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Dear Honorable Members of the Los Angeles City Council: 
 

This firm represents Save Weddington with regard to the City of Los Angeles’ 
consideration of the designation of the Studio City Golf and Tennis Club as a Historic Cultural 
Monument (“HCM”). Save Weddington supports the designation but objects to the revised 
findings which appear to narrow the important characterics to simply the “clubhouse, golf ball 
light standards, putting green, and brick wall with weeping mortar surrounding the front lawn at 
the northeast edge of the property.” Save Weddington also objects to the revised findings’ 
replacement of the word “gold course” with recreational facility.”  These revised findings are 
inconsistent with the HCM application and the recommendation of the Cultural Heritage 
Commission (“HCM”). In fact, the supporters of the HCM Application, including a dozen 
Neighborhood Councils, the Los Angeles Conservancy and environmental groups, were 
completely caught off guard and surprised by the revised findings – which were presented at the 
very last minute with absolutely no notice to the public.  

 
The City’s proposed revised findings are legally inadequate. The City proposes to adopt 

the following findings: 
 

a. Studio City Golf and Tennis Club “exemplifies significant contributions to the 
broad cultural, economic or social history of the nation, state, city or 
community” as an excellent example of a 1950s private recreational facility 
open for public use in Studio City. 
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b. Studio City Golf and Tennis Club “embodies the distinctive characteristics of 
a style, type, period, or method or construction,” including the clubhouse, 
golf ball light standards, putting green, and brick wall with weeping 
mortar surrounding the front lawn at the northeast edge of the property, 
as an excellent example of a 1950s community recreational facility. 

 
These findings conflict with those adopted by the Cultural Heritage Commission 

(“Commission”) which were as follows: 
 

• Studio City Golf and Tennis Club "exemplifies significant contributions to the broad 
cultural, economic or social history of the nation, state, city or community” as an 
excellent example of a 1950s private recreational facility and golf club in Studio City. 
 

• Studio City Golf and Tennis Club "embodies the distinctive characteristics of a style, 
type, period, or method of construction” as an excellent example of a 1950s community 
golf course. 
 
The Commission adopted a detailed “Discussion of Findings” outlining why the entire 

subject property met the criteria for being designated as a Historic Cultural Monument.1 The 
Commission’s Discussion of Findings states that the “Studio City Golf and Tennis Club meets 
two of the Historic-Cultural Monument criteria, with the primary character-defining feature 
being recreational open space.”  The Discussion of Findings do not narrow the distinctive 
characteristics to simply “the clubhouse, golf ball light standards, putting green, and brick wall 
with weeping mortar surrounding the front lawn at the northeast edge of the property.”  

 
Findings are "legally relevant subconclusions" that support an agency's ultimate 

conclusion and are the application of relevant evidence to applicable legal standards.  Topanga 
Ass'n for a Scenic Cmty. v. Cnty. of Los Angeles (1974) 11 Cal.3d 506, 516. The Topanga court 
explained that the intended effect of findings is “to facilitate orderly analysis and minimize the 
likelihood that the agency will randomly leap from evidence to conclusion.” 11 Cal.3d at 515. 

 
In Topanga, supra, 11 Cal.3d 506, the court articulated the purposes and reasons for 

findings. Findings: 

• “[B]ridge the analytical gap between raw evidence” and an agency’s ultimate decision. 
Topanga, supra, 11 Cal.3d at p. 515. 
 

• Enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of judicial review by explaining to the court 
what a decision means and how it was reached. Topanga, supra, 11 Cal.3d at p. 516. 

 
• Allow interested parties to understand the relevant issues and information so that they can 

decide whether and on what basis to seek judicial review. Topanga, supra, 11 Cal.3d at p. 
516. 

 
• Diminish the importance of judicial review by enhancing the integrity and rigor of 

administrative decision making by cities. Topanga, supra, 11 Cal.3d at p. 516. 

 
1 See https://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2021/21-0470_misc_1_04-26-21.pdf  
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• Serve "a public relations function" by showing the parties and the interested public that 

the city made its decision in a careful, reasoned, and equitable manner. Topanga, supra, 
11 Cal.3d at p. 517. 
 
The Topanga court explained that a reasonable requirement for findings and a clear 

standard for judicial review facilitate the proper division of legislative functions from quasi-
judicial functions. Topanga, supra, 11 Cal.3d at p. 517. In the "absen[ce of] such road signs, a 
reviewing court would be forced into unguided and resource-consuming explorations" and 
would have "to grope through the record to determine whether some combination of credible 
evidentiary items which supported some line of factual and legal conclusions supported the 
ultimate order or decision of the agency." Id. at p. 516. 

 Topanga, supra, 11 Cal.3d 506 and the decisions that follow it require findings to be 
adopted whenever a city acts in a quasi-judicial capacity (also known as an adjudicative or 
administrative capacity). Adjudicative decisions generally involve the application of 
established standards to individual parcels. Arnel Dev. Co. v. City of Costa Mesa (1980) 28 
Cal.3d 511, 519; 20th Century Ins. Co. v. Garamendi (1994) 8 Cal.4th 216, 275. Such 
decisions also involve the determination of specific rights under existing law with regard to a 
specific fact situation. Mountain Def. League v. Bd. of Supervisors (1977) 65 Cal.App.3d 723, 
729. Findings are required for adjudicative decisions. Arnel Dev. Co. v. City of Costa 
Mesa, supra, at p. 519. There is no question that the HCM application at issue is an 
adjudicative decision. The City’s decision involves the determination of specific rights under 
existing law as to a specific situation. 

The City’s proposed revised finding narrowing the property’s distinctive characteristics 
to the “clubhouse, golf ball light standards, putting green, and brick wall with weeping mortar 
surrounding the front lawn at the northeast edge of the property” does not meet the legal 
standards outlined in Topanga.  The City’s decision to narrow the important characteristics is not 
explained in the proposed findings. The City’s decision to change the language in the finding 
from “golf course” to “recreational facility” is also not explained. The findings do not “[B]ridge 
the analytical gap between raw evidence” and the City’s ultimate decision. The findings are not 
supported by substantial evidence because they fail to demonstrate the analytical route between 
the evidence and the action. West Chandler Blvd. Neighborhood Ass'n v. City of Los 
Angeles (2011) 198 Cal.App.4th 1506. In fact, no evidence whatsoever is cited in the findings to 
explain the last-minute narrowing of the distinctive characteristics or the altered language.  As 
such, the findings are entirely conclusory. Findings that merely recite statutory language without 
applying facts regarding the application to the applicable law are insufficient as a matter of law. 
City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. Bd. of Supervisors (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 84, 92, citing 
Topanga, supra, 11 Cal.3d at 517 n16.       

                                                                              
                                                                             Jamie T. Hall 
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Name: Kim Tashman
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Council File No: 21-0470 
Comments for Public Posting:  Dear Clerk of the City of Los Angeles, I have been advised by

preservationists as well as the city offices that revisions to an
HCM nomination cannot be made without evidence to
substantiate them, and that such evidence must be provided (and
posted) before the meeting. This was not done for additional
revisions Councilmember Krekorian's office made during the
recent PLUM meeting of September 14, 2021 for the HCM
Nomination for Weddington Golf and Tennis. Nowhere in the
findings does the commission or the city recommend removing
the terms "golf course" and "golf club." In fact, both even
recommend the entire site be restored to the historic name of
"Studio City Golf and Tennis." I realize that a business cannot be
forced to continue operating, but as to the landmarking of the site,
there has been nothing presented to support removing the phrases
"golf course" and "golf club" from the nomination. I would like to
request that the revision scratching the golf terms, which was read
both at the start of the PLUM meeting and again by the
Councilmember's office during the September 14th meeting, be
removed and both phrases be reinstated, per the HCM and the
Office of Historic Resources original recommendation. Thank you
for your time, Kim Tashman 


