still owned bordering the property’s west side would be capped a+ sixty 
feet (60’). Barnsdall and her heirs owned the property for about thirty years after 
the gift and the apartment development under their ownership adhered to the 
agreement and remains unchanged.7

The ‘prooerty’s west side" referred to above extended to the east side of Edgemont Street, 
south of Hollywood Boulevard. The subject project site is north of Hollywood Boulevard and 
was never subject to the 6C cap. As proposed, the subject project will heve a maximum 
height of 47’6”. The subject project will not obscure the westward view shed, which was 
identified by Aline Barnsdall as an important view shed to preserve. Moreover, tne height 
of the project is consistent with or shorter than surrounding developments north of Barnsdall 
Park. The height of the project is consistent with urban development that has been 
constructed arojnd Barnsdall Park since +he site was initially developed. The only viewshed 
the subject oroject has the ootential to impact is the viewshed north towards the 
mountains This viewsned would not be obscured or substantially altered by the subject 
project.

While the project would introduce a new visual element to the surrounding neighborhood 
of Barnsdall Park, the impact would be less than significant. The view along :he north side 
cf the oark, facing the project site, is obscured by the slope ong'e and the grove of mature 
olive trees planted on the north side of the park. Currently, this lanascapirg obscures v'ews 
of Hollyhock House from Berendo Street, adjacent to the projecr site. These trees are Dart 
of the historic fabric of the park and are reguired to be maintained as part of the historical 
resource' Ft is unlikely this view of the historical resource from Berendo Street would be 
altered. The project as currently designed at three stories would not have such a visual 
impact that it would materially impair the integrity of Barnsaail Park to the degree it woub 
no longer be e.igiple for listing under national, state, or local 'andmark designation 
programs. Additionally, the subject project would not be visible from the 'awn on the west 
side of the Hollyhock House, which is a key viewpoint for the UNESCO application.

In conclusion, the project would have no indirect impacts on Barnsdall Park. The subject 
project will not impact the significant viewsneds from Barnsdall Park and would not affect 
the eligibility of Barnsaail Park for listing as a UNESCO World Heritage Site.

Sincerely,
A

j CU-mu/m
V

Tereso Grimes

1 Jeffery Met, Notional Historic Landmark: Nomination, Aline Barnsdall Complex, 200s
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UfLDIMO CONSERVANCYMIlHllM

Aprii 11, 2016

Mr. David Ambroz
President, City Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street 
Lcs Angeles, CA S0012-2601

Re: Case No: CPC-2013-159S-DB-CU2AA-SPP-SPR (Edgemont Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard)

Dear President Ambroz.

The Frank Lloyd Wright Buiiding Conservancy (FLWBC) is an interested party regarding tne proposed 
project referenced above that is scheduled tc come before your commission on 20 April 2016. The 
FLWBC is an international organization facilitating the preservation and maintenance of Frank Lloyd 
Wnght's surviving structures it is also the organizing agency coordinating with the National Park 
Service/U.S. Department cf the Interior in the nomination of Key Mosterworks of Modem Architecture 

by Frank Lloyd Wright-, for UNESCOs World Heritage List (WHL). The nomination was formalized by 
Secretary Jewell on 30 January 2015 This is a serial nomination comprising ten structures nationwide 
that includes Los Angeles' Hollyhock House The inclusion of Hollyhock House in the nomination was 
approved by City Council in 2006 (CFN 06-0002-S32). The nomination will be considered by the World 
Heritage Committee (WHC) in July of this year.

in September of 2105 the official site evaluation cf Hollyhock House was conducted by the International 
Council on Sites and Monuments (ICOMOS) which is the official site reviewer for the WHC. This site 
evaluation compliments multiple desk reviews and is done primarily tc verify application data, ascertain 
the site's viability as a WHL site, and confirm the physical attributes of the site in the context of the site's 
"Outstanding Universal Value" - the most important criteria for inscription. One aspect of this is the 
view shed from the site. The ICOMOS reviewer noted that this has already been compromised by the 
early 21st century enlargement of Kaiser Permanente to the south. In Hollyhock House's favor were the 
uncompromised view sheds to- the north, east and west

Tne article regarding this proposed development in the Los Feliz Ledger brcjght this proposed project to 
our attention ana causes concern. The considerable size and height of the structures will have a 
significant and compromising impact on the Hollyhock House view sned to the west. The FLWBC is also 
concerned in learning that granting the applicant's request for a Density Bonus and Conditional Use 
Approval allows the applicant tc bypass city codes that would keep the building height within a limit that 
would net compromise the western view shed, tiiereby increasing the probability cf a positive outcome 
for the WHL nomination for Hollyhock House

We understand that the project has gone through a design revision after a public hearing to address 
issues ra;sed by various entities however while curb aesthetics have been improved the height is 
unchanged. We feel that the World Heritage List nomination should be a major factor in determining the 
advisability of granting the Density Bonus and Conditional Use Approval. An inscription on the World

53 W Jackson Blvd. Suite 1120 Chicago, IL 60604
savewright.org ; preservation@savewrght.org

T 312 663.5500 F 312.663 5505

mailto:preservation@savewrght.org


Heritage List is not just a prestigious honor that promotes preservation. The economic benefits from 
cultural tourism are very rewarding and enduring. A World Heritage site in the city would provide a 
significant additional boost for Los Angeles and its cultural attractions. The significance is compounded 
for California as the nomination also includes the Mai in County Civic Center.

We encourage you to carefully consider the pros and cons of allowing this proposed project to be 
approved as revised after the public hearing. We are also available to consult or answer questions 
regarding the WHL nomination.

Sincerely,

Janet Halstead 
Executive Director

Renee Dake Wilson, Vice President, City Planning Commission 
Robert L. Ahn, Member, City Planning Commission 
Caroline Choe, Member, City Planning Commission 
Richard Katz, Member, City Planning Commission 
John W. Mack, Member, City Planning Commission 
Samantha Millman, Member, City Planning Commission 
Dana M. Perlman, Member, City Planning Commission 
Veronica Padilla, Member, City Planning Commission

cc:
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Blake Lamb <blake.iamb@lacity.org>

WHL FLW Decision
1 message

Jeffrey Herr <jeffrey.nerr@iacity org>
To: Blake Lamb <blaKe.!amb@iacity.org>
Cc Christine Peters <christirie peters@lacity.org>. Danielle Brazell <aamelle brazell@lacity.org>, Daniel Tanca 
<daniel tarica@lacity.org>, 'Thomas, Leslie" <Lesiie.A Thomas@lacity.org> Mark Edwards <medwaros@barnsdall.org> 
Isabelle Lutterodt <isabelle.lutterodt@lacity.org>

Mon Jul 18 2016 at 2.04 AM

Blake,

The following information is provided to assist you in determining the outcome of the upcoming Edgemont Development 
project

The UNESCO WHC resumed it's worK after a one-day hiatus due to the attempted coup The result of a lively and evenly 
split committee was to "refer" the FLW nomination. At issue was whether the nomination as written adequately 
demonstrated the Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) of the 10 sites A referral means the we have been given the 
opportunity to fix this problem and resubmit next year at the meeting in Poland. There was universal praise for tne 
signifance of FLW In fact there was complete agreement that the WHl without FLW was unacceptable.

Observing the proceedings has been an education. Over several days the committee reviewed the State of Conservation 
of World Heritage Properties. These are sites already inscribed but in danger of being deiisted unless the Slate Party 
corrects tne problem. Three examples in particular are germane tc Hollyhock House: Liverpool Docks, Vienna and Kiev. I 
will forward the relevant links to you for their complete details. To recap. Liverpool is contemplating permitting a 32-story, 
mixed use building that would impact the OUV of the site The Committee will review this next yearand if the building is 
permitted delisting is the likely outcome. In Vienna it is a similar situation with a proposed hotel and ice rink. Kiev, 
however, proceeded to build and is now being asxed to raze the structure to retain the WHL designation for Saint 
Sophia's Church. It's clear this body takes their mandate seriously

National Park Service and the FLW Building Conservancy have already begun internal discussions regarding next steps 
as it will take intense work to be ready tor next year The first step will be to revise our QJV. A reality is that the number 
of sites compromising the nomination may be reduced if the Site does not clearly meet the revised OUV. HH could be 
eliminated vs a vis the Edgemont Development project. The question is does the City want a World Heritage site7 If so, 
then a conservative approach to the project is required.

This nomination is important to the U.S. but even more so to the FLW universe and hav'ng listened to the debate by 
World Heritage How important is it to the City?

Our site visit review by the iCOMOS revewer already notes Hhs lost view sned to tne south. I feel confident in predicting 
that if our OUV is further compromised the U.S will drop us from the nomination so that it will not be an imped'ment the 
submission next year. Even if we were retained in spite of approv.ng an Edgemont Deve'opment that compromised our 
OUV the WHC would have the ability to remove HH before inscribing an FLW WHL nomination.

it is a complicated issue but I dc think a solution can oe found. My travel pians have me back in Los Angeies on Fncay 
but that may not be possible. Hoping for the best. I am available Dy phone if you or anyone has questions. Forwards to 
follow. Thank you. Jeffrey

https //man.9oogle.commnail/u/0/?ui=2&il^7a4b&422de&vievv=pt&q=jeffrey.nerr%40lacityorgf4qs=trLie&sea,rch=q jery&th=l55td3feL3o8SlCQSlsiml=155fd3feD3c6 1/1
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June 26,2017 □Albert Tsao

Mr. Kevin Golden, Deputy Advisory Agency 
City of Los Angeles, City Planning Department 
200 N. Spring Street, 7th Floor 
I <os A ngeles, CA 90012

Re: VTT-73056-SL; ENV-2014-4125-CE; DIR 2014-4124 SP-SPPA. 4321 Bums Ave

The Board of Directors of the East Hollywood Neighborhood Council voted unanimously at its June 19. 
2017 regular meeting to oppose a request by applicants Chris Schwantiz and Matthew Hayden for approval 
of a six-unit small lot subdivision located at 4321 Bums Ave. The vote of the Board was 13 to zero.

The vote of the Board to oppose the proposed development is based upon the following: 1) The 
environmental clearance of a Categorical Exemption is improper, and at a minimum a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration is necessary due to the presence of a potentially historic 1904 Craftsman duplex 
on the project site; 2) The historic resource report by the Orange County firm Scientific Resource 
Surveys, Inc. fails to follow established criteria for historic resource analysis, and therefore is 
inadequate as a basis for environmental review; 3) The findings for an adjustment for increased height 
are not justified; 4) The overall design of the project fails to incorporate articulated building elements 
and other features required under the Design Guidelines of the Vermont/Westem Transit Oriented 
District Specific Plan; and 5) The 1904 Craftsman duplex is a critical historic resource and must be 
incorporated within any development on the project site.

During its deliberations, the Board thoroughly discussed the benefits of increased housing stock versus 
retention of the 1904 Craftsman duplex, concluding that the project can include the duplex within the 
development, with no sacrifice of units.

The vote of the Board follows a May 18,2017 unanimous vote of the Planning Entitlement Review 
Committee to strongly oppose the proposed development. The Planning Committee originally 
reviewed the project as a proposed 5-unit development on July 1,2015, when the parcel was under 
different ownership. The current applicant failed to provide the committee with updated plans prior to 
the City Planning Department’s public hearing on April 27,2017. The Committee’s conclusions 
regarding retention of the 1904 Craftsman duplex are based upon the analysis of the members of the 
committee, which includes architects Bill Roschen and Edward Hunt, and historian Charles Fisher.

Arasele Torrez, President
East Hollywood Neighborhood Council

http://www.easthoilywood.nei
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Clerk foi PLUM Committee 
City of Los Angeles 
Council File #18-0659 
VTT-73056-SL-1A 
Re 4321-23 W. Bums Ave. September 16,2018

To the PLUM Committee:

You are taking under consideration a project for a small lot subdivision which proposes 
demolishing an existing Craftsman duplex. J am writing to address the alarming rate of 
demolishing these characteristicearly Los Angeles buildings, and the missed opportunity 
of saving them by prejudging them in the City Planning process.

An historian who is one of the most familiar experts to prepare historic evaluations for 
the Ixis Angeles Cultural Heritage Commission has reported to you that the integrity of 
this Craftsman duplex is greater than what has been reported by the developer’s hired 
historians, and that the increasing rarity of buildings of this age and type in central Los 
Angeles neighborhoods should be analyzed to understand the significance of its 
demolition.. His report calls for a more thorough investigation than afforded so far.

This application was processed with a Categorical Exemption. In their appeal of the 
VTT approval, the appellant called for a more thorough investigation of historic status 
and the effect of the proposed demolition in an EIR.

In denying the appeal, the City argues that the appellant’s historian has not delved far 
enough into the description of the property’s integrity or into the cumulative loss of 
buildings of this type and style. That is precisely the point. The appellant shouldn’t have 
to do the work of an EIR. Our City is catching up, but we don’t have thorough-enough 
historic listings yet to skip the investigation in an EIR.

1 encourage you tc take the appellant’s request seriously, and allow further facts to be 
evaluated on the significance of this building through the requested EIR. (An EIR also 
affords a critical step of looking at project alternatives, which in this case might include 
retaining the duplex as a part of the new small lot project.)

My office is very close to a project where the developer’s historic consultant (Kaplan) 
integrated two quotidian West Hollywood Craftsman hemes into a new development — 
when the Commission 1 served on would not allow theft demolition. The project was a 
great success.

Respectfully submitted,

cfcSprQfifi,
Frqpces Offenhauser

• 8762 Holloway Drive ■ West Hollywood. Cnliiornia 90069 • Tel: 310 659 6600 • Fax: 310 659 6001
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Offenhauser/Mekeel Architects is one of a small number of Los 
Angeles firms specializing in architectural design in authentic styles. 
Built from a love of the Los Angeles region and an appreciation of 
historical achievements, they infuse beauty and strong design into 
preservation and new construction projects. They have a unique 
knowledge of construction materials and issues, and manage their 
projects carefully and knowledgeably.

Handt-on: The OMA principals are unusually skilled in construction 
and development issues. They bring a real-world approach to their 
architecture because they have performed every role on the 
building team. Half of the practice involves real estate development 
and construction contracting. The other is a professional 
architectural practice focusing on high-end residential and landmark 
historic rehabilitation. Their skills are also successfully applied to 
urban design and community planning, and historic consulting.

The office stays generally at 10 persons so that both Offenhauser 
and Mekeel can give personal attention to their projects. Individual 
projects currently range from $1 million to $10 million. Their 
development portfolio is currently at $12 million.

Quality Design: The hallmark of the firm, however, is high-quality 
design. The firm has been honored with many local and national 
awards for preservation and design; has been published in 
Architectural Digest and other prestigious magazines; has an 
extraordinary record of repeat clients; and has commissions for the 
higher end of architectural work.

They are fortunate to have continuing commissions from the 
Academy of Motion Picture Arts and Sciences. For the Academy, 
they transformed the Spanish Revival "Beverly Hills Waterworks" 
into the Fail banks Center for Motion Picture Study - the world's 
premier library of print materials about film. They served as 
Academy architect liaison for the Oscars production in the Kodak 
Theatre. And they renovated the Academy's headquarters office 
building, accomplished without moving the staff while they were 
producing the Oscars! They currently are transforming Claud 
Beelman's historic 120,000 sf Mutual Don Lee Studios into the 
Academy's Pickford Center for Motion Picture Study.

Landmark Projects: Offenhauser/Mekeel Architects have been 
involved with some of the region's most important landmarks, such 
as Los Angeles' Union Station; the California Science Center facade 
reconstruction; the L.A. Armory Building; the 1932 Olympic Swim 
Stadium and Clubhouse in Exposition Park; the Pan Pacific 
Auditorium; the Mt. Whitney Fish Hatchery; the downtown 
Broadway department store; the Santa Barbara Armory; the Clark 
Library; the Hollywood Heritage Museum fire damage repair; and 
many more. Recently they have been architect for two Deco office 
building restorations in Hollywood.

RosicUnHa] Estates: Offenhauser and Mekeel are fortunate to have 
designed homes and estates at the high end of Los Angeles 
residential work, with a lengthy list of film and music industry 
celebrity clients. The firm has been involved both as architect, 
design/build contractor, and developer of many historic residences 
and estates, including Frank Lloyd Wright's La Miniatura; the UCLA 
Chancellor's residence; design/build restorations of four Victorians 
for USC Real Estate Development; two Paul Williams landmark 
estates; and restoration of the Buckland Studios. Almost all of this 
work included seismic retrofits.
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Prior Work: Both principals of Offenhauser/Mekeel gained their 
experience in design and management of projects in the $15- $100 
million range at Gruen Associates prior to opening their own office. 
There they were responsible for such notable local designs as the 
reuse of the Streamline Moderne Pan Pacific Auditorium and the 
flagship J.W. Marriott Hotel in Century City.

!!i

1/2http://www.oma-la.com/aboutus .php
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In the fall of 1987, Ms. Offenhauser left Gruen Associates to join 
Catiett Construction as Vice President for Architecture She 
rehabilitated National Register apartment and hotel properties 
responsible for all design and employing a fifty-man construction 
crew. While there, she contracted for four design/build renovations 
and conversions of West Adams area landmark Victorian mansions 
for USC Real Estate Development. She concurrently traveled 
extensively to Puerto Rico, master planning the repositioning of the 
500,000sf El Conquistador resort, which opened in 1995.
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Los Angeles Planning Department 
LA City Hall 
200 N Spring Street 
Los Angeles CA 90C12

RE: Charles Fisher, Historic Consultant

To Whom It May Concern.

i have known Mr Fisher for over 30 years, I first met Charlies when we were both community- activists in Highland 
Park. We worked together on creating the seventh k largest HPOZ in the city of Lcs Angeles.

I believe Mr Fisher has successfully beer the applicant for more Cultural Monuments than any other consultant.

I realize that Mr Fisher does not have a degree in preservation. But he has over 30 years of experience working in 
the historic preservation field.

I have been on the Cultural Heritage Commission for 14 years and have worked with many people who are con
sidered preservation professionals. It has been relatively recently that planning and architectural schools have of
fered education in building preservation. Many of the people I work with at the Commission do not have specific 
education in preservation. I for one, have a degree in architecture, but I never had a class in historic preservation. 
My office has won many awards in histone preservation. I like many have a fondness for persevti ing our architec
tural heritage and I learned on the job. I believe I am qualified to call myself a historic prese;-vation professional.

I have no doubt that Mr Fisher is a qualified historic preservation professional and he has learned this cratt by his 
love and devotion tc the subject, which in my mind is more important than any degree.

When Charles called and asxed for a letter of support, I was humored I can think of so many successful people 
that are not degree holders that have made major contribution* to our well being and culture. Charles Fisher is 
just another one on that list.

i support Mr Fisher as a Histone Consultant to the fullest degree

Sincerely
1

(M Vi

Ban'orr "

■]

Richard

Cultural Heritage Commission, President
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Richard Barron, AIA is a registered architect and has practiced architecture in Los 
Angeles for 3C years. Since j 987, he has been Principal of Richard 

* ' Barron/Architects Inc., where he has specialized in the rehabilitation of historic 
structures for affordable housing. He has won Preservation Awards from the Los 
Angeles Conservancy and California Preservation Foundation for the 
rehabilitation of St. Andrew's Bungalow Court in Hollywood, for the adaptive 
reuse of downtown Los Angeles’ St. George Hotel as affordable housing, and for 

! the adaptive reuse of Hollywood’s Palomar Hotel, site of a tragic, deadly fire in 
ijj 2001, as senior apartments. As a founding member of the Highland Park 

Neighborhood Association, he helped spearhead the passage of a Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ) 
for Highland Park, and has served on the Highland Park HPOZ Board since its inception.

T-n -

VY\

Pilar Buelna has extensive experience in the non-profit sector and currently 
serves as Divisional Director of Social Services for The Salvation Army Southern 
California. She was previously the Director of the Parent Information & Resource 
Center at Families in Schools, with a focus on increasing student achievement 
through parental involvement. She has also served as board secretary for Equitas 
Academy Charter School, located in the Pico Union area where she was raised, 
and as president of the Parent Leadership Board for Sacred Heart High School. In 
September 2013, Mayor Eric Garcetti appointed her to the El Pueblo de Los 
Angeles Historic Monument Authority, where she served as vice president of the 
Commission. She received a Master’s in Social Work from San Diego State 
University, a Bachelor's in English Literature from California State University 

Northridge, and is a licensed psychotherapist in the state of California.

L

Diane Kanner brings to the Commission a background in journalism and public 
relations. Her interests in history and historic preservation have led to 
significant involvements with the Junior League of Los Angeles, First 
Congregational Church of Los Angeles, the Los Feliz Improvement Association 
and the Los Angeles City Historical Society. She is the author of the book 
Wallace Neff and the Grand Houses of the Golden State, about which a Los 
Angeles Times reviewer wrote, “it is unusual to find such good, clear writing in a 
picture book. Kanner captures the spirit of Neff’s work.” She is currently 
preparing a manuscript on Dorothy Buffum Chandler’s role in the creation of

https://preservation.lacity.org/commis,sion/cultural-heritage-commissioners 1/2
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Charles J. Fisher
Charles J. Fisher is an American published author'1' and Los Angeles-based historic preservation activist'2 31 
who has successfully nominated more than 140 historic buildings as City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural 
Monuments/4

Fisher, a native Angeleno, together with other historical preservation advocates, founded the Highland Park 
Heritage Trust in 1982 to halt the demolition of pristine Craftsman and Mission Revival homes in favor of low- 
quality, high-density apartment structures/5' The Heritage Trust historic survey assessed hundreds of properties'6' 
to create the Highland Park Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (Highland Park-Garvanza HPOZ), the largest 
Historic Preservation Overlay Zone in the city of Los Angeles. Fisher has served three times as president of the 
Heritage Trust, and serves on the Highland Park HPOZ board.

Fisher has worked in conjunction with the Los Angeles Conservancy/ the Highland Park Heritage Trust, various 
historical societies./6"9' and numerous Los Angeles neighborhood councils/10' resident's groups, community 
groups/1 1 and advocacy groups'12"13' to preserve Los Angeles' unique historic architectural and cultural legacy.

He also the author of two books, Highland Park (2008) and Garvanza (2010), both published by Arcadia Press. 
He is working on a comprehensive book giving a history of each of the Los Angeles City Historic Cultural 
Monuments.

Successful monument nominations

https://en wikjpedia.org/wiki/CharIes_J._Fisher 1/8
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MonumentYear Monument name#

City of Los Angeles

Hollywood Palladium1130

Welter Residence1117

Albert Van Luit Complex1116

Redwine Building1114
2016

Restovich House1110

Casa de Mi Sueno1109

Sheldon-Graves House1103

1104 Hammers House

Polito House1100

Fernbacher Flats1099

Fifth Church of Christ Scientist1097
2015

Gillespie House1094

Villa Minola1084

Zieger House1083

Charles C. Hurd Residence1073

York Boulevard Church ot Christ1071

The Polynesian1070
2014

Hlaffer-Courcier Residence1069

J. W. Blank Residence1068

Abraham Gore Residence1061

Donnelly House1041

Gibbons-Del Rio Residence1038

Southaven1037

1027 John Anson Ford Residence2013

Sherwood House1026

1025 Durex Model Home

1024 Lechner House

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power General Office Building1022

Firestone Tire Company Building1020
«

Thorsen Residence2012 1018

Young-Gribling Residence1017

1015 Stein House

North Sycamore Chateau1010
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Charles_J._Fisher 2/8
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Richard Henry Dana Branch Library1004

Marsh Duplex999

Boettcher House998
2011

Clifford Clinton Residence997

Garden of Oz996

Arensberg-Stendahl Home Gallery994

T. R. Craig Residence "Peppergate Ranch992

Lento Brick Court986

Sun Realty Company Building985

Spreckels Building984

Venice West Cafe2010 979

Henry Shire Residence973

Shire Art House972

Villa Palombo-Tagneri971

Kaye Residence'9"9'952

James F. Real Studio-Office'9'951

Original Echo Park Clubhouse'8'950
2009

Bank of America - Echo Parx Branch'8'949

Hermon Car Wall'10"14'944

Heerman Estate'9'943

The Black Cat Tavern'12939

Clarence G. Badger Residence!15'932

Castle Crag'16'931

Oliver Flats!17'929

Chateau Alpine'13'928

Sturdevant Bungalow927
2008

Bigford Residence'13'924

Kennedy-Solow Residence'13'923

Edward A. “Tink” Adams House'13'922

Petitfils Residence'18'916

Victor Rossetti Residence'18'915

Blackburn Residence'18'913

Charles C. Chapman Building 191899

3/8https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Charles_J._Fisher
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Haven of Rest1191897

Monroe Cottage1201894

Castera Residence171893

Waite Residence1201890

McNary House1211889

Arwin Manor1221878
2007

Wilkins House12011231877

Garber House1231874

Raphael Junction Block Building (New York Suspender Factory-California Ice 
Company)1241

872

San Marino Villas12511261870

O'Neil Duplex No. 11271868

Monsignor O'Brien House861

Orchard Gables Cottage859

One Hundred North Sycamore858

Statton Residence855

Cline Residence and Museum854

Nickel-Leong Mansion849
2006

Purviance Residence (Initially rejected, adopted after City Council motion by Eric 
Garcetti)11111281

844

Amsalem A. Ernst House840

Paul Landacre Cabin839

Arthur B. Benton Residence827

Mary Stilson Residence1291824

Marshall Flats1301823

Edward J. Borgmeyer House1311810

Franklin T. Briles Residence13218092005

J. A. Howsley House1331805

Hodel Residence and Teahouse1331802

Jacobsen Duplex796

Site of Walt Disney Studio (Nominated in 2005 to annex the site of the Animator's 
School.)

163

Mills Cottage781
2004

Murdock Residence778

Wolford House614

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Charles_J._Fisher 4/8
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613 Scholfield House
1994

Bircher-Share Residence612

Minster Residence611

Occidental College Hall of Letters Building (Savoy Apartments)585

W. F. Poor Residence582
1993

York Boulevard State Bank - Bank of America and Store Fronts581

Security Trust and Savings Bank (Highland Park Branch)575

Charles H. Greenshaw Residence565

E. A. Spencer Estate564
1992

Department of Water and Power Distributing Station No. 2558

Charlie and Nettie Williams Home556

A. J. Madison House550

Highland Theatre Building549

Reverend Williel Thomson Residence541

Piper House (Site of - Destroyed by Fire in 1992)540
1991

J. E. Maxwell Residence539

Montecito View House134!529

Dr. Franklin S. Whaley Residence528

St. Johns Episcopal Church516

Gilmore Gasoline Service Station508

Wachtel Studio-Home and Eucalyptus Grove503

Kelman Residence and Carriage Barn494

Casa de Adobe493

Arroyo Seco Bank Building1990 492

James B. Booth Residence and Carriage House491

J. B. Merrill House483

Arthur S. Bent House482

Mauer House481

Ivar I. Phillips Residence470

Ivar I. Phillips Dwelling469

Fargo House464

Bowman Residence (Exterior only)443

Albion Cottages and Milagro Market442

A. H. Judson Estate (Site of - Demolished in 1992)4371989

George W. Wilson Estate (Site of - Destroyed by Fire on December 14, 1989)418

5/8https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Charles_J._Fisher
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Zieglar Estate416

Octagon House (Heritage Square)413

Garvanza Pumping Station and Site of Highland Reservoir412

Robert Edmund Williams House (Hathaway Home for Children)411

Los Angeles Railway Huron Substation404

Frederic M. Ashley House402

Sunrise Court400

H. Stanley Bent House (Including Carriage House and Front Fountain)395

Ernest and Florence Bent Halstead House and Grounds394

Wiles House and Grounds393

Treehaven, Guest House and Grounds392

C. M. Church House389

Reeves House380

Morrell House379

Wheeler-Smith House378

Ollie Tract (except Lot 7)3771988

William U. Smith House and Arroyo Stone Wall376

Putnam House375

G. W. E. Griffith House374

Arroyo Stone House and Arroyo Stone Wall373

Mary P. Field House and Arroyo Stone Wall372

Tustin House and Arroyo Stone Wall371

Herivel House and Arroyo Stone Wall370

Johnson House and Arroyo Stone Wall369

Latter House and Arroyo Stone Wall366

Santa Fe's Arroyo Seco Bridget35'339

Drake House338

City of Ojai

Arbolada House "B12012 20

City of Sierra Madre

Blumer Farmhouse492014

County of Ventura

William Ford Residence169
2010

Acacia Mansion170

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Charles_J._Fisher 6/8
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Section I
Executive Summary

The purpose of this report is to evaluate the structure located at 4321-23 Bums 
Avenue in the East Hollywood Community of Los Angeles California, to provide a 
history of the residence and to determine whether it meets the requirements as a 
historical resource in accordance with Section 15064.5 of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines. The ultimate conclusions in this 
report represent the professional opinions of the author and are based on the data that 
has been found through research cf the historical and architectural background of the 
subject property that was available at the time of preparation, as well as the 
application of local, state and federal criteria of eligibility as well as the best 
professional practices.

The author is a professional historian with extensive experience in property research 
and historic preservation, dating from the mid 1980’s. This background includes the 
research, preparation and/or advocacy of over 160 Historic Cultural Monument 
Nominations for the City of Los Angeles, as well as research and documentation of 
numerous other historic structures.

Other qualifications .nclude work as a past president and board member of the 
Highland Park Heritage Trust, past co-chair of the Cultural Resources Committee of 
the Los Angeles Conservancy, president of the Heritage Coalition of Southern 
California and 28 years doing property research for Transamerica Real Estate Tax 
Service. The author has also served as the Vice Chairman and Commercial Chair of 
the Los Angeles Conservancy Modem Committee (ModCom).

The resource to be evaluated is a 1-story 8-room two-family residence, designed and 
built in 1914 by H. E. Elliot at 922 E. Vernon Avenue, and relocated to 4321-23 
Bums Avenue in 1921, and is now situated on Lot 166 of Connor’s Subdivision of the 
Johannsen Tract, which is recorded in Book 15, Page 86 of Miscellaneous Records of 
Los Angeles County , and is identified with County Assessor’s Parcel No. 5539-008
021.

The structure is not presently listed on any local, state or federal register nor is it listed 
as a contributor to any local, state or federal historic district. The building is not 
documented in any historic resources survey, but has been reviewed in two previous 
assessments prepared by Scientific Resource Surveys, Inc. in 2015 and Kaplan Chen 
Kaplan in 2017.

This report will provide a more detailed analysis of this property and determine 
whether the status code assigned by the earlier reports is appropriate for the resource.

(1)



Section II 
Methodology

In evaluating a potential historic property, several criteria are employed, including an 
analysis of architectural and historical significance, as well as specific evaluations as 
to whether the subject property meets the various requirements for il to be considered 
historic.

These requirements may include the age and rarity of the design, significance of an 
architect, builder or owner/resident of the property, along with how the structure 
relates to its liistoric context, how much of its own architectural integrity has survived 
as well as whether non-historic alterations can be easily reversed

The house was built 103 years ago andAge and rarity are important criteria here, 
relocated to the present site 97 years ago. Integrity is also important, as inappropriate 
alterations tend to degrade the historic fabric of a resource.

A complete search of permits was conducted for those issued between 1914 and the 
present and are listed in Chapter V under construction history and permits. The 
permits themselves are included as an addendum to this report. The house was 
constructed as a duplex and remains do at the present time.

A site visit was made on April 22, 2018, including interior inspection of the house 
through a window, with photo documentation of the structure being done at that time. 
There do not appear to be any historic photos extant.

An analysis was also made of the history of the structures including owners, 
occupants, using various public records, such as census data, death records and 
newspaper citations. Some historical context was also gathered from previously 
published books and articles as noted in the bibliography.

(2)



Section III
Historic Property Regulations

In a determination of eligibility, a potential historic resource must be considered under 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to determine if it is eligible for the 
California Register of Historic Resources (California Register). The California Register 
is modeled after the National Register of Historic Places (National Register). There are 
only a handful of differences in the standards for the National and California Registers. 
The California Register has a slightly lower integrity requirement than the National 
Register. A resource is also presumed to be historic if it is locally listed or has been 
identified as historically significant in a historic resources survey.

However, a preponderance of evidence could show that a property so listed is either no 
longer historic due to alterations subsequent to a survey or further examination has 
found that it does not meet the criteria and requirements set forth in the California 
Register. The National and California Register programs are discussed below.

National Register of Historic Places

The National Register is described in Title 36 of the Code of Federal Regulations as 
“an authoritative guide to be used by federal, state or local governments, private 
groups and citizens to identify the nation’s cultural resources and to indicate what 
properties should be protected from destruction or impairment.”

To be eligible for listing in the National Register, the resource must normally be at 
least 50 years of age and must possess significance in American history and culture, 
architecture or archeology. To be considered significant, a property must meet one or 
more of the following four established criteria:

A. It must be associated with events that have made a significant contribution 
to the broad patterns of our history; or

B. It must be associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

C. It must embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method 
of construction, or that represents the work of a master, or that it possesses 
high artistic values, or that it represents a significant and distinguishable 
entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or

D. That it yield, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory 
or history.

(3)



The resource must also have integiity so that, according to National Register Bulletin 
#15 on How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, “to be eligible for 
the National Register, a property must not only be shown to be significant under 
National Register criteria, but it must also have integrity”, which is the ability cf the 
resource to convey its significance. In other words, a property must not be so altered 
from the condition during the period of significance, that it fails to show the reasons 
for that significance,

A resource should also be significant within a historic context to be eligible for listing. 
According to National Register Bulletin #15, historic contexts are “those patterns, 
themes or trends in history by which a specific occurrence, property, or site is 
understood and its meaning (and ultimately its significance) within history or 
prehistory is made clear.” The significance of a historic property can be determined 
only when it is evaluated within its historic context. The resource must represent an 
impoitant aspect of the area’s history or prehistory and still have the integrity to 
convey that aspect to qualify for the National Register.

The National Register also allows for the establishment of historic districts, where the 
properties may not be eligible for individual listing, but as a grouping, convey both 
the integrity and context to meet one or more of the four criteria.

California Register of Historic Resources

The California Register was established in 1992, when Governor Pete Wilson signed 
Assembly BUI 2881. Like the National Register, the California Register is used by 
state and local agencies, private groups and individual citizens to identify and list 
historic resources and to help determine which resources are to be protected, to the 
extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse impacts.

The California Register consists of all California properties that are listed on or 
determined eligible for the National Register and all California Landmarks from No. 
770 up, which are automatically listed, as well as others that are directly nominated by 
an application processed through a public hearing process and are determined eligible 
for listing by the State Historic Resources Commission (SHRC). In addition, those 
California Points of Historical Interest that have been evaluated by the Office

of Historic Preservation (OHP) and have been recommended to the SHRC are 
automatically listed.

To be eligible for listing in the California Register, the resource must normally be at 
least 50 years of age and must possess significance the local, state or national level, 
under one or more of the following four cr iteria:

(4)



1.) It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to 
the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of 
California or the United States; or

2-) It is associated with the lives of persons significant to local, California or 
national history; or

3.) It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction, or that represents the work of a master, or that it possess 
high artistic values; or

It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important in 
prehistory or history of the local area, California, or the nation.

4.)

Historic resources eligible for listing in the California Register may include buildings 
sites, structures, objects and historic districts. Resources less than 50 years of age 
may be eligible if it can be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to understand 
their historical importance. While the criteria for the California Register is less 
rigorous with regard to the issue of integrity, there is the expectation that the resources 
reflect their appearance during their period of significance.

Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument

The Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument (HCM) ordinance, along with the cities 
Cultural Heritage Board (now Commission) was established in 1962 by the Los 
Angeles City Council to block the imminent demolition of the Leonis Adobe (HCM 
#1) and to protect five other sites Like the National Register and the California 
Register it is used by state and local agencies, private groups and individual citizens to 
identify and list historic resources and to help determine which resources are to

be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse impacts. 
There are presently over 1075 Los Angeles HCMs. In addition, the city has 
established 29 Historic Preservation Overlay Zones (HPOZs) since 1982.

Those resources that are individually listed or are within an established HPOZ are also 
subject to CEQA review for issues of demolition or substantial alteration.

Historic-Cultural Monument designation is reserved for those resources that have a 
special aesthetic, architectural, or engineering interest or value of a historic nature. 
The Cultural Heritage Ordinance establishes criteria for designation; these criteria are 
contained in the definition of a Monument in the Ordinance. A historical or cultural

(5)



monument is any site (including significant trees or other plant life located thereon), 
building, or structure of particular historical or cultural significance to the City of Los 
Angeles, such as historic structures or sites:

c in which the broad cultural, political, economic, or social history of the nation, 
state, or community is reflected or exemplified; or

• which are identified with historic personages or with important events in the 
main currents of national, state, or local history; or

e which embody the distinguishing characteristics of an architectural-type 
specimen, inherently valuable for a study of a period, style, or method of 
construction; or

e which are a notable work of a master builder, designer, or architect whose 
individual genius influenced his or her age.

There is no age requirement for designation, although a resource must have 
demonstrated Its historic importance. At the present time there is no specific 
requirement that the resource display integrity, however the commission has always 
made their determinations taking integrity or lack of as a criteria. The Cultuial 
Heritage ordinance is presently reviewed and the new language, once adopted, will 
most likely contain the following section on integrity:

“Retains Integrity from its Period of Significance. Proposed Monuments do not 
need to retain all aspects of Integrity, but should retain a sufficient degree of those 
aspects of Integrity that relate to why it is significant. Flexibility shall be used in 
assessing Integrity, particularly when a proposed Monument is significant under 
designation criteria 1 or 2 above. A proposed Monument’s deferred maintenance or 
dilapidated condition shall not, on their own, be construed to equate to a loss of 
Integrity.”

(6)



Section IV
Architectural Description

The house at 4321-23 Bums Avenue as a 1-story Craftsman 2-family residence with a 
single front to rear hipped gable ending in a smaller transverse gable at the rear of the 
house. The house is clad in alternating wide and narrow horizontal siding with the 
front pediment clad in alternating medium and short squared shingles topped by a 
large lattice vent at the apex, with the exposed roof overhang supported by three 
square purlins at the apex and at each of the side walls. A simple barge board is 
across the front of the rafters. A long narrow horizontal window with sixteen square 
lights is at the center of the pediment, which has a thick square beam at its base over 
the front porch. The side roofs are supported by small square rafters

The porch is supported by two short Tuscan columns set atop cast stone piers. The 
concrete porch is assessed by a central concrete staircase flanked by cast atone stoops 
with fluted concrete capstones. The porch railing is three rows of alternating small 
rectangular cast stones with open spaces between each stone and a concrete railing.

The windows are mostly wood casements with a row of vertical rectangular lights at 
the top. The two front doors are set apart from the center with large rectangular fixed 
pane windows, topped with the same light design as the casements between each door 
and the side walls. Most of the side and rear windows have been covered with burglar 
bars. The windows have wide wooden frames topped by extending lentils.

The mirror image interior features include hardwood floors, built in cabinetry’, 
including dining room buffets, picture rails and thick base beards

The front of the house is mostly hidden behind an overgrown front yard
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Google Earth Satellite view shows the Olsen House, 2015.
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Section V
Architectural Significance

The Funk-Rosen Duplex is an example of the type of Craftsman construction that was 
in vogue just prior to the First World War. It was designed by the contractor that 
constructed it and makes the use of several fine design elements, such as the thick and 
thin siding pattern and the same look to the shingles on the front pediment, wide 
window lentils, multi light windows, decorative concrete and classical symmetry.

The house remains virtually unaltered and is, therefore an intact example of a 
Craftsman duplex. It is important that the occupancy has remained as it was in the 
beginning.

The duplex is one of the earliest homes in the 4300 block of Bums Avenue, having 
been relocated there in 1921, just seven years after its original construction. All but two 
of the other buildings in the block were built between 1914 and 1964, with only two 
extant properties being developed prior to 1921. The other two being apartment 
buildings located at 4330 Bums Avenue, which were built in 1985 and replaced a house 
at 4338 Bums Avenue, that was built in 1935 (which replaced an even earlier dwelling). 
The properties are noted below:

CONSTRUCTION 
DATE

RATING PHOTO
PAGE

TYPE OF ARCHITECTURAL
STYLE

STREET
NUMBER USE

Altered-Contributor
Altered-Contributor
Altered-Contributor
Altered-Contributor
Altered-Contributor

Contributor*
Contributor
Contributor*
Contributor

Non-Contributor
Contributor
Contributor*
Contributor
Contributor
Contributor

1932 Utilitarian 
Utilitarian 

Mission Revival 
Mission Revival

875 N Virgil 
4308 Bums 
901-03 N Virgil 
4307-09 Bums 
4312-16 Bums 
4315 Bums

Commercial
Commercial

23
1954 23
1921 24Duplex 

Duplex
Courtyard Apartments Mission Revival 

Apartment Building Googie Dingbat

241921
1923 25
1964 25

15 - 2214 2 I Duplex
Apartment Building Islamic Revival 
Bungalow Court Colonial Revival 

2 Apartment Buildings Stucco Box 
Apartment Building Dingbat 
Bungalow Court Mission Revival 

4-Flats Mediterranean Revival 
Mediterranean Revival 
Mediterranean Revival

Spanish Colonial Revival Non-Contributori 
Mission Revival

Craftsman23 Burns4 52 I
4324 Bums 
4327-29% Bums 
4330 Bums 
4337 Bums
4342- 46 Bums
4343- 45 Bums
4347- 49 Bums
4348- 52 Bums 
4356 Bums 
4357-59 Burns 
4362 Bums 
4365 Bums

1929 26
1919-1920 26

1985 27
1964 27
1923 28

281920
1920 294-Flats 

4-Flats 
4-Flats 
4-Flats

Apartment Building Spanish Colonial Revival 
Apartment Building Spanish Colonial Revival

291921
301931

Contributor1921 30
Contributor
Contributor

1939 31
311923

* Potential Historic Cultural Monument. 
t Non Contributing due to window change outs done in 2006.

The above analysis of the 4300 Block of Bums Avenue shows a mixture of 
architectural styles during the period of significance with the subject house being 
moved onto the street at the time most of the development occurred.
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Section VI
Construction History and Permits

The permit history reveals that this property has had very few changes made over the 
years. The original construction permit, issued on April 3, 1914 notes the architect 
and builder as H E. Elliott and Mrs. H. E. Funk as the owner, at 922-24 E. Vernon 
Avenue, at a cost of $2,500.00. A second permit issued the same day calls for an 
additional single family residence at the rear of the lot. There was also another small 
cottage that had been built around 1902. By 1921, the land had been earmarked for a 
new school and the houses were removed. The duplex was moved to its present site at 
4321-23 Bums Avenue, a distance of some 20 miles, by Hyram Rosen, at a cost of 
$250.00.

The neighborhood on Bums Avenue was just beginning to fully develop in 1921, 
when the 7-ycar old duplex was set on its new concrete foundation The moving 
permit, which was issued on November 21, 1921, also called for painting, papering 
and plumbing work on the house A second permit was issued on February 14, 1922 
for the construction of a four car garage at the cost of $400.00.

There are no other permits on file, which is indicative of the fact that the duplex 
appears to be unaltered with all siding, windows and doors being intact.
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Building Permit History 
4321-23 Burns Avenue 

East Hollywood

April 3, 1914: Building Permil No. 7075 to construct a 1-story 7-room 30' X 54' 
frame 2-family residence at 922 E Vernon Avenue on Lot 2, Block 
2 of H. M. Ames First Subdivision of Vernon.
Owner: Mrs. H. E. Funk 
Architect: FI. E. Elliott 
Contractor: II. E. Elliott 
Cost: $2,500.00

Building Permit No, 32549 relocate 2-family house from 922-24 E. 
Vernon Avenue to 4321-23 Bums Avenue do painting and 
papering, also plumbing connections and underpinning on a 
concrete foundation, on Lot 166 of Connor’s Subdivision of the 
Johannsen Tract.
Owner: Hyram Rosen 
Architect: None 
Contractor: H. Rosen 
Cost: $250.00

November 21, 1921:

Building Permit No. 4704 to construct a 1-story, 16’ X 36’ frame 4- 
car garage.
Owner. H. Rosen 
Architect: None 
Contractor: A. Yousoruff 
Cost: $400.00

August 14, 1924
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Section VI 
Historical Outline

The Funk-Rosen Duplex is located within Connors Subdivision of the Johannsen 
Tract, a tract of land consisting of 476 Lots, that was recorded on April 9, 1887, being 
a subdivision of the Northwest 1/4 of Section 18, Township 1 South, Range 13 West. 
The tract, which was developed during the great land boom of 1885-1889, was 
developed by land speculators Charles Connor, a carver, real estate agents Samuel K. 
Lindley and J. P. McCarthy, and attorney Moises Langley Wicks. The land was the 
former farm of Thomas Johannsen. Bom in Denmark in 1822, Johannsen had farmed 
the land in the area then referred to as Cahuenga for many years. Retirement evidently 
was not total bliss for the former fanner. In 1896, his wife, Eloise, filed for divorce.

The subdivision was a part of the great Southern California Land Boom of the 1880s, 
when land skyrocketed in value and then crashed as the boom went bust in 1889. The 
Johannsen Tract was no exception. It was located to the West of the city and did not 
become a part of Los Angeles until the Colegrove annexation in 1909

Bums Avenue, which was named Vine Street m 1887, had very little development 
prior to that date. There were several single family houses on the street, but all were 
later demolished or moved off the street. The current development began around 1920 
with the first two sets of flats being constructed. Several more sets of flats were built 
the following year when the subject duplex was relocated to the street. The remaining 
single family homes yielded to multi-family development over the next four decades, 
with the last one being replaced in 1964.

The subject duplex was designed and built by contractor H. E. Elliott for Mrs. Hattie 
Elizabeth Funk, a 50 year old widowed nurse, at 922-922L2 E. Vernon Avenue in 
1914 on a lot that already had a small house on it. Another single family house was 
also built on the lot at the same time. The building arrangement was to be short lived, 
as the block was soon earmarked for the construction of McKinley Avenue Junior 
High School, several years later. Just seven years after its construction, the duplex was 
bought by Hyman Rosen, who, along with his wife, Bertha, were both naturalized 
citizens that had immigrated from Poland in 1904. They had recently moved to Los 
Angeles from Nashville, Tennessee, where they had run an antique shop.

The Rosens moved into the 4323 half of the duplex and ran a furniture business. At 
some point after 1930 they either divorced or Bertha passed away. No records could 
be located for either scenario. Hyman Rosen is showing in voter registration records 
as single until 1948, when his new wife, Jessie, appears in the record.
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The Rosens sold the property around 1954 to Gitla Spiwak, Cuban immigrant, who 
lived in the duplex along with his wife Naftule and children, Helen and Benjamin. 
Later, after her marriage, Helen’s husband, Alex S. Weisz. The Spiwak family was to 
retain ownership through two generations until October 1, 2003, when it was deeded 
to Samuel Lee and Glen Suh.

In 2013 it went to Priority 1 Capital, LLC which transferred it to Joo Y. Kang on 
August 31, 2016, who later added James Junghyun Young to the deed on March 10, 
2017.
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Section VII
Historical Significance

The Funk-Rosen Duplex is not associated with any one individual of significance. 
The Rosens and some subsequent owners were immigrants and a case could be argued 
that it is important as a home for immigrants. However, that argument is weak.

The duplex is, however, a good example of its genre and has architectural 
significance. The previous reports both glossed over the architecture of the house, 
not giving it a complete architectural description or any discussion on the integrity of 
the building.

One argument has been presented that it lost its historic context because it was moved. 
However this is not a recent move. The duplex was only 7 years old when it was 
moved and it was placed on its present site on Bums Avenue in 1921, right during the 
primary development period for the block. The duplex was to become a part of that 
development period, not an infill.

The neighborhood was partially developed with single family housing, but all of the 
early single family homes were replaced with multi-family housing beginning in 1920 
and continuing until 1964, when the last single family home was removed and the 
transformation to multi family homes was completed.

The neighborhood has remained virtually the same for over 50 years, with the 
exception of the two building constructed in 1985 at 4330 Bums Avenue.
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Section VIII 
Conclusion

The Funk-Rosen Duplex retains virtually all of its original design elements, with a 
high level of architectural integrity.

It can be a contributor to a local Historic Preservation Overly Zone or a California 
Register district, as the immediate neighborhood is full of buildings built between 
1920 and 1964 that could be viewed as contributors to a Historic district. A larger 
survey might reveal a higher rate of contributing structures to a potential district.

The duplex retains virtually all of its original historic integrity and is a good 
representative type specimen of a Craftsman duplex. This fact is not noted in the 
two earlier reports. It has been a part of the Bums Avenue neighborhood since the 
earliest part of its period of significance as a multi-family neighborhood (1920
1964). Again, the two previous reports fail to note this fact

The Funk-Rosen Duplex retains its integrity and has a high level of architectural 
detailing and, therefore, is subject to environmental review as a historic resource 
and cannot be given a categorical exemption under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA).

The Duplex can be viewed as a contributor to a California Register historic district 
(Status Code 3CD) or as a contributor to a Los Angeles Historic Preservation 
Overlay Zone (Status Code 5D3).

It is my professional opinion that the Duplex clearly qualifies as a historic resource 
under CEQA, and that its demolition would therefore be a significant Project 
impact. Under CEQA, the City is required to prepare an environmental impact 
report that includes a range of alternatives to the proposed development. These 
alternatives must offer a development that would not impact the Duplex,
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Section IX 
Photographs
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Funk-Rosen Duplex,frontfacade, 4321-23 Bums Avenue, April 22, 2018 ( Charles J. Fisher photo)
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Funk-Rosen Duplex, front pediment, 4321-23 Bums Avenue, April 22, 2018 (Charles J. Fisher photo)
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Funk-Rosen Duplex, from pediment details, 4321-23 Burns Avenue, April 22, 2018 (Charles J. Fisher photo)
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Funk-Rosen Duplex, East facade, 4321-23 Burns Avenue, April 22, 2018 ( Charles J. Fisher photo)
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Funk-Rosen Duplex, rafters and siding, 4321-23 Burns Avenue, April 22, 2018 ( Charles J. Fisher photo j
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Funk-Rosen Duplex H'essl facade, 4321-23 Burns Avenue. April 22, 2018 ( Charles J. Fisher photo)
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Funk-Rosen Duplex, porch column, 4321-23 Burns Avenue, April 22, 2018 ( Charles J. Fisher photo)
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Funk-Rosen Duplex, front stoop, 4321-23 Burns Avenue, April 22, 2018 ( Charles J. Fisher photo)
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Funk-Rosen Duplex, detail of railing cap, 4321-23 Burns Avenue, April 22, 2018 ( Charles J. Fisher photo)
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Funk-Rosen Duplex, front porch, 4321-23 Burns Avenue, April 22, 2018 ( Charles J. Fisher photo)
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Funk-Rosen Duplex, porch railing, 4321-23 Burns Avenue, April 22, 2018 (CharlesJ. Fisher photo)

---i ^ -
*

II
II■ l

■CP-

|-

1 -■

W

Olsen House, built-in buffet, 1053 S Fedora Street, June 26, 2017 (Charles J Fisher photo)
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Funk-Rosen Duplex, dining room, 4321-23 Bums Avenue, April 22, 2018 (Charles J. Fisher photo)
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Funk-Rosen Duplex, Irving room ceiling, 4321-23 Burns Avenue, April 22, 2018 ( Charles J. Fisher photo)
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Funk-Rosen Duplex, casement windows, 4321-23 Bums Avenue, April 22, 2018 ( Charles J. Fisher photo)
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Funk-Rosen Duplex, front facade obscured, 4321-23 Burns Avenue, April 22, 2018 ( Charles J. Fisher photo)
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September 18, 2018

Doug Haines
La Mirada Ave Neighborhood Association
P.O Box 93596
Los Angeles, CA 90093

Los Angeles City Council 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: 4321 Burns Ave. appeal: Council File 18-0659

Chair Huizer and honorable council members:

The proposed project at 4321 Burns Ave. has been improperly granted a Class 32 Categorical Exemption 
from review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). However, a Class 32 exemption is 
not permitted when there are cumulative impacts from similar projects in the vicinity of the project.

Please note the attached list of recent and current residential development projects near the 4321 Burns 
Ave. site that have also been deemed categorically exempt from CEQA, or are likely to receive a Class 32 
exemption. These projects total 421 residential units. Adding such density is likely to create significant 
impacts to the environment, including but not limited to impacts to Traffic and Circulation, Public 
Resources, Land Use Planning, Population, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and other factors

Please note that this is a conservative list of recently proposed and approved discretionary projects, and is 
in no manner a complete list of all of the development on-going in the vicinity of development at 4321 
Burns Ave.

Thank you,



Residential projects within vicinity of 4321 Burns Ave. that have not conducted
environmental review

Entitlement Request Project descriptionAddress
Small Lot Subdivision (AA 73520) 5-unit small lot4136 Normal Ave.

subdivision on 7,752 
sq. ft. lotApplicant: Chris Schwanitz 

281 961 2466
Representative. T'hree6ixty LLC 
4132 Normal Ave.
Applicant: James Quai Chi Tran

4-unit Small Lot Subdivision
AA-2018-721 -PMLA ZAA-SL; 
ENV -2018-722-EAF

Demo 1920,3 unit 
house for 36-foot tall 
small lot subdivision

4344 Willow Brook Ave. Small lot subdivision (VTT-73277 
SL; ENV 2015 3400-EAF)

5-unit subdivision in 
the RD 1.5-1 XL 
Zone.Applicant: Todd Neal 

Representative: Rubens Calderon 
626 318-2168

Demo existing single-family home 
and construct 2 condos

540 N. Commonwealth Ave. Demo house in R2 
Zone and subdivide 
lot for two condosOwner: Yaron Hochdorf 

Rep: Nick Kazemi 
818 999-9890

AA 2018-3059-PMLA; 
ENV 2018-3058 CE
Demo 1910 home to build a 17-unit, 
5-story, 48-foot-tall apartment w/2 
affordable units and 13 parking 
spaces
DIR 2018-1421-SPP 
ADM 2017-5317-TOC 
ENV-2018 1422

TOC project 
requesting 70% 
density increase, 22- 
foot height increase, 
reduced side yards 
and open space

627 N. Juanita Ave.

Apphcant: Gabe Joncs/Jeff King 
Rep' Veronica Becerra 
213 272-4784

24-unit mixed use, adjustment for 
55 feet (5 stories) and 20% reduced 
open space (DIR 2015-4274)

646 N. Virgil; 3976 Melrose Ave. 24-unit condo with 
2.074 sq. ft. retail. 
48 parking spaces, 
combine 12 
guest/retail spaces.

Applicant: ToddWaxman 
310 770-6211
Representative’ Jeff Farrington 
4site Real Estate 
818 7264818
1125 N. Virgil Ave. Project Permit Compliance Review 

add two duplexes to rear of single 
family home.
DIR 2016-2632SPP

Donald Holtz, Holtz Architecture 
213 377-5550
Owner Robert Berry
4652-4658 La Mirada Ave. 10-unit Small Lot Subdivision Demo 5 RSO units 

on two lots of 
bungalow court 
/duplex, build 10-unit 
SLS, w/Exception to 
SNAP to join 2 lots 
of 16,175 sq.ft., 36- 
foot height in lieu of 
30 max, 10-foot side

VTT-74357 SL
DIR 2017-2525-SPE SPP SPPA

Applicant: Farhad Nikoo, Sunset 
Media
Rep. Design and Construction (818) 
755 9000

ZAA
ENV 2017-2524-EAF



yard fence,reduce 
open space from 20 
ft. to 16 feet

12-unit TOC Apartment bldg.
DIR-2018-347-TOC-SPP-SPPA- 
WDI; RNV-2018-348-EAF

4575 Santa Monica Blvd. Demo two 2-story 
auto repair garages; 
construction of a 5- 
story, 60-foot tall, 
12-unit, 14,000 sq. ft. 
apartment 
C2-1D Zone and 
Subarea R of the

Applicant Amirali Shakoorian

Specific Plan.
79-unit, 4-story, 51-foot-tall, 
153,475 sq. ft. with 14,780 retail

Mixed use density 
bonus, demo existing 
retail, 35% density 
bonus, average FAR, 
increase height 18 
feet, tie 7 lots ____

600 N. Vermont Ave.

Applicant: Saeed Kohanoff. Rep 
Kings Wood. CPC 2016-2852

9-unit, 3-story condo w/25 parking 
spaces.

Demo 1907 home1245 N. New Hampshire

Two 2-unit duplexes Project Permit 
Compliance review; 
Demo 1921 duplex; 
adjustment for 20% 
reduction front yard

1119-1121 N. Berendo St.

DIR 2,017-1989-SPP-SPPAApplicant: Darryl White 
310 448 9500 '
Rep: Aaron Brumer: 310 422 9234

Two 3-story duplexes After-the fact1118 N. Heliotrope
approval of illegal 
demo of 1920 single
family home, 
construction of 2 30-

DIR 2017-2481-SPPApplicant. David Vivanco 
Rep: Lucio Rivera 323 246 4815

foot-tall duplexes
21-unit apt. w/3 affordable units Density bonus 21- 

unit apt 45-feet tall, 
35% density increase, 
20% reduction rear

1111-1117 N. Kenmore Ave.

DIR 2017-2254 DBApplicant: Jacques Mashihi 
310 855-0823

yard, height increase
13-unit apt. w/1 affordable unit Illegally demo 1919 

single family home, 
construct 13-unit, 3- 
level apt. 38-feet tall, 
28% density increase 
and 8-foot height

1223 N. Edgemont

DIR 2017-2402-SPPApplicant: Paul Schon 858 361-9334 
Rep.: Eric Lieberman 818 997-8033

increase
Plan approval and expansion by 6 
beds.

Expansion.415 N. Hoover St. (ZA 2001 3205- 
ZV ZAA-ZAD-SPP-PA2; ENV 
2015 1376 CE)
Applicant Gateways Hospital 
Mara Pelsman 323 644 2000

Demolition of existing church and 26-foottall,4,224 sq.4527 Lexington Ave.



construction of 2 new 2-story 
duplexes.
(DIR 2015- 4317)

ft. project on a 6,400 
sq. ft. lot in the 
RD 1.5-1 XL Zone

Applicant: James Gann 
Representative: Lucio Rivera, 
Adaptive Design 323 584-0299

4522 Lexington Ave. Project Permit Compliance 9-unit 
apt.
DIR 2016-1086-SPPApplicant: Matthew Foss 

310 227-6577
Transit Oriented Community 
Permanent Supportive Housing 
project.

Vermont/Santa Monica Metro 
station affordable housing project

196 units with 12,986 
sq. ft. of commercial

Applicant: Little Tokyo Service 
Center
4635-4637 Lexington Ave. Demolish 1923 3- bed home for 1 

house, 2 duplexes.
Project Permit 
Compliance Review

Applicant: Stephen Morris, Sigil 
Realty Co. LLC. 310 730 9066 
Rep : Lucio Rivera, RDCS Inc., 323 
246 4815

DIR 2017-1739 SPP

TOTAL 421 UNITS NEAR 4321 BURNS AVE.


