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Brian Harris 
747 1/2 N. Hayworth Ave. 

Los Angeles, CA 90046

March 1,2016

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

Re: UPDATE LETTER: Proposed Designation of 750 N. Edinburgh Avenue
(CHC-2015-3386-HCM)

Honorable Councilmembers,

I am writing to you concerning a letter presented to CD-5 at the last moment by a 
structural engineer retained by the building owner at the request of the Los Angeles 
Conservancy. The author of the letter is David Cocke of Structural Focus and it is 
addressed to Guy Penini, tne principal of the property owner.

I received his letter late this afternoon, on the eve of the final Council vote on the 
designation. Although the letter is addressed to the owner, and the owner promised to 
send me all reports as they are received, the owner did not send the letter to me.

This last-minute letter illustrates the point that I raised in my letter of yesterday, 
February 29, i.e., that the owner stalled the Conservancy for as long as it possibly could 
in arranging for this inspection, so as to run out the clock and leave neighbors (and the 
Council office) with virtually no time to evaluate or meaningfully respond to the 
conclusions made by the expert before the Council votes. I wish to reiterate my 
strenuous objection to the owner’s refusal to allow my own experts, who include a 
historic architect and a licensed civil engineer, to visit the site io make their own 
conclusions.
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The main risk of a last-minute letter is that it might be misinterpreted. Here, Mr. 
Cocke said that he visited the site only yesterday, March 1. Based upon that visit and 
review of some of the owner’s reports, he then makes a recommendation for 
“structurally renabilitating the building.” This recommendation involves essentially 
raising the four buildings, then demolishing the existing foundation, surrounding the 
buildings witn grade beams, and finally installing 8 “piers” (i.e., piles, or caissons) 
around each building to support the beams.

Mr. Cocke’s letter tnen refers to a separate letter by Marc Bourdages of Partner 
Engineering and Science, Inc. (PES), dated February 16, 2016, which sets forth cost 
estimates for three repair scenarios. This letter was written at the owner’s request, and 
was submitted to the Council office last week in a support of the owner’s argument that 
all conceivable repair scenarios are prohibitively expensive.

Although the PES letter set out three repair scenarios (A, B and C), of particular 
interest for purposes of Mr. Cocke’s letter is Scenario “C.” That scenario involves 
raising the building and then installing “helical piers” below it. Mr. Cocke says that “The 
estimated cost for rehabilitation as presented in PES’s ‘Scenario C’ seems to be similar 
to the scheme” that Mr. Cocke now recommends.

It is highly questionable whether Scenario “C” is necessary to repair these 
buildings. My expert, Dr Daniel Pradel, a licensed civil engineer and UCLA professor 
with more than 25 years of experience in Los Angeles, provided his opinion in a letter to 
dated February 12 that “I have never encountered a project of this type (single story 
buildings, in flat land with only one foot fill depth) where piles were used!” In a 
subsequent letter dated February 26, after reviewing Mr. Bourdages’ letter and the three 
scenarios it described, he called all three scenarios (including Scenario “C”) 
“extraordinary and extreme” and instead recommended three far simpler alternative 
repair methods that were not considered by Mr. Bourdages.

Dr. Pradei raised serious questions about the qualifications of Mr. Bourdages to 
speak about structural engineering matters, given that he has no license as an 
engineer. Moreover, while Mr. Bourdages claims to provide cost estimates for the three 
scenarios, even his qualifications as a cost estimator are in doubt. He does not have 
either a contractor’s license or a license in architecture, or even a certification as a 
professional cost estimator (PCE). Instead, as Dr. Pradel noted in his February 26 
letter, Mr. Bourdages “appears to have studied interior design and has mainly worked 
for realty and commercial real estate companies.”

This is part of a pattern in which the owner submits purported “expert” reports 
that, on closer examination, are notning more than advocacy pieces designed to 
achieve a predetermined result.
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The reason that Mr. Bourdages’ letter is suddenly important now is that today’s 
last-minute letter from Mr. Cocke refers to Mr. Bourdages’ letter. The unsophisticated 
reader might draw the inference that Mr. Cocke has reviewed, and may generally agree 
with, Mr. Bourdages’ cost estimates for Scenario “C” - even though all Mr. Cocke said is 
that this scenario “seems to be similar" to what he proposed.

Unfortunately, because of the owner’s delay in providing access to the property, 
it is too late now to ask Mr Cocke whether he reviewed the cost estimates by Mr. 
Bourdages. But it seems doubtful that he did. First, Mr. Cocke’s qualifications are in 
structural engineering; he does not claim to be qualified to estimate construction costs. 
Second, if Mr. Cocke had carefully reviewed these cost est,mates, he would surely have 
discovered some very important errors made by Mr. Bourdages - errors which, if 
corrected, would cause the costs to be less than one-tourth of the amount estimated.

The errors in Mr. Bourdages1 cost estimates for Scenario “C” are described in the 
attached letter from Michael Mekeel of Offenhauser/Mekeel Architects dated March 1, 
2016. Mr. Mekeel is a licensed historic architect with substantial experience in building 
and developing structures in Los Angeles and retrofitting historic buildings. He has 
visited the site and written two letters to the Council office about the costs of repair, and 
he met with Council office staff on February 5 to explain his findings.

Mr. Mekeel begins his letter by describing a simple math error with enormous 
consequences: Even assuming that all of the iine items in Mr. Bourdages’ cost list are 
simply added together (with no adjustments), the total amount for repairs per building is 
just $510,372, which is less than half the amount listed by Mr. Bourdages.

However, it does not end there.

Mr. Mekeel is qualified both by license and by experience to prepare cost 
estimates for construction jobs of this type. He has reviewed the various line items and 
describes them as “simply absurd”. In his letter, Mr. Mekeel sets out the entire itemized 
list and substitutes his own cost estimate for each.

The result: Repair costs per building of $236,234.95, which is less than one- 
quarter of Mr. Bourdages’ estimate.

The owner may wish to have Mr. Bourdages be the sole arbiter of the cost of 
repairing these buildings in light of the last-minute submittal oy Mr. Cocke, but the 
important thing to remember is that the owner has created the situation in which the 
Council office now finds itself, which is that the clock has run out and a decision must be 
made with insufficient information.
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The fact is that Mr. Bourdages nas no qualifications to speak about structural 
engineering or to give cost estimates. He doesn’t check his math. And, he creates 
inflated cost numbers that bear no resemblance to reality.

Must the Council office rely on Mr. Bourdages? I think not.

The Council office also need not give in to the owner’s attempt to control the 
number and timing of opinions on how to repair these buildings, in order to force a 
particular outcome. I have repeatedly asked for access for both my historic architect,
Mr. Mekeel, and for my civil engineer, Dr. Pradel. They both continue to believe that the 
installation of foundation piers and even the raising of the structure are simply 
unnecessary, and that other solutions are available. By refusing the access I have 
requested, the owner has suppressed possible solutions that could be far less 
expensive even than the $236,234 estimate that Mr. Mekeel has set forth in his letter.

The proper way to proceed now, in light of this last-minute information, is for the 
Council to designate the buildings tomorrow, and then let the owner make any argument 
t wishes to make about the expense of rehabilitation in a future proceeding before the 
Cultural Heritage Commission. That future proceeding can take as long as it needs to 
take. All of the various opinions will come into play, and all of the necessary questions 
can be asked. The arbiters will not be Council members, but rather, the Commission’s 
own members, several of whom are licensed architects, with the assistance of the 
Office of Historic Resources, which is led by Historic Preservation Architect Lambert 
Giessinger.

The Los Angeles Conservancy has endorsed this approach. So do I and the 
neighbors.

Thank you for your consideration of my opinion.

Sincerely,

Brian Harris

Enclosure
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February 26, 2016

Councilman Koretz 
Council District 5
200 North Spring Street, Suite 440 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re. SECOND UPDATE LETTER: Proposed Designation of 750 N. Edinburgh Avenue 
(CHC-2015-3386-HCM)

Dear Councilman Koretz:

This is a second update to my previous letters to you dated Fepruary 1, 2016 and February 26, 
2016. As you may recall, I wrote a letter to you on February 1 to discuss my findings that the 
buildings could be restored to rental use for a total of $125,000 for all four buildings (or $15,625 
per unit). Then, on February 26,1 wrote a letter to provide cost estimates for three typical 
methods for mitigating foundations in expansive soil identified by a civil engineer, Dr. Daniel 
Pradel, P.E., G.E of Shannon & Wilson, Inc.

This letter is to provide you with the results of my review of a letter dated February 16, 2016, by 
IViarc Bourdages of Partner Engineering and Science. Inc. (PES), which sets forth cost estimates 
for three repair scenarios, and specifically Scenario "C" as set forth in that letter.

My conclusion is that Mr. Bourdage's estimate for Scenario "C" ($1,082,053 per building for 
four buildings) is simply absurd. In fact, even assuming this extraordinary and extreme 
method - something that I question is even necessary - the estimated rehabilitation cost is 
less than one-fourth the costs he quotes, or $236,23^.95 per building.

Qualifications.

Offenhauser Mexeel Architects are historic preservation architects as well as real estate 
developers. We have designed, preserved, restored, owned and maintained numerous historic 
buildings in the City of Los Angeles. We also currently own and maintain The Toberman House 
which is Los Angeles Cultural Historic Monument #769; it was the home of the second mayor of 
Los Angeles. We are experts in restoring historic buildings.

February 16 letter from Mr. Bourdages.

The most recent information relevant to this designation is a letter dated February 16, 2016, 
from Marc Bourdages of Partner Engineering and Science, Inc. (PES). The letter describes three 
scenarios for repairing the structures, the last of which is Scenario "C". The cost estimate is set 
forth in an itemized chart.

I reviewed this chart carefully. It was immediately obvious to me that the cost estimate was 
simply absurd, amounting to over $1,082,053 per building, or more than $900 per square foot.
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This sort of construction cost simply does not occur in the rehabilitation of one-story buildings 
on flat land, even when they are in the worst possible condition.

I first noted that Mr. Bourdages' had made a simple math error with enormous consequences: 
Even assuming that all of the line items in Mr. Bourdages' cost list are simply added together 
(with no adjustments), the total amount for repairs per building is just $510,372, which is less 
than half the amount listed by Mr. Bourdages. This is reflected in the attached exhibit, which 
shows Mr. Bourdages' chart with my own calculations of the same figures in the column to the 
right (labeled "CORRECTED").

I then reviewed Mr. Bourdages' estimates in the line items, and it was apparent to me that many 
of them were extremely inflated. For example:

- Foundation and piers (including excavation) was estimated at over $645,000 when 16- 
foot deep piers would cost about $278,000.

- Finish carpentry and plaster were estimated at over $2^5,000, when this work should 
cost about $20,000 given that for a historic building most finishes would remain intact

- $84,000 was specified for "cabinets" when the existing kitchen and livingroom cabinets 
are historic features that can be (and should be) preserved.

- $32,000 was specified for civil/geotechnical engineering when the project already has an 
approved soils report and a geotechnical engineer will do perhaps two inspections and 
write a brief report, costing about $8,000.

- Contractor's fees and profit were specified at over $876,000, when $110,000 reflects the 
listed percentages applied to Direct Costs.

In the exhibit, in the column to the right ("REALISTIC REHAB") I specified the more realistic 
amounts that resulted from my calculation. A more careful review with pricing from licensed 
contractors might result in lower numbers than what I have used.

As a final note, I used a different approach from Mr. Bourdages in handling the garage. In order 
to aoportion the costs of rehabilitating the garage to the various units, Mr. Bourdages assumed 
that the various units were substantially larger than they actually are (644 square feet rather 
than the actual 532 square feet). This corrupted his analysis, because it means that various per- 
square-foot cost items that do not apply to a garage (such as foundation piers, finish carpentry, 
plumbing, and heating) were all added to the estimate for the entire square footage of the 
garage. Instead of this approach, i simply assumed a flat $36,000 to rehabilitate the garage

The final result of my analysis was that repair costs per building were $236,234.95 This is less 
than one-quarter of Mr. Bourdages' estimate.

Sincerely,

Michael Mekeel
Offe.nhauser/Mekeel Architects



SCENARIO C Raise e , sti' q structure install njw concrete foundation 
supported b> he'-c.- piers and ledger plates, level end rettabi itate 
e-Hre it urKre

Scope <ii Work TOTAL Cost 4/4F

SOFT COSTS

Historical+^6Kr«vAtics!* *. cns.. 7. ?6 $
Architect $
Civil / x*x~. - wa\ i.: 4,300 j ItCI $
£ros*on Control f nn K2Q0 l_bt. $
Structural .i.uua $
Mfc - Desgn t--qi ■ ,-->i tie 241) $
■ t expediter 6©i? i ynJ $

1 —.Tilltf uoo lU'l $
Total Soft Costs. H,M>0 22.6? $

.....-... _ _..........................................
Hazmat Abatement

OSeM Rtoft MO Ej.-J- s
ACM Abatameet ; M. 1 $
-BP Abatement 4 -77 $
',.lH At Monitoring I Mi- >. 1 ■ s

Total FTaiMat Co»ta 12,130 141 Jit s

VablFization Costs
(4v. Jr. . It. Vj ,<ftLire Jth | H iSO .............. $

fatal MobiliEalton Costs 3. *50 5.20 $

HARD COSTS

4 It* Mtoslt
t (i .I JSZtfirt b,iia3 io.sb $
. - irm Drainage system _ *0 1,HD $

Tcssndatioo^ S:r_cturai steel Kill Jlni $
Helicai Piers a Offset Let! gets L:S loo .yi s
Ccraiiftte ■ Ishvark 1 236! 6.4 J $
cst Escaping iOOil i±l $
irr gat on Systems $50 : .01 $

Total Site Will'll Costs: £8*514 137.44 s

Dnect ttehabiliration Cost (Rebuild)
Specialty Qentoltion Allowance- > 5 .. _■ 11.66 s
Rough Carpentry Hi S:.-i . 16.il $

CORRECTED REALISTIC REHAB

TOTAL PER 1,064 
$/SF SF BUILDING

TOTAL PER 1,064 
$/SF SF BUILDING

7.76 s 8,256.64 5 2.35 $ 2,500.00 $10,000 fee for trie project
- $ - $ $ -

6.21 $ 6,607.44 S 1.83 $ 2,000.00 $8,000 total fee for project
1.86 $ 1,979.04 $ 0.78 s 300.00 $1,200 fee for project
4.66 $ 4,958.24 S 1.41 s 1,500.00 $6,000 fee for project

- $ $ $ -
0.93 $ 989.52 $ 0.56 $ 600.00 $2,400 fee for project
1.24 $ 1,319.36 $ 0,75 $ 800.00 $3,200 fee for project

22.66 $ 24,110.24 $ 7.24 $ 7,700.00

0.93 $ 989.52 s 0.93 $ 989.52 Same $/sf
4.39 $ 4,670.9b $ 4.39 $ 4,670 96 Same $/sf
8.07 $ 8,586.48 $ 8.07 $ 8,586.48 Same $/sf
5.43 $ 5,777.52 1 5.43 $ 5,777.52 Same $/sf

18.82 $ 20,024.48 $ 18.82 $ 20,024.48

5.20 $ 5,532.80 $ 5.20 $ 5,532.80 Same $/sf

5.20 $ 5,532.80 $ 5.20 $ 5,532 80

10.56 $ 11,235.84 $ - $ Included in grade beam cost
1.49 $ 1,585.36 $ 1 49 $ 1,500.00 Same $/sf

13 78 $ 14,661.92 $ 35 24 $ 37,500.00 $250/LF grade beam
100.93 $ 107,389.52 $ 30.08 $ 32,000 00 $250/LF caisson

6.57 $ 6,990.48 $ 1.88 $ 2,000.00 Allowance
3.11 $ 3,309.04 $ 1.88 $ 2,000.00 Allowance
1.01 $ 1,074.64 $ 0 94 $ 1,000.00 Allowance

137.45 $ 146,246.80 $ 71.51 $ 76,000.00

11.65 $ 12,395.60 $ 2.82 $ 3,000.00 Allowance
16.31 $ 17,353.84 $ 4.23 $ 4,500.00 Sheai wall and cripple wall o



liiiu'.v on '■»s 1 11.48 | s
Ex'? ti*itti f-r.Kh -ili. )M ' 5
b<l r. ’ f’( I'r’HT ii id!? 163 : $

.-v h- ‘1 /*'r j f .1! j $
Wi :l \v' 1 i ‘ | $
RcsoLng, 1! H':.l i :j. f ascia j 10.25 S
<>a fac* Door 1,815 ■ l,.Bi | $

| finish Carpentry _______________I________ 15,611 I 24.24
inter, or Wall HiBSh (piaster) 15.0Kb 23.43
Painting 2.9*13 4.42

Rough Plumbing & Connections K.71D 13.52
finish Plumbing St Accessories) :-^.5 . 3.67
Rough Electrical 1.633 4.W
Finrsn Electrical 376 L‘2
floor Coverings L290 230

Ceramic Tile LS20 2.93
Sttower and Tub Snclosuiei 2,3.15 3.S0
Cabinets 10.500 16.30
Countertops LOCO 1.55
Appliance* 1,450 115
Heating and Cooling Systems 1.650

Tuts Life Safety iSmoke/CO Alarms) 5«> 0.78
total Direct Costa: 312,313 485.89

Genet at Conditions
Final Oean-up
Fen<ung / Prosecboct 550 085

Insurance 2,347 3.64
Utility Safe-pff 3t Connections 1,012 1.57 I
Permits fit Utilities 3,113 4J86

Total General CamKHaiu Cost: 8,094 12.57

Fees & Contingency
Contingency (10%) 31.13)1 45.SS
Construction Management (5%) 15 64b 24’9
General Conditions (8%) 25,033 33.37
General Contractor's O/H+P |12%) 37,553 56.31

Total Fees fit ContJiigency Cost 139,519 170.06

TOTAL PROJECT COST (PER UNIT): 541.026 840.10
TOTAL PROJECT COST (pm BUILDING): 1.032,051 981.68

Garage (proportionate cost per building) included

TOTAL PROJECT COST w/garage (PER BUILDING) Sl.082.053

11.48 s 12,214.72 $ 3.13 5 3,328.00 Sl/SF enclosure
32.57 s 34,654 48 $ 5.92 $ 6,300.00 $3/Sr enclosure

3.63 $ 3,862.32 s 3.76 $ 4,000.00 Allowance for rehab
7.34 s 7,809.76 $ 2.82 $ 3,000 00 Allowance for rehab
7.92 s 8,426 88 s 2.82 $ 3,000.00 Allowarce for rehab

10.25 $ 10,906.00 $ 5.00 $ 5,320.00 $4/SF Roofing
2.83 $ 3,011.12 $ * $ - No garage doors

- $ - $ - s -
24 24 $ 25,791.36 $ 1.88 $ 2,000.00 Allowance for rehab
23.43 $ 24,929.52 $ 2.82 $ 3,000.00 Allowance for patching

4.42 s 4,702.88 $ 4.42 $ 4,702.88 Sane
13.52 $ 14,385.28 $ 8.00 5 8,512.00 Cost of iast project

3 67 $ 3,904.88 $ 3.67 $ 3,904.88 Same
4 IS $ 4,458.16 $ 4.19 $ 4,458.16 Same
1.52 $ 1,617.28 $ 1.52 $ 1,617.28 Same
2.0C $ 2,128.00 s 2.00 $ 2,128.00 Same
2 98 $ 3,170.72 $ 2.98 $ 3,17072 Same
3 59 $ 3,819.76 $ 1 41 s 1,500.00 2 shower doors at $750

16.30 $ 17,343.20 $ $ - existing
1 55 $ 1,649.20 $ 1.55 s 1,500 00 Same
2.25 $ 2,394.00 $ 2.25 $ 3,000 00 Same
2.56 $ 2,723.84 $ 2.56 $ 6,000.00 Same
0.78 $ 829.92 $ 0.78 $ 1,000.00 Same

210.98 $ 224,482.72 $ 70.53 s 78,941.92

0.85 $ 904.40 $ 0.85 $ 904 40 Same
3.64 $ 3,S72.9G $ 3.64 $ 3,872.96 Same
1.57 $ 1,670.48 $ 1.57 $ 1,670.48 Same
4.66 $ 4,958.24 $ 4.66 $ 4,958 24 Same

10.72 $ 11,406 08 $ 10.72 $ 11,406.08

21.10 $ 22,448.2/ $ 7.42 $ 7,894 19
10.55 $ 11,224.14 $ 3.71 $ 3,947 10
16.88 $ 17,958.62 $ 5.94 $ 6,315.35
25.32 $ 26,937.93 $ 8.90 $ 9,473.03

73.84 $ 78,568.95 $ 2S.97 $ 27,629.67

479.67 $ 255,186.04 $ 213.57 $ 113,617.48
479.67 s 510,372.07 $ 213.57 $ 227,234 95

$ 9,000.00 $ 9,OGG.OO 300 Sf @ $30/SF

$ 519,372.07 $ 236,234.95


