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PROJECT: Historic-Cultural Monument Application for the  

 NORTON COURT 
  
REQUEST:  Declare the property a Historic-Cultural Monument 
 
OWNER(S):   Cohanzad Family Trust c/o Isaac W. Cohanzad 
    11601 Santa Monica Boulevard 
    Los Angeles, CA 90025 
     
APPLICANT: City of Los Angeles 
 200 North Spring Street 
 Los Angeles, CA  90012 
 
PREPARER: Charles J. Fisher 
 140 S. Avenue 57 
 Highland Park, CA  90042 
 
   
RECOMMENDATION  That the Cultural Heritage Commission: 
 

1. Declare the subject property a Historic-Cultural Monument per Los Angeles 
Administrative Code Chapter 9, Division 22, Article 1, Section 22.171.7. 

 
2. Adopt the staff report and findings. 

 
VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of Planning 
 
[SIGNED ORIGINAL IN FILE]   [SIGNED ORIGINAL IN FILE] 
    
Ken Bernstein, AICP, Manager  Lambert M. Giessinger, Preservation Architect 
Office of Historic Resources  Office of Historic Resources 
 
[SIGNED ORIGINAL IN FILE] 
   
Melissa Jones, Planning Assistant   
Office of Historic Resources  
 Fdg  
   
Attachments: City Council Motion 17-0039 
 Committee/ Staff Site Inspection Photos  
 Historic-Cultural Monument Application 

CULTURAL HERITAGE COMMISSION 
 
 
HEARING DATE: March 16, 2017 
TIME:  10:00 AM 
PLACE:  City Hall, Room 1010 
  200 N. Spring Street 
  Los Angeles, CA  90012 
 
EXPIRATION DATE: March 26, 2017 

CASE NO.: CHC-2017-139-HCM 
                    ENV-2017-140-CE 
 
Location: 424-430 North Norton Avenue 
Council District: 4 
Community Plan Area: Wilshire 
Area Planning Commission: Central 
Neighborhood Council: Greater Wilshire 
Legal Description: TR 2635, Lots 155-156 
 
 



CHC-2017-139-HCM  
424-430 N. Norton Avenue 
Page 2 of 4 
 
 
FINDINGS 
 

• Norton Court "embodies the distinguishing characteristics of an architectural-type 
specimen, inherently valuable for study of a period, style or method of construction” as 
an excellent example of the bungalow court multi-family housing type. 
 
 

CRITERIA 
 
The criterion is the Cultural Heritage Ordinance which defines a historical or cultural monument 
as any site (including significant trees or other plant life located thereon) building or structure of 
particular historic or cultural significance to the City of Los Angeles, such as historic structures 
or sites in which the broad cultural, 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 which embody the distinguishing 
characteristics of an architectural type specimen, inherently valuable for a study of a period style 
or method of construction, or a notable work of a master builder, designer or architect whose 
individual genius influenced his age. 
 
 
SUMMARY 
 
Built by the real estate partnership of Harry E. Bowen and Abraham Alcon Ettelson in 1924, 
Norton Court is a Spanish Colonial Revival-style bungalow court located at 424-430 North 
Norton Avenue in the greater Wilshire neighborhood of Los Angeles. 
 
The subject property is comprised of four detached one-story bungalows (two single-family and 
two duplexes) and one two-story, four-unit building in the rear that form a U-shaped plan. The 
buildings open into a narrow central courtyard that provides access to individual units; the 
courtyard is planted with shrubs, bisected by parallel concrete paths, and is accessed by a set 
of concrete steps. A shared central courtyard runs through the middle of the property providing 
circulation access as well as open space. All of the buildings have a smooth stucco finish and a 
flat roof with a stepped parapet and clay tile coping. Each one-story bungalow has an individual 
porch entrance located above grade which is accessed by three concrete steps and covered by 
a stucco canopy roof supported by decorative wooden brackets and clad with clay tiles. 
Secondary entrances are located at the rear of the units from the kitchen. The rear, two-story 
building features a half-circle radius window above the entry door and a tiled entry area. A flat-
roofed six car garage is located at the rear of the property. Other features of the subject 
property include hardwood floors, coved ceilings, original lighting fixtures, and some original 
tiled kitchens and bathrooms. 
 
Over the years there appear to have been only minor alterations to the property that include 
some original windows being replaced with aluminum sliders and security doors installed on 
some of the units. Also, two new interior partition walls were added to a unit in the two-story 
building in 1947 and one of the two original garage structures was demolished in 1970 after 
being damaged by fire. 
 
The citywide historic resources survey, SurveyLA, identified Norton Court as individually eligible 
for listing or designation at the local, state, and national levels as “an excellent example of an 
intact 1920s bungalow court…[and] one of few remaining examples in the area that retains its 
original site plan, landscape and hardscape elements, and architectural features.” 
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DISCUSSION 
 
Norton Court successfully meets one of the Historic-Cultural Monument criteria: it “embodies the 
distinguishing characteristics of an architectural-type specimen, inherently valuable for study of 
a period, style, or method of construction” as an excellent example of the bungalow court multi-
family housing type. Bungalow court apartments are one of four multi-family housing types that 
became popular during California’s population boom after World War I. Bungalow courts are 
distinguished by their U-shaped plan of one-story detached bungalows with a central courtyard. 
Most units are entered through private porches or stoops from the courtyard and implement 
similar features of single-family dwellings but on a more modest scale.  
 
Norton Court is an excellent example of bungalow court housing. Norton Court includes the 
following character-defining elements of the housing type: a U-shaped configuration; detached 
single-story bungalows; private entrances; central open space; garages at rear; interior features 
characteristic of a single-family house; and rectangular interior floor plans. The footprint of the 
subject property has remained the same since 1924 and retains integrity in its site plan, 
orientation, landscape and hardscape elements and both interior and exterior architectural 
features.  
 
The attached City Council motion and Historic-Cultural Monument application, which was 
prepared prior to the motion, also claim that Norton Court “reflects the broad cultural, economic, 
or social history of the nation, state, or community” as being representative of the melting pot 
and ethnic enclave that Los Angeles became in the mid-twentieth century and as a refuge to the 
growing Eastern European immigrant population following both World Wars. However, there 
does not appear to be any compelling information that supports ethnic associations being a 
significant factor in the development of the subject property.  
 
Despite minor alterations and the property’s currently poor condition as observed during the 
Commission committee and staff site visit on February 9, 2017, the overall plan is unchanged 
and the subject property continues to reflect its bungalow court housing type with a high degree 
of integrity of setting, design, location, materials, association, workmanship, and feeling. 
 
 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (“CEQA”) FINDINGS 
 
State of California CEQA Guidelines, Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 “consists of actions 
taken by regulatory agencies, as authorized by state or local ordinance, to assure the 
maintenance, restoration, enhancement, or protection of the environment where the regulatory 
process involves procedures for protection of the environment.” 
 
State of California CEQA Guidelines Article 19, Section 15331, Class 31 “consists of projects 
limited to maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, 
conservation or reconstruction of historical resources in a manner consistent with the Secretary 
of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for 
Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic buildings.” 
 
The designation of Norton Court as an Historic-Cultural Monument in accordance with Chapter 
9, Article 1, of The City of Los Angeles Administrative Code (“LAAC”) will ensure that future 
construction activities involving the subject property are regulated in accordance with Section 
22.171.14 of the LAAC.  The purpose of the designation is to prevent significant impacts to a 
Historic-Cultural Monument through the application of the standards set forth in the LAAC.  
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Without the regulation imposed by way of the pending designation, the historic significance and 
integrity of the subject property could be lost through incompatible alterations and new 
construction and the demolition of an irreplaceable historic site/open space.  The Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation are expressly incorporated into the LAAC and provide 
standards concerning the historically appropriate construction activities which will ensure the 
continued preservation of the subject property.   
 
The use of Categorical Exemption Class 8 in connection with the proposed designation is 
consistent with the goals of maintaining, restoring, enhancing, and protecting the environment 
through the imposition of regulations designed to prevent the degradation of Historic-Cultural 
Monuments. 
 
The use of Categorical Exemption Class 31 in connection with the proposed designation is 
consistent with the goals relating to the preservation, rehabilitation, restoration and 
reconstruction of historic buildings and sites in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. 
 
Categorical Exemption ENV-2017-140-CE was prepared on February 10, 2017. 
  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On January 10, 2017, the Los Angeles City Council initiated consideration of the subject 
property as an Historic-Cultural Monument worthy of preservation. On February 9, a 
subcommittee of the Commission consisting of Commissioners Milofsky and Irvine visited the 
property, accompanied by staff members from the Office of Historic Resources.  
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MOTION 

Section 22.171.10 of the Administrative Code provides that the Council, Cultural 
Heritage Commission, or Director of Planning may imtiate consideration of a proposed site, 
building, or structure as a Historic-Cultural Monument. After reviewing and investigating any 
such Council-initiated designation, the Cultural Heritage Commission shall approve or 
disapprove in whole or in part the proposed inclusion and submit a report upon such action to 
Council. 

The properties located at 412-420 and 424-430 N. Norton Ave. (APN: 5522-022-008, 
Tract No. 2635) epitomize garden courtyard style bungalow apartment complexes, with 
distinguishing architectural characteristics of the Spanish Colonial Revival Style. At 412-420 
N. Norton the three building, twelve-unit apartment complex, was designed by the architect 
Leonard Lymon Jones and was built in 1926. While 424-430 N. Norton, built in 1924, is a 
five building, ten-unit bungalow court. Both bungalow apartments have been noted for their 
architecture in Survey L.A., being described as "an excellent example of an intact 1920s 
bungalow court in the Wilshire CPA. Once a common residential property type in Los 
Angeles, bungalow courts that remain intact are increasingly rare." Both apartments are noted 
as two of the few remaining examples in the area that retain original site plans, landscape and 
hardscape elements, and architectural features." 

The Bungalow Courts are also notable as representative of the melting pot and ethnic 
enclave that Los Angeles became in the mid twentieth century and as a refuge to the growing 
Eastern European immigrant population following both World Wars. It is also important as the 
home of and the long-time ownership (1964-2015) by Polish Jews who had survived the 
Holocaust who came to the United States as refugees and made new lives as U. S. citizens 

The application for historic designation for these Bungalow Court apartments was 
submitted to the Cultural Heritage Commission in August of 2016. Due to the Commission's 
work load and individual Commission absences this application has not been heard and is 
scheduled for the February 2, 2016, CHC hearing. The last tenant for these apartments was 
'Ellised' on January 6th. The property faces imminent demolition and the City risks losing yet 
another apartment complex, noted in Survey LA, with a current application scheduled to be 
heard before the Cultural Heritage Commission on February 2, 2017. 

I THEREFORE MOVE that the Council determine, as provided in Section 54954.2(b) 
(2) of the Government Code, and pursuant to Rule 23 of the Rules of the City Council, that 
there is a need to take immediate action on this matter AND that the need for action came to 
the attention of the City Council subsequent to the posting of the agenda · for today' s Council 
meeting. 

I FURTHER MOVE that the Council initiate consideration of the Bungalow Court 
Apartments, located at 412-420 and 424-430 N. Norton Ave. Los Angeles, CA, 90004, as a 
Ctty Historic-Cultural Monument under the procedures of Section 22.171.10 of the 
Administrative Code, and instruct the Plannmg Department to prepare the Historic-Cultural 
Monument application for review and consideration by the Cultural Heritage Commission. 

I FURTHER MOVE that after reviewing the application, the Cultural Heritage 
Commission submit its report and recommendations to the Council regarding the inclusion of 
412-420 N. Norton Ave. and 424-430 N. Norton Ave in the City's list of Historic-Cultural 
Monuments. 

PRESENTED BY <::J ~ ( . /? 
ID - ' Councilman, 4th District 

JAN 1 0 2017 
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Norton Court 

Architectural Description 
 

This symmetrical bungalow court consists of four single-story cottages and 4-unit 

rear apartment building are designed  in the Mission Revival style with Spanish 

Colonial Revival influence with a smooth stucco finish.  The flat roof on each 

building is surrounded by parapets on each building, topped with  row of Spanish 

clay tiles.  The two front cottages are single-family, with two single-story duplexes 

to the rear of those units.  The cottages face toward a garden area with two central 

concrete walkways flanking a garden strip in the center of the property.  A two-

story 4-unit building is at the rear of the court. 

 

Architectural details include multi-light wood double-hung windows on the 

cottages and most of the rear building, with some multi-light casement windows in 

the front facade of that building.  The rear and side windows are also wood double-

hung without the sash muttons.  Each of the cottage entries are above grade, 

assessed by three concrete steps with low circular stoops and is topped with a 

stucco canopy with a Spanish clay tile roof, supported by small decorative wooden 

brackets.  The street-facing windows have lentils of similar design to the entry 

coverings.  The rear building features a tiled entry area and a palladium window 

above the central entry. 

 

The one alteration is the addition of burglar doors to some of the units and a 

handful of aluminum slider windows. 

 

A flat roofed six car garage is set at the rear of the property. 

 

Interior features include hardwood floors, coved ceilings, picture rails, original 

lighting fixtures and original tiled kitchens and bathrooms. 
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Built in 1924 by the real estate partnership of H. E. Bowen and A. A. Ettelson, this 

five building, ten-unit bungalow court was designed in the Mission Revival style 

with a tip to Spanish Colonial Revival, a style that had come into its own in the 

1920s.  As an example bungalow court housing, the buildings and open spaces 

have been noted for their architecture in Survey L.A., given a status code of 

3S;3CS;5S3. 

The Survey L.A. description refers to the design as the court as: "The 424-430 

North Norton Avenue Bungalow Court occupies two adjacent residential parcels in 

the Northeast section of the Wilshire CPA, near the neighborhood of Windsor 

Square.  The property consists of four single-story Spanish Colonial Revival style 

bungalows that are oriented inward, and a two-story Spanish Colonial Revival 

style bungalow that spans the rear of the property and faces the street.  The 

buildings open into a narrow central court that provides access to individual units; 

the court is planted with shrubs, bisected by parallel concrete paths, and assessed 

by a set of concrete steps.  Alterations include the addition of awnings and security 

doors...Once a common property type in Los Angeles, bungalow courts that remain 

intact are increasingly rare.  Constructed in 1924, this bungalow court is one of the 

few remaining examples in the area that retains its original site plan, landscape and 

hardscape elements, and architectural features" 

The symmetrical layout of the buildings is in keeping with the traditional concept 

of a bungalow court, which is normally viewed as a grouping of small single-

family bungalows or duplexes facing a central garden with either a larger building 

or an additional one or two smaller buildings facing forward at the rear.  Most 

courts are set on double lots, although some are found as a single row of 

bungalows on a single lot.  Traditionally, the smaller buildings are single story, 

while the rear building, which is either a larger single-family "owners house" or a 

one or two-story multiple unit building.   

A bungalow court is a style of multi-family housing which features several small 

houses arranged around a central garden. The bungalow court was created in 

Pasadena, California in 1909 and was the predominant form of multi-family 

housing in Southern California from the 1910s through the 1930s. Homes in 

bungalow courts were generally small, low-rise houses in the spirit of bungalow 

design; however, the homes were designed in a variety of architectural styles, 



including Swiss chalet and Spanish Colonial Revival. Bungalow courts also 

integrated their courtyards with the homes, providing green space to homeowners.  

Bungalow courts were generally marketed at people who wanted the amenities of a 

single-family home without its high cost. While each family in a bungalow court 

had its own house and garden, upkeep and land were shared among the residents.  

Little has been found on Harry E. Bowen, one of the two builders of the court, 

other than records that he and his business partner owned a Studebaker dealership 

in Riverside and a Chevrolet dealership in San Diego and also bought a second 

Studebaker  franchise in San Bernardino in 1926.  They maintained real estate 

offices at the Mission Inn, in Riverside and The First National Bank Building, in 

San Diego. 

The other partner, Abraham Alcon Ettelson was born to Russian immigrants in 

Chicago, Illinois on November 26, 1875.  He attended the University of Chicago, 

where he received his degree in 1899, before moving to Austin, Texas.  By 1917, 

he and his wife, Ida, were living in San Bernardino, California, where he was 

working as an automobile dealer.  It is unclear when he and Bowen first formed 

their partnership, but it appears to have lasted until about the beginning of the 

Great Depression.  In the 1930 Census, he is listed as a retired auto dealer, but later 

city directories showed him as active in the automobile business in Pasadena, until 

his sudden death on February 11, 1934, at the age of 58. 

Bowen and Ettelson sold the court to Malcolm M. Galchrist, a realtor, who then 

put the property in the name of his wife, Lotta M. Gilchrist.  The property was 

transferred to Joseph M. Glenkiron in 1930, but by 1933, it was lost due to 

foreclosure, a too common situation at the depth of the Great Depression.  The 

lender, Pacific Mortgage and Guarantee Company, was to hold the property until 

February 2, 1939, when it was deeded to Sylvia Zide, who, along with her 

husband, Peter, had held a second trust deed on the court.  The Polish-born Zides 

were living in Chicago and sold the property to Nathan and Ruth Raymond on 

September 2, 1944. 

By 1955, the property was in Ruth's name, only.  Records show that she was a 

professional property manager.  She retained ownership until July 15, 1960, when 

it was transferred to Anna Cooke.  Cooke retained it until May 29, 1979, when it 

was transferred to Linda Hewerton, who added Gary Paul Hewerton (relationship 

unknown) to the title on July 12, 1979. 

On March 10, 1988 the court was acquired by Ursula Kanel along with Charles and 

Renee Petlak, the owners of the adjacent Norton Flats. Ursula's husband, John 



Kanel, was a Polish Holocaust survivor who was liberated from a Nazi train that 

was transporting 2,500 prisoners from the Bergen Belsen Concentration Camp as 

that camp was about to be liberated by American troops.  All three of the new 

owners were refugees from Poland after the war. 

On September 30th, both properties were put in the Pelak's names, only.   They 

retained ownership until after Charles Petlak's death, when they were deeded to the 

current owners on November 10, 2015. 

Norton Court is an important intact architectural type specimen of a Spanish-

Mission Revival bungalow court.  The bungalow court was an important 

innovation in Southern California housing that quickly spread to other parts of the 

country.  It gave those living there a feel of having their own home.  Sadly, as land 

became more valuable and parking requirements changed, the bungalow court 

quickly became an anachronism becoming a desirable home for those who lived 

there, but not an economical choice for those who were looking at getting the most 

density for their.  The bungalow court has become and endangered architectural 

type under the pressures of "new urbanism". 

Norton Court has been recognized as an important example of this endanged 

housing type, receiving a 3S rating from Survey LA, as being eligible for 

individual listing in the National Register, as well as a 5S rating, as being eligible 

for a listing as a Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument under the catagory of an 

architectural type specimen.  
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Norton Court, 424-430 N. Norton Avenue, August 22, 2015 (Photograph by Carlos Miranda) 

 

 
Norton Court, aentral court, 424-430 N. Norton Avenue, August 22, 2015 (Photograph by Carlos Miranda) 



 

 
Norton Court, 424-430 N. Norton Avenue, satellite view, 2015 (Photograph by Google Earth) 

 

 
Norton Court, courtyard, 424-420 N. Norton Avenue, August 27, 2015 (Photograph by Charles J. Fisher) 



 

 

 

 
Norton Flats, courtyard, 412-420 N. Norton Avenue, August 20, 2015 (Photograph by Carlos Miranda) 

 

 
Norton Court, steps to bungalow, 424-430 N. Norton Avenue, August 27, 2015 (Photograph by Charles J. Fisher) 

 



 
Norton Court, casement windows, 424-430 N. Norton Avenue, August 22, 2015 (Photograph by Carlos Miranda) 

 

 
Norton Court, individual unit, 424-430 N. Norton Avenue, August 27, 2015 (Photograph by Charles J. Fisher) 

 



 
Norton Court, central garden, 424-430 N. Norton Avenue, August 22, 2015 (Photograph by Carlos Miranda) 

 

 
Norton Court, window above entry to rear building, 424-430 N. Norton Avenue, August 27, 2015 (Photograph by Charles J. Fisher) 

 



 
Norton Court, entry tile to rear building, 424-430 N. Norton Avenue, August 27, 2015 (Photograph by Charles J. Fisher) 

 

 
Norton Court, stairs in main building, 424-430 N. Norton Avenue, August 27, 2015 (Photograph by Charles J. Fisher) 
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Building Permit History 

424-430 N. Norton Avenue 

Hollywood 

 

 
January  17, 1924: Building Permit No. 2848 to Construct a 1-story frame and 

stucco, 6-room 46’ X 27’ 2-family dwelling at 430¼-424½ N. 

Norton Avenue on Lot 156 of Tract No. 2635, Sheet No. 3. 

 Owner: Bowen and Ettelson 

 Architect: None 

 Contractor: Day Work 

Cost: $4,000.00 

 

January  17, 1924: Building Permit No. 2849 to Construct a 1-story frame and 

stucco, 6-room 46’ X 27’ 2-family dwelling at 424¼-424½ N. 

Norton Avenue on Lot 155 of Tract No. 2635, Sheet No. 3. 

 Owner: Bowen and Ettelson 

 Architect: None 

 Contractor: Day Work 

Cost: $4,000.00 

 

January  17, 1924: Building Permit No. 2850 to Construct a 2-story, 12-room frame 

and stucco 53’ X 27’ 4-family flats at 426-426½ & 428-428½ N. 

Norton Avenue on Lots 155 and 156 of Tract No. 2635, Sheet 

No. 3. 

 Owner: Bowen and Ettelson 

 Architect: None 

 Contractor: Day Work 

Cost: $8,500.00 

 

January  17, 1924: Building Permit No. 2851 to Construct a 1-story frame and 

stucco, 3-room 24’ X 27’ 1-family dwelling at 424 N. Norton 

Avenue on Lot 155 of Tract No. 2635, Sheet No. 3. 

 Owner: Bowen and Ettelson 

 Architect: None 

 Contractor: Day Work 

Cost: $2,000.00 

 



January  17, 1924: Building Permit No. 2852 to Construct a 1-story frame and 

stucco, 6-room 24’ X 27’ 1-family dwelling at 430¾ N. Norton 

Avenue on Lot 156 of Tract No. 2635, Sheet No. 3. 

 Owner: Bowen and Ettelson 

 Architect: None 

 Contractor: Day Work 

Cost: $2,000.00 

 

 

 

January  17, 1924: Building Permit No. 2853 to Construct a 1-story frame and 

stucco, 4-room 18’ X 36’ garage at 430 N. Norton Avenue on 

Lot 156 of Tract No. 2635, Sheet No. 3. 

 Owner: Bowen and Ettelson 

 Architect: None 

 Contractor: Day Work 

Cost: $300.00 

 

January  17, 1924: Building Permit No. 2854 to Construct a 1-story frame and 

stucco, 3-room 18’ X 27’ garage at 424 N. Norton Avenue on 

Lot 155 of Tract No. 2635, Sheet No. 3. 

 Owner: Bowen and Ettelson 

 Architect: None 

 Contractor: Day Work 

Cost: $225.00 

 

October 16, 1934: Building Permit No. 13759 for patching and external 

waterproofing. 

 Owner: Pacific Mortgage Guarantee 

 Architect: None 

 Engineer: None 

 Contractor: Standard Metal Weatherstrip 

Cost: $317.00 
 

April 19, 1938: Building Permit No. 10815 to remove magnesite on East 

elevation of 2-story bungalow and replace as per L. O. 

Ordinance. 

 Owner: Pacific Mortgage Guarantee Co. 

 Architect: None 

 Engineer: None 

 Contractor: Newfield Brothers, Inc. 

Cost: $195.00 
 

 
 



 

 

August 28, 1947: Building Permit No. 24291 to remove exterior plaster – relath 

and plaster about 1,100 yards. 

 Owner: Raymond 

 Architect: None 

 Engineer: None 

 Contractor: Melville N. Siegal 

Cost: $3,000.00 
 

October 3, 1947: Building Permit No. 26089 to erect two new walls one extra 

bedroom, one for dining room and closet.  Partition living room 

to provide living room  and bedroom for 1 unit and living room 

and dining room for other unit at 428 N. Norton Avenue 

 Owner: N. H. Raymond 

 Architect: None 

 Engineer: None 

 Contractor: Melville N. Siegal 

Cost: $500.00 
 

April 22, 1955: Building Permit No. LA12347 for fumigation and general 

termite work only. 

 Owner: Mrs. Ruth Raymond 

 Architect: None 

 Engineer: None 

 Contractor: Matthew S. Smith 

Cost: $1,150.00 
 

May 26, 1970: Building Permit No. LA09441 to demolish fire damaged garage. 

 Owner: H. Ostrow 

 Architect: None 

 Engineer: None 

 Contractor: Aladdin House Wrecking 

Cost: $220.00 
 

November 25, 2012: Building Permit No. LA75592 to remove existing deck and 

door, patch enclose at 428 N. Norton Avenue. 

 Owner: Charles and Renee Petlak Trustees, Petlak Family Trust 

 Architect: None 

 Engineer: None 

 Contractor: Owner 

Cost: $2,000.00 
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PARCEL PROFILE REPORT
 Address/Legal Information

 PIN Number 141B189  1084

 Lot/Parcel Area (Calculated) 7,012.5 (sq ft)

 Thomas Brothers Grid PAGE 593 - GRID G7

 Assessor Parcel No. (APN) 5522022009

 Tract TR 2635

 Map Reference M B 64-28 (SHT 3)

 Block None

 Lot 156

 Arb (Lot Cut Reference) None

 Map Sheet 141B189

 Jurisdictional Information

 Community Plan Area Wilshire

 Area Planning Commission Central

 Neighborhood Council Greater Wilshire

 Council District CD 4 - David Ryu

 Census Tract # 1924.10

 LADBS District Office Los Angeles Metro

 Planning and Zoning Information

 Special Notes HISTORIC MONUMENT UNDER CONSIDERATION

 Zoning R3-1

 Zoning Information (ZI) ZI-2452 Transit Priority Area in the City of Los Angeles

 General Plan Land Use Medium Residential

 General Plan Footnote(s) Yes

 Hillside Area (Zoning Code) No

 Baseline Hillside Ordinance No

 Baseline Mansionization Ordinance No

 Specific Plan Area None

 Special Land Use / Zoning None

 Design Review Board No

 Historic Preservation Review No

 Historic Preservation Overlay Zone None

 Other Historic Designations None

 Other Historic Survey Information None

 Mills Act Contract None

 POD - Pedestrian Oriented Districts None

 CDO - Community Design Overlay None

 NSO - Neighborhood Stabilization Overlay No

 Sign District No

 Streetscape No

 Adaptive Reuse Incentive Area None

 Ellis Act Property Yes

 Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO) No

 CRA - Community Redevelopment Agency None

 Central City Parking No

 Downtown Parking No

 Building Line None

PROPERTY ADDRESSES

430 S NORTON AVE

428 N NORTON AVE

428 1/4 N NORTON AVE

428 1/2 N NORTON AVE

428 3/4 N NORTON AVE

 

ZIP CODES

90004

90020

 

RECENT ACTIVITY

CHC-2017-139-HCM

ENV-2017-140-CE

 

CASE NUMBERS

CPC-1986-823-GPC

ORD-165331-SA5670

 

This report is subject to the terms and conditions as set forth on the website.  For more details, please refer to the terms and conditions at zimas.lacity.org
(*) - APN Area is provided "as is" from the Los Angeles County's Public Works, Flood Control, Benefit Assessment.
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 500 Ft School Zone Active: Van Ness Elementary School
Active: Francis Blend School

 500 Ft Park Zone No

 Assessor Information

 Assessor Parcel No. (APN) 5522022009

 Ownership (Assessor)  

      Owner1 COHANZAD,ISAAC W CO TR COHANZAD FAMILY TRUST

      Address 11601  SANTA MONICA BLVD 
LOS ANGELES CA 90025

 Ownership (Bureau of Engineering, Land
Records)

 

      Owner COHANZAD, ISAAC WISE COHANZAD, ROSA

      Address 11601  SANTA MONICA BLVD 
LOS ANGELES CA 90025

 APN Area (Co. Public Works)* 0.322 (ac)

 Use Code 0500 - 5 or more units (4 stories or less)

 Assessed Land Val. $1,632,000

 Assessed Improvement Val. $816,000

 Last Owner Change 11/10/15

 Last Sale Amount $5,000,050

 Tax Rate Area 67

 Deed Ref No. (City Clerk) 462179

  4147

  328520

  1577328-29

  1372604

  1171066

  0-485

 Building 1  

      Year Built 1924

      Building Class D6

      Number of Units 2

      Number of Bedrooms 2

      Number of Bathrooms 2

      Building Square Footage 1,242.0 (sq ft)

 Building 2  

      Year Built 1924

      Building Class D6

      Number of Units 2

      Number of Bedrooms 2

      Number of Bathrooms 2

      Building Square Footage 1,242.0 (sq ft)

 Building 3  

      Year Built 1924

      Building Class D6

      Number of Units 4

      Number of Bedrooms 4

      Number of Bathrooms 4

      Building Square Footage 2,862.0 (sq ft)

 Building 4  

      Year Built 1924

      Building Class D6A

      Number of Units 1

      Number of Bedrooms 1

      Number of Bathrooms 1

 Building 5  
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      Year Built 1924

      Building Class D6A

      Number of Units 1

      Number of Bedrooms 1

      Number of Bathrooms 1

      Building Square Footage 640.0 (sq ft)

 Additional Information

 Airport Hazard None

 Coastal Zone None

 Farmland Area Not Mapped

 Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone No

 Fire District No. 1 No

 Flood Zone None

 Watercourse No

 Hazardous Waste / Border Zone Properties No

 Methane Hazard Site None

 High Wind Velocity Areas No

 Special Grading Area (BOE Basic Grid Map A-
13372)

No

 Oil Wells None

 Seismic Hazards

 Active Fault Near-Source Zone  

      Nearest Fault (Distance in km) 2.79833832

      Nearest Fault (Name) Puente Hills Blind Thrust

      Region Los Angeles Blind Thrusts

      Fault Type B

      Slip Rate (mm/year) 0.70000000

      Slip Geometry Reverse

      Slip Type Moderately / Poorly Constrained

      Down Dip Width (km) 19.00000000

      Rupture Top 5.00000000

      Rupture Bottom 13.00000000

      Dip Angle (degrees) 25.00000000

      Maximum Magnitude 7.10000000

 Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone No

 Landslide No

 Liquefaction No

 Preliminary Fault Rupture Study Area No

 Tsunami Inundation Zone No

 Economic Development Areas

 Business Improvement District None

 Promise Zone No

 Renewal Community No

 Revitalization Zone None

 State Enterprise Zone None

 Targeted Neighborhood Initiative None

 Public Safety

 Police Information  

      Bureau West

           Division / Station Olympic

                Reporting District 2001

 Fire Information  

      Bureau West

           Batallion 5

                District / Fire Station 52
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      Red Flag Restricted Parking No
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CASE SUMMARIES
Note: Information for case summaries is retrieved from the Planning Department's Plan Case Tracking System (PCTS) database.

Case Number: CPC-1986-823-GPC

Required Action(s): GPC-GENERAL PLAN/ZONING CONSISTENCY (AB283)

Project Descriptions(s): AB-283 PROGRAM - GENERAL PLAN/ZONE CONSISTENCY - WILSHIRE AREA- COMMUNITY WIDE ZONE CHANGES AND
COMMUNITY PLAN CHANGES TO BRING THE ZONING INTO CONSISTENCY WITH THE COMMUNITY PLAN. INCLUDES
CHANGES OF HEIGHT AS NEEDED. REQUIRED BY COURT AS PART OF SETTLEMENT IN THE HILLSIDE FEDERATION
LAWSUIT  

 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE
ORD-165331-SA5670
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ZIMAS INTRANET 2014 Digital Color-Ortho 01/12/2017
City of Los Angeles

Department of City Planning

Address: 430 S NORTON AVE Tract: TR 2635 Zoning: R3-1

APN: 5522022009 Block: None General Plan: Medium Residential

PIN #: 141B189  1084 Lot: 156  

 Arb: None  

Streets Copyright (c) Thomas Brothers Maps, Inc.





Melissa Jones <melissa.jones@lacity.org>

Fwd:  Save the Norton Ave Bungalows 

Ariel  Barringer <relb17@gmail.com> Mon, Mar 6, 2017 at 3:41 PM
To: melissa.jones@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Jones, 

Please grant historic preservation status to the Norton Ave Bungalows. These buildings are increasingly rare and
excellent examples of intact 1920s bungalow courtyard architecture in the Wilshire community. Please don't let them
disappear. 

Thank You,
 
Ariel Barringer
375 N Norton Ave
LA, CA 90004
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Daniel Freedman 
Direct: 310-785-5391 
DFF@JMBM.COM 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90067-4308 
(310) 203-8080  (310) 203-0567 Fax 
 

www.jmbm.com 

 
 

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

March 9, 2017 

VIA E-MAIL AND HAND DELIVERY 

Cultural Heritage Commission 
Attn: Etta Armstrong, Commission Executive Assistant I 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street 
Room 1010, City Hall 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Case No. CHC-2017-139-HCM  
   424-430 N. Norton Avenue ("Norton Court" / "Bungalow Property")_ 
Case No. CHC-2017-136-HCM 

   412-420 N. Norton Avenue ("Norton Flats" / "Apartment Property") 
Council File No. 17-0039 
Proposed Cultural Historic Monument Designation(s) 
Hearing Date: March 16, 2017  

Dear President Barron and Members of the Cultural Heritage Commission: 

We represent 2026 Bentley, LLC, the owner of (i) 424-430 N. Norton Avenue, a 
five building apartment and bungalow development (the "Bungalow Property"), and (ii) 412-420 
N. Norton Avenue, a three building apartment court (the "Apartment Property").  Pursuant to a 
January 10, 2017 Los Angeles City Council Motion (the "Motion"), both properties have been 
placed under review by the City of Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Commission ("Commission") 
for designation as a Historic-Cultural Monument.  As a preliminary matter, we submit this letter 
and participate in all proceedings related to the Commission's consideration of both properties 
under protest, as we continue to assert that the City Council's nomination is void for having 
violated the Ralph M. Brown Act ("Brown Act") and the owner's due process rights.  Given the 
clear due process and Brown Act violations described in our letter to the City Council, attached 
as Exhibit A, the Commission must cease any further consideration of this nomination.  
Notwithstanding this objection, we also object to this nomination on additional procedural and 
substantive grounds, including but not limited to those described in detail below. 

A. The Cultural-Historic Nomination for the Property was already Deemed 

Denied by Operation of Law, and the Commission Should Not Consider it.  

The City's Administrative Code provides definite and strict timelines for 
consideration of any proposed designation of a Historic-Cultural Monument. Section 
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22.171.10(e) provides the Commission only 30 days from the time an application is deemed 
complete to determine whether to consider a proposed designation for property. The 
Commission's failure to act within this time yields one result: 

"If the Commission fails to act on an application within the time 
allowed… the Commission shall be deemed to have denied the 

application." (Id., emphasis supplied.)     

  In this case, the first nomination was filed on August 22, 2016 (Bungalow 
Property) and August 20, 2016 (Apartment Property).  Accordingly, the Commission was 
required to act on the applications as of September 21, 2016 and September 19, 2016, 
respectively, and its failure to do so constituted a denial of the application consistent with the 
Administrative Code's express provisions.  This denial constituted a final determination by the 
Commission, and was not challenged by the applicants. 

Subsequent to this denial, the City Council again initiated consideration of the 
properties on January 10, 2017. However, the City Council's action is void and barred based on 
the principles of collateral estoppel and res judicata, which preclude the re-litigation of a 
determinations and/or claims made in a prior action. (See Astoria Fed. Sav. & Loan Ass'n v. 

Solimino, 501 U.S. 104, 107; the "common-law doctrines of collateral estoppel (as to issues) and 
res judicata (as to claims) [are applicable] to those determinations of administrative bodies that 
have attained finality.)  As the original nomination's applicant failed to challenge the denial 
within the applicable statute of limitations, the Commission's September denial is binding and 
cannot be heard again, even when the nomination is brought by a differing person or entity. 
Accordingly, the Commission has no jurisdiction to hold any further hearings on the historical 
status of the properties, must remove the above-referenced item from the agenda, and must issue 
a determination confirming denial of the nomination. 

B. The Last-Minute Nomination of these Properties, After Commencement of 

Demolition Work, Constitutes a Violation of the Owner's Due Process Rights 

and is an Unconstitutional Taking. 

It is important the Commission be aware that this case presents the worst possible 
example of a last-minute nomination being utilized to stop a completely legal by-right 
development, and has harmed the property owner so severely that the City's actions here rise to 
the level of creating unconstitutional taking of private property without just compensation or due 
process.  Here, more than a year ago, the property owner submitted for building permits to 
demolish the existing structure and develop a new 35-unit apartment building (See Permit No. 
16010-10000-00324). In order to proceed with this proposed development, the existing tenants 
were permanently relocated consistent with Ellis Act requirements, and a demolition permit was 
applied for in early December with the intent of performing complete demolition work in early-
January.  In preparation for this demolition work, required asbestos abatement work and 
demolition work occurred in the buildings' interiors, and several fixtures were removed. After 
this preparatory demolition work, the City Council motion initiated the Commission's 
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consideration of the properties, which stayed further demolition work and left the buildings 
completely uninhabitable.  Further aggravating the situation, even if the buildings were able to be 
renovated back to their original condition, Ellis Act regulations make it illegal to re-rent the units 
for several years.  Thus, the last-minute nature of this nomination means that the owners have 
been forced to maintain partially gutted, fully vacated apartment buildings that legally cannot 
generate rental revenue; this situation poses a completely untenable abuse of the Historic-
Cultural Monument nomination procedures, and has resulted in a regulatory taking of the 
owner's property.  

The United States Constitution protects property owners against Government 
actions that take private property without just compensation and due process of law. To 
determine whether a government action violates these protections, courts will look to the 
standard set forth in Penn Central Transportation Co. v. City of New York, 438 U.S. 104 (1978), 
a three-factor test used for identifying regulatory takings.1  In applying the Penn Central 
standards, a court will consider (a) the economic impact of the regulation on the private 
landowner; (b) the degree to which the regulation interferes with the private landowner’s distinct 
investment-backed expectations; and (c) the character of the government action.  

In this instance, it is clear that each of these factors are met, as the last-minute 
nature of the nomination has had a profound economic impact on the property owner, as well as 
an impact on the owner's near and long term investment-backed expectation.  The character of 
the government action is also plainly unreasonable, as the City Council's designation did not 
occur until after the properties were purchased by a well-known apartment building developer, 
after the properties were vacated pursuant to the Ellis Act (with notice to the City) and 
completely vacated by its tenants; and, after the buildings were already partially demolished for 
asbestos abatement purposes, despite months of notice of the pending demolition.   

Accordingly, the City's actions have left the owner with vacant and un-inhabitable 
buildings that are not generating - and legally may not generate - rental revenue, and that are in 
such disrepair that any action other than demolition is untenable from both financial and safety 
perspectives.  This situation is exactly the type of regulatory taking the Fifth and Fourteenth 
Amendments of the Constitution seek to protect against.  Accordingly, we urge the Commission 
to deny this nomination—which is untimely in any case—and allow the owner to move forward 
with the proposed development plans and attempt to at least partially mitigate against the sizable 
economic losses they have already suffered.  

 

                                                 
1 Also see First English Evangelical Lutheran Church v County of Los Angeles (1987) 482 US 304, which 
confirmed that takings damages are also available for "temporary" takings caused by land use regulations and 
government actions; and further finding that "where the government's activities have already worked a taking of all 
use of property, no subsequent action by the government can relieve it of the duty to provide compensation for the 
period during which the taking was effective." (Id. at p. 305) 
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C. The Properties do not meet the criteria for designation as Historic-Cultural 

Monuments set forth in Section 22.171.7. 

Notwithstanding the procedural defects set forth above, expert analysis indicates 
that the properties do not meet the criteria for designation as a Historic-Cultural Monument.  As 
detailed in the attached exhibits, multiple experts have viewed, researched, and analyzed the 
properties, and have found they: (i) lack broad historic or cultural significance to the City; (ii) 
Lack any relationship to historic personages or important events; (iii) lack sufficient 
distinguishing characteristics of an architectural type specimen; and (iv) are not the product of a 
master builder, designer or architect. These reports are attached hereto as follows: 

APARTMENT PROPERTY STUDIES / LETTERS 

 
 Exhibit B: Letter and Analysis by Architectural Historian Anna Brooks 

concluding that the Apartment Property "fails to meet any of the four criteria 
issued by the City of Los Angeles necessary to become a Historic-Cultural 
Monument."  
 

 Exhibit C: Historic Resource Assessment Report prepared by ESA PCR 
architectural historians, finding that the Apartment Property "is not a 
distinguished example of a Spanish Colonial Revival courtyard apartment," and is 
"ineligible for listing under any of the National Register, California Register or 
Los Angeles Historical Cultural Monument Criteria…"  
 

 Exhibit D: Letter from HDR Engineering identifying several substantial 
structural defects within the existing buildings, and recommending that the 
Apartment Court be "demolished [] as part of a safety first approach." 

 
BUNGALOW PROPERTY STUDIES / LETTERS 

 
 Exhibit E: Letter and Analysis by Architectural Historian Anna Brooks 

concluding that the Bungalow Property "is not eligible for Historic-Cultural 
Monument status under any of the four Monument criteria."  
 

 Exhibit F: Historic Resource Assessment Report prepared by ESA PCR 
architectural historians, finding that the "Bungalow Court is not compelling 
enough for [ESA PCR] to recommend designation of the [] property as a Historic 
Cultural Monument either for its history or architecture," and, that it is "ineligible 
for listing under any of the National Register, California Register or Los Angeles 
Historical Cultural Monument Criteria…" 

Based on the analysis and conclusions reached in these reports, these properties 
do not meet the Administrative Code's criteria for designating Historic-Cultural Monuments.  
The nomination must therefore be denied.   
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D. The Staff Report's Recommendation for Designation is not Supported by 

Substantial Evidence. 

While the staff report concurs with our experts' conclusion that the properties do 
not "reflect the broad cultural, economic, or social history of the nation, state or community, the 
staff report nevertheless recommends designation based on the criteria that the properties 
"embod[y] the distinguishing characteristics of an architectural-type specimen, inherently 
valuable for study of a period, style, or method of construction."  The staff report's analysis 
however, fails to fully analyze the properties in relation to this criterion's standards, and thus fails 
to provide substantial evidence to support its recommendation. 

Specifically, the report purports to support the recommendations by merely 
characterizing each property is an "excellent example" of a general building type; i.e., "Norton 
Court is an excellent example of a bungalow court housing…," and Norton Flats is "an excellent 
example of courtyard apartments."  The rest of the analysis essentially describes the components 
of each of these building types, and confirms the existence or non-existence of those elements on 
these properties.  This discussion fails to acknowledge the criteria's requirement that a property 
be more than just an example of a building type, but that it is an "architectural-type specimen" 
that is "inherently valuable for the study of a period..." The staff report fails to provide any 
support for these critical requirements.  

A comparative analysis of the National Historic Landmarks ("Landmark") and 
National Register ("Register") standards is useful for helping to illustrate the necessity of 
analyzing and proving that a building is an "architectural-type specimen, inherently valuable 

for study of a period, style, or method of construction." The Landmark and Register standards 
are as follows: 

National Register: "[Embodies] the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, 
or method of construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess 
high artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity 
whose components may lack individual distinction..." 

National Historic Landmark: "[Embodies] the distinguishing characteristics of 
an architectural type specimen exceptionally valuable for a study of a period, 
style or method of construction, or that represent a significant, distinctive and 
exceptional entity whose components may lack individual distinction…" 

As noted in the National Register Bulletin ("Bulletin") attached as Exhibit G, the 
language included in the Landmark standards require a showing that a resources is "an 
architectural type specimen exceptionally valuable for a study" (emphasis supplied).  The 
Bulletin explains the significance of this heightened standard as follows:  

"[The] intent is to qualify exceptionally important works of architecture or 
collective elements of architecture extraordinarily significant as an ensemble, 
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such as a historic district. Note that the language is more restrictive than that of 

the National Register Criterion in requiring that a candidate in architecture be "a 
specimen exceptionally valuable for the study of a period, style, or method of 
construction" rather than simply embodying distinctive characteristics of a type, 
period, or method of construction. With regard to historic districts, the Landmarks 
Criterion requires an entity that is distinctive and exceptional. Unlike National 
Register Criterion C, this Criterion will not qualify the works of a master, per se, 
but only such works which are exceptional or extraordinary."  (emphasis added) 

The Bulletin's analysis establishes that it is not enough that a resource "simply 
embody distinctive characteristics" when comparing a resource with the Landmark standards, 
since the Landmark standards are "more restrictive."  Similarly, the City of Los Angeles criteria 
for Historic-Cultural Monuments require a resource be demonstrated to represent an 
"architectural-type specimen" that is "inherently valuable for the study of a period...", which is 
more restrictive than the Register standards, and thus it is not enough to merely show that a 
resources embodies the characteristics of a particular building type under the City's criteria.  The 
staff report fails to provide any evidence—let alone substantial evidence--that the properties 
meet this heightened threshold, and thus fails to establish a basis for recommending designation 
of either property under any of the Historic-Cultural Monument criteria. 

E. The Commission Must Cease Further Consideration of the Property and 

Must Acknowledge the Denial of the Designation of the Property  

As detailed above, the properties fail to meet any of the criteria required for 
designation as Historic-Cultural Monuments, and any such designation is not supported by any 
evidence—let alone substantial evidence—in the record. Notwithstanding this, the Commission 
also failed to act within the required time for either property, and the nominations were deemed 
denied months before the City Council's nomination was approved. Accordingly, the 
Commission must immediately deny the nomination.  

Sincerely, 

 
BENJAMIN M. REZNIK and 
DANIEL F. FREEDMAN of 
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

Enclosures 
CC: Mike Feuer, City Attorney, Office of the City Attorney 
 Julia Duncan, Planning Deputy, Council District 4 
 Ken Bernstein, Manager and Principal City Planner, Office of Historic Resources 
 Lambert Giessinger; Historic Preservation Architect, Office of Historic Resources 
 Melissa Jones, Planning Assistant, Office of Historic Resources 
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VIA E-MAIL AND OVERNIGHT MAIL TO CITY COUNCIL  
VIA OVERNIGHT MAIL TO CITY CLERK 

Los Angeles City Council 	 Holly L. Wolcott, City Clerk 
c/o Brian Walters 	 City of Los Angeles 
City Hall, Room 395 	 City Hall, Room 395 
200 N. Spring Street 	 200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 	 Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: 	Council File No. 17-0039 
NOTICE OF BROWN ACT VIOLATION  
DEMAND TO CURE OR CORRECT VIOLATION  
CEASE AND DESIST 

President Herb Wesson and Honorable Members of Los Angeles City Council: 

On behalf of 2026 Bentley LLC, owner of 412-420 N. Norton Avenue and 424-
420 N. Norton Avenue (collectively, the "Properties"), we demand the City Council cure and 
correct its violation of the Ralph M. Brown Act (the "Brown Act," Govt. Code §54950, et seq.) 
that occurred on January 10, 2017, in connection with Special Motion 1. We further demand the 
City Council, pursuant to Government Code § 54960.2, cease and desist from continuing to 
illegally designate properties as Historic-Cultural Monuments without notice to the owners or the 
public. If the City fails to act on this demand to cure the violation of law within 30 days, we will 
seek judicial invalidation of the action, including an award of court costs and reasonable 
attorneys' fees pursuant to Section 54960.5. 

1. 	The City Failed to Provide Any Notice—Let Alone Legally Adequate 
Notice—of its Proposed Action. 

On January 10, 2017, Councilmember Ryu introduced a special motion not posted 
on the City Council's regular agenda. The motion initiated consideration of the Properties as a 
City Historic-Cultural Monument, without any notice to the Properties' owner or the public. 
Attached as  Exhibit A  is the motion approved by the City Council, and attached as  Exhibit B  is 
the posted agenda of the January 10, 2017 hearing. This improper procedures used here are 
substantially the same as those used to improperly initiate consideration proceedings in 
September of 2016 of the Bob and Delores Hope Estate, as well as consideration proceedings for 
several other properties in the past. (See Council Files: 16-1049; 16-1316.) These cases 
demonstrate the City Council's pattern and practice of regularly claiming "urgency" to designate 
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properties as historic purposefully and improperly to avoid providing the public and the property 
owners with any notice, let alone the notice required by the Brown Act. 

2. 	The City's Justification for Its Failure is Inadequate and False. 

The motion in this instance --and in others-- attempts to justify its failure to 
provide advanced notice to the public by claiming that the "need for action came to the attention 
of the City Council subsequent to the posting of the agenda for today's Council meeting," a claim 
the represents, at best, a severe misrepresentation of the facts. 

(a) The City had More than Adequate Time to Act on the Matter Before 
it Did So, and Created the Urgency it Claimed. 

Our review of City records demonstrated the Council office had substantial 
knowledge of: (i) our client's intent to redevelop the Properties, (ii) the Department of City 
Planning's refusal to designate the Properties as a Historic-Cultural Monuments, and (iii) the 
status of the pending Historic-Cultural Monument nomination on file with the Office of Historic 
Resources. For example, attached as  Exhibit C  is a notice provided to the Council office 
concerning the owner's intent to demolish the existing properties dated December 9, 2016. Also 
attached as  Exhibit D  are several email communications between several members of the City 
staff and the Council office specifically discussing the Properties, the status of the pending 
Historic-Cultural Monument application, and the timing of the Properties' proposed demolition. 
These email communications are dated from mid-December 2016 through early January 2017. 
Accordingly, the Council office was fully aware of the owner's intention to demolish the existing 
buildings more than a month before the special motion was submitted to council on January 10, 
2017, meaning the City Council's reliance on Government Code Section 54954.2(b) to justify its 
disregard of basic Brown Act notice requirements was improper and illegal. 

(b) The Claimed Urgency is Unsupported by—And is in Fact 
Contradicted by—Substantial Evidence in the Record. 

As you know, the Brown Act creates specific obligations for notifying the public 
via a regularly posted agenda with a "brief description" of each item to be discussed or acted 
upon by the City Council. (See Government Code § 5494.2(a)(1)) 1  The Brown Act also creates a 
legal remedy for illegally taken actions—namely, the judicial invalidation of them upon proper 
findings of fact and conclusions of law. The City Council's action taken on January 10, 2017, 
was not in compliance with the Brown Act because there was no notice to the public, and there 
was no finding of fact that urgent action was necessary on a matter unforeseen at the time the 
agenda was posted. The City Council has no justification for making and adopting the Motion 
without compliance with Government Code §§ 54954.2(a)(1) and 54954.2(a)(2) for at least the 
following reasons: (1) the City Council adopted no findings to support its decision to make the 

1  Further, Government Code § 54954.2(a)(2) provides that, "[n]o action or discussion shall be undertaken on any 
item not appearing on the posted agenda." 
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urgency determination; (2) the urgency determination was supported by no evidence; (3) the 
urgency determination is contradicted by the factual record as detailed above: Accordingly, we 
demand that the City Council cure and correct the illegally taken action as follows: (i) voiding 
the January 10, 2017 motion; (ii) removing all pending stays on demolition created by the 
improper motion; (iii) ceasing all further processing and/or consideration of the Properties by the 
Cultural Heritage Commission as Historic Cultural Monuments; and (iii) prohibiting future City 
Council designations of Historic-Cultural Monuments without proper notice. 

3. 	The City Must Cure Its Brown Act Violation within 30 Days. 

As provided by Government Code § 54960.1 and § 54960.2, the City has 30 days 
from the receipt of this demand to either cure or correct the challenged action as demanded 
above, or inform us of your decision not to do so. Should the City fail to cure or correct as 
demanded, our client will have no recourse but to seek a judicial invalidation of the challenged 
action, in which case we will ask the court to order the City to pay court costs and reasonable 
attorney's fees in this matter. Moreover, as a result of the City Council's action, the owners have 
incurred substantial hardships and damages, which we will seek to recover to the maximum 
extent provided under the law. In this instance, because the illegal motion improperly stayed the 
owner's ability to demolish and redevelop the property, only days before demolition was 
scheduled to begin but after the buildings were vacated and initial asbestos abatement work had 
occurred, the Properties have lain empty and uninhabitable for months. Accordingly, the owner 
continues to suffer from the loss of rental income, substantial legal expenses, and costs 
associated with defending against the Historic-Cultural Monument proceedings, all of which we 
will seek to recover from the court. 

Sincerely, 

4ENAMIN REZNIK and 
DANIEL F DMAN of 
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

DFF:NB 

CC: Mike Feuer, Los Angeles City Attorney 
Kimberly Huangfu, Esq., Office of the City Attorney 
Lambert Giessinger, Historic Preservation Architect, Office of Historic Resources 

JMBM Jeffer Mangels 
Butler & Mitchell LLP 

jmbm.com  
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This letter addresses the nomination of 412 - 420 North Norton Avenue as an HCM under two criteria.  

 

The Nomination of 412 – 420 N. Norton Avenue for Historic-Cultural Monument Status 

 412 – 420 North Norton Avenue has been nominated for HCM status based on two of the four 
criteria deemed necessary by the City of Los Angeles: 

 Reflects the broad cultural, economic, or social history of the nation, state or 
community; and 

 Embodies the distinguishing characteristic of an architectural-type specimen, inherently 
valuable for study of a period, style of method of construction. 
 

 Before moving his practice to Los Angeles from San Francisco, Leonard L. Jones designed the 
Coliseum there, several buildings on the Crocker estate, as well as others. Jones was tried in Los Angeles 
for practicing architecture without a license, a problem immediately resolved. He designed more 
impressive buildings than the Norton Flats. Among them are the Castle Argyle Arms at 1919 North 
Argyle Avenue and its identical twin, the Hermoyne Apartment Hotel at 569 South Rossmore Avenue, 
theatres, large homes in Fos Feliz as well as other locales.  
 
 The most impressive architectural detail is the use of zoning to max out the number/size of units 
on the parcel by building to the maximum height allowed in the neighborhood in 1926, 2-stories, yet in 
buildings small enough to satisfy the current zoning in a residential neighborhood. This would have 
allowed the original owner and all succeeding ones to max out the available profits on this parcel, as this 
historian is certain the Jewish merchant who was retiring, would want to have done: He provided a 
retirement income as well as a place for his family to reside. That was the brilliancy of this project, but 
nowhere is it mentioned. 
 
 This historian is awaiting the report from the structural engineer to confirm a theory that the 
exterior tiling on the buildings was later added as it is not flush with the buildings, appears to be from a 
later time and is missing in the locale spot over all entries. If one views the buildings from the street they 
are plain with three-dimensional work along their facades, as is seen in many other buildings designed 
by other architects around 1926, the year of the design of this group of buildings.  The floors of the 
foyers contain period tile which has no relationship to what this historian believes to be later-applied 
façade tile trim work. The steps are of scored cement, again with no tile work. There is completely 
unrelated tile work in the bathrooms and kitchens of the buildings.  
 
 While this building was included in Survey LA, nowhere was the tile work mentioned. It is cited, 
as are many other buildings, “The…Bungalow Court is an excellent example of an intact 1920s bungalow 
court…Once a common residential property type in Los Angeles, bungalow courts that remain intact are 
incredibly rare…”  Once again, Survey LA cites it as 3S; 3CS and 5S3, as are many, many other buildings in 
Los Angeles, with no mention of the remodeling by the additional tile, nor of the brilliance of the use of 
zoning to max out potential profits. 
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Conclusion 
 
 The nominator in no way makes a case for the first criterion cited: That it reflects the broad 
cultural, economic or social history of any entity.  
 
 This group of flats, designed by Leonard L. Jones, this historian believes, has been remodeled by 
the addition of more recent tile work surrounding each of the main entries which in no manner reflects 
any of the other tile work in the buildings. Further, it is a simple building with three-dimensional 
detailing, only.   
 
 The most important aspect of this group of flats is that it maxed out the zoning for maximum 
profits on this parcel, providing a retirement income for the Jewish merchant and his family who also 
inhabited the collection of buildings until they sold them in 1930. 
 
 The second criterion cited by Survey LA and therefore the nominator, that it, “Embodies the 
distinguishing characteristic of an architectural-type specimen, inherently valuable for study of a period, 
style of method of construction,” is not met by this building which has had an exterior remodel by the 
addition of more contemporary tile surrounding all entries. This detracts from the form of the buildings 
and from the reason that is cited by Survey LA in that it is an “excellent example of an intact 1920s 
bungalow court.”  
 
 Therefore, the building fails to meet any of the four criteria issued by the City of Los Angeles 
necessary to become an Historic-Cultural Monument.  
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Anna Marie Brooks, 
Architectural Historian  
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I. Introduction  
A. Executive Summary 
The purpose of this Historic Resources Assessment Report (Report) is to identify and evaluate 
potential historical resources located at 412-420 North Norton Avenue, Los Angeles, California 
on assessor parcel number (APN) 5522-022-008 (subject property, or Courtyard Apartment). The 
location of the subject property is shown in Figure 1, Regional and Vicinity Map. This Report, 
completed by Environmental Science Associates and PCR Services Corporation (ESA PCR), was 
prepared at the request of the property owner in response to Historic Cultural Monument 
applications filed by Charles J. Fisher for the subject property on August 20. The property owner, 
2026 Bentley LLC, requested ESA PCR conduct an intensive level evaluation of the subject 
property and prepare a comprehensive evaluation report to determine whether the property rises 
to the threshold of significance for designation as an Historic Cultural Monument. ESA PCR also 
assessed the existing buildings and landscapes on the subject property and neighboring parcels for 
eligibility as historical resources at the federal, state, and local levels of significance to comply 
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Report follows the City’s 
requirements for Historical Resources Assessment Reports (HRARs) and includes a discussion of 
the survey methods used, a brief historic context of the property and surrounding area, and the 
identification and evaluation of the subject property.  

The subject property at 412-420 North Norton Avenue is presently improved with a Spanish 
Colonial Revival style courtyard apartment (“Courtyard Apartment”) constructed in 1926, as 
shown in Figure 2, Aerial Photograph of Subject Property and Vicinity. The Courtyard 
Apartment comprises three two-story buildings arrayed in a “U” : two are oriented perpendicular 
to the street and face inward onto a narrow landscaped central court and walkway with the third 
building spanning the rear of the property facing the courtyard and street. Each building contains 
four units for a total of twelve units on the site. The subject property encompasses the addresses 
of 412, 412-1/2, 414, 414-1/4, 414-1/2, 416, 416-1/4, 416-1/2, 416-3/4, 418, 418-1/4, 418-1/2, 
420, and 420-1/2. On the interior, three units are intact; nine units are altered. 

The Courtyard Apartment was assessed for its possible significance in association with the 
historic context and themes of early multi-family residential development in Los Angeles, the 
Courtyard Apartment property type, and the Spanish Colonial Revival style. We also examined 
the association of the subject properties with Jewish community development patterns and 
whether this was a significant association; and if the Courtyard Apartment was architecturally 
important as a work of Leonard L. Jones, architect. This HRAR prepared by ESA PCR 
incorporates the initial reconnaissance-level documentation first provided in SurveyLA and the 
subsequent HCM nominations by Fisher. We delve deeper into the history and architecture of the 
subject property than the previous studies and provide substantial new evidence which was not 
included in the previous surveys or nominations. Based upon the totality of this evidence, ESA 
PCR found that the property fails to meet the eligibility requirements for listing at the national, 
state or local level.  
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When evaluated upon its own merits, the Courtyard Apartment is not a distinguished example of 
a Spanish Colonial Revival courtyard apartment. It was designed by local architect Leonard L. 
Jones who appears to have had a successful practice designing multi-family residential 
architecture but was not a master architect. His work was competent and representative of the 
typology and styles of the period, but his commissions were functional and marketable without 
establishing a new benchmark for accomplishment in either design or method. Jones’ work, like 
his design for the subject Courtyard Apartment, fits into the background fabric of the city and was 
part of the utilitarian and unexceptional but necessary construction critical to Los Angeles’s 
growth.  

Despite its workmanlike Spanish Colonial Revival style, the Courtyard Apartment does display 
some visual interest centered at the entryways which have decorative tile surrounds. However, the 
tilework is applied over the stucco and is not inserted as one would normally expect for original 
tilework during the period of significance; furthermore, the quality of the individual tiles is not 
what one would expect from an architect like Jones during the period of significance especially 
when compared with the Batchelder tiles extant on the few mantels which survive on the interior. 
The existing tile surrounds appear to be composed of stock tiles that can be purchased today and 
appear to have been replaced sometime after the period of significance. This is further 
corroborated by the fact that the existing stucco around the entryways appears to have been 
reapplied at some point and some of the original decorative stucco above the entries appears to be 
missing.  

Again, while this neighborhood was developed in proximity to movie studios and appears to have 
been fairly diverse, no strong significant associations were found with the movie industry or the 
Jewish community during the period of significance, and none of the owners or residents of the 
subject property appear to have been significant personages.  

The neighborhood is generally intact and was part of a large building boom during the 1920s in 
support of substantial population growth; it has enough integrity to be a potential historic district, 
but was not identified as eligible in SurveyLA. The citywide survey had the advantage of using 
the same survey teams to look at all of Los Angeles and had a greater perspective for comparative 
analysis. SurveyLA found this area of Wilshire is, indeed, representative of historical 
development patterns but did not feel it met eligibility standards for identification as a potential 
district. There are many issues to consider in identifying potential districts including original tract 
boundaries and development patterns. If all "fairly intact" areas of representative development 
were included much of Los Angeles would be eligible.1 

Courtyard Apartments are highly characteristic of the built environment in many neighborhoods, 
however, the story and evidence uncovered here at the 412-420 N. Norton Avenue Courtyard 
Apartment is not compelling enough for us to recommend designation of the subject property as a 
Historic Cultural Monument either for its history or architecture. ESA PCR found the subject 
Courtyard Apartment ineligible for listing under any of the National Register, California Register 

1  Email communication from Janet Hansen, Ph.D., Deputy Director, Office of Historic Resources, Planning 
Department, City of Los Angeles, February 16, 2017. 
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or Los Angeles Historical Cultural Monument criteria and recommends the eligibility of the 
subject property be updated in SurveyLA. If determined ineligible for local listing through the 
HCM nomination process we recommend the property be assigned a Status Code of 6L, “may 
warrant special consideration in local planning” and that any new construction proposed for the 
subject property include lush landscaping and be designed to be compatible with the Spanish 
Colonial Revival style multi-family residential architecture on North Norton Avenue.  

B. Research and Field Methodology 
This Report was conducted by ESA PCR’s architectural historians, including Margarita Jerabek, 
Ph.D., Director of Historical Resources, Amanda Y. Kainer, M.S., Senior Architectural Historian, 
and Stephanie C. Hodal, Candidate M.H.C., Associate Architectural Historian, all of whom meet 
and exceed the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards in history and 
architectural history. Professional qualifications are provided in Appendix A. 

The historical resources evaluation involved a review of the National Register and its annual 
updates, the California Register, the Statewide Historical Resources Inventory (HRI) database 
maintained by the State Office of Historic Preservation (OHP), the California Historical 
Resources Information System (CHRIS), and the City of Los Angeles’ Historic Cultural 
Monuments register, and SurveyLA to identify any previously recorded properties within or near 
the subject property. An intensive pedestrian survey was also undertaken to document the existing 
conditions of the property and vicinity. In addition, the following tasks were performed for the 
study: 

• Conducted field inspections of the subject property, and utilized the survey methodology of 
the State OHP. 

• Photographed the subject property and associated landscape features, and examined other 
properties in the vicinity that exhibited potential architectural and/or historical associations.  

• Conducted site‐specific research on the property utilizing building permits, Sanborn Fire 
Insurance Maps (Sanborn Maps), City directories, historical photographs, California Index, 
Avery Index, Online Archive of California, University of Southern California (USC) Digital 
Collections, historical Los Angeles Times, and other published sources.  

• Conducted research at the City’s Building and Safety and Community Development 
departments as well as the Los Angeles County Office of the Assessor (Assessor). 

• Reviewed and analyzed ordinances, statutes, regulations, bulletins, and technical materials 
relating to federal, state, and local historic preservation, designation assessment processes, 
and related programs. 

• Evaluated potential historic resources based upon criteria used by the National Register, 
California Register, and City of Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument Ordinance. 
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II. Regulatory Framework  
Historical resources fall within the jurisdiction of the federal, state, and local designation 
programs. Federal laws provide the framework for the identification, and in certain instances, 
protection of historical resources. Additionally, state and local jurisdictions play active roles in 
the identification, documentation, and protection of such resources within their communities. The 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended and the California Public 
Resources Code (PRC), Section 5024.1, are the primary federal and state laws and regulations 
governing the evaluation and significance of historical resources of national, state, regional, and 
local importance. Descriptions of these relevant laws and regulations are presented below. 

A. Federal Eligibility Criteria and Integrity Aspects 
1. National Register of Historic Places 
The National Register was established by the NHPA as “an authoritative guide to be used by 
federal, state, and local governments, private groups and citizens to identify the Nation’s cultural 
resources and to indicate what properties should be considered for protection from destruction or 
impairment.”2 The National Register recognizes properties that are significant at the national, 
state, and/or local levels. 

To be eligible for listing in the National Register, a resource must be significant in American 
history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, or culture. Four criteria for evaluation have been 
established to determine the significance of a resource: 

A. Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
our history; 

B. Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; 

C. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or that 
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a 
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; 

D. Yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.3 

Districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that are 50 years in age must meet one or more 
of the above criteria and retain integrity (that is, convey their significance) to be eligible for 
listing.  

Under the National Register, a property can be significant not only for the way it was originally 
constructed, but also for the way it was adapted at a later period, or for the way it illustrates 
changing tastes, attitudes, and uses over a period of time.4 

2  36 CFR Section 60.2. 
3  “Guidelines for Completing National Register Forms,” in National Register Bulletin 16, U.S. Department of 

Interior, National Park Service, September 30, 1986. This bulletin contains technical information on comprehensive 
planning, survey of cultural resources and registration in the NRHP. 

4  National Register Bulletin 15, p. 19. 
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Within the concept of integrity, the National Register recognizes seven aspects or qualities that, in 
various combinations, define integrity: Location, Design, Setting, Materials, Workmanship, 
Feeling, and Association: 

Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the historic 
event occurred. The relationship between the property and its location is often important to 
understanding why the property was created or why something happened. The actual location of a 
historic property, complemented by its setting, is particularly important in recapturing the sense 
of historic events and persons. Except in rare cases, the relationship between a property and its 
historic associations is destroyed if the property is moved. 

Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style of a 
property. It results from conscious decisions made during the original conception and planning of 
a property (or its significant alteration) and applies to activities as diverse as community 
planning, engineering, architecture, and landscape architecture. Design includes such elements as 
organization of space, proportion, scale, technology, ornamentation, and materials. A property’s 
design reflects historic functions and technologies as well as aesthetics. It includes such 
considerations as the structural system; massing; arrangement of spaces; pattern of fenestration; 
textures and colors of surface materials; type, amount and style of ornamental detailing; and 
arrangement and type of plantings in a designed landscape. 

Setting is the physical environment of a historic property. Whereas location refers to the specific 
place where a property was built or an event occurred, setting refers to the character of the place 
in which the property played its historic role. It involves how, not just where, the property is 
situated and its relationship to surrounding features and open space. 

Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during any 
given period in history or prehistory. It is the evidence of artisans’ labor and skill in constructing 
or altering a building, structure, object, or site. Workmanship can apply to the property as a whole 
or to its individual components. 

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.  

The choice and combination of materials reveal the preferences of those who created the property 
and indicate the availability of particular types of materials and technologies. A property must 
retain key exterior materials dating from the period of its historic significance.  

Feeling is a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time. 
It results from the presence of physical features that, taken together, convey the property’s 
historic character. 
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Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic 
property. A property retains association if it is the place where the event or activity occurred and 
is sufficiently intact to convey that relationship to an observer.5 

To retain historic integrity, a property will always possess most of the aspects and depending 
upon its significance, retention of specific aspects of integrity may be paramount for a property to 
convey its significance.6 Determining which of these aspects are most important to a particular 
property requires knowing why, where and when a property is significant.7 For properties that are 
considered significant under National Register Criteria A and B, National Register Bulletin 15: 
How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation (“National Register Bulletin 15”) 
explains, “a property that is significant for its historic association is eligible if it retains the 
essential physical features that made up its character or appearance during the period of its 
association with the important event, historical pattern, or person(s).”8 In assessing the integrity 
of properties that are considered significant under National Register Criterion C, National 
Register Bulletin 15 states, “a property important for illustrating a particular architectural style or 
construction technique must retain most of the physical features that constitute that style or 
technique.”9 

B. State Register and Eligibility Criteria 
1. California Register of Historical Resources 
The OHP, as an office of the California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), implements 
the policies of the NHPA on a statewide level.  

The OHP also carries out the duties as set forth in the PRC and maintains the HRI and the 
California Register. The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) is an appointed official who 
implements historic preservation programs within the state’s jurisdictions.  

Also implemented at the state level, CEQA requires projects to identify any substantial adverse 
impacts which may affect the significance of identified historical resources. 

5 National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, 44-45, 
http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/pdfs/nrb15.pdf, accessed July 7, 2013. 

6  The National Register defines a property as an “area of land containing a single historic resource or a group of 
resources, and constituting a single entry in the National Register of Historic Places.” A “Historic Property” is 
defined as “any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object at the time it attained historic 
significance.” Glossary of National Register Terms, 
http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb16a/nrb16a_appendix_IV.htm, accessed June 1, 2013. 

7  National Register Bulletin 15, p. 44. 
8  “A property retains association if it is the place where the event or activity occurred and is sufficiently intact to 

convey that relationship to an observer. Like feeling, association requires the presence of physical features that 
convey a property’s historic character. Because feeling and association depend on individual perceptions, their 
retention alone is never sufficient to support eligibility of a property for the National Register.” Ibid, p. 46. 

9  “A property that has lost some historic materials or details can be eligible if it retains the majority of the features 
that illustrate its style in terms of the massing, spatial relationships, proportion, pattern of windows and doors, 
texture of materials, and ornamentation. The property is not eligible, however, if it retains some basic features 
conveying massing but has lost the majority of the features that once characterized its style.” Ibid. 
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The California Register was created by Assembly Bill 2881 which was signed into law on 
September 27, 1992. The California Register is “an authoritative listing and guide to be used by 
state and local agencies, private groups, and citizens in identifying the existing historical 
resources of the state and to indicate which resources deserve to be protected, to the extent 
prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change.”10 The criteria for eligibility for the 
California Register are based upon National Register criteria.11  

The California Register consists of resources that are listed automatically and those that must be 
nominated through an application and public hearing process. The California Register 
automatically includes the following: 

• California properties listed on the National Register and those formally Determined Eligible 
for the National Register; 12 

• California Registered Historical Landmarks from No. 770 onward; 

• Those California Points of Historical Interest (“PHI”) that have been evaluated by the OHP 
and have been recommended to the State Historical Commission for inclusion on the 
California Register.13 

Other resources which may be nominated to the California Register include: 

• Individual historical resources; 

• Historical resources contributing to historic districts; 

• Historical resources identified as significant in historical resources surveys with significance 
ratings of Category 1 through 5; 

• Historical resources designated or listed as local landmarks, or designated under any local 
ordinance, such as an HPOZ.14 

To be eligible for the California Register, a historical resource must be significant at the local, 
state, or national level, under one or more of the following four criteria: 

1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
California's history and cultural heritage; 

2. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, 
or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 

4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

10  PRC Section 5024.1(a). 
11  PRC Section 5024.1(b). 
12  PRC Section 5024.1(d). 
13 Ibid. 
14  PRC Section 5024.1(e) 
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Additionally, a historical resource eligible for listing in the California Register must meet one or 
more of the criteria of significance described above and retain enough of its historic character or 
appearance to be recognizable as a historical resource and to convey the reasons for its 
significance. Historical resources that have been rehabilitated or restored may be evaluated for 
listing. Integrity is evaluated with regard to the retention of seven aspects of integrity similar to 
the National Register (location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association). 
Also like the National Register, it must also be judged with reference to the particular criteria 
under which a resource is proposed for eligibility. Alterations over time to a resource or historic 
changes in its use may themselves have historical, cultural, or architectural significance. It is 
possible that historical resources may not retain sufficient integrity to meet the criteria for listing 
in the National Register, but they may still be eligible for listing in the California Register. A 
resource that has lost its historic character or appearance may still have sufficient integrity for the 
California Register if it maintains the potential to yield significant scientific or historical 
information or specific data.15 

2. California Historical Resources Status Codes 
The California State OHP developed National Register Status Codes in 1975 as a standardized 
system for classifying historical resources in the state’s Historic Resources Inventory. In 2003 
these codes were revised to reflect the application of California Register and local criteria and the 
name was changed to California Historical Resource (“CHR”) Status Codes. CHR Status codes 
consist of three digits and are assigned to properties or historic districts through a survey process 
and as a result of varying regulatory processes. The first digit ranges from 1-7. Code categories 1-
5 reflect properties determined eligible for designation according to the criteria established for the 
National Register, California Register and local government criteria for significance. Code 
categories 6-7 generally identify properties that do not meet established criteria for significance, 
have not been evaluated, or need to be reevaluated. The code categories are as follows: 

1. Properties listed in the National Register or the California Register; 

2. Properties determined eligible for listing in the National Register or the California Register; 

3. Appears eligible for National Register or the California Register through survey evaluation; 

4. Appears eligible for the National Register or the California Register through other evaluation; 

5. Properties recognized as historically significant by local government; 

6. Not eligible for listing or designation as specified; and 

7. Not evaluated for the National Register or California Register or needs re‐evaluation. 

The second digit of the CHR Status Code is a letter code indicating whether the resource is 
separately eligible (S), eligible as part of a district (D), or both (B). The third digit is a number 
that is used to further specify significance and refine the relationship of the property to the 
National Register and/or California Register. Under this evaluation system, categories 1 through 4 
pertain to various levels of National Register and California Register eligibility. Locally eligible 

15  Codified in California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 11.5, Section 4852(c) which can be accessed on the 
internet at http://ohp.parks.ca.gov 
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resources are given a rating code level 5. Properties found ineligible for listing in the National 
Register, California Register, or for designation under a local ordinance are given an evaluation 
Status Code of 6. Properties given an evaluation Status Code of 6Z are “found ineligible for the 
National Register, California Register, or Local designation through survey evaluation.”16 

C. Local Cultural Heritage Ordinance and Eligibility Criteria 
1. City of Los Angeles 
The City enacted a Cultural Heritage Ordinance in April 1962 which defines Historic-Cultural 
Monuments. According to the Cultural Heritage Ordinance, Historic-Cultural Monuments are 
sites, buildings, or structures of particular historic or cultural significance to the City in which the 
broad cultural, political, or socia l history of the nation, state, or City is reflected or exemplified, 
including sites and buildings associated with important personages or which embody certain 
distinguishing architectural characteristics and are associated with a notable architect. These 
Historic-Cultural Monuments are regulated by the City’s Cultural Heritage Commission and the 
City Council. 

2. Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Ordinance Eligibility Criteria 
The Los Angeles City Council adopted the Cultural Heritage Ordinance in 1967 and amended it 
in 2007 ( (Los Angeles Administrative Code, Chapter 9, Division 22, Article 1, Section 
22.171.7). The Cultural Heritage Ordinance establishes criteria for designating a local historical 
resource as an HCM. An HCM is any site (including significant trees or other plant life located on 
the site), building or structure of particular historic or cultural significance to the City, including 
historic structures or sites: 

• In which the broad cultural, economic or social history of the nation, State or community is 
reflected or exemplified; or 

• Which is identified with historic personages or with important events in the main currents of 
national, State or local history; or 

• Which embodies the distinguishing characteristics of an architectural type specimen, 
inherently valuable for a study of a period, style or method of construction; or 

• Which is a notable work of a master builder, designer, or architect whose individual genius 
influenced his or her age. 

3. Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ) Criteria 
for Designation 

City of Los Angeles Ordinance Number 175891, found in Section 12.20.3 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code, describes the procedures for creation of new HPOZs, the powers and duties of 
HPOZ Boards, and the review processes for projects within HPOZs. The Ordinance was amended 
by the Los Angeles City Council on March 19, 2004, and became effective on May 12, 2004.17 

16  Ibid. 
17  “Citywide HPOZ Ordinance,” City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources, 

http://www.preservation.lacity.org/hpoz/citywide-hpoz-ordinance, accessed July 24, 2013. 
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An HPOZ is an area of the City which is designated as containing structures, landscaping, natural 
features or sites having historic, architectural, cultural or aesthetic significance. Before an HPOZ 
may move into the formal adoption process, an historic resources survey of the proposed district 
must be completed. The survey studies the historic and architectural significance of the 
neighborhood and identifies structures and features as either “contributing” or “non-contributing” 
to the district. A contributing structure is a building that was constructed during the predominant 
period of development in the neighborhood and that has retained most of its historic features. A 
non-contributing structure is one that was either constructed after the major period of the 
neighborhood’s development, or has been so significantly altered that it no longer conveys its 
historic character.18  

According to Section 12.20.3 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, features designated as 
contributing shall meet one or more of the following criteria: 

• Adds to the Historic architectural qualities or Historic associations for which a property is 
significant because it was present during the period of significance, and possesses Historic 
integrity reflecting its character at that time; or 

• Owing to its unique location or singular physical characteristics, represents an established 
feature of the neighborhood, community or city; or 

• Retaining the building, structure, Landscaping, or Natural Feature, would contribute to the 
preservation and protection of the resource and its environment.19  

D. SurveyLA Eligibility Standards 
SurveyLA is a citywide survey that identifies and documents significant historic resources 
representing important themes in the City’s history. The survey and resource evaluations are 
completed by consultant teams under contract to the City of Los Angeles and the supervision of 
the OHR. The program is managed by the OHR, which maintains a website for SurveyLA.20 The 
field surveys cover the period from approximately 1850 to 1980 and include individual resources 
such as buildings, structures, objects, natural features and cultural landscapes as well as areas and 
districts (archaeological resources will be included in a future survey phase). Significant 
resources reflect important themes in the City's growth and development in various areas 
including architecture, city planning, social history, ethnic heritage, politics, industry, 
transportation, commerce, entertainment, and others. Field surveys started in 2010 and are 
completed in three phases by Community Plan Area. All tools and methods developed for 
SurveyLA meet state and federal professional standards for survey work.  

Los Angeles’ citywide Historic Context Statement (HCS) is designed for use by SurveyLA field 
surveyors and by all agencies, organizations, and professionals completing historic resources 

18  “How to Establish an HPOZ,” City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources, 
http://www.preservation.lacity.org/hpoz/how-establish-hpoz, accessed July 24, 2013. 

19  “Citywide HPOZ Ordinance,” City of Los Angeles Historic Resources, 
http://www.preservation.lacity.org/hpoz/citywide-hpoz-ordinance, accessed July 24, 2013, pgs. 11-12. 

20 SurveyLA: Los Angeles Historic Resources Survey, http://preservation.lacity.org/survey, accessed January 5, 2017. 
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surveys in the city of Los Angeles. The context statement is organized using the Multiple 
Property Documentation (MPD) format developed by the National Park Service (NPS) for use in 
nominating properties related by theme to the National Register. This format provides a 
consistent framework for evaluating historic resources. It has been adapted for local use to 
evaluate the eligibility of properties for city, state, and federal designation programs and to 
facilitate environmental review processes.21 The HCS uses Eligibility Standards to identify the 
character defining, associative features, and integrity aspects a property should retain to be a 
significant example of a type within a defined theme. Eligibility Standards also indicate the 
general geographic location, area of significance, applicable criteria, and period of significance 
associated with that type. These Eligibility Standards are guidelines based on knowledge of 
known significant examples of property types; properties do not need to meet all of them in order 
to be eligible. Moreover, there are many variables to consider in assessing integrity depending on 
why a resource is significant.  

III. Environmental Setting 
A. Historic Context 
The historic context developed below presents the background necessary to evaluate the historical 
and architectural significance of the subject property, including the history of its construction and 
alterations, as well as the surrounding neighborhood’s development. The subject properties were 
evaluated under the following historical and architectural themes: Early Residential Development 
and Suburbanization (1850-1980), including the Wilshire Community Plan Area and the Weid’s 
Subdivision; and Multi-Family Residential Development: The Courtyard Apartment (1920-1939). 
Also presented below are the construction and occupancy histories of the Courtyard Apartment at 
412-420 North Norton Avenue (including information on architect Leonard L. Jones who is 
credited as the designer for the Courtyard Apartment). The period of significance associated with 
Courtyard Apartment at 412-420 North Norton Avenue is 1926, the original construction date of 
the Courtyard Apartment and its associated garage.  

1. Early Residential Development (1880-1930) 
a. Wilshire Community Plan Area22 
The Wilshire CPA is located in the central part of Los Angeles, west of Downtown. It is bounded 
generally by Rosewood Avenue and Melrose Avenue to the north; 18th Street, Venice Boulevard 
and Pico Boulevard to the south; Hoover Street to the east; and the city’s irregular western 
boundary to the west. The Wilshire CPA comprises multiple neighborhoods with their own 
distinct identities, including the areas commonly known as (roughly from east to west) Wilshire 
Center, Koreatown, Windsor Square, Hancock Park, Larchmont, Mid-Wilshire, Mid-City, 

21  Guide for Professionals Using the Historic Context Statement for Property Evaluations, 
http://preservation.lacity.org/sites/default/files/Guide%20for%20Professionals%20Using%20the%20Historic%20C
ontext%20Statement_Jan%202016_0.pdf, accessed January 5, 2017. 

22 Architectural Resources Group. SurveyLA Los Angeles Historic Resources Survey, Historic Resources Survey 
Report, Wilshire Community Plan Area. Publication. Los Angeles: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources, 2015. 
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Miracle Mile, Beverly Grove, Fairfax, Carthay, and Pico-Robertson. Each contains a diverse 
mixture of architectural styles and property types. 

The 400 block of North Norton Avenue is located in the neighborhood known as Larchmont, 
adjacent to Windsor Square and Hancock Park. The 1906 and 1919 Sanborn maps labeled this 
area as Colegrove; a 1902 topographic map located the zone south of the emerging town of 
Hollywood and within the developing lands of the Rancho La Brea. (Figure 3) By 1910 
Colegrove had been annexed by the growing metropolis of Los Angeles and, by 1918, the 
formerly agricultural lands can be seen filling in with residential development as part of the rapid 
growth of the Wilshire District to the south, Hollywood to the north, and a more complete 
streetcar system that enabled commuter suburbs. The area that would become North Norton Street 
is circled in red, located just north of an expanding Windsor Square and just south of two major 
movie studios that had also begun to build their campuses as early as 1915, Famous Players 
Fiction Studios (now Raleigh Studios) and Paramount Pictures, the two located on either side of 
Melrose Boulevard. (Figure 4).  

 
  
SOURCE: http://windsorsquarelosangeles.blogspot.com  Figure 3 

1902 topographic map indicating the location of 
Colegrove, the area that would develop to contain 

North Norton Avenue  
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SOURCE: http://windsorsquarelosangeles.blogspot.com  
 

 

Figure 4 
Northerly view over Windsor Square, circa. 1918 

(location of future 400 block of North Norton Avenue 
indicated by red arrow)  

The neighborhood now known as Windsor Square first developed in 1911 as an exclusive 
subdivision of large houses on large lots between Wilshire Boulevard and Third Street. 
Larchmont Boulevard was established in 1920 to be the main street for Windsor Square. As the 
neighborhood expanded it came to include new developments like New Windsor Square and 
Windsor Heights to the north. The new Larchmont business district and its streetcar line was 
connected by an extension of the Sixth Street line to the larger Los Angeles Railway network.  

Between 1920 and 1930, block upon block of automobile suburbs emerged from Mid-Wilshire to 
Beverly Fairfax. Much of this development filled in zones around the large grand houses with 
single- and multi-family Craftsman neighborhoods, numerous bungalow courts, tall brick 
apartment houses, and abundant duplexes and fourplexes. The open agricultural land dotted with 
oil derricks that once characterized the entire area between Los Angeles and Santa Monica would 
soon become densely developed residential and commercial districts. The vast western expansion 
that occurred in the 1920s and 1930s is shown in the map below in the mustard –colored zone. 
The area around North Norton Street is outlined for reference. (Figure 5) 

Paramount Pictures

 

  
 Famous Players Fiction Studios 

Future North Norton Avenue 
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SOURCE: SurveyLA Historic Resources Survey Report: Wilshire 

Community Plan Area Figure 5 
Wilshire Community Plan Area Development 

Chronology  

 

b. Tract No. 2635, I. A. Weid Subdivision 
The subject property is situated within Tract No. 2635, a subdivision of a part of Lot 62, in the 
I.A. Weid Subdivision of the S.E. ¼ of Section 14, T.I. 5, R.14W, S.B.M. recorded in February 
1923 by Title Insurance and Trust Company and Hellman Commercial Trust and Savings Bank. 
The tract, laid out fifteen rectangular lots measuring between 40’ and 60’ in width and 
approximately 165 feet in depth between Van Ness Avenue and North Norton Avenue, to the east 
and west, and mid-block above Elmwood Avenue to the south. The Courtyard Apartment would 
come to occupy lots 153 and 154 at the southwest corner of the tract. The Tract Map is excerpted 
in Figure 6 below and shown in full in the Appendix. 

Ivar A. Weid (1837–1903) was a Los Angeles pioneer who invested heavily in real estate 
obtaining large holdings in Hollywood, Caheunga, Santa Monica, and downtown. He was also 
among the early organizers of the Hollywood streetcar lines that were sold to and incorporated 
into the Los Angles and Pacific Electric Railroad Company. After his death, his sons continued to 
be active in real estate. The Weid subdivision represents the development of part of the family’s 
ranchlands at the western edge of their Cahuenga holdings. Ivar Street in Hollywood was named 
after him and Selma Avenue after his daughter. 23 

23 "Weid, Ivar A. October 23, 1837 - August 25, 1903." Los Angeles-San Francisco County CA Archives Biographies. 
Accessed February 12, 2017. http://files.usgwarchives.net/ca/losangeles/bios/weid1035gbs.txt 
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SOURCE: Department of Public Works Figure 6 

Tract 2635, a Subdivision of a part of Lot 62, I.A. 
Weid’s Subdivision of the S. E. ¼ of Sec.14, T.15, 

R.14W, S.B.M as recorded in Book 13, Page 39, 
Miscellaneous Records of Los Angeles County, 

subdivided 1923, with subject properties outlined in red 

An analysis of the 1955 Sanborn Map shows that the tract was completely built out by that time, 
primarily with multi-family dwellings and with part of the tract at the north given over to the Van 
Ness School. (Figure 7). A construction chronology for the 400 block of North Norton Avenue 
shows that 26 of the 30 properties were constructed between 1923 and 1927 with only four 
constructed after 1927. (Figure 8).The block contains a small number of single family homes 
toward its north and south ends and the east side of the Van Ness School with numerous duplexes 
and fourplexes in between plus several small apartment buildings, two bungalow courts, and one 
courtyard apartment.  
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SOURCE: LAPL Figure 7 

Sanborn Map, volume 9, sheet 976, 1906 (updated 
1919 and 1955) depicting area surrounding subject 

properties in 1955 
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SOURCE: ESA Figure 8 

Construction chronology for the 400 block of North 
Norton Avenue 
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2. The Courtyard Apartment (1920 - 1939) 
The courtyard apartment form derived from what was already a popular Southern California type, 
the bungalow court. It was similar in concept in its use of a shared and landscaped central area as 
an organizing principle for its site and as a source of identity and aesthetic individuality for each 
development. The courtyard apartment typology appeared a decade after the bungalow court as a 
solution to increased demand for housing that could intensify density on each site while still 
providing the amenity of Southern California outdoor living. The character defining features of 
the courtyard apartment include a two story height, a design in a Period Revival or Moderne style, 
an “O” – or “U”-shaped plan, and a common outdoor area at the core that might include a 
fountain or other feature with a unified landscape. (Figure 9) 

In both the bungalow court and the courtyard apartment types, built-ins such as bookcases, 
secretaries, buffets, ironing boards, and breakfast sets as well as fireplaces were often included to 
increase efficiency and the appeal of each development.  

The subject Courtyard Apartment retains the primary site and exterior characteristics of its type; 
several units retain examples of built in and fireplace elements although most have been removed.  

As background, the bungalow court is a type of multi-family residential property native to 
Southern California born, at least partially, out of the spatial arrangement of early Los Angeles 
tenements. These were immigrant worker cottages lined up in horizontal rows, an early iteration 
of the bungalow court type, albeit built to a lower standard of construction and design than the 
bungalow courts that emerged in the early 20th century.  

The first known bungalow courts had appeared by 1909. A sixteen (16) unit bungalow court was 
extant in Santa Monica by this time. The better known St. Francis Court was built in Pasadena in 
the same year by architect Sylvanus Marston (Figure 9). Although the bungalow court became a 
housing type commonly associated with the working class, St. Francis Court was aimed at well-
off tourists looking for comfortable vacation rentals. The idea of the court type as vacation 
housing ultimately lead to the creation of the motel, but the bungalow court also proved ideally 
suited to fulfill the housing needs of workers, retirees, and single women, groups in need of 
housing that fell somewhere in-between the single-family home and the apartment, in terms of 
both cost and lifestyle.24  

The bungalow court represented a marriage of two ideas, the courtyard building types brought 
from Europe (especially from Spain via Mexico) that suited the Southern California climate, and 
the bungalow, the small, single-family dwelling that made home ownership economically feasible 
for a large swathe of America’s working class. This multi-family typology also responded to late 
19th century opinions that the negative impacts of the Industrial Revolution could be countered 
by the benefits of green, open space and reasonably sized living quarters: “The coming of the 
bungalow caused widespread acceptance of the virtues of open space and landscape. The courts 
designed after 1910 reflected a strong concern with the architectural development both of the 

24 Karana Hattersley-Drayton, Historic Architecture Survey Report for “The Bungalow” Court Project Fresno, 
California, Prepared for the City of Fresno’s Historic Preservation Program and the State of California Office of 
Historic Preservation, September 29, 2004, pg. 20. 
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buildings and of the various aspects of the landscape.” 25 The design of the bungalow court made 
the combination of a detached house surrounded with a garden a possibility for those who might 
otherwise have lived in an apartment building. They offered a compromise between the density 
and affordability of apartment life with the fresh air and space of a single-family home.26  

Bungalow courts in Southern California were built in a variety of styles, including Craftsman, 
Mission Revival, Spanish Colonial Revival, American Colonial Revival, and Tudor Revival. The 
character-defining features of the bungalow court include: a composition of multiple detached or 
semi-detached buildings, little or no accommodation of automobiles (early examples only) or a 
service zone often providing automobile access to the rear of units, unit entries open into the 
courtyard with front units possibly opening to the street, one story units, siting on a single or 
double residential lot, and units oriented around a central common area.27 Bungalow courts as a 
type have a number of general configurations; however few courts are alike and most have some 
original characteristics that contribute to the type as a whole. 

   
  
SOURCE: https://images1.apartments.com  (left), Pasadena 

Museum of History (right) Figure 9 
Los Altos Apartments, Los Angeles (left); St. Francis 

Court, Pasadena (right) 

 

3. Spanish Colonial Revival (1915-1942) 
The beginnings of Spanish Colonial Revival style architecture date to 1915, when it was 
introduced at the Panama-California Exposition in San Diego. (Figure 10) It became one among 
the many period revival styles that grew in popularity just after World War I. Many architects 
found Southern California the ideal setting for this architectural style. Numerous publications 
argued for its predominance in the “Mediterranean environment” of California, including W. 
Sexton's Spanish Influence on American Architecture and Decoration (1926) and Rexford 
Newcomb's The Spanish House for America Its Design, Furnishing, and Garden (1927). 

25 Polyzoides, Courtyard Housing in Los Angeles, 16 
26 Ross Chapin, Pocket Neighborhoods: Creating Small-Scale Community in a Large-Scale World (Newton, CT: The 

Taunton Press, 2011), 44-49. 
27  SurveyLA, Los Angeles Historic Context Statement Outline, Residential Development and Suburbanization, 1850-

1980, The Bungalow Court, 1910-1939 (December 31, 2013), 71-72. 
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SOURCE: San Diego History Center, www.sandiegohistory.org Figure 10 

Spanish Colonial Revival architecture was featured at 
the Panama-California Exposition in San Diego, held 

from 1915-1917. 

 
Architect Bertram Grosvenor Goodhue’s Spanish Revival structures for the Panama-California 
Exposition catalyzed a region-wide building trend that incorporated Spanish and Moorish 
influences and even supplanted the previously popular Mission Revival style. The many Spanish 
Colonial Revival and Mediterranean Revival commercial, civic and residential structures that 
were built became a key component in the forging of regional identity, since the style helped 
perpetuate powerful romantic myths about California’s origins tied to New Spain. Decorative 
elements that were appropriated from indigenous American cultures (Native American, Mayan, 
Aztec) were sometimes incorporated into these eclectic designs to infuse exoticism, along with a 
certain brand of perceived cultural authenticity. The typical identifying features of the Spanish 
Revival style are a low-pitched red tile roof with little or no eave overhang, the use of arches on 
principal fenestration, stucco walls, and an asymmetrical facade.28 The Spanish Colonial Revival 
is one of several period revival styles commonly applied to both bungalow courts and courtyard 
apartments in the early 20th century. 

4. Architect Leonard Lymon Jones (1881–1947) 
Architect Leonard Lymon Jones (1881-1947)29 was born in Minnesota, practiced architecture in 
San Francisco for four years, and, by 1912,30 had relocated to Los Angeles where he opened a 

28  David Gebhard, “The Myth and Power of Place,” in Canizaro, Vincent. ed., Architectural Regionalism: Collected 
Writings on Place, Identity, Modernity, and Tradition, (Princeton, NJ: Princeton Architectural Press, 2007). 
Virginia Savage McAlester. A Field Guide to American Houses, (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2013), 520-534. 

29  "The Ancestry of Sally Sleeper Russell of Worcester, MA 1919-1983." RootsWeb. Accessed February 9, 2017. 
http://wc.rootsweb.ancestry.com/cgi-bin/igm.cgi?op=GET&db=jacquelinesr&id=I22216. 

412–420 North Norton Avenue  22 ESA PCR 
Historic Resource Assessment Report March 2017 

                                                      



 

downtown office in the Isaias W. Hellman Building. The article announcing his office noted that 
he had two buildings already under construction and was working on a four-story rooming house 
and three apartment houses. 31 Jones was a productive architect for the next three-and-one-half 
decades with over 40 of his projects covered in the Los Angeles Times between 1914 and 1945. 
His published commissions were almost exclusively multi-family residential–rooming houses, 
residential hotels, and apartments, ranging in size from small four-to-eight unit buildings to multi-
story buildings with several hundred rooms.  

Jones’ projects were located throughout greater Los Angeles including downtown, Hollywood, 
West Los Angeles, Long Beach and San Pedro, all rapidly developing areas absorbing the city’s 
ongoing population growth and constant need for housing. In the years leading up to and just after 
Jones’ design of the 1926 Courtyard Apartment on the subject property at 412-240 North Norton 
Avenue, his commissions included a 125-room hotel near the new Southern Pacific Depot 
(1914)32, an eight-story 217-room apartment tower overlooking the ocean in Long Beach 
(1919)33, (Figure 11) “one of the largest hotels to be built at Los Angeles Harbor” in San Pedro 
(1923)34 (Figure 12) a 24-unit bungalow court at 1615 North Normandie (1923)35 (Figure 13), a 
12-story hotel at Bixel and Ingraham Streets (1923)36, a seven-story Spanish-style apartment with 
156 rooms 191 North Argyle known as the Argyle Castle (1928)37, the Hermoyne Apartments—
identical to the Argyle Castle—at 569 North Rossmore (1929) (Figure 14), and a 600-room hotel 
on Vine just north of Hollywood Boulevard for Fox Films Corporation (1929)38. He applied the 
Period Revival styles popular to the era using the concrete, brick, decorative terra-cotta, and tile 
materials typical in urban settings. He seems to have also completed single family homes, a 
supermarket, and several large theater/retail complexes in addition to his apartment work in 
the1920s and early 1930s. In 1936 and 1937, perhaps reflecting the challenges of the Depression, 
he advertised “Architectural Services” in the Los Angeles Times highlighting a specialty in 
“concrete houses”.39 In the late 1930s, Jones turned to the design of smaller wood-frame and 
stucco neighborhood apartment units. His career may have waned after this point as no additional 
projects were published after 1937 until the summer of 1945when three separate articles in the 
Los Angeles Times presented his prototype concepts for post-War single-family homes. Jones 
died in 1947. Research failed to locate any press coverage of his design for the subject Courtyard 
Apartment. 

30  "Leonard L. Jones (Architect)." PCAD (Pacific Coast Architecture Database). Accessed February 14, 2017. 
http://pcad.lib.washington.edu/person/4623/. 

31  "Jones Establishes Office." Builder and Contractor 3 (October 17, 1912). 
32  "Modern Hostelry for East Fifth." Los Angeles Times, August 16, 1914. 
33  "Fine Apartments for Ocean Front." Los Angeles Times, August 10, 1919. 
34  “Modern Hotel to be Erected in Harbor District.” Los Angeles Times, November 11, 1923. 
35  "Normandie Avenue Court." Los Angeles Times, April 29, 1923. 
36  "Plan Two New High Buildings." Los Angeles Times, September 1, 1923. 
37  "New Apartment Structure on Spacious Scale." Los Angeles Times, January 8, 1928. 
38  "Major Projects Spur Building Activities." Los Angeles Times, June 16, 1929. 
39  Leonard L. Jones. "Architectural Service." Advertisement. Los Angeles Times, January 1, 1937. 
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SOURCE: Los Angeles Times, August 10, 1919 (left), Google 

Maps (right) Figure 11 
217-room apartment at Ocean Boulevard and Chestnut 

Place, Long Beach, CA in 1919 (left) and 2017 (right).  

 

   
SOURCE: Los Angeles Times, November 11, 1923 (left), Google 

Maps (right) Figure 12 
156-room hotel on 7th Street at Palos Verdes, San 

Pedro, CA in 1923 (left) and 2017 (right).  

 

 
  
SOURCE: Google Maps Figure 13 

24-unit bungalow court at 1615 North Normandie 
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Avenue, Los Angeles, CA (1923) in 2017.  

 

 
  
SOURCE: Google Maps Figure 14 

The Argyle Castle Apartments (1928) at 1919 Argyle 
Avenue (1928) and the identical Hermoyne Apartments 

(1929) at 569 North Rossmore, Los Angeles, CA in 
2017.  

 
Little biographical or critical information is available on Jones. He is not listed in the American 
Institute of Architects Historical Directory of American Architects; he has no projects listed in the 
Avery Index to Architectural Periodicals; his commissions—almost exclusively published by the 
Los Angeles Times—were covered as project announcements instead of completed work; his 
name is not called out in Los Angeles Conservancy or SurveyLA publications; he is not listed in 
Winter and Gebhard’s Architectural Guidebook to Los Angeles; he did not appear to teach or 
write. A search that matched the location of his commissions on a current map found that many of 
his projects have been demolished. The images that accompanied newspaper articles and what 
can be seen from Streetview on GoogleEarth show competent design in the predominant styles 
related to type and period. Jones was clearly a prolific and successful business person however, 
neither his body of work nor his reputation rise to the level of master architect.  

5. Construction and Occupancy History of 412 - 420 North Norton 
Avenue and 424–430 North Norton Avenue 

a. Construction History of 412–420 North Norton Avenue Courtyard 
Apartment  
Construction histories of the subject properties were developed utilizing permits on file with the 
City’s Building and Safety department, Assessor records, and Sanborn Maps. Building 
construction research is summarized in Tables 1 and 2 below.  

Only two sets of building permits were issued over the ninety-one year life of the Courtyard 
Apartment at 412–420 North Norton Avenue. The first were dated June 3, 1926. They record that 
three identically-sized wood-frame and stucco four-family flats as well as a garage were to be 
built. Each flat was to contain 16 rooms and measure 27 x 68 x 25/2stories and have a 
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composition and tile roof at a cost of $10,000. The single-story wood frame garage with a 
concrete foundation and shiplap siding was to measure 18 x 85 x 12/1 story and contain nine cars. 
Assessor records dated October 7, 1926 are associated with each permit number and are more 
descriptive. These reveal that the apartments were constructed with a concrete foundation with a 
plaster-over-chicken-wire exterior envelope, a combination flat/gabled roof of tile/composition 
roofing, and an interior of plaster, wallpaper, and plain woodwork with false mantels. A separate 
note described a “fancy tile entrance” for each building. The assessor record described the garage 
as plaster over chicken wire with a composition roof and a plaster exterior, differing from the 
shiplap described in the permit. The owner was noted as B. Joseph with Leonard L. Jones as the 
architect and Greenfield and Umbarger as the contractor.  

The second set of permits was issued on March 3, 1955 for the wet sandblasting of each of the 
three apartment buildings.  

A comparison of the historic Sanborn Map with a current aerial shows that the siting of the 
individual buildings in the Apartment Court and their spatial relationship remains unchanged. 
(Figure 15) 

    
SOURCE: LAPL (left) and Google Maps (right) Figure 15 

Detail of Sanborn Map, volume 9, sheet 976, 1906 
(updated 1919 and 1955) depicting 412–420 North 

Norton Avenue in 1955 (left); current aerial photograph 
of site (right) 

 
Although few permits were issued on the property, ESA PCR’s site investigation found that some 
alterations had occurred that had not been documented in the Assessor or Building and Safety 
records. At multiple locations the original double-hung wood and casement windows have been 
replaced with jalousie or vinyl sliding or vinyl casement units; metal awnings have been added 
above windows at the front elevations; it appears that sections of the building may have been 
repaired and re-stuccoed; it appears that areas of tile may have been removed, reinstalled, and re-
grouted or even replaced possibly changing the relationship between the tile panels and the stucco 
envelope surface. This appears consistent with work that would have occurred after the wet 
sandblasting of the buildings referred to in the March 3, 1955 permit. 

A classified advertisement from the Los Angeles Times in October 1926 described the recently 
completed Courtyard Apartment as an “artistic bungalow, hand decorated by one of our best Los 
Angeles artists.” Whether this referred to interior furnishings or to the application of the tile is 
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unclear however aspects of the Courtyard Apartment’s appearance were clearly being used to 
position it in the local market. (Figure 16). The existing tilework does not appear to have the 
quality of original hand decorated tile by a notable Los Angeles artist. Another classified 
advertisement in the Los Angeles Times, this time on May 23, 1939, during a period when the 
Courtyard Apartment was being called the “Villa Essteebee”, noted that the unit for rent featured 
an “outdoor sun deck”. This suggests that the shallow but usable balconettes associated with each 
upper unit added to the building’s appeal although, the existing balconettes are too small to be 
used for comfortable sun bathing. (Figure 17)  

 
  
SOURCE: Los Angeles Times, October 25, 1926 Figure 16 

1926 Classified Advertisement for 412-420 North 
Norton Avenue 
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SOURCE: Los Angeles Times, May 23, 1939. Figure 17 

1939 Classified advertisement for 412-420 North Norton, 
“Villa Essteebee”: two bedrooms with an outdoor sun deck. 
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TABLE 1 
CONSTRUCTION HISTORY40 FOR 412–420 NORTH NORTON AVENUE 

Assessor 
Record 

Date 
Permit 

Number 
Permit 
Date Owner 

Architect/ 
Engineer/ 
Contractor Value/$ Description 

 16649 6.3.1926 B. Joseph Leonard L. Jones(A)  
Greenfield + Umbarger © 

10,000 2-story, 16-room, 27 x 68 x 25 wood-
frame and stucco 4-family flat with 
composition and tile roof. 
418–418½ and 420–420½ North Norton 
Avenue.  
Lots 153 and 154 of Tract 2635, Sheet 
3. 

10.7.1926 16649     4-family flat with concrete foundation, 
plaster over chicken wire exterior, 
flat/gabled roof of tile/composition. 
Interior of plaster, paper, and plain 
woodwork with false mantel. Note states 
“fancy tile entrance.” Sketch plan 
attached to Building Report. 
416-22 North Norton, Sub 1, Lot 153. 

  16650 6.3.1926 B. Joseph Leonard L. Jones(A)  
Greenfield + Umbarger © 

10,000 2-story, 16-room, 27 x 68 x 25 wood-
frame and stucco 4-family flat with 
composition and tile roof.  
414¼ - 414½ and 416–416½ North 
Norton Avenue. Lots 153 and 154 of 
Tract 2635, Sheet 3. 

10.7.1926 16650     4-family flat with concrete foundation, 
plaster over chicken wire exterior, 
flat/gabled roof of tile/composition. 
Interior of plaster, paper, and plain 
woodwork with false mantel. Note states 
“fancy tile entrance.” Sketch plan 
attached to Building Report. 
416-22 North Norton, Sub 2, Lot 154.  

 16651 6.3.1926 B. Joseph Leonard L. Jones(A)  
Greenfield + Umbarger © 

10,000 2-story, 16-room, 27 x 68 x 25 wood-
frame and stucco 4-family flat with 
composition and tile roof. 
412–412¼ - 412½ - 414 North Norton 
Avenue. 
Lots 153 and 154 of Tract 2635, Sheet 
3. 

10.7.1926 16651     4-family flat with concrete foundation, 
plaster over chicken wire exterior, 
flat/gabled roof of tile/composition. 
Interior of plaster, paper, and plain 
woodwork with false mantel. Note states 
“fancy tile entrance.” Sketch plan 
attached to Building Report. 
416-22 North Norton, Lot 153-154. 

40 The Construction History consolidates data from the Assessor Records and the Building Permits in a single table to 
portray the full chronology of the property’s development from 1926 through the present. 
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Assessor 
Record 

Date 
Permit 

Number 
Permit 
Date Owner 

Architect/ 
Engineer/ 
Contractor Value/$ Description 

e 16652 6.3.1926 B. Joseph L Leonard L. Jones(A)  
Greenfield + Umbarger (C) 

900 1-story, 18 x 85 x 12 9-car garage. 
Concrete foundation, wood studs 
covered with shiplap and composition 
roof. 
416 North Norton Avenue. 
Lots 153 and 154 of Tract 2635, Sheet 
3.  

10.7.1926 16652     18 x 85 garage. Concrete foundation, 
plaster over chicken wire, flat 
composition roof with plaster exterior. 
Sketch plan attached to Building Report. 
Lots 153-154. 

 LA09754 3.3.1955 W. Tomkin Aacco Sandblasting Co. (C) 133 Wet sandblasting for one of three 66 x 
26 x 26 apartment buildings. 
412 - 420½ North Norton Avenue. 

 LA09755 3.3.1955 W. Tomkin Aacco Sandblasting Co. (C) 133 Wet sandblasting for one of three 66 x 
26 x 26 apartment buildings. 
412–420½ North Norton Avenue. 

 LA09757 3.3.1955 W. Tomkin Aacco Sandblasting Co. (C) 133 Wet sandblasting for one of three 66 x 
26 x 26 apartment buildings. 
412–420½ North Norton Avenue. 

 

b. Occupancy and Ownership History for 412–420 North Norton Avenue 
City directories and building permits on file with the City’s Building Division, as well as 
Assessor and U. S. Census records, were reviewed to determine if the subject properties have any 
significant associations with the productive lives of historic personages. The occupancy and 
ownership history of 412–420 North Norton Avenue is summarized in Table 2 and is discussed 
below. It appears that many of the apartment units had frequent turnover with numerous short 
term residents. Directory listings are inconsistent so it is impossible to reliably identify long-term 
residents. Information was not available for many tenants and, of those whose work could be 
identified, the majority had service, sales, and administrative jobs. Despite the properties’ 
adjacency to two movie studios, only a few tenants worked in the film industry in support or 
maintenance roles. There does not appear to be a pattern of ethnic, religious, or employment 
identity associated with the tenant listings. 

412–420 North Norton Avenue encompassed the addresses 412, 412-1/2, 414, 414-1/4, 414-1/2, 
416, 416-1/4, 416-1/2, 416-3/4, 418, 418-1/4, 418-1/2, 420, and 420-1/2. Building permits listed 
B. Joseph as the owner at the time of construction in 1926 and W. Tomkin as the owner in 1955. 
Benjamin Joseph, who was born in Russia, immigrated to Birmingham, AL, working there as a 
merchant until moving to Los Angeles before 1920. He became a United States citizen in 1930. 
W. Tomkin appears to be Nathan and Mildred Tomkin who lived in Milwaukee, WI and Yuma, 
AZ before Los Angeles. The couple ran a grocery store at 806 W. Bixel Street. Nathan Tomkin 
(néee Nois Tonkonogy) immigrated to the United States in 1912 and became a naturalized citizen 
in 1919.  
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TABLE 2 
OCCUPANCY HISTORY OF 412–420 NORTH NORTON AVENUE 

YEAR 412 412-1/2 414 414-1/4 414-1/2 416 416-1/4 416-1/2 416-3/4 418 418-1/4 418-1/2 420 420-1/2 

1928 A.B. Klein  Edwin A. Paul   Benjamin Joseph    Morris J. Barker, 
Royal Mfg. Co. 

   Carl J. Draper, 
Salesman, Lee 
Tire + Rubber 

 J.F.Woods, 
Salesman 

1930 
CENSUS 

-Harold M. 
(Accountant)+ 
Hazel 
(Stenographer) 
Cowley,  
-Esther Simms, 
Sister in Law, 
Decorator 
 

-Archibald D. 
(Geologist) + 
Mona Clark 
-Clayton (son) 

-Joseph + 
Matilda Benjamin 
(Mgr Apt. Courts) 
-Lester (son), 
Drapery Sales 
-David (son), 
Drapery Sales 

 -Charles 
(Luggage Sales) 
+ Minnie Bennett 
-Phyllis 
(daughter) 
-Morris Bennett 
(Leather Sales) 
-Norma 
(daughter) 

-Joseph 
(Optometrist) + 
Nettie Ziff 
-E. (daughter) 
-Ida Thornton, 
Servant Private 
Family 
 

-Roy S + 
Amanda Cahn 
(Collections) 
-Ludwig Cahn 
(mother) 

David H. 
(Salesman 
Chemicals) + 
Noma Levan 

-Naomi Whitman 
-Gertrude 
Schecter (sister), 
Secretary 
Publishing 
-Dorothy Jordan 
(lodger), 
Bookkeeping 
Advertising 

-Henry J. 
(Railroad Clerk) + 
Isabel Turner 
-Joan (daughter) 

 -Anna J. Long 
(mother), Clerk 
-Florence 
(daughter) 

Raymond 
(Elevator 
Construction) + 
Edith M. 
(Secretary Board 
of Education) 
Lewes 

 

1930 Albert + Etta 
Schatzkey, 
Salesman, 
Ingram + Co. 

Henry Goldman Mrs. Blanche C. 
Little 

     James J. Strauss Henry + Isabel J. 
Turner, Clerk 

  Owen D. + 
Jeanette Myers, 
Salesman 

 

1932      Allen F. 
Swindells, 
Studioworker 

   John H. + 
Elizabeth Turner, 
Clerk 

 Florence J. Long, 
Clerk 

Ray + Edith 
Lewis, Mechanic 

 

1934 Wm R. Wallace     James. E. 
McElroy, 
Construction 
Engineer 

  Claude M. + 
Helen Moore, 
Salesman 

Leon + 
Rosamund 
Shamroy, 
Studioworker 

 Henry H. + June 
Faulkner, 
Salesman 

Arthur + Babe W. 
Barry, Salesman 

 

1936 Walter H. + Mary 
R. Glanzman, 
Warehouseman 

 Samuel + Gizella 
Weiss, WP Rio 
Brewing Co. 

 -Helen Harris, 
Clerk 
-Mrs. Thomas 
Garrity, 
Studioworker 

Carl J. + Verus X. 
Martin, 
Pharmacist B.H. 
Haack 

  -Louis + Hazel 
Kohlbrand, Br. 
Mgr Owl Drug 
Co. 
-Mrs. Rose 
Kohlbrand 

   David + Beatrice 
Joseph, 
Salesman DN + 
E Walter Co. 

 

1938 Walter H. + Mary 
R. Glanzman, 
Warehouseman 

Wm. J. Meyer, 
Draftsman 
Roland E. Coate 

Samuel + Gizella 
Weiss, L+L 
Produce Co. 

  Carl J. + Verus X. 
Martin, Manager 
Villa Ricardo 
Court 

Ruth M. Boerger Harold D. + Viola 
Burns, Standard 
Wholesale 
Electric Co. 

Louis + Hazel 
Kohlbrand, drugs 

Arthur M. 
Sotrment 

 Kitty Taylor, Clerk   

1939  Howard R. + 
Ruby Waters, 
Repairman So -
CalTelephone 
Co. 

William J. Meyer   Verus Martin 
(wid. C.J.), Mgr. 
Villa Essteebee 
Court 

 Mrs. Gay 
Johnston 

 John A. + Cyrene 
Annecston 

   E. Kirkham 

1940 
CENSUS 

-Samuel + Mary 
Freed 
-Children Norman 
+ Helen 

 Ralph I. 
(Decorator, 
Private Homes) 
+Jean (Mgr 
Apartments + 
Courts) Johnson, 

 Saul + Lillie 
Burstein, 
Property 
Manager 
Apartments + 
Courts 

-Goodrich + 
Myrtle Hawley, 
Cashier 
Investment Corp. 
-Child Janet 

Edith Garrett + 
John C. Garrett 
(son) 

 Charles + Yola 
Hardy, News 
Reporter Radio 

 Norma Thelan, 
Actress Motion 
Pictures 
Dorothy 
Kellley, Public 
Entertainment 

 -Fannie Mason 
-Elva Mason 
(daughter), 
Stenographer 
Department of 
Justice 

-Marguerite 
Thom  
–Buddie 
Thom(daughter), 
Sales 
Department 
Ladies Dresses 
-Kathleen 
Dagmode, Retail 
Ladies Wear 
Billy Dagmode 
(grandson) 

1942 Beulah Buell Helena Hunt, 
Waiter 

Ralph I. + Jean 
Johnson, Mgr. 
Villa Norton Court 

  David + Gladys 
Silverstone, 
Physician 

   Mrs. Alma 
Graves 

   Thomas W. 
Dunnigan, LA 
Times 
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YEAR 412 412-1/2 414 414-1/4 414-1/2 416 416-1/4 416-1/2 416-3/4 418 418-1/4 418-1/2 420 420-1/2 

1961  Harry N. 
Shinozaki 

   L. Barbanel  Mildred Tomkin    Maria Wilson G. Reuter  

1963     Marilyn Adams L. Barbanel Michael J. 
McGuan 

     G. Reuter Zenji Osawa 

1965 M.J. McGuan T. Hellman J. Cheyroux    B. Rios   -E.W. Brooks 
-R. Wilbur 

    

1967      H. Strasser D.M.Worbois A.J.Simmons       

1969    C.E. Fox    A.J. Simmons  B.S. Nicholson  I.C. Lee   

1973 Reynaldo Conti  S. H. Liu   Manuel 
Valenzuela 

Nehal M. Syed Thalia Wissa    Anwar Youssef Mary Rodriguez  

1987 Mike J. Beck  Pilar McCurry      Jung Hyun Yu    Jose Escamilla  
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Among the many residents identified as living at the Courtyard Apartment, the only individual 
with potential significance was Leon Shamroy (1901-1974) however he was listed as a tenant in 
1934 only. His brief tenancy did not coincide with his productive years which came later. 
Shamroy was a noted cameraman who worked with Fox and Columbia before joining Paramount 
from 1933 - 1937 with later sojourns at United Artists. In 1934 he made Good Dame, Thirty Day 
Princess, Are We Civilized, Kiss and Make Up, Ready for Love, and Behold My Wife. The films 
that established his reputation came after his time on Norton Avenue.41,42 

IV. Evaluation 
A. Historical resources identified 
1. Previous Evaluations of the Subject Properties 
412–420 North Norton Avenue was identified as “excellent example(s) of (an) intact 1920s 
bungalow court(s) in the Wilshire CPA, near the neighborhood of Windsor Square” by SurveyLA 
in the January 26, 2015, Wilshire Historic District, Planning District and Multi-Property 
Resources report. The subject property, in whole or in part, is not listed in the National Register, 
California Register, or HRI for Los Angeles County and has not been locally designated. Note 
that SurveyLA identified 412–420 North Norton Avenue as a bungalow court; ESA PCR has 
identified the property as a Courtyard Apartment. 

The area in which the subject property is situated has been evaluated by SurveyLA however, 
while representative of development patterns in the early twentieth- century, it did not meet the 
eligibility standards for identification as a potential district.  

B. Evaluation of Potential Historical Resources within the 
Subject Property 

1. Evaluation of 412–420 North Norton Avenue 
a. Architectural Description 

The subject property at 412–420 North Norton Avenue is situated on a rectangular lot on the east 
side of North Norton Avenue between Clinton Street to the north and Elmwood Avenue to the 
south. The parcel is oriented from east to west and is improved with a three-building Spanish 
Colonial Revival style Courtyard Apartment constructed in 1926. The Courtyard Apartment is set 
above the street on an elevated site accessed by a nine-step stairway; this opens onto a central 
pathway and landscaped courtyard that bisects the complex. The three two-story buildings are 
arrayed in a “U”: two are oriented perpendicular to the street and face inward onto the pathway 
and courtyard with the third building spanning the rear of the property and facing the courtyard 

41 These later films included The King and I (1956), South Pacific (1958), Porgy and Bess (1959), Cleopatra (1963), 
and Planet of the Apes (1968). Based on his later work, he became one of six cinematographers to have a star on 
the Hollywood Walk of Fame, was the first of only three cinematographers to win consecutive Oscars for Best 
Cinematography, and was nominated for an Oscar 18 times and was the winner of four. 

42 "Leon Shamroy Biography." IMDb (Internet Movie Database). Accessed February 18, 2017. 
http://www.imdb.com/name/nm0005872/bio?ref_=nm_ov_bio_sm. 
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and the street beyond. Each building contains four units for a total of twelve units on the site. A 
garage is located at the rear of the property and is oriented from north to south. (Figure 18) 

 
  
SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 18 

Primary elevation (west) facing east showing street 
façade (left) and façade of rear building looking onto 

the landscaped courtyard (right) 

 
The site is unified by red color-infused concrete paving which, in some locations, has had the 
color renewed with paint. This feature includes curbing at the perimeter of the site along the 
sidewalk, service walkways, a paved walkway from the street to the sidewalk, the driveway, the 
main stair from the street into the complex, the walkways through the complex, and the entry 
stairs in front of each building. This same paving material forms an elevated and shaped planter at 
the heart of the complex. At the sidewalk, the color-infused curbing in front of the Courtyard 
Apartment merges with the same material in front of the Bungalow Court to suggest a unity 
between the two properties. (Figure 19) 

412–420 North Norton Avenue  34 ESA PCR 
Historic Resource Assessment Report March 2017 



 

   
SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 19 

Details showing color infused concrete paving 
throughout site 

 
The three buildings at 412–420 North Norton Avenue that comprise the Courtyard Apartment are 
identical: each is a long narrow two-story rectangle with smooth stucco cladding, a tile roof, and 
the select application of decorative Spanish tile panels and decorative metal fixtures. Each 
building has a single center entry and a two-story interior stair hall that provides access to 
individual front doors. The roof on each building is a combination of flat- and end-gabled planes 
that gives variety to the structure’s profile and focus to the primary elevations. The gable is 
located toward the public front side of each building and drops back to a flat roof at the rear; two 
secondary decorative front-gables flank the entry at the center of each building.  

The primary elevation of each building–in this case the north, south, and west facades, 
respectively—is focused on the over-scale composition of the center entry. This includes the two 
front facing gables and a projecting wall plane at the second floor that holds three symmetrically 
placed balconettes supported on shaped concrete brackets. Each balconette is enclosed with a 
decorative metal railing. A stepped water table separates the first and second floors within this 
frame. (Figure 20) 
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SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 20 

North elevation of south building facing east showing 
projecting gabled wall plane and balconette (left); 

balconette detail (right) 

 
At the center of this composition is the building entry which includes an elevated porch that is 
accessible from both sides by five-step stairways lined with decorative metal railings; these give 
access to a wide opening flanked by side-lights into the entry stair hall. (Figure 21) 
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SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 21 

Entry elevation south building facing west (left) and 
facing east (right)  

 
This entire center area at the first and second floors, including the door and side-lights, the space 
between the lintel and balcony brackets as well as the wall above the balcony, which contains a 
pair of arched double-hung windows, is ornamented with an extensive two-story application of 
tiles; each seems to be individually placed and recently re-grouted. A rear-painted black-and-
white glass address number is inserted in the building frame just above the front door; a pair of 
cone-hooded decorative metal lamps flank the center door. The entry sequence at the rear 
building is modified only by the use of a center stair. (Figure 22) 
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SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 22 

Details of entry elevation south building (top left) and 
east building (top right) showing replacement tile; 

details of replacement tile and reverse-painted glass 
address (bottom) 

 
Double-hung multi-light windows are regularly placed along the first and second floor; the center 
balcony, as mentioned, has arched-head double-hung windows and the secondary balconies have 
casement windows. Metal security enclosures wrap the bottom half of windows near the entry 
stair on the first floors. At the western end of the two front buildings, a decorative metal lamp 
hangs at the first floor (intact on the south building, mount in place only on the north building) 
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and at the second floor, horizontal tile accent panels have been placed above the two terminal 
windows at both the east and west ends. (Figure 23) 

 

 
  
SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 23 

Detail showing casement windows above balconette 
(left) and replacement tile accents above terminal 
windows on front elevation of each building (right) 

 
The west elevation of the two front buildings is identical, one side a mirror image of the other. 
This is the narrow end wall facing the street and, on both buildings it features a front gable 
toward the center pathway that steps down to a flat roof toward the outer edge of the property. A 
louvered vent is located toward the apex of the roof. Set into the front wall at both the first and 
second floors is an identical window pattern: a large opening toward the pathway with group of 
three tall multi-light windows, a narrow window at the center, and a single double-hung unit at 
the end. The larger windows are covered with metal awnings. (Figure 24) 
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SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 24 

Primary elevation at street (west) facing east 

The end elevations at the east end of these two buildings and at the north and south end of the rear 
building are similar; the window openings maintain a similar spacing however the grouped 
windows have been replaced with separated double-hung units, the narrow rectangular window 
has been replaced with small square windows, and no windows are covered with awnings. 
(Figure 25) 

 
  
SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 25 

Typical building end wall elevation south building east 
end looking west (left) and east building south end 

looking northwest (right)  
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The rear of each building–in this case the north, south, and east elevations—also has regularly 
placed wood-frame double-hung windows. Throughout the building numerous windows have 
been replaced with newer units that lack divided lights or are sliders. A rear opening and stair is 
located at the center of each rear elevation; this connects into the interior stair hall. (Figure 26) 

 

 
  
SOURCE: ESA 2017 

 

 

 

Figure 26 
Rear elevation (north) on north building looking west 

(top left); rear elevation (south) on south building 
looking north (top right); rear elevation (east) on east 

building looking southwest 
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The interiors in the common areas each building are characterized by a central front and rear stair 
hall that connects to front and rear doors for each unit.  The front stair is treated with a tile floor, 
wood stairs, and a decorative metal railing and post that is consistent in each building.  The rear 
stair, also consistent in each building, is treated with a wood floor and railing system. (Figure 27) 

  

  
  
SOURCE: ESA 2017 

 

 

Figure 27 
Typical front stair hall and railing detail (top); typical 

rear stair hall and railing (bottom) 

Overall the interiors of individual units have been altered by incremental change over time, 
deterioration, and vandalism. There are areas of plaster failure and water intrusion, changes to 
wall molding, replacement of fixtures, and updates to flooring. (Figure 28) 
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SOURCE: ESA 2017 

 

 

Figure 28 
Typical damage and change at interior units 

Only two of the twelve units retain fireplace mantels and elements of the original built-ins; in the 
other ten units these early amenities have been removed or updated in a manner that compromises 
their integrity. Bathrooms and kitchens have been updated, some walls have been removed or 
door openings enclosed, and most original interior doors have been removed.  (Figures 29 and 
30)  
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SOURCE: ESA 2017 

 

 

Figure 29 
Original fireplace mantel and bench from dining 

inglenook, table removed 

  
  
SOURCE: ESA 2017 

 

 

Figure 30 
Typical updated bathroom (left), enclosed opening 

(center) and replacement door (right) 

Some typical window openings and surrounds remain on the primary elevations as do the 
ornamental metal security grilles that enclose those openings. (Figure 31) 
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SOURCE: ESA 2017 

 

 

Figure 31 
Typical window openings and surrounds; typical 

decorative metal grille (bottom right) 

b. Significance Evaluation for 412–420 North Norton Avenue 
ESA PCR evaluated the subject property, 412-420 North Norton Avenue, under the following 
historical and architectural themes: Early multi-family residential development in Los Angeles in 
the Wilshire Community Plan Area and the Wied’s Subdivision, the Courtyard Apartment 
property type, and the Spanish Colonial Revival style. ESA PCR also conducted research on the 
history of the Courtyard Apartment and its architect Leonard L. Jones, and on its construction and 
occupancy history. The period of significance assigned to the Courtyard Apartment is 1926, its 
year of construction. 

412–420 North Norton Avenue was identified as “excellent example(s) of (an) intact 1920s 
bungalow court(s) in the Wilshire Community Plan Area (CPA), near the neighborhood of 
Windsor Square” by SurveyLA in the January 26, 2015 Wilshire Historic Districts, Planning 
Districts and Multi-Property Resources Report. The subject property, in whole or in part, is not 
listed in the National Register, California Register, or HRI for Los Angeles County and has not 
been locally designated. Note that SurveyLA identified 412–420 North Norton Avenue as a 
bungalow court; ESA PCR has identified the property as a Courtyard Apartment. 

412–420 North Norton Avenue  45 ESA PCR 
Historic Resource Assessment Report March 2017 



 

The street and neighborhood in which the subject property is situated was also evaluated by 
SurveyLA however, while representative of development patterns in the early twentieth- century, 
no other buildings on the street were identified as potential resources and neither the street nor 
immediate neighborhood met the eligibility standards for identification as a potential district. 

As explained below, ESA PCR found the subject property ineligible under all of the applicable 
federal, state, and local criteria due to a lack of significance; in its present condition, it does not 
appear to be associated with significant patterns or events or the productive lives of historic 
personages and is not the work of a master architect and it lacks architectural significance as an 
architectural type specimen of a Spanish Colonial revival Courtyard Apartment. Moreover, there 
is no evidence to suggest that any alterations have acquired significance.  

Broad Patterns of History 
With regard to broad patterns of history, the following are the relevant criteria: 

National Register Criterion A: Is associated with events that have made a significant 
contribution to the broad patterns of our history. 

California Register Criterion 1: Is associated with events that have made a significant 
contribution to the broad patterns of California's history and cultural heritage. 

Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument Criterion: The proposed site, building, or structure 
reflects or exemplifies the broad cultural, political, economic, or social history of the nation, 
state, or City (community). 

The subject property, 412-420 North Norton Avenue, was historically associated with the early 
residential development of the greater Wilshire District including the Larchmont and Windsor 
Square neighborhoods and the smaller Tract No. 2635, a subdivision of a part of Lot 62, in the I. 
A. Weid Subdivision recorded in February 1923 by Title Insurance and Trust Company and 
Helllman Commercial Trust and Savings Bank. The seven lots in the Weid Tract along Norton 
Street were all developed between 1923 and 1926. Of the remaining 23 lots on the 400 block of 
North Norton Street 19 were developed between 1923 and 1927 with only four lots developed 
after 1927. The area is representative of the quick and vast western expansion of the greater 
Wilshire district in the 1920s and 30s made possible by a growing streetcar system and individual 
automobile ownership. This growth constructed new neighborhoods of bungalow courts, 
apartment houses, and abundant duplexes and fourplexes of just the types located on North 
Norton Avenue and on the adjoining streets, typically including rear garages and curb cuts. 

The subject Courtyard Apartment at 412-420 North Norton Avenue, retains its original 
configuration and hardscape elements typical of its typology: two-story buildings arranged in a 
“U” around a central landscaped court with a focal feature, in this case a raised planting bed, 
color-infused site paving, a driveway with parking in the rear, and a curb-cut at the street. The 
property’s historical setting is largely intact and is comprised of two apartment buildings, two 
bungalow courts, and over a dozen duplex and fourplex residences from the 1920s with the 
exception of several newer buildings at the southern end of the 400 block.  
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The subject Courtyard Apartment at 412-420 North Norton Avenue and the multi-family 
improvements of duplexes, fourplexes, bungalow courts and apartments along North Norton 
Avenue followed the general development patterns of the larger Wilshire District area, but while 
it is representative of larger historical development patterns SurveyLA did not feel North Norton 
Avenue met eligibility standards for identification as a potential district. This neighborhood was 
developed in proximity to movie studios but research in census records and city directories found 
no strong significant associations at the subject property or on North Norton with the movie 
industry. Research shows that North Norton Avenue was occupied during the period of 
significance by a fairly diverse and transient community of working people. While Jewish 
occupants appear to be among this group, ESA PCR found no strong significant associations at 
the subject property with significant events or patterns in the community or Jewish history in Los 
Angeles during the period of significance. Our research shows that the community of working 
people residing at the subject property and on North Norton Avenue was part of the general social 
fabric but did not lead or influence events or patterns of history. Therefore, the subject property 
does not appear eligible for listing under National Register Criterion A, California Register 
Criterion 1, or the Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument Criterion. 

Significant Persons 
With regard to associations with important persons, the following are the relevant criteria: 

National Register Criterion B: Is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past. 

California Register Criterion 2: Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past. 

Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument Criterion: The proposed site, building, or structure 
is identified with historic personages or with important events in the main currents of national, 
state, or local history. 

A thorough review of the available ownership and occupancy history for 412–420 North Norton 
Avenue as well as a review of the Los Angeles Times indicates that the Courtyard Apartment is 
not associated with the productive lives of historic personages or with important events 
significant in national, state, or local history. The Courtyard Apartment accommodated numerous 
short term residents who overwhelmingly held service, sales, and administrative jobs. Despite the 
property’s adjacency to the movies studios it appears that few of the tenants worked in the film 
industry. There does not appear to be a pattern of ethnic, religious, or employment identity 
associated with the tenants. Therefore, the subject property is found ineligible for listing 
under National Register Criterion B and California Register Criterion 2, and Los Angeles 
Historic Cultural Monument Criterion. 

Architecture 
With regard to architecture, design, or construction, the following are the relevant criteria: 

National Register Criterion C: Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or 
method of construction or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic 
values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction. 
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California Register Criterion 3: Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, 
region, or method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or 
possesses high artistic values. 

Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument Criterion: The proposed site, building, or structure 
embodies certain distinguishing architectural characteristics of an architectural‐type specimen, 
inherently valuable for a study of a period style or method of construction; or the proposed site, 
building, or structure is a notable work of a master builder, designer, or architect whose 
individual genius influenced his age. 

This HRAR is an intensive level evaluation which provides new evidence not available in 
SurveyLA or in the brief format of Mr. Fisher’s HCM nomination. To be eligible for designation 
as an HCM, the subject property must rise to the threshold of significance under the eligibility 
criteria. Note that SurveyLA identified 412–420 North Norton Avenue as a bungalow court; ESA 
PCR and Mr. Fisher’s HCM nomination have properly identified the property as a Courtyard 
Apartment.  

The 412-420 North Norton Avenue Courtyard Apartment does not embody the distinguishing 
architectural characteristics of an architectural‐type specimen, and it is not inherently valuable for 
a study of a period style or method of construction. The subject property is presently improved 
with a three-building Courtyard Apartment and garage built in 1926 and designed in the Spanish 
Revival style popular in Los Angeles between 1915 and 1942. The Courtyard Apartment retains 
most of the features characteristic of its typology: the relationship of the original buildings around 
a landscaped court with a unified hardscape of driveway, service walks, paving, and a raised 
garden bed as well as small individual apartment units. It also retains the original curb cut, 
driveway with original paving, and a rear garage that would have accommodated the emerging 
trend toward private automobile ownership at its period of significance that was newly being 
accommodated in multi-family properties. It maintains the elements of the Spanish Revival style: 
a stucco envelope; an asymmetrical treatment of the wall surface; a tile roof; small balconettes; 
decorative metalwork used for railings, balconette and window enclosures, and light fixtures; and 
a combination of square and arched double-hung and casement windows in their original 
openings although some of them have been altered with incompatible replacements. The 
Courtyard Apartment also features elaborate tile surrounds at each entry door that were at one 
time typical of the style but no longer retain their historic appearance due to re-installation and 
replacement with new stock tile on top of the plaster surface and inexpert re-grouting. Its overall 
design as a Spanish Revival style building the Courtyard Apartment is simplistic and ill-scaled, 
lacking the more elaborate detail and volumetric variation expected on more expert versions of 
the style. The Courtyard Apartment has the identifiable characteristics of its type and period, and 
has a simple and workmanlike Spanish Colonial style but it is not architecturally distinguished or 
outstanding as an example of its type or style; furthermore, its primary distinctive feature, the 
elaborate tile surrounds at each entry door, may no longer retain their historic design or 
appearance due to re-installation on top of the plaster surface and inexpert re-grouting. 

ESA PCR disagrees with SurveyLAs findings that the subject Courtyard Apartment is an 
“excellent example of an intact 1920s bungalow court in the Wilshire CPA” for the reasons 
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explained above. ESA PCR also finds SurveyLA’s findings contradictory because the intact 
multi-family setting on North Norton is considered ineligible while the subject Courtyard 
Apartment is considered eligible as a multiple property. SurveyLA seems to privilage bungalow 
courts and Courtyard Apartments over the other multi-family typologies including duplexes, 
fourplexes and apartment buildings partly because the bungalow court and Courtyard Apartment 
is considered a rare or threatened property type. Surprisingly, there is another good example of a 
bungalow court on North Norton Avenue that was not identified in SurveyLA and there are 
several other examples of bungalow courts and courtyard apartments identified in the Multiple 
Property Resources Report for the Wilshire District Community Plan Area. As a part of the 1920s 
housing boom, courtyard apartments are highly characteristic of the built environment in many 
neighborhoods of Los Angeles. The workmanship character of the subject Courtyard Apartment’s 
architecture is competent and generally follows the typology and style of the period but is not 
representative or exemplary. The Courtyard Apartment and the other improvements from the 
1920s on North Norton fit into the background fabric of the city and were part of the utilitarian 
and unexceptional but necessary construction necessary for the city’s growth.  

The proposed Courtyard Apartment is not a notable work of a master builder, designer, or 
architect whose individual genius influenced his age. Little biographical or critical information 
was available on the architect of the court, Leonard L. Jones. However, by reviewing the over 40 
articles in the Los Angeles Times that announced his various commissions between 1914 and 
1945, he appears to have been a prolific specialty designer of rooming houses, apartments, and 
hotels to serve the city’s exploding population and accompanying need for housing. By viewing 
sketches that accompanied several historic articles and evaluating the design of his remaining 
buildings, it is clear that his work is competent and designed to typology in the styles of the 
period; his commissions are functional and marketable without establishing a new benchmark for 
accomplishment in either design or methodology. Jones’ work, like his design for the Courtyard 
Apartment, fits into the background fabric of the city and was part of the utilitarian and 
unexceptional but necessary construction essential to the city’s growth. For these reasons, Jones’ 
work does not rise to the level of master architect. 

The architect Leonard Jones is not a master architect who influenced his age nor does his design 
for the Courtyard Apartment elevate a new or better approach to design of this building type. 
Therefore, the subject property is found ineligible for listing under National Register Criterion C, 
California Register Criterion 3, and the Los Angeles Historical Cultural Monument Criterion.  

 

Archaeology 
National Register Criterion D. It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in 
prehistory or history. 

California Register Criterion 4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in 
prehistory or history. 
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The potential to encounter archaeological or Native American resources on the subject property is 
considered remote. Moreover, research indicates that there were no improvements on the parcel 
prior to the construction of the Courtyard Apartment and garage on the subject property. 
Therefore, the subject property is found ineligible or listing under National Register Criterion D 
and California Register Criterion 4. 

c. Integrity Analysis  
The National and California Registers have specific language regarding integrity. Both require 
that a resource retain sufficient integrity to convey its significance.43 In accordance with the 
guidelines of the National Register, integrity is evaluated in regard to the retention of location, 
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. The property must retain, 
however, the essential physical features that enable it to convey its historic identity.  

Furthermore, National Register Bulletin 15 states,  

A property retains association if it is the place where the event or activity 
occurred and is sufficiently intact to convey that relationship to an observer. Like 
feeling, association requires the presence of physical features that convey a 
property’s historic character. Because feeling and association depend on 
individual perceptions, their retention alone is never sufficient to support 
eligibility of a property for the National Register.44  

The California Register requires that a resource retain enough of its historic character or 
appearance to be recognizable as a historical resource and to convey the reasons for its 
significance. 

OHR has developed eligibility standards that define what integrity aspects a historical resource 
should retain in order to be considered eligible in association with historical themes.  

A property significant under the theme of Early Multi-Family Residential Development (1880-
1930) should retain integrity of location, feeling, association, and materials from the period of 
significance. Properties significant under the Courtyard Apartment (1920-1939) theme should 
retain integrity of location, design, setting (must retain the relationship between the units and the 
courtyard), and materials (some materials may have been altered/removed) from the period of 
significance. 

Location 
The subject residence at 412–420 North Norton Avenue has not been moved. Therefore, the 
subject property is found to retain integrity of location.  

Setting 
The original setting of the subject property at 412–420 North Norton Avenue is intact with the 
buildings and hardscape for the site unchanged since the period of significance. In addition, the 

43 National Register Bulletin 15, p. 44. 
44  Ibid, 15, p. 46. 
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early twentieth-century character on the 400 block of North Norton Avenue is intact except at the 
southern end of the block directly adjacent to and across the street from the Courtyard Apartment: 
the adjoining property to the south is a multifamily apartment building constructed in 1958, and 
three houses across the street to the immediate north of Elmwood have been changed—one 
updated after 1934 and two built after 2015. Because the erosion of the context is limited to 
only four properties on the street, each of them to the south of the Courtyard Apartment, 
and because the context on the rest of the street and on the site remains intact, the subject 
property is found to retain integrity of setting. 

Design 
The Courtyard Apartment at 412–420 North Norton Avenue was designed in the Spanish Revival 
style popular in Los Angeles between 1915 and 1942. It retains most of the features characteristic 
of its typology: the relationship of the original buildings shaped in a “U” around a landscaped 
court focused on a decorative element—in this case a raised garden bed framed with color infused 
concrete edging; a unified hardscape of driveway, service walks, and paving; and small individual 
apartment units scaled to serve a market of modest lower and middle-class means. It maintains 
the elements of the Spanish Revival style: a stucco envelope, tile roof, whimsical balconettes and 
raised stair entries; wrought iron railings, balconette and window enclosures, and light fixtures 
remain; and a combination of square and arched double-hung and casement windows occupy 
their original openings. However, the buildings have also been altered by many visible changes: 
areas have been re-plastered and repaired, the tile surrounds at the three entry doors appear to 
have been placed over the plaster rather than inset suggesting the tile may have been replaced or 
reinstalled at a later date, some windows have been replaced within original openings on the 
primary and secondary elevations, new window openings have been cut on the rear elevations of 
the rear building, awnings have been added over windows at the street facade. On the interior, 
only three of the original 12 apartments retain their fireplaces and built in fixtures; all others have 
been significantly reconfigured. All of these alterations fall within the acceptable limit defined by 
SurveyLA for the building type that allows loss or alteration of some character-defining features, 
window replacement if openings have not been changed or resized, and security bars. The 
possibly replaced tile is in the spirit of the original style if not in the original configuration. Thus 
despite some documentable and some speculative alterations to the Courtyard Apartment and 
possible replacement of its decorative tile, the subject property is found to retain integrity of 
design. Despite these changes, the subject property is found to retain integrity of design.  

Materials  
As discussed above, the Courtyard Apartment at 412–420 North Norton Avenue retains many of 
its design features and original materials including its color infused paving, tile roof, and many of 
its windows. Areas of the building have stucco patching that contrasts with the surrounding 
surface due to color and texture differences. ESA PCR’s observations during the site visit raised 
questions about the origin of the current stucco finish on the building that seems to have been 
applied over an earlier surface. The crispness of some details seems obscured and the depth of 
window and door frames seems to have been changed either due to re-stuccoing or the 
reinstallation of certain elements. A similar issue is posed by the decorative tile on the building at 
each entry and the accents above the terminal windows on the second floor at the ends of each 
front elevation. In this period, tile would have been inset into the plaster finish on the building 
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rather than applied on top of the wall surface as is the current condition. The building permits do 
not document any changes to the building envelope or tile; the 1926 Assessor Building 
Description verifies that decorative tile was part of the building from the beginning noting “fancy 
tile entrance” for each building; further, the Los Angeles Times classified advertisement for the 
property on October 25, 1926 refers to it as “artistic” and “hand decorated by one of our best Los 
Angeles artists”. So while tile was clearly part of the original design, the quality of the current 
installation which is made up of stock decorative tiles still generally available today applied over 
the stucco indicates the current tile work may not be original to the building. Furthermore the 
quality of the exterior tile work does not match the quality of the interior Batchelder tiles on the 
few remaining fireplace mantels. Leonard Jones was a competent architect with numerous high 
profile commissions who would have specified an appropriate installation technique, further 
suggesting that the current panel may be a replacement or a reinstallation. A number of windows 
on the primary and secondary elevations have been replaced within their original openings. This 
is acceptable. New door and window openings have been cut into the rear elevation of the rear 
building; these are not visible from the street and are acceptable. However, because our site 
observations indicated a possible change to the building surface and some modifications to 
the primary decorative element, the subject property is found to lack integrity of materials. 

Workmanship 
Our site observations described above and documentary evidence including a 1955 permit for wet 
sand blasting of the stucco suggests that the original stucco finish on the building and the original 
decorative tile installation at each entry and above the terminal windows on the second floor have 
been modified. While other alterations to the building fall within the acceptable range for 
consideration by SurveyLA, these two major elements have questionable integrity. Therefore, 
the subject property is found to lack integrity of workmanship. 

Feeling 
In general, the original appearance of the Courtyard Apartment at 412–420 North Norton Avenue 
is intact. It retains its general form, scale, relationship among buildings and placement on the site 
as well as materials in the spirit of the original design. Despite possible changes to the stucco and 
tile at the entries and the replacement of windows within their original openings, the complex 
continues to convey a sense of its original presence. Therefore, the subject property is found to 
retain integrity of feeling. 

Association 
Despite possible changes to some of the materials on the complex, the 412–420 North Norton 
Avenue Courtyard Apartment retains its primary form and site elements as well as its sense of 
individual units with a complex meant to serve the middle class in a growing city who could 
equally access the nearby streetcar or their own automobile. It continues to convey its association 
with the early residential development of Larchmont, Windsor Square and the greater Wilshire 
district as well as the development of the Weid Subdivision. Therefore, the subject property is 
found to retain integrity of association. 
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Summary 

As summarized in Table 3, the subject property at 412–420 North Norton Avenue retains 
integrity of location, design, setting, feeling and association. It does not retain integrity of 
materials or workmanship.  

TABLE 3 
INTEGRITY MATRIX : 412–420 NORTH NORTON AVENUE 

 

Early Single-Family 
Residential 

Requirements 
Courtyard Apartment 

Requirements Retains Does not Retain 

Location X X X  

Design  X X  

Setting  X X  

Materials  X X  X 

Workmanship    X 

Feeling X  X  

Association X  X  

 

SurveyLA requires properties significant under the theme of Early Single-Family Residential 
Development (1880-1930) to retain integrity of location, feeling, association, and materials from 
the period of significance. Properties significant under the Courtyard Apartment (1920-1939) 
theme should retain integrity of location, design, setting (must retain the relationship between the 
units and the courtyard), and materials (some materials may have been altered/removed) from the 
period of significance. 

The property’s failure to retain integrity of materials or workmanship indicates that the Courtyard 
Apartment fails to meet the standard of integrity required for designation by SurveyLA and is not 
found to have any historic significance on the federal, state, or local levels. 

C. Conclusion 
When evaluated upon its own merits, the Courtyard Apartment is not a distinguished example of 
a Spanish Colonial Revival courtyard apartment. It was designed by local architect Leonard L. 
Jones who appears to have had a successful practice designing multi-family residential 
architecture but was not a master architect. His work was competent and representative of the 
typology and styles of the period, but his commissions were functional and marketable without 
establishing a new benchmark for accomplishment in either design or method. Jones’ work, like 
his design for the subject Courtyard Apartment, fits into the background fabric of the city and was 
part of the utilitarian and unexceptional but necessary construction necessary for the city’s 
growth.  

Despite its workmanlike Spanish Colonial Revival style, the Courtyard Apartment does display 
some visual interest centered at the entryways which have decorative tile surrounds. However, the 
tilework is applied over the stucco and is not inserted as one would normally expect for original 
tilework during the period of significance; furthermore, the quality of the individual tiles is not 
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what one would expect from an architect like Jones during the period of significance especially 
when compared with the Batchelder tiles extant on the few mantels which survive on the interior. 
The existing tile surrounds appear to be composed of stock tiles that can be purchased today and 
appear to have been replaced sometime after the period of significance. This is further 
corroborated by the fact that the existing stucco around the entryways appears to have been 
redone at some point and some of the original decorative stucco above the entries appears to be 
missing.  

Again, while this neighborhood was developed in proximity to movie studios and appears to have 
been fairly diverse, no strong significant associations were found with the movie industry or the 
Jewish community during the period of significance, and none of the owners or residents of the 
subject property appear to have been significant personages.  

The neighborhood is generally intact and was part of a large building boom during the 1920s in 
support of substantial population growth; it has enough integrity to be a potential historic district, 
but was not identified as eligible in SurveyLA. The citywide survey had the advantage of using 
the same survey teams to looks at all of Los Angeles and had a greater perspective for 
comparative analysis. SurveyLA found this area of Wilshire is, indeed, representative of 
historical development patterns but did not feel it met eligibility standards for identification as a 
potential district. There are many issues to consider in identifying potential districts including 
original tract boundaries and development patterns. If all "fairly intact" areas of representative 
development were included much of Los Angeles would be eligible.45  

Courtyard Apartments are highly characteristic of the built environment in many neighborhoods, 
however, the story and evidence uncovered here at the 412-420 N. Norton Avenue Courtyard 
Apartment is not compelling enough for us to recommend designation of the subject property as a 
Historic Cultural Monument either for its history or architecture. ESA PCR found the subject 
Courtyard Apartment ineligible for listing under any of the National Register, California Register 
or Los Angeles Historical Cultural Monument criteria and recommends the eligibility of the 
subject property be updated in SurveyLA. If determined ineligible for local listing through the 
HCM nomination process we recommend the property be assigned a Status Code of 6L, “may 
warrant special consideration in local planning” and that any new construction proposed for the 
subject property include lush landscaping and be designed to be compatible with the Spanish 
Colonial Revival style multi-family residential architecture on North Norton Avenue.  

 
V. Bibliography 
Ancestry.com 

45  Email communication from Janet Hansen, Ph.D., Deputy Director, Office of Historic Resources, Planning 
Department, City of Los Angeles, February 16, 2017. 

412–420 North Norton Avenue  54 ESA PCR 
Historic Resource Assessment Report March 2017 

                                                      



 

"The Ancestry of Sally Sleeper Russell of Worcester, MA 1919-1983." RootsWeb. Accessed 
February 9, 2017. http://wc.rootsweb.ancestry.com/cgi-
bin/igm.cgi?op=GET&db=jacquelinesr&id=I22216. 

"Apartment Hotel for Glendale." Los Angeles Times, May 27, 1923. 

"Apartment on Sunset Corner Will Rise Soon." Los Angeles Times, July 21, 1929. 

"Apartment Plans Stated." Los Angeles times, September 12, 1937. 

"Apartment Units Slated." March 14, 1937. 

"Apartments Planned." Los Angeles Times, April 25, 1937. 

"Apartments Scheduled: Beverly Glen Unit." Los Angeles Times, April 18, 1927. 

"Architect Sans License Fined." Los Angeles Times, July 25, 1915. 

Architectural Resources Group. SurveyLA Los Angeles Historic Resources Survey, Historic 
Resources Survey Report, Wilshire Community Plan Area. Publication. Los Angeles: 
Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources, 2015. 

"Auto Body Firm Gives Contract for Warehouse." Los Angeles Times, September 5, 1926. 

"Big Hotel Planned for San Pedro Site." Los Angeles Times, September 29, 1923. 

"Building New Glass Factory." Los Angeles Times, December 17, 1922. 

California Code of Regulations, California Register of Historical Resources (Title 14, 
Chapter11.5), Section 4852(c). 

California Public Resources Code § 5024.1. 

"Cameramen Win High Place in Hollywood." Los Angeles Times, September 30, 1936. 

Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), 36 § 60.2. 

"Eight New Multiple-Housing Projects in Construction News." Los Angeles Times, September 5, 
1937. 

"Fact and Comment: House in the Valley." Los Angeles Times, May 6, 1945. 

"Fine Apartments for Ocean Front." Los Angeles Times, August 10, 1919. 

"For Corner of Orange and Kip." Los Angeles Times, April 19, 1914. 

"For Culver City." Los Angeles Times, July 8, 1923. 

"For Valley Site." Los Angeles Times, August 12, 1945. 

"Height Limit Structures To Be Started Over Summer." Los Angeles Times, June 16, 1929. 

412–420 North Norton Avenue  55 ESA PCR 
Historic Resource Assessment Report March 2017 



 

Historicaerials.com 

"Hotel Structure." Los Angeles Times, March 2, 1924. 

"Huge Hotel Project Is Announced." Los Angeles Times, December 6, 1925. 

"Jones Establishes Office." Builder and Contractor 3 (October 17, 1912). 

"Leon Shamroy Biography." IMDb (Internet Movie Database). Accessed February 18, 2017. 
http://www.imdb.com/name/nm0005872/bio?ref_=nm_ov_bio_sm. 

"Leonard L. Jones (Architect)." PCAD (Pacific Coast Architecture Database). Accessed February 
14, 2017. http://pcad.lib.washington.edu/person/4623/. 

"Leonard L. Jones (Architect)." PCAD (Pacific Coast Architecture Database). Accessed February 
14, 2017. http://pcad.lib.washington.edu/person/4623/. 

Leonard L. Jones. "Architectural Service." Advertisement. Los Angeles Times, January 1, 1937. 

"Licenses Issued to Architects." Architect and Engineer 64-67 (1921): 134. Accessed February 
14, 2017. https://books.google.com/books?id=Db5CAQAAMAAJ&pg=RA10-
PA46&lpg=RA10-
PA46&dq=leonard+l.+jones+architect&source=bl&ots=5oIOq6oAiS&sig=r1S26IR-
dePz3sldn6w5rE2vQBA&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjOmZn8qJHSAhVO3GMKHbo6
CF4Q6AEIUjAO#v=onepage&q=leonard%20l.%20jones%20architect&f=false.  

Los Angeles County Tax Assessor.  

Los Angeles Public Library, California Index. 

"Major Projects Spur Building Activities." Los Angeles Times, June 16, 1929. 

McAlester, Virginia and Lee McAlester. A Field Guide to American Houses. New York: Alfred 
A. Knopf, 1990. 

McWilliams, Carey. Southern California: An Island on the Land. Layton, Utah: Gibbs Smith, 
1973. 

National Park Service. National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register 
Criteria for Evaluation. Washington DC: U.S. Dept. of the Interior, National Park Service, 
Interagency Resources Division, 1990, rev. 1991. 

National Park Service. National Register Bulletin 16: Guidelines for Completing National 
Register Forms. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Dept. of the Interior, National Park Service, 1986. 

Newspapers.com 

"Normandie Avenue Court." Los Angeles Times, April 29, 1923 

Office of Historic Preservation. Instructions for Recording Historical Resources. March 1995. 

412–420 North Norton Avenue  56 ESA PCR 
Historic Resource Assessment Report March 2017 



 

Office of State Historic Preservation. California Historic Resources Inventory, Survey Workbook 
(excerpts). Sacramento, CA: State of California, 1986. 

"Opens Los Angeles Office." Western Architect + Engineer 30-31 (1912). Accessed February 14, 
2017. https://books.google.com/books?id=oWQoAAAAYAAJ&pg=RA3-
PA113&lpg=RA3-
PA113&dq=leonard+l.+jones+architect&source=bl&ots=zd2KC1Y7E7&sig=eO7tpRvM2
NLv3Tg92CkAUX-
PI5I&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjljKmoqZHSAhVLs1QKHcUGAYwQ6AEIVDAP#v=
onepage&q=leonard%20l.%20jones%20architect&f=false. 

"Palatial Homes Back Again on Building Horizon." Los Angeles Times, August 6, 1933. 

Parker, Patricia L. National Register Bulletin 24, Guidelines for Local Surveys: A Basis for 
Preservation Planning. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1985.  

"Plan Two New High Buildings." Los Angeles Times, September 1, 1923. 

"Real Estate and Industry: To Rise Here." Los Angeles Times, June 10, 1945. 

Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps 

"Santa Monica Boulevard Apartment." Los Angeles Times, September 9, 1923. 

"She's Too Good. Husband Wants Spice." Los Angeles Times, January 10, 1914. 

"Studio State." Los Angeles Times, December 19, 1926. 

"Super Market to Be Constructed." Los Angeles Times, September 17, 1933. 

"Ten Apartment Buildings Scheduled for Construction." Los Angeles Times, December 13, 1936. 

"Twelve New Housing Projects." Los Angeles Times, December 30, 1936. 

"Weid, Ivar A. October 23, 1837 - August 25, 1903." Los Angeles-San Francisco County CA 
Archives Biographies. Accessed February 12, 2017. 
http://files.usgwarchives.net/ca/losangeles/bios/weid1035gbs.txt 

"West of the Hill." Los Angeles Times, March 29, 1914. 

"Work Furthered on Apartment Building." Los Angeles Times, July 12, 1936. 

"Work Will Be Started Soon on Apartments." Los Angeles Times, September 2, 1928. 

 

412–420 North Norton Avenue  57 ESA PCR 
Historic Resource Assessment Report March 2017 





 

Appendix A 
Professional Qualifications 

412–420 North Norton Avenue   ESA PCR 
Historic Resource Assessment Report March 2017 



 

 

Margarita Jerabek, Ph.D. 
Director of Historic Resources 

 
Margarita Jerabek has 25 years of professional practice in the United States with 
an extensive background in historic preservation, architectural history, art history 
and decorative arts, and historical archaeology.  She specializes in Visual Art and 
Culture, 19th-20th Century American Architecture, Modern and Contemporary 
Architecture, Architectural Theory and Criticism, Urbanism, and Cultural 
Landscape, and is a regional expert on Southern California architecture.  Her 
qualifications and experience meet and exceed the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards in History, Archaeology, and Architectural 
History. Margarita has managed and conducted a wide range of technical studies 
in support of environmental compliance projects, developed preservation and 
conservation plans, and implemented preservation treatment projects for public 
and private clients in California and throughout the United States. 

Relevant Experience 
Margarita has prepared a broad range of environmental documentation and conducted 
preservation projects throughout the Los Angeles metropolitan area and Southern 
California.  She provides expert assistance to public agencies and private clients in 
environmental review, from due diligence through planning/design review and 
permitting and when necessary, implements mitigation and preservation treatment 
measures on behalf of her clients. As primary investigator and author of hundreds of 
technical reports, plan review documents, preservation and conservation plans, 
HABS/HAER/HALS reports, construction monitoring reports, salvage reports and 
relocation plans, she is a highly experienced practitioner and expert in addressing 
historical resources issues while supporting and balancing project goals. 

She is an expert in the evaluation, management and treatment of historic 
properties for compliance with Sections 106 and 110 of the NHPA, NEPA, Section 
4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act, CEQA, and local ordinances and 
planning requirements.  Margarita regularly performs assessments to ensure 
conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties, and assists clients with adaptive reuse/rehabilitation projects 
by providing preservation design and treatment consultation, agency 
coordination, legally defensible documentation, construction monitoring and 
conservation treatment. 

Margarita is a regional expert on Southern California architecture.  She has 
prepared a broad range of environmental documentation and conducted 
preservation projects throughout the Los Angeles metropolitan area as well as in 
Ventura, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino and San Diego counties.  Beyond her 
technical skill, she is a highly experienced project manager with broad national 
experience throughout the United States.  She currently manages PCR’s on-call 
preservation services with the City of Santa Monica, County of San Bernardino 
Department of Public Works, City of Hermosa Beach, Los Angeles Unified School 
District, and Long Beach Unified School District. 

EDUCATION 

Ph.D., Art History, 
University of California, 
Los Angeles 

M.A., Architectural 
History, School of 
Architecture, University 
of Virginia 

Certificate of Historic 
Preservation, School of 
Architecture, University 
of Virginia 

B.A., Art History, Oberlin 
College 

25 YEARS EXPERIENCE 

AWARDS 

2014 Preservation 
Award, The Dunbar 
Hotel, L.A. Conservancy 

2014 Westside Prize, The 
Dunbar Hotel, Westside 
Urban Forum  

2014Design Award: 
Tongva Park & Ken 
Genser Square, Westside 
Urban Forum 

2012 California 
Preservation Foundation 
Award, RMS Queen Mary 
Conservation Management 
Plan, California 
Preservation Foundation 

PROFESSIONAL 
AFFILIATIONS 

California Preservation 
Foundation 

Santa Monica Conservancy 

Los Angeles Conservancy 

Society of Architectural 
Historians 

National Trust for 
Historic Preservation 
Leadership Forum 

American Institute of 
Architects (AIA), National 
Allied Member 

  
 

  



 



 

Appendix B 
Tract Map, Tract 2635, a 
Subdivision of a part of Lot 62, 
I.A. Weid’s Subdivision (1923) 

412–420 North Norton Avenue   ESA PCR 
Historic Resource Assessment Report March 2017 





 

Appendix C 
Sanborn Map, Vol. 9, Sheet 976 
(1906) updated 1919 and 1955 

412–420 North Norton Avenue   ESA PCR 
Historic Resource Assessment Report March 2017 



shodal
Rectangle



EXHIBIT D 















EXHIBIT E 



Letter concerning the HCM nomination of 424 – 430 N. Norton Avenue/Norton Court 
 

 
1 

This letter addresses the HCM nomination of the Norton Court, a Mediterranean/Spanish Revival 
bungalow court at 424 – 426 North Norton Avenue, directly south of the Paramount Studios, erected in 
1924 by partners who owned car dealerships.  

 

Bungalow Courts and Their Designers 

That fact leaves the question, “Who designed the court?” It could have been an uncredited architect 
hired by the partnership, but since the court is simple in design, that seems rather unlikely. It could have 
been taken from a pattern book, with or without variation, as these were very popular at the time with 
pattern book companies based in Los Angeles and other locales across the United States. The 
partnership seems interested in profit, rather than design. Therefore, while this is an extant bungalow 
court with single family bungalows at the fore and a two-story, 4-unit building at the rear, the whole 
around a landscaped courtyard with unseen garages at the very rea, it is not the best design of this type 
of bungalow court in the City.  

 The following bungalow court has greater detail, original tiled awnings, is in better condition, 
and is architect designed by William F. Bowen. It is protected by the Country Club Park HPOZ. 

 

1123 – 1133 South Norton Ave, protected by Country Club Park HPOZ, 1923, William F. Bowen, 
architect. 
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 1141 - 1147 South Norton Avenue, 1923, J. C. De Witt, architect, protected by Country Club Park HPOZ. 

 

1187 – 1193 South Bronson Avenue, 1922, S. E. Wilson, self-built, protected by Country Club Park HPOZ. 

 Each of the above courtyard developments is south of the Subject parcel, along Norton Avenue 
protected by the Club Park HPOZ, are better designed, by architects, and in better condition. There are 



Letter concerning the HCM nomination of 424 – 430 N. Norton Avenue/Norton Court 
 

 
3 

other courtyards protected by the Country Club Park HPOZ, some without a rear two story building, but 
all of similar style. Bungalow courts are protected in HPOZs, as seen above. 

 

Symbol/Icon 

On the CHC/City inspection, attention was brought to the Star of David, as it is now popularly known, set 
in the tile in the foyer of the rear building. This geometric form has been utilized for centuries before 
also being adopted by the Jewish religion as an icon. This historian believes that its use in the foyer was 
a non-religious choice as the Subject building was constructed in 1924, long before World War II when 
the symbol took on a new significance. It is also not incorporated anywhere in the interior floor tile 
work, either in the bungalows or in the 4-units  contained in the 2-story building where it is present only 
in the foyer floor. It is a fine decorative form, used freely throughout architecture. Some members of the 
public look at it in a different light following the atrocities of World War II. 

 

Some of the Owners of Norton Court 

 The original owners, Harry E. Bowen and Abraham Alcon Ettelson, automobile dealers as well as 
real estate dealers who expanded into another form of income, via investment housing, were the 
original owners of the Norton Court. Other than the facts laid out by Charles Fisher, nominator, very 
little could be discovered about these gentlemen, other than that they discovered an additional income 
source in investment housing. This granted them access to the two largest investments that most 
persons have in their lives: Ownership of a home and ownership of an automobile. Then they went into 
the alternate investment form: rental housing for those who didn’t want to own a home or for those not 
yet financially or otherwise ready to make the larger commitment. Therefore, the rental housing didn’t 
need to be the very best, but it needed to house those who chose to lease it, adequately.  

 Norton Court passed through several owners, all of whom appear to have been related to the 
business of real estate in one way or another. In 1988 the Norton Court parcel was purchased by a trio 
of Polish Jewish immigrants, some of whom also owned the court apartments to the immediate south. 
This trio  of Polish immigrants included Jacob/John Kanel who was a survivor of a train bearing prisoners 
from Bergen Belsen Concentration Camp as it was about to be liberated by American troops. Kanel 
married his wife Ursula in Munich, Germany and later they entered the US through New York City in 
1952. He became a US citizen.  This trio of immigrants obviously had some business savvy, whether they 
brought it with them or acquired it in, “America, the Land of Opportunity.” 423 – 430 North Norton and 
the parcel immediately to its south were sold for around $5-million in late 2015.  

 

The Nomination of 424 – 430 N. Norton Avenue for Historic-Cultural Monument Status 

 424 – 430 North Norton Avenue has been nominated for HCM status for two criteria: 

 Reflects the broad cultural, economic, or social history of the nation, state or 
community; and 
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 Embodies the distinguishing characteristic of an architectural-type specimen, inherently 
valuable fir study of a period style of method of construction.  
 

 As to the first criterion, the nominator fails to make any case for citing it. 

 As to the second criterion, Survey LA, and the nominator picks up on it, cites it as: 

   Once a common property type in Los Angeles, bungalow courts that remain  
  intact are increasing rare. Constructed in 1924, this bungalow court is one of the few  
  remining examples in the area that retains its original site plan, landscape and 
  hardscape elements, and architectural features. 
 

 Survey LA was executed by several firms utilizing many surveyors to apprise thousands of 
properties. Some surveyor found this parcel eligible only for its architecture and it was granted status 
codes of 3S; 3CS; and 5S3. One wonders if other surveyors, presented with better examples of this 
architectural style would agree. This historian does not agree with the assessment by Survey LA because 
this historian believes better examples by architects with greater detail deserve HCM status. 

 

Conclusion 

 The nominator failed to make any case for the parcel at 424 – 430 North Norton Avenue as 
reflecting the broad cultural, economic or social history of any entity. As to the second criterion cited, 
that of the Subject parcel embodying the distinguishing characteristics of an architectural type, this 
historian discovered more impressive examples, by architects, in another area of the City of Los Angeles, 
also on Norton Avenue. Therefore, the Subject parcel is not eligible for Historic-Cultural Monument 
status under any of the four Monument criteria. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Anna Marie Brooks 
Architectural Historian 
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I. Introduction  
A. Executive Summary 
The purpose of this Historic Resources Assessment Report (Report) is to identify and evaluate 
potential historical resources located at 424-430 North Norton Avenue, Los Angeles, California 
on assessor parcel number (“APN”) 5522-022-009 (“subject property” or “Bungalow Court”).The 
location of the subject property is shown in Figure 1, Regional and Vicinity Map. This Report, 
completed by Environmental Science Associates and PCR Services Corporation (ESA PCR), was 
prepared at the request of the property owner in response to an Historic Cultural Monument 
application filed by Charles J. Fisher for the subject property on August 22, 2016.  The property 
owner, 2026 Bentley LLC, requested ESA PCR conduct an intensive level evaluation of the 
subject properties and prepare a comprehensive evaluation report to determine whether the 
properties rise to the threshold of significance for designation as Historic Cultural Monuments.  
ESA PCR also assessed the existing buildings and landscapes on the subject property and 
neighboring parcels for eligibility as historical resources at the federal, state, and local levels of 
significance to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Report 
follows the City’s requirements for Historical Resources Assessment Reports (HRARs) and 
includes a discussion of the survey methods used, a brief historic context of the property and 
surrounding area, and the identification and evaluation of the subject property.  

The subject property at 424-430 North Norton Avenue is presently improved with a Spanish 
Colonial Revival style bungalow court (“Bungalow Court”) constructed in 1924, also shown in 
Figure 2, Aerial Photograph of Subject Property and Vicinity. The Bungalow Court comprises 
five buildings arrayed in a “U”: four single story units are oriented perpendicular to the street and 
face onto a paved and landscaped central court and walkway with the fifth two-story building 
spanning the rear of the property and facing the street. On the interior, all of the units are altered. 

The Bungalow Court was assessed for its possible significance in association with the historic 
context and themes of early multi-family residential development in Los Angeles, the Bungalow 
Court property type, and the Spanish Colonial Revival style.  We also examined the association 
of the subject properties with Jewish community development patterns and whether this was a 
significant association; and we assessed whether the Bungalow Court might be an important work 
of developers Bowen & Ettelson, builders of the Bungalow Court.  This HRAR prepared by ESA 
PCR incorporates the initial reconnaissance-level documentation first provided in SurveyLA and 
the subsequent HCM nomination by Fisher.  We delve deeper into the history and architecture of 
the subject property than the previous studies and provide substantial new evidence which was 
not included in the previous surveys or nominations.  Based upon the totality of this evidence, 
ESA PCR found that neither property meets the eligibility requirements for listing at the national, 
state or local level.  
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ESA PCR found the Bungalow Court is an altered and undistinguished example of its Spanish 
Colonial Revival style and is of low quality in terms of design, construction and materials.  The 
generic design of the one-story bungalows in particular indicates they may have been built from a 
kit. There is no architect of record for the Bungalow Court which was designed and built as an 
investment property by unknown local “day workers” and developed by business partners Bowen 
& Ettelson who were car dealers.  

Furthermore, the Bungalow Court retains only partial integrity of design, workmanship, and 
materials; and although included in SurveyLA, when examined at the intensive level in a detailed 
survey of the entire property interior and exterior, it does not appear to meet the integrity 
thresholds for the bungalow court property type as established in SurveyLA. The HCM 
nomination for the Bungalow Court seems to indicate that the property has integrity, but ESA 
PCR’s intensive level survey found the property has been substantially altered.  This discrepancy 
can be attributed to fact that ESA PCR had full access to the property for our survey whereas 
SurveyLA was completed from the public right of way and likewise Mr. Fisher may not have had 
full access to the property.  Based upon our survey and research findings, the Bungalow Court 
does not appear to rise to the threshold of significance as an architectural type specimen or as an 
example of the Spanish Colonial Revival style. The Bungalow Court is of poor design, poor 
quality construction, and is altered and not intact.  The associated neighborhood was surveyed but 
not included as eligible in SurveyLA.  There is another more architecturally interesting and intact 
example of a Bungalow Court on the same street on the second parcel to the north at 432-442 
Norton that was not identified by SurveyLA; the Office of Historic Resources is looking into this 
property based upon our input.   

The neighborhood is generally intact and was part of a large building boom during the 1920s in 
support of substantial population growth; it has enough integrity to be a potential historic district, 
but was not identified as eligible in SurveyLA. The citywide survey had the advantage of using 
the same survey teams to look at all of Los Angeles and had a greater perspective for comparative 
analysis.  SurveyLA found this area of Wilshire is, indeed, representative of historical 
development patterns but did not feel it met eligibility standards for identification as a potential 
district. There are many issues to consider in identifying potential districts including original tract 
boundaries and development patterns. If all "fairly intact" areas of representative development 
were included much of Los Angeles would be eligible.1  

While this neighborhood was developed in proximity to movie studios and appears to have been 
fairly ethnically diverse, no strong significant associations were found with residents of the 
Bungalow Court and the movie industry. North Norton Avenue is on the periphery of the Jewish 
community which was centered further to the west near Fairfax during the period of significance.  
None of the owners or residents of the subject property appear to have been significant 
personages although some of them were Jewish.   

1  Email communication from Janet Hansen, Ph.D., Deputy Director, Office of Historic Resources, Planning 
Department, City of Los Angeles, February 16, 2017. 
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The story and evidence uncovered here at the 424-430 N. Norton Avenue Bungalow Court is not 
compelling enough for us to recommend designation of the subject property as a Historic Cultural 
Monument either for its history or architecture.  ESA PCR found the subject Bungalow Court 
ineligible for listing under any of the National Register, California Register or Los Angeles 
Historical Cultural Monument criteria and recommends the eligibility of the subject property be 
updated in SurveyLA and that the subject property be assigned a CHR Status Code of 6Z, “Found 
ineligible for NR, CR or Local designation through survey evaluation.”   

B. Research and Field Methodology 
This Report was conducted by ESA PCR’s architectural historians, including Margarita Jerabek, 
Ph.D., Director of Historical Resources, Amanda Y. Kainer, M.S., Senior Architectural Historian, 
and Stephanie C. Hodal, Candidate M.H.C., Associate Architectural Historian, all of whom meet 
and exceed the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards in history and 
architectural history. Professional qualifications are provided in Appendix A. 

The historical resources evaluation involved a review of the National Register and its annual 
updates, the California Register, the Statewide Historical Resources Inventory (HRI) database 
maintained by the State Office of Historic Preservation (OHP), the California Historical 
Resources Information System (CHRIS), and the City of Los Angeles’ Historic Cultural 
Monuments register, and SurveyLA to identify any previously recorded properties within or near 
the subject property. An intensive pedestrian survey was also undertaken to document the existing 
conditions of the property and vicinity. In addition, the following tasks were performed for the 
study: 

• Conducted field inspections of the subject property, and utilized the survey methodology of 
the State OHP. 

• Photographed the subject property and associated landscape features, and examined other 
properties in the vicinity that exhibited potential architectural and/or historical associations.  

• Conducted site‐specific research on the property utilizing building permits, Sanborn Fire 
Insurance Maps (Sanborn Maps), City directories, historical photographs, California Index, 
Avery Index, Online Archive of California, University of Southern California (USC) Digital 
Collections, historical Los Angeles Times, and other published sources.  

• Conducted research at the City’s Building and Safety and Community Development 
departments as well as the Los Angeles County Office of the Assessor (Assessor). 

• Reviewed and analyzed ordinances, statutes, regulations, bulletins, and technical materials 
relating to federal, state, and local historic preservation, designation assessment processes, 
and related programs. 

• Evaluated potential historic resources based upon criteria used by the National Register, 
California Register, and City of Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument Ordinance. 
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II. Regulatory Framework  
Historical resources fall within the jurisdiction of the federal, state, and local designation 
programs. Federal laws provide the framework for the identification, and in certain instances, 
protection of historical resources. Additionally, state and local jurisdictions play active roles in 
the identification, documentation, and protection of such resources within their communities. The 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended and the California Public 
Resources Code (PRC), Section 5024.1, are the primary federal and state laws and regulations 
governing the evaluation and significance of historical resources of national, state, regional, and 
local importance. Descriptions of these relevant laws and regulations are presented below. 

A. Federal Eligibility Criteria and Integrity Aspects 
1. National Register of Historic Places 
The National Register was established by the NHPA as “an authoritative guide to be used by 
federal, state, and local governments, private groups and citizens to identify the Nation’s cultural 
resources and to indicate what properties should be considered for protection from destruction or 
impairment.”2 The National Register recognizes properties that are significant at the national, 
state, and/or local levels. 

To be eligible for listing in the National Register, a resource must be significant in American 
history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, or culture. Four criteria for evaluation have been 
established to determine the significance of a resource: 

A. Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
our history; 

B. Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; 

C. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or that 
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a 
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; 

D. Yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.3 

Districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that are 50 years in age must meet one or more 
of the above criteria and retain integrity (that is, convey their significance) to be eligible for 
listing.  

Under the National Register, a property can be significant not only for the way it was originally 
constructed, but also for the way it was adapted at a later period, or for the way it illustrates 
changing tastes, attitudes, and uses over a period of time.4 

2  36 CFR Section 60.2. 
3  “Guidelines for Completing National Register Forms,” in National Register Bulletin 16, U.S. Department of 

Interior, National Park Service, September 30, 1986. This bulletin contains technical information on comprehensive 
planning, survey of cultural resources and registration in the NRHP. 

4  National Register Bulletin 15, p. 19. 
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Within the concept of integrity, the National Register recognizes seven aspects or qualities that, in 
various combinations, define integrity: Location, Design, Setting, Materials, Workmanship, 
Feeling, and Association: 

Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the historic 
event occurred. The relationship between the property and its location is often important to 
understanding why the property was created or why something happened. The actual location of a 
historic property, complemented by its setting, is particularly important in recapturing the sense 
of historic events and persons. Except in rare cases, the relationship between a property and its 
historic associations is destroyed if the property is moved. 

Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style of a 
property. It results from conscious decisions made during the original conception and planning of 
a property (or its significant alteration) and applies to activities as diverse as community 
planning, engineering, architecture, and landscape architecture. Design includes such elements as 
organization of space, proportion, scale, technology, ornamentation, and materials. A property’s 
design reflects historic functions and technologies as well as aesthetics. It includes such 
considerations as the structural system; massing; arrangement of spaces; pattern of fenestration; 
textures and colors of surface materials; type, amount and style of ornamental detailing; and 
arrangement and type of plantings in a designed landscape. 

Setting is the physical environment of a historic property. Whereas location refers to the specific 
place where a property was built or an event occurred, setting refers to the character of the place 
in which the property played its historic role. It involves how, not just where, the property is 
situated and its relationship to surrounding features and open space. 

Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during any 
given period in history or prehistory. It is the evidence of artisans’ labor and skill in constructing 
or altering a building, structure, object, or site. Workmanship can apply to the property as a whole 
or to its individual components. 

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.  

The choice and combination of materials reveal the preferences of those who created the property 
and indicate the availability of particular types of materials and technologies. A property must 
retain key exterior materials dating from the period of its historic significance.  

Feeling is a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time. 
It results from the presence of physical features that, taken together, convey the property’s 
historic character. 
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Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic 
property. A property retains association if it is the place where the event or activity occurred and 
is sufficiently intact to convey that relationship to an observer.5 

To retain historic integrity, a property will always possess most of the aspects and depending 
upon its significance, retention of specific aspects of integrity may be paramount for a property to 
convey its significance.6 Determining which of these aspects are most important to a particular 
property requires knowing why, where and when a property is significant.7 For properties that are 
considered significant under National Register Criteria A and B, National Register Bulletin 15: 
How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation (“National Register Bulletin 15”) 
explains, “a property that is significant for its historic association is eligible if it retains the 
essential physical features that made up its character or appearance during the period of its 
association with the important event, historical pattern, or person(s).”8 In assessing the integrity 
of properties that are considered significant under National Register Criterion C, National 
Register Bulletin 15 states, “a property important for illustrating a particular architectural style or 
construction technique must retain most of the physical features that constitute that style or 
technique.”9 

B. State Register and Eligibility Criteria 
1. California Register of Historical Resources 
The OHP, as an office of the California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), implements 
the policies of the NHPA on a statewide level.  

The OHP also carries out the duties as set forth in the PRC and maintains the HRI and the 
California Register. The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) is an appointed official who 
implements historic preservation programs within the state’s jurisdictions.  

Also implemented at the state level, CEQA requires projects to identify any substantial adverse 
impacts which may affect the significance of identified historical resources. 

5 National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, 44-45, 
http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/pdfs/nrb15.pdf, accessed July 7, 2013. 

6  The National Register defines a property as an “area of land containing a single historic resource or a group of 
resources, and constituting a single entry in the National Register of Historic Places.” A “Historic Property” is 
defined as “any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object at the time it attained historic 
significance.” Glossary of National Register Terms, 
http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb16a/nrb16a_appendix_IV.htm, accessed June 1, 2013. 

7  National Register Bulletin 15, p. 44. 
8  “A property retains association if it is the place where the event or activity occurred and is sufficiently intact to 

convey that relationship to an observer. Like feeling, association requires the presence of physical features that 
convey a property’s historic character. Because feeling and association depend on individual perceptions, their 
retention alone is never sufficient to support eligibility of a property for the National Register.” Ibid, p. 46. 

9  “A property that has lost some historic materials or details can be eligible if it retains the majority of the features 
that illustrate its style in terms of the massing, spatial relationships, proportion, pattern of windows and doors, 
texture of materials, and ornamentation. The property is not eligible, however, if it retains some basic features 
conveying massing but has lost the majority of the features that once characterized its style.” Ibid. 
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The California Register was created by Assembly Bill 2881 which was signed into law on 
September 27, 1992. The California Register is “an authoritative listing and guide to be used by 
state and local agencies, private groups, and citizens in identifying the existing historical 
resources of the state and to indicate which resources deserve to be protected, to the extent 
prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change.”10 The criteria for eligibility for the 
California Register are based upon National Register criteria.11  

The California Register consists of resources that are listed automatically and those that must be 
nominated through an application and public hearing process. The California Register 
automatically includes the following: 

• California properties listed on the National Register and those formally Determined Eligible 
for the National Register; 12 

• California Registered Historical Landmarks from No. 770 onward; 

• Those California Points of Historical Interest (“PHI”) that have been evaluated by the OHP 
and have been recommended to the State Historical Commission for inclusion on the 
California Register.13 

Other resources which may be nominated to the California Register include: 

• Individual historical resources; 

• Historical resources contributing to historic districts; 

• Historical resources identified as significant in historical resources surveys with significance 
ratings of Category 1 through 5; 

• Historical resources designated or listed as local landmarks, or designated under any local 
ordinance, such as an HPOZ.14 

To be eligible for the California Register, a historical resource must be significant at the local, 
state, or national level, under one or more of the following four criteria: 

1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
California's history and cultural heritage; 

2. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, 
or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 

4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

10  PRC Section 5024.1(a). 
11  PRC Section 5024.1(b). 
12  PRC Section 5024.1(d). 
13 Ibid. 
14  PRC Section 5024.1(e) 
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Additionally, a historical resource eligible for listing in the California Register must meet one or 
more of the criteria of significance described above and retain enough of its historic character or 
appearance to be recognizable as a historical resource and to convey the reasons for its 
significance. Historical resources that have been rehabilitated or restored may be evaluated for 
listing. Integrity is evaluated with regard to the retention of seven aspects of integrity similar to 
the National Register (location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association). 
Also like the National Register, it must also be judged with reference to the particular criteria 
under which a resource is proposed for eligibility. Alterations over time to a resource or historic 
changes in its use may themselves have historical, cultural, or architectural significance. It is 
possible that historical resources may not retain sufficient integrity to meet the criteria for listing 
in the National Register, but they may still be eligible for listing in the California Register. A 
resource that has lost its historic character or appearance may still have sufficient integrity for the 
California Register if it maintains the potential to yield significant scientific or historical 
information or specific data.15 

2. California Historical Resources Status Codes 
The California State OHP developed National Register Status Codes in 1975 as a standardized 
system for classifying historical resources in the state’s Historic Resources Inventory. In 2003 
these codes were revised to reflect the application of California Register and local criteria and the 
name was changed to California Historical Resource (“CHR”) Status Codes. CHR Status codes 
consist of three digits and are assigned to properties or historic districts through a survey process 
and as a result of varying regulatory processes. The first digit ranges from 1-7. Code categories 1-
5 reflect properties determined eligible for designation according to the criteria established for the 
National Register, California Register and local government criteria for significance. Code 
categories 6-7 generally identify properties that do not meet established criteria for significance, 
have not been evaluated, or need to be reevaluated. The code categories are as follows: 

1. Properties listed in the National Register or the California Register; 

2. Properties determined eligible for listing in the National Register or the California Register; 

3. Appears eligible for National Register or the California Register through survey evaluation; 

4. Appears eligible for the National Register or the California Register through other evaluation; 

5. Properties recognized as historically significant by local government; 

6. Not eligible for listing or designation as specified; and 

7. Not evaluated for the National Register or California Register or needs re‐evaluation. 

The second digit of the CHR Status Code is a letter code indicating whether the resource is 
separately eligible (S), eligible as part of a district (D), or both (B). The third digit is a number 
that is used to further specify significance and refine the relationship of the property to the 
National Register and/or California Register. Under this evaluation system, categories 1 through 4 
pertain to various levels of National Register and California Register eligibility. Locally eligible 

15  Codified in California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 11.5, Section 4852(c) which can be accessed on the 
internet at http://ohp.parks.ca.gov 
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resources are given a rating code level 5. Properties found ineligible for listing in the National 
Register, California Register, or for designation under a local ordinance are given an evaluation 
Status Code of 6. Properties given an evaluation Status Code of 6Z are “found ineligible for the 
National Register, California Register, or Local designation through survey evaluation.”16 

C. Local Cultural Heritage Ordinance and Eligibility Criteria 
1. City of Los Angeles 
The City enacted a Cultural Heritage Ordinance in April 1962 which defines Historic-Cultural 
Monuments. According to the Cultural Heritage Ordinance, Historic-Cultural Monuments are 
sites, buildings, or structures of particular historic or cultural significance to the City in which the 
broad cultural, political, or socia l history of the nation, state, or City is reflected or exemplified, 
including sites and buildings associated with important personages or which embody certain 
distinguishing architectural characteristics and are associated with a notable architect. These 
Historic-Cultural Monuments are regulated by the City’s Cultural Heritage Commission and the 
City Council. 

2. Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Ordinance Eligibility Criteria 
The Los Angeles City Council adopted the Cultural Heritage Ordinance in 1967 and amended it 
in 2007 ( (Los Angeles Administrative Code, Chapter 9, Division 22, Article 1, Section 
22.171.7). The Cultural Heritage Ordinance establishes criteria for designating a local historical 
resource as an HCM. An HCM is any site (including significant trees or other plant life located on 
the site), building or structure of particular historic or cultural significance to the City, including 
historic structures or sites: 

• In which the broad cultural, economic or social history of the nation, State or community is 
reflected or exemplified; or 

• Which is identified with historic personages or with important events in the main currents of 
national, State or local history; or 

• Which embodies the distinguishing characteristics of an architectural type specimen, 
inherently valuable for a study of a period, style or method of construction; or 

• Which is a notable work of a master builder, designer, or architect whose individual genius 
influenced his or her age. 

3. Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ) Criteria 
for Designation 

City of Los Angeles Ordinance Number 175891, found in Section 12.20.3 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code, describes the procedures for creation of new HPOZs, the powers and duties of 
HPOZ Boards, and the review processes for projects within HPOZs. The Ordinance was amended 
by the Los Angeles City Council on March 19, 2004, and became effective on May 12, 2004.17 

16  Ibid. 
17  “Citywide HPOZ Ordinance,” City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources, 

http://www.preservation.lacity.org/hpoz/citywide-hpoz-ordinance, accessed July 24, 2013. 
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An HPOZ is an area of the City which is designated as containing structures, landscaping, natural 
features or sites having historic, architectural, cultural or aesthetic significance. Before an HPOZ 
may move into the formal adoption process, an historic resources survey of the proposed district 
must be completed. The survey studies the historic and architectural significance of the 
neighborhood and identifies structures and features as either “contributing” or “non-contributing” 
to the district. A contributing structure is a building that was constructed during the predominant 
period of development in the neighborhood and that has retained most of its historic features. A 
non-contributing structure is one that was either constructed after the major period of the 
neighborhood’s development, or has been so significantly altered that it no longer conveys its 
historic character.18  

According to Section 12.20.3 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, features designated as 
contributing shall meet one or more of the following criteria: 

• Adds to the Historic architectural qualities or Historic associations for which a property is 
significant because it was present during the period of significance, and possesses Historic 
integrity reflecting its character at that time; or 

• Owing to its unique location or singular physical characteristics, represents an established 
feature of the neighborhood, community or city; or 

• Retaining the building, structure, Landscaping, or Natural Feature, would contribute to the 
preservation and protection of the resource and its environment.19  

D. SurveyLA Eligibility Standards 
SurveyLA is a citywide survey that identifies and documents significant historic resources 
representing important themes in the City’s history. The survey and resource evaluations are 
completed by consultant teams under contract to the City of Los Angeles and the supervision of 
the OHR. The program is managed by the OHR, which maintains a website for SurveyLA.20 The 
field surveys cover the period from approximately 1850 to 1980 and include individual resources 
such as buildings, structures, objects, natural features and cultural landscapes as well as areas and 
districts (archaeological resources will be included in a future survey phase). Significant 
resources reflect important themes in the City's growth and development in various areas 
including architecture, city planning, social history, ethnic heritage, politics, industry, 
transportation, commerce, entertainment, and others. Field surveys started in 2010 and are 
completed in three phases by Community Plan Area. All tools and methods developed for 
SurveyLA meet state and federal professional standards for survey work.  

Los Angeles’ citywide Historic Context Statement (HCS) is designed for use by SurveyLA field 
surveyors and by all agencies, organizations, and professionals completing historic resources 

18  “How to Establish an HPOZ,” City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources, 
http://www.preservation.lacity.org/hpoz/how-establish-hpoz, accessed July 24, 2013. 

19  “Citywide HPOZ Ordinance,” City of Los Angeles Historic Resources, 
http://www.preservation.lacity.org/hpoz/citywide-hpoz-ordinance, accessed July 24, 2013, pgs. 11-12. 

20 SurveyLA: Los Angeles Historic Resources Survey, http://preservation.lacity.org/survey, accessed January 5, 2017. 
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surveys in the city of Los Angeles. The context statement is organized using the Multiple 
Property Documentation (MPD) format developed by the National Park Service (NPS) for use in 
nominating properties related by theme to the National Register. This format provides a 
consistent framework for evaluating historic resources. It has been adapted for local use to 
evaluate the eligibility of properties for city, state, and federal designation programs and to 
facilitate environmental review processes.21 The HCS uses Eligibility Standards to identify the 
character defining, associative features, and integrity aspects a property should retain to be a 
significant example of a type within a defined theme. Eligibility Standards also indicate the 
general geographic location, area of significance, applicable criteria, and period of significance 
associated with that type. These Eligibility Standards are guidelines based on knowledge of 
known significant examples of property types; properties do not need to meet all of them in order 
to be eligible. Moreover, there are many variables to consider in assessing integrity depending on 
why a resource is significant.  

III. Environmental Setting 
A. Historic Context 
The historic context developed below presents the background necessary to evaluate the historical 
and architectural significance of the subject property, including the history of its construction and 
alterations, as well as the surrounding neighborhood’s development. The subject property was 
evaluated under the following historical and architectural themes: Early Residential Development 
and Suburbanization (1850-1980), including the Wilshire Community Plan Area and the Weid’s 
Subdivision; and Multi-Family Residential Development: The Bungalow Court (1910-1939). 
Also presented below are the construction and occupancy histories of the Bungalow Court at 424-
430 North Norton Avenue. The period of significance associated with Bungalow Court is 1924, 
the original construction date of the Bungalow Court and its associated garage, now partially 
removed. 

1. Early Residential Development (1880-1930) 
a. Wilshire Community Plan Area22 
The Wilshire CPA is located in the central part of Los Angeles, west of Downtown. It is bounded 
generally by Rosewood Avenue and Melrose Avenue to the north; 18th Street, Venice Boulevard 
and Pico Boulevard to the south; Hoover Street to the east; and the city’s irregular western 
boundary to the west. The Wilshire CPA comprises multiple neighborhoods with their own 
distinct identities, including the areas commonly known as (roughly from east to west) Wilshire 
Center, Koreatown, Windsor Square, Hancock Park, Larchmont, Mid-Wilshire, Mid-City, 

21 Guide for Professionals Using the Historic Context Statement for Property Evaluations, 
http://preservation.lacity.org/sites/default/files/Guide%20for%20Professionals%20Using%20the%20Historic%20C
ontext%20Statement_Jan%202016_0.pdf, accessed January 5, 2017. 

22 Architectural Resources Group. SurveyLA Los Angeles Historic Resources Survey, Historic Resources Survey 
Report, Wilshire Community Plan Area. Publication. Los Angeles: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources, 2015. 
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Miracle Mile, Beverly Grove, Fairfax, Carthay, and Pico-Robertson. Each contains a diverse 
mixture of architectural styles and property types. 

The 400 block of North Norton Avenue is located in the neighborhood known as Larchmont, 
adjacent to Windsor Square and Hancock Park. The 1906 and 1919 Sanborn maps labeled this 
area as Colegrove; a 1902 topographic map located the zone south of the emerging town of 
Hollywood and within the developing lands of the Rancho La Brea. (Figure 3) By 1910 
Colegrove had been annexed by the growing metropolis of Los Angeles and, by 1918, the 
formerly agricultural lands can be seen filling in with residential development as part of the rapid 
growth of the Wilshire District to the south, Hollywood to the north, and a more complete 
streetcar system that enabled commuter suburbs. The area that would become North Norton Street 
is circled in red, located just north of an expanding Windsor Square and just south of two major 
movie studios that had also begun to build their campuses as early as 1915, Famous Players 
Fiction Studios (now Raleigh Studios) and Paramount Pictures, the two located on either side of 
Melrose Boulevard. (Figure 4).  

 
  
SOURCE: http://windsorsquarelosangeles.blogspot.com  Figure 3 

1902 topographic map indicating the location of 
Colegrove, the area that would develop to contain 

North Norton Avenue  
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SOURCE: http://windsorsquarelosangeles.blogspot.com  
 

 

Figure 4 
Northerly view over Windsor Square, circa. 1918 

(location of future 400 block of North Norton Avenue 
indicated by red arrow)  

 
The neighborhood now known as Windsor Square first developed in 1911 as an exclusive 
subdivision of large houses on large lots between Wilshire Boulevard and Third Street. 
Larchmont Boulevard was established in 1920 to be the main street for Windsor Square. As the 
neighborhood expanded it came to include new developments like New Windsor Square and 
Windsor Heights to the north. The new Larchmont business district and its streetcar line was 
connected by an extension of the Sixth Street line to the larger Los Angeles Railway network.  

Between 1920 and 1930, block upon block of automobile suburbs emerged from Mid-Wilshire to 
Beverly Fairfax. Much of this development filled in zones around the large grand houses with 
single- and multi-family Craftsman neighborhoods, numerous bungalow courts, tall brick 
apartment houses, and abundant duplexes and fourplexes. The open agricultural land dotted with 
oil derricks that once characterized the entire area between Los Angeles and Santa Monica would 
soon become densely developed residential and commercial districts. The vast western expansion 
that occurred in the 1920s and 1930s is shown in the map below in the mustard –colored zone. 
The area around North Norton Street is outlined for reference. (Figure 5) 

Paramount Pictures

 

  
 Famous Players Fiction Studios 

Future North Norton Avenue 
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SOURCE: SurveyLA Historic Resources Survey Report: Wilshire 

Community Plan Area Figure 5 
Wilshire Community Plan Area Development 

Chronology  

 
b. Tract No. 2635, I. A. Weid Subdivision 
The subject property is situated within Tract No. 2635, a subdivision of a part of Lot 62, in the 
I.A. Weid Subdivision of the S.E. ¼ of Section 14, T.I. 5, R.14W, S.B.M. recorded in February 
1923 by Title Insurance and Trust Company and Hellman Commercial Trust and Savings Bank. 
The tract, laid out fifteen rectangular lots measuring between 40’ and 60’ in width and 
approximately 165 feet in depth between Van Ness Avenue and North Norton Avenue, to the east 
and west, and mid-block above Elmwood Avenue to the south. The Bungalow Court would come 
to occupy lots 155 and 156 adjacent to the north. The Tract Map is excerpted in Figure 6 below 
and shown in full in the Appendix. 

Ivar A. Weid (1837–1903) was a Los Angeles pioneer who invested heavily in real estate 
obtaining large holdings in Hollywood, Caheunga, Santa Monica, and downtown. He was also 
among the early organizers of the Hollywood streetcar lines that were sold to and incorporated 
into the Los Angles and Pacific Electric Railroad Company. After his death, his sons continued to 
be active in real estate. The Weid subdivision represents the development of part of the family’s 
ranchlands at the western edge of their Cahuenga holdings. Ivar Street in Hollywood was named 
after him and Selma Avenue after his daughter. 23 

23  "Weid, Ivar A. October 23, 1837 - August 25, 1903." Los Angeles-San Francisco County CA Archives 
Biographies. Accessed February 12, 2017. http://files.usgwarchives.net/ca/losangeles/bios/weid1035gbs.txt 
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SOURCE: Department of Public Works Figure 6 

Tract 2635, a Subdivision of a part of Lot 62, I.A. 
Weid’s Subdivision of the S. E. ¼ of Sec.14, T.15, 

R.14W, S.B.M as recorded in Book 13, Page 39, 
Miscellaneous Records of Los Angeles County, 

subdivided 1923, with subject property outlined in red 

An analysis of the 1955 Sanborn Map shows that the tract was completely built out by that time, 
primarily with multi-family dwellings and with part of the tract at the north given over to the Van 
Ness School. (Figure 7). A construction chronology for the 400 block of North Norton Avenue 
shows that 26 of the 30 properties were constructed between 1923 and 1927 with only four 
constructed after 1927. (Figure 8).The block contains a small number of single family homes 
toward its north and south ends and the east side of the Van Ness School with numerous duplexes 
and fourplexes in between plus several small apartment buildings, two bungalow courts, and one 
courtyard apartment.  
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SOURCE: LAPL Figure 7 

Sanborn Map, volume 9, sheet 976, 1906 (updated 
1919 and 1955) depicting area surrounding subject 

property  in 1955 
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SOURCE: ESA Figure 8 

Construction chronology for the 400 block of North 
Norton Avenue 
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2. The Bungalow Court (1910–1939)  
The bungalow court is a type of multi-family residential property native to Southern California 
born, at least partially, out of the spatial arrangement of early Los Angeles tenements. These were 
immigrant worker cottages lined up in horizontal rows, an early iteration of the bungalow court 
type, albeit built to a lower standard of construction and design than the bungalow courts that 
emerged in the early 20th century.  

The first known bungalow courts had appeared by 1909. A sixteen (16) unit bungalow court was 
extant in Santa Monica by this time. The better known St. Francis Court was built in Pasadena in 
the same year by architect Sylvanus Marston (Figure 9). Although the bungalow court became a 
housing type commonly associated with the working class, St. Francis Court was aimed at well-
off tourists looking for comfortable vacation rentals. The idea of the court type as vacation 
housing ultimately lead to the creation of the motel, but the bungalow court also proved ideally 
suited to fulfill the housing needs of workers, retirees, and single women, groups in need of 
housing that fell somewhere in-between the single-family home and the apartment, in terms of 
both cost and lifestyle.24  

The bungalow court represented a marriage of two ideas, the courtyard building types brought 
from Europe (especially from Spain via Mexico) that suited the Southern California climate, and 
the bungalow, the small, single-family dwelling that made home ownership economically feasible 
for a large swathe of America’s working class. This multi-family typology also responded to late 
19th century opinions that the negative impacts of the Industrial Revolution could be countered 
by the benefits of green, open space and reasonably sized living quarters: “The coming of the 
bungalow caused widespread acceptance of the virtues of open space and landscape. The courts 
designed after 1910 reflected a strong concern with the architectural development both of the 
buildings and of the various aspects of the landscape.” 25 The design of the bungalow court made 
the combination of a detached house surrounded with a garden a possibility for those who might 
otherwise have lived in an apartment building. They offered a compromise between the density 
and affordability of apartment life with the fresh air and space of a single-family home.26  

Bungalow courts in Southern California were built in a variety of styles, including Craftsman, 
Mission Revival, Spanish Colonial Revival, American Colonial Revival, and Tudor Revival. The 
character-defining features of the bungalow court include: a composition of multiple detached or 
semi-detached buildings, little or no accommodation of automobiles (early examples only) or a 
service zone often providing automobile access to the rear of units, unit entries open into the 
courtyard with front units possibly opening to the street, one story units, siting on a single or 
double residential lot, and units oriented around a central common area.27 Bungalow courts as a 

24 Karana Hattersley-Drayton, Historic Architecture Survey Report for “The Bungalow” Court Project Fresno, 
California, Prepared for the City of Fresno’s Historic Preservation Program and the State of California Office of 
Historic Preservation, September 29, 2004, pg. 20. 

25 Polyzoides, Courtyard Housing in Los Angeles, 16 
26 Ross Chapin, Pocket Neighborhoods: Creating Small-Scale Community in a Large-Scale World (Newton, CT: The 

Taunton Press, 2011), 44-49. 
27  SurveyLA, Los Angeles Historic Context Statement Outline, Residential Development and Suburbanization, 1850-

1980, The Bungalow Court, 1910-1939 (December 31, 2013), 71-72. 
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type have a number of general configurations; however few courts are alike and most have some 
original characteristics that contribute to the type as a whole. 

 
  
SOURCE: Pasadena Museum of History Figure 9 

St. Francis Court, Pasadena 

 
Because of the high volume of residential courts being constructed throughout Los Angeles 
County during the first three decades of the twentieth century, a number of prefabricated “kit” 
companies existed to develop designs that could then be ordered and delivered to the construction 
site. Just one company, Pacific Ready-Cut, manufactured over 40,000 homes and commercial 
buildings between 1908 and 1940, feeding this burgeoning market. While there were a number of 
ready-cut companies selling prefabricated homes in the United States during the early twentieth 
century, including the most popular Sears, Roebuck, and Company, in Southern California, 
Pacific Ready-Cut and California Ready-Cut Bungalow Company, were the primary ready-cut 
manufacturers and their designs were primarily in the Spanish Colonial Revival and Craftsman 
styles. No architect was credited with design of the subject Bungalow Court; it is possible that the 
simplistic and repetitive design and structure came from a catalog supplier.  

In both the bungalow court, built-ins such as bookcases, secretaries, buffets, ironing boards, and 
breakfast sets as well as fireplaces were often included to increase efficiency and the appeal of 
each development.  

The Bungalow Court retains the primary site and exterior characteristics of its type; the interior 
examples of built in elements have either been removed or substantially modified.  
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3. Spanish Colonial Revival (1915-1942) 
The beginnings of Spanish Colonial Revival style architecture date to 1915, when it was 
introduced at the Panama-California Exposition in San Diego. (Figure 10) It became one among 
the many period revival styles that grew in popularity just after World War I. Many architects 
found Southern California the ideal setting for this architectural style. Numerous publications 
argued for its predominance in the “Mediterranean environment” of California, including W. 
Sexton's Spanish Influence on American Architecture and Decoration (1926) and Rexford 
Newcomb's The Spanish House for America Its Design, Furnishing, and Garden (1927). 

 
  
SOURCE: San Diego History Center, www.sandiegohistory.org Figure 10 

Spanish Colonial Revival architecture was featured at 
the Panama-California Exposition in San Diego, held 

from 1915-1917. 

 
Architect Bertram Grosvenor Goodhue’s Spanish Revival structures for the Panama-California 
Exposition catalyzed a region-wide building trend that incorporated Spanish and Moorish 
influences and even supplanted the previously popular Mission Revival style. The many Spanish 
Colonial Revival and Mediterranean Revival commercial, civic and residential structures that 
were built became a key component in the forging of regional identity, since the style helped 
perpetuate powerful romantic myths about California’s origins tied to New Spain. Decorative 
elements that were appropriated from indigenous American cultures (Native American, Mayan, 
Aztec) were sometimes incorporated into these eclectic designs to infuse exoticism, along with a 
certain brand of perceived cultural authenticity. The typical identifying features of the Spanish 
Revival style are a low-pitched red tile roof with little or no eave overhang, the use of arches on 
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principal fenestration, stucco walls, and an asymmetrical facade.28 The Spanish Colonial Revival 
is one of several period revival styles commonly applied to bungalow courts in the early 20th 
century. 

4. Construction and Occupancy History of 424–430 North Norton 
Avenue 

a. Construction History  
The earliest Building Permits for the Bungalow Court at 424–430 North Norton Avenue are dated 
January 17, 1924. They record that two one-story single-unit, two one-story double-unit, and one 
two-story four-unit buildings were to be built as well as two garages. The single-family units 
were to contain three rooms and measure 24 x 27 x 12/1 story with a concrete foundation, plaster 
over wood lath, a flat composition roof with tile trim, plaster and ornamental plaster trim, and an 
interior with plaster and plain woodwork at a cost of $2,000 each. The two-family units were to 
contain six-rooms and measure 46 x 27 x 12/1 story with the same materials at a cost of $4,000 
each. The four-family unit of the same materials was to measure 30 x 53 at a cost of $8,500. One 
garage was to measure 18 x 36 x 10/1 story with 4 rooms at a cost of $300 and the other was to 
measure 18 x 27 x 10/1 story with three rooms at a cost of $225. Both were to have a concrete 
foundation, wood frame, plaster over wood-lath stucco exterior, a flat composition roof with plain 
trim, and an unfinished interior. The larger garage was described as a “locker” in the assessor 
record. The owner was noted as Bowen + Ettelson with only “day work” indicated for the 
contractor. No architect was recorded.  

In the 1930s, two permits were issued to a new owner, Pacific Mortgage Guarantee. A permit in 
1934 addressed patching and external waterproofing by contractor Standard Metal Weatherstrip 
for $317. A permit in 1938 addressed the removal and replacement of magnesite29 from the east 
(rear) elevation of the two-story building by Newfield Brothers, contractor, for $195. What was 
removed or the scope of the removal is unclear. In 1939 a permit was issued for construction of a 
polygonal 18 x 8 x 14 x 8 single story addition to the south end of the existing 18 x 36 garage 
using a concrete foundation, vertical siding and a flat composition roof. 

In 1947, two permits were issued to another new owner, N. H. Raymond, both using contractor 
Melville N. Siegal. An August 28 permit addressed the removal and replacement of 1,100 yards 
of lathing and plaster at a cost of $3,000. An Assessor Building Report from November 1948 
noted this repair as the re-stucco of “all”, “re-stucco of the exterior of 1 and 2 stories”. An 
October 1947 permit erected two new walls inside the double unit at 428 North Norton Avenue to 
create an extra bedroom, a dining room and closet partitioned off of the living room at a cost of 
$500. 

28  David Gebhard, “The Myth and Power of Place,” in Canizaro, Vincent. ed., Architectural Regionalism: Collected 
Writings on Place, Identity, Modernity, and Tradition, (Princeton, NJ: Princeton Architectural Press, 2007). 

 Virginia Savage McAlester. A Field Guide to American Houses, (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2013), 520-534. 
29 Magnesite was historically used as a fireproofing and insulating material but could also be applied as an exterior 

stucco.  
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In 1955 the complex was fumigated and general termite work was carried out by contractor 
Matthew S. Smith for yet another new owner Mrs. Ruth Raymond at a cost of $1,150. In 1970, 
the 16 x 28 x 12 garage at the southeast corner of the site was demolished and removed after a 
fire by Aladdin House Wrecking at a cost of $220 for owner H. Ostrow. Finally, in November 
2012, balconies with decks and doors were removed from the north and south ends of east (rear) 
elevation of the two-story unit; (whether these were located at both the first and second floors is 
not indicated) at a cost of $2,000 for owner Charles and Renee Petlak Trustees, Petlak Family 
Trust. 

A comparison of the historic Sanborn Map with a current aerial shows that the siting of the 
individual buildings in the Bungalow Court and their spatial relationship remains unchanged 
except for the removal of a garage in the southeast corner. This is the garage that was demolished 
after the 1970 fire. (Figure 11) 

    
SOURCE: LAPL (left) and Google Maps (right) Figure 11 

Sanborn Map, volume 9, sheet 976, 1906 (updated 
1919 and 1955) depicting 424-430 North Norton 

Avenue in 1955(left); current aerial photograph of site 
(right)  

 
ESA PCR’s site investigation found numerous additional alterations and repairs that had not been 
documented in the Assessor or Building and Safety record. At multiple locations the original 
double-hung wood windows have been replaced with jalousie and both metal and vinyl sliding- or 
double- hung units; at multiple locations the molding around window frames appears to have 
been replaced; in multiple locations the window openings have been reduced with stacked 2 x 4s 
to allow installation of a smaller window. Some window openings have been enclosed and new 
openings cut. Most unit entry doors have been replaced and metal security doors have been 
added. There is extensive patching of exterior plaster and of the original concrete paving. The 
original assessor building report noted that the exterior trim included ornamental plaster; any 
evidence of ornament has been removed, probably in the re-plastering of the Bungalow Court in 
1948 or later. 

Classified advertisements from the Los Angeles Times in 1925 and 1926 described the Bungalow 
Court as newly built, cozy and attractive as well as hand decorated, refined, artistic, and already 
furnished. One advertisement went further suggesting that the “dainty” and “colorful” bungalows 
may have been “themed” to reflect “a bit of Old France” or the exotic as a “corner of the Orient”. 
Whether these descriptions address the interior or exterior character of the buildings is unclear 

424–430 North Norton Avenue 27 ESA PCR 
Historic Resource Assessment Report March 2017 



Table of Contents 
 

however their historic tidiness and attractiveness was leveraged to competitive advantage. 
(Figure 12) 

   
SOURCE: Los Angeles Times, November 29, 1925 (left), 
February 21, 1926 (center), November 29, 1926 (right) Figure 12 

1925 and 1926 Los Angeles Times Classified 
Advertisements for 424-430 North Norton Avenue  

 

TABLE 1 
CONSTRUCTION HISTORY30 FOR 424–430 NORTH NORTON AVENUE 

Assessor 
Record 

Date 
Permit 

Number 
Permit 
Date Owner 

Architect/ 
Engineer/ 

Contractor Value/$ Description 

 2848 1.17.1924 Bowen + 
Ettelson 

Day work (C) 4000 1-story, 6-room, 46 x 27 x 12, wood-frame 
and stucco 2-family dwelling. Composition 
roof. 
430¼ - 430½ North Norton Avenue. 
Lot 156 of Tract 2635, Sheet 3. 

 2849 1.17.1924 Bowen + 
Ettelson 

Day work (C) 4000 1-story, 6-room, 46 x 27 x 12, wood-frame 
and stucco 2-family dwelling. Composition 
roof.  
424¼ - 424½ North Norton Avenue. 
Lot 155 of Tract 2635, Sheet 3. 

9.8.1924 2849     Double 46 x 27, 1-story bungalow with 
concrete foundation, plaster over wood 
lath, flat composition roof with tile/trim, 
plaster and ornamental plaster trim, 
interior plaster and plain woodwork. 
Construction quality noted as special. 
Note: sketch plan attached to Building 
Report. 
Lot 155, Parcel 9, Sub-2 
424¼ - 424½ North Norton Avenue 

 2850 1.17.1924 Bowen + 
Ettelson 

Day work (C) 8500 2-story, 12-room, 53 x 27, wood-frame and 
stucco 4-family dwelling. Composition roof.  
426 - 426½ and 428–428½ North Norton 
Avenue. 
Lots 155 and 156 of Tract 2635, Sheet 3. 

30  The Construction History consolidates data from the Assessor Records and the Building Permits in a single table to 
portray the full chronology of the property’s development from 1924 through the present. 
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Assessor 
Record 

Date 
Permit 

Number 
Permit 
Date Owner 

Architect/ 
Engineer/ 

Contractor Value/$ Description 

9.8.1924 2850     4-family 30 x 53 apartment with concrete 
foundation, plaster over wood lath, flat 
composition roof with tile/trim, plaster and 
ornamental plaster trim, plaster/paper and 
plain woodwork interior.  
Note: Sketch plan attached to Building 
Report shows 2 two-story porches 
attached at the north and south ends of 
the east/rear elevation. 
Lots 155 + 156, Parcel 9, Sub-3. 
426–428 ¼ - 430 North Norton Avenue 

 2851 1.17.1924 Bowen + 
Ettelson 

Day work (C) 2000 1-story, 3-room, 24 x 27 x 12, wood-frame 
and stucco single-family dwelling. 
Composition roof.  
424 North Norton Avenue. 
Lot 155 of Tract 2635, Sheet 3. 

9.8.1924 2851     Single 24 x 27, single-story bungalow with 
concrete foundation, plaster over wood 
lath, flat composition roof with tile/trim, 
plaster and ornamental plaster trim, 
interior plaster and plain woodwork. 
Construction quality noted as special. 
Note: Sketch plan attached to Building 
Report. 
424 North Norton Avenue. 
Lot 155, Parcel 9. 

 2852 1.17.1924 Bowen + 
Ettelson 

Day work (C) 2000 1-story, 3-room, 24 x 27 x 12, wood-frame 
and stucco single-family dwelling. 
Composition roof.  
430¾ North Norton Avenue. 
Lot 156 of Tract 2635, Sheet 3. 

 2853 1.17.1924 Bowen + 
Ettelson 

Day work (C) 300 1-story, 4-room, 18 x 36 x 10, wood-frame 
and stucco garage. Cement floor, 
composition roof. 
430 North Norton Avenue. 
Lot 156 of Tract 2635, Sheet 3. 

9.8.1924 2853     Garage with concrete foundation, plaster 
over wood lath, flat composition roof with 
plain trim and unfinished interior. 
Note: Sketch plan attached to Building 
Record describes 18 x 36 building as a 
locker 
430 North Norton Avenue. 
Lot 156, Parcel 9. 

 2854 1.17.1924 Bowen + 
Ettelson 

Day work (C) 225 1-story, 3-room, 18 x 27 x 10, wood-frame 
and stucco garage. Cement floor, 
composition roof. 
424 North Norton Avenue. 
Lot 155 of Tract 2635, Sheet 3. 

9.8.1924 2854     Garage: 1-story with concrete foundation, 
cement floor, plaster over wood lath, flat 
composition roof, with plain trim and 
unfinished exterior. 
Note: notes on Building Report indicate 
structure is gone by 1971; sketch plan has 
crossed out 18 x 27 structure. 
Lot 155, Parcel 9. 
424 North Norton Avenue. 
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Assessor 
Record 

Date 
Permit 

Number 
Permit 
Date Owner 

Architect/ 
Engineer/ 

Contractor Value/$ Description 

9.8.1924      Double 46 x 27, 1-story bungalow with 
concrete foundation, single story, plaster 
over wood lath, flat composition roof with 
tile/trim, plaster and ornamental plaster 
trim, interior plaster and plain woodwork. 
Construction quality noted as special. 
Note: sketch plan attached to Building 
Report. 
Parcel 9, Sub-1 
428¼ - 428½ North Norton Avenue 

9.8.1924      Single 24 x 27, single-story bungalow with 
concrete foundation, plaster over wood 
lath, flat composition roof with tile/trim, 
plaster and ornamental plaster trim, 
interior plaster and plain woodwork. 
Construction quality noted as special. 
Note: Sketch plan attached to Building 
Report. 
428 North Norton Avenue. 
Lot 156, Parcel 9. Sub-4. 

 13759 10.16.1934 Pacific 
Mortgage 
Guarantee 

Standard Metal 
Weatherstrip (C) 

317 Patching and external waterproofing. 
424-430 North Norton Avenue. 

 10815 4.19.1938 Pacific 
Mortgage 
Guarantee 

Newfield Brothers, 
Inc. (C) 

195 Remove magnesite on east elevation of 
two-story 20 x 50 bungalow and replace as 
per L. O. Ordinance. 
424-428 North Norton Avenue. 

8.29.1938      Add to garage: one story with concrete 
foundation, vertical siding, flat composition 
roof. 
Note: Sketch plan attached to Building 
Report shows polygonal 18 x 8 x 14 x 8 
addition to south end of existing 18 x 36 
garage. 
424-430 North Norton Avenue. 
Lots 155 and 156, Parcel 9 

 24291 8.28.1947 Raymond Melville N. Siegal 
(C) 

3000 Remove existing exterior plaster. Re-lath 
and plaster about 1,100 yards. 
428 North Norton Avenue. 

 26089 10.3.1947 N. H. 
Raymond 

Melville N. Siegal 
(C) 
 

500 Erect two new walls—one for extra 
bedroom, one for dining room and closet. 
Partition living room to provide living room 
and dining room for one unit and living 
room and dining room for other unit. 
Note: Sketch plan attached showing work 
to double unit. 
428 North Norton Avenue. 

  11.16.1948    Re-stucco exterior of 1 and 2 stories. 
Note: notes attached to Building Record 
say re-stucco all  
428 North Norton Avenue. 
Lots 155 and 156. 

 12347 4.22.1955 Mrs. Ruth 
Raymond 

Matthew S. Smith 
(C) 

1150 Fumigation and general termite work only. 
424–430 North Norton Avenue. 
 

 LA09441 5.26.1970 H. Ostrow Aladdin House 
Wrecking (C) 

220 Demolish 16 x 28 x 12 fire damaged 
garage. 
Note: Sketch plan attached shows 
damaged garage at southeast corner of 
site. 
430 North Norton Avenue 
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Assessor 
Record 

Date 
Permit 

Number 
Permit 
Date Owner 

Architect/ 
Engineer/ 

Contractor Value/$ Description 

 LA75592 11.25.2012 Charles + 
Renee Petlak 
Trustees, 
Petlak Family 
Trust 

Owner (C) 2000 Remove existing deck and door, patch 
enclose. 
Note: Sketch plan attached shows two 
“balconies”, one each at north and south 
ends of east/rear elevation 
428 North Norton Avenue. 

 
b. Occupancy and Ownership History for 424–430 North Norton Avenue 
424–430 North Norton Avenue encompassed the addresses 424, 424-1/4, 424-1/2, 424-3/4, 426, 
426-1/2, 428, 428-1/4, 428-1/2, 428-3/4, and 430. The first owners for 424–430 North Norton 
Avenue were listed as Bowen and Ettelson. Harry E. Bowen and Abraham Alcon Ettelson appear 
to have owned a Chevrolet dealership in San Diego and Studebaker dealerships in Riverside, and 
San Bernadino. Various advertisements in the Los Angeles Times and the Los Angeles Herald 
show that they had real estate offices at the Mission Inn in Riverside and the First National Bank 
Building in San Diego. Classified advertisements in the Los Angeles Herald from December 2, 
1915 and May 5, 1916 show they were involved in Los Angeles real estate at an early date. As 
the Bungalow Court was reaching completion in May 1924, it was offered for sale in the Los 
Angeles Times over several weeks of advertising at an asking price of $55,000. (Figure 13) 

 
  
SOURCE: Los Angeles Times, May 1, 1924. Figure 13 

1924 Classified advertisement for sale of 424-430 
North Norton Bungalow Court at $55,000. 

 

Building permits listed Pacific Mortgage and Guarantee Company as the owner from 1924-1938, 
Nathan and Ruth Raymond as owners from1947–1955, H. Ostrow as the owner in 1970, and 
Charles and Renee Petlak as owners in 2012. No information was available on the Raymonds or 
H. Ostrow. The Petlak’s appear to have also been the owners of the Apartment Court at 412–420 
North Norton Avenue. They were holocaust survivors who met and married in Los Angeles in 
1962.31 

31 "Renee Petlak (Rubenstein): A Change of Luck." The 1939 Society. Accessed February 12, 2017. 
http://www.the1939society.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/IndestructableSpirit_Part4.pdf. 
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The only residents with potential significance were Tom and Dan Carrigan with their room-mate 
Paul Mahar listed in 1930 in Unit 428-3/4 and Mrs. Gertrude C. Orde listed in 1936 through 1939 
in Unit 424-1/2; both were short term tenants and their contributions during the time of their 
residencies do not rise to the level of local or national significance. Tom and Dan Carrigan along 
with Paul Mahar, listed in the 1930 U. S. Census as ice hockey teachers, were Canadian hockey 
stars who played for the short-lived California Professional Hockey League (1927-1933) on the 
team known as the Hollywood Millionaires, renamed the Hollywood Stars in 1931.32 
Dan Carrigan died in 1931.33 Gertrude Orde (1901-1959) was a portrait artist who studied at the 
Minneapolis Institute of Art, Chicago Academy of Fine Arts, Art Institute of Chicago, and the 
Otis Art Institute. She moved to Los Angeles in the early 1930s and specialized in children’s 
portraits. Her artwork appears to have been exhibited regularly in the 1930s34 and she is listed, in 
1939, as having a studio at Crossroads of the World. 

IV. Evaluation 
A. Historical resources identified 
1. Previous Evaluations of the Subject Properties 
424–430 North Norton Avenue was identified as an “excellent example(s) of (an) intact 1920s 
bungalow court in the Wilshire CPA, near the neighborhood of Windsor Square” by SurveyLA in 
the January 26, 2015, Wilshire Historic District, Planning District and Multi-Property Resources 
report. The subject property, in whole or in part, is not listed in the National Register, California 
Register, or HRI for Los Angeles County and has not been locally designated.  

The area in which the subject property is situated has been evaluated by SurveyLA however, 
while representative of development patterns in the early twentieth- century, it did not meet the 
eligibility standards for identification as a potential district.  

 

32 "All-Star Puck Team Selected." Los Angeles Times, April 7, 1931. 
33 "Tom Carrigan Dies After Long Illness." Los Angeles Times, July 30, 1921. 
34 “Gertrude Orde.” askArt. Accessed February 18, 2017. 

http://www.askart.com/artist/Gertrude_Cederstrom_Orde/108730/Gertrude_Cederstrom_Orde.aspx. 
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TABLE 2 
OCCUPANCY HISTORY OF 424–430 NORTH NORTON AVENUE 

YEAR 424 424-1/4 424-1/2 424-3/4 426 426-1/2 428 428-1/4 428-1/2 428-3/4 430 

1925 Welding P. White      Mrs. Frances Platt 
Mrs. Sarah Willard 

Elaine Cooke 
(wid. Wm.) 

-Everett G. Bockius 
(sic) 
Claims Supt, Norwich 
Union Indemnity Co. 
-Ruth Backus (sic) 

Wm. J. Leahy 
Bookkeeper  
First Securities Co. 

John D. Marsh, Mgr. 
Pacific Oriental 
Trading Co. 

1926 Leo C. Appleman, 
Insurance Agt. 

  John Andrews, 
Chauffeur 

  Mrs. Elizabeth Bell  Ruth C. Bockius, 
Stenographer 

 John D. Marsh, Mgr. 
Pacific Oriental 
Trading Co. 

1928    Margaret E. 
McJechan (wid R.C.) 

  Wm. E. Smith, Signs   Stearns G. Clark Guy E. Kierstead, 
Jeweler 

1930 CENSUS -Margaret Carrigan, 
Stenographer 
-Margaret Burfee, 
Bookkeeper` 

-Gertrude N. Neall, 
Cosmetician 
-Florence Lloyd, 
Saleslady Department 
Store 
 

 -Lottie Gilchrist, 
Interior Decorator 
-Elizabeth (daughter) 

Thomas (Driver 
Autos) + wife 
(Accountant Studios) 
Hillock 

 Guy (Jeweler) + Hilda 
Kierstead 

 Davis W. (Teacher 
Private School) + 
Margaret Hale 

-Tom J. Carrigan, Ice 
Hockey Teacher 
-Dan Carrigan, Ice 
Hockey Teacher 
-Paul Maher, Ice 
Hockey Teacher 

-Frances Danielson 
-Rita (daughter) 

1930 -Ezra P. Delson, 
Salesman 
-Eli Delson, Salesman 
-Ida Delson (wid. 
A.C.) 

   Mrs. Lotta M. Bilchrist, 
Interior Decorator 

 Guy E. + Hilda L. 
Kierstead 

  Earl + Joye 
Cuttingham, 
Bookkeeper 

 

1932 Olive L. + Foy Willett    Benjamin + Moe 
Hillock, Chauffeur 
County Mechanical 
Department 

 Guy E. + Hilda L. 
Kierstead 

    

1934 Wm. + Fannie 
McIlvain, 
Studioworker 

  Joseph Noriega Mrs. Fern Erwin  Guy E. + Hilda L. 
Kierstead 

   Edwin D. + Margaret 
Cargill 

1936 -Henry T. + Lorena  
Davis, Carpenter 
 
Ralph + Frances 
Dimmick, Salesman 

 Mrs. Gertrude C. 
Orde, Artist 

Clinton L. Kuney, 
Studioworker 

  Emanuel J. Barton, 
Clerk 

 Linda Hefford (Wid. 
V.A.) 

Walter C. (Salesman 
R.W.Pillin 
Organization) + Hallie 
W. Brown (clerk) 

Lester W. Wilson, 
painter 

1938 Mrs. Emma Shots   Harold W. + Margaret 
Cheshire, Painter 

Clinton L. + Loa 
Kuney, Studioworker 

 -Edwin J. + Jane 
Barton, Chauffeur 
 
-Lydia Barton, Typist 

 Mrs. L.M. Woodruff, 
Stenographer 

 Lester + Eugenia 
Wilson 

1939 Joseph E. + Emma 
Boll 

 Mrs. Gertrude C. 
Orde, Commercial 
Artist @ Crossroads 
of the World 

Henry A. + Margaret 
Cheshire, Painter 

Clinton L. + Zoe 
Kuney 

 Edwin J. + Jane 
Barton, Chauffeur 

 Joseph + Frances 
Skrivanek, Musician 

Maurice E. + 
Katherine Jackson 

Lester + Juanita 
Wilson 

1940 
CENSUS 

Walter L. + Margaret 
Reeves, Salesman 
Wholesale Tires 

-Thomas + Elsie 
Greeley, Deliveryman 
Cleaner + Dyer 
-Patricia Greeley, 
Daughter 

Richard + Natalie 
Masty, Gardener 
Private Homes 

 Clinton + Lor Kuney, 
Watchman Studio 
Motion Pictures 

  -Robert + Moena 
Shaw, Metal Worker 
Sheet Metal Factory 
-Marvin (Son) 

Morric + Kate 
Krupnick, 
Housepainter 

 -Peter + Sylvia Lide 
 
-Lorraine (daughter) 

1942   Mrs. Mary Capra  Thomas Greeley, 
Clothing Cleaner 

 Mrs. Rose Barton  Henry G. + Beatrice 
Friedman, Clerk 

Minnie Shaver (wid. 
Bert) 

 

1961    Marjorie Trinchera Catherine Carlyle     Anna Cooke Wilson Lloyd 

1963        Mrs. Daniel Schoof R.D. Rokahr  Peter Sale 
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YEAR 424 424-1/4 424-1/2 424-3/4 426 426-1/2 428 428-1/4 428-1/2 428-3/4 430 

1965        Mrs. Daniel Schoof E. Hartleben   

1967  W. Shotsman  J. Buck  A.C. Stockton     T. Rea 

1969 W.B. Odiron  D. Ryan  J. Buch  M.R. Hunter  J. Burt E. Shaw E.E. Erwin 

1973      Wilfred B. Doiron    Jose tatlonghari Ruben Flores 

1987  Ke-In Nahm      Alonso Buitrago    
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B. Evaluation of Potential Historical Resources within the 
Subject Property 

1. Evaluation of 424–430 North Norton Avenue 
a. Architectural Description 

The subject property at 424-430 North Norton Avenue is situated on a rectangular lot on the east 
side of North Norton Avenue between Clinton Street to the north and Elmwood Avenue to the 
south. The parcel is oriented from east to west and is improved with a five-building Spanish 
Colonial Revival style Bungalow Court constructed in 1924. The Bungalow Court is set above 
the street on an elevated site accessed by an eight-step center stairway; this opens onto a central 
pathway and landscaped courtyard that bisects the complex. The five buildings are arrayed in a 
“U”: four single-story units are oriented perpendicular to the street and face inward onto the 
pathway and courtyard with the two-story fifth building spanning the rear of the property and 
facing the courtyard and the street beyond. The two units closest to the street are mirror-image 
singles, the two units at the middle of the complex are mirror-image doubles, and the two-story 
building at the rear is a four-family for a total of ten units on the site. A garage is located at the 
rear of the property and is oriented from north to south. (Figure 14) 

 
  
SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 14 

Primary elevation (west) facing east showing street 
façade (left) and primary façade (west) of rear building 

looking onto the landscaped courtyard (right) 

 
The Bungalow Court at 424-430 North Norton Avenue, like its neighboring  Courtyard 
Apartment, is unified by red color-infused concrete paving which, in some locations, has had the 
color renewed with paint or has been replaced with grey cement. This feature includes curbing at 
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the perimeter of the site along the sidewalk, service walkways, a paved walkway from the street 
to the sidewalk, the driveway, the main stair from the street into the complex, the paired central 
walkways through the complex framing planting beds, and the entry stairs in front of each 
building. This same paving material forms an elevated and shaped planter at the heart of the 
complex. At the sidewalk, the color-infused curbing in front of the Bungalow Court merges with 
the same material in front of the Apartment Court to suggest a unity between the two properties. 
(Figure 15) 

 
  
SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 15 

Details showing color infused concrete paving 
throughout site 

 
Each of the buildings in the Bungalow Court uses a smooth stucco cladding and has a flat roof 
with a tile capped parapet and sits on a low concrete sill. The profile of the rooflines is minimally 
modulated to give definition to each building’s image. Each of the building entries is above grade 
and accessed by low stairs and a mix of wood-frame double-hung and casement windows is used 
throughout; many of these have been repaired or replaced with a mix of vinyl, metal, or wood in 
jalousie, slider, and double-hung configurations without any predictable pattern. It appears that 
the exterior molding around window frames have been replaced almost completely throughout the 
Bungalow Court. The level of detail on the four-unit building is elaborate by comparison to the 
simplicity of the single and double units. (Figures 16 and 17) 
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SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 16 

Entry elevation (west) on rear building facing east 

 

   
SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 17 

Entry elevation (west) on rear building (top) facing east; 
entry elevations (north) on south single and double unit 

buildings (facing southeast) 
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Each elevation of the two single unit buildings at 424-430 North Norton Avenue is identical 
however unpermitted alterations over time have changed some openings and details. In addition, 
the single units have a primary entry façade facing onto the courtyard and a primary street façade; 
these are treated differently and are described below. Their primary entry facade, in this case the 
north and south elevations, features a center entry with the shallow stairs below, a tile canopy 
above flanked by wood-frame double hung windows; attic vents are centered above the windows 
and crawl space vent openings are cut out at ground level on either side of the entry stairs. Metal 
security doors have been added and extensive patching of plaster has been completed 
(alterations). (Figure 18) 

   
SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 18 

Primary courtyard façade south facing north (left) and 
north facing south (right) on single unit front buildings 

 
Each street façade (west) has two sets of paired wood double-hung multi-light windows, each 
surmounted by a shallow stucco and tile awning and, centered above that, a hooded attic vent. 
The placement of the windows is shifted inward towards the courtyard leaving the outer one-third 
of the elevation blank. Three basement vents are symmetrically placed along the wall above the 
base sill. (Figure 19) Three rectangular patches appear in the stucco beneath each window 
suggesting that decorative brackets have been removed (alteration). (Figure 20) 
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SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 19 

Primary elevation at street (west) facing east showing 
single units with north unit (right) and south unit (left) 

 

   
SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 20 

Detail, street elevation (west) facing east on north unit 
showing removed detail. 

The secondary (east) elevation includes three window openings: a large single double-hung 
window toward the courtyard, a smaller double hung window in the center on the south building 
and a smaller casement on the north building (alteration), and a group of three joined windows on 
both buildings that appear to new and to be placed in a new opening (alteration); on the north 
building these are single pane fixed windows and on the south building the window opening has 
been shortened with stacked 2 x 4s and vinyl sliders installed . Again, extensive plaster patching 
is visible on this elevation. (Figure 21) 
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SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 21 

Secondary elevation (east) facing south (left) and north 
(right) 

 
The rear elevations (south on the south unit, north on the north unit) are arranged as three evenly 
spaced double hung windows with a door opening and a two-step stair at the east corner of each 
unit. The dors have been replaced (alteration). An attic vent is placed above the window adjacent 
to the door and two basement vents at the base above the sill; a rain scupper and drainpipe is 
located vertically in the center of the elevation. Extensive deterioration and plaster patching is 
visible. (Figure 22) 

 
  
SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 22 

Rear elevation south unit (south) facing west (left); rear 
elevation north unit (north) facing southeast (right) 

Each elevation of the two double unit buildings is also similar however unpermitted alterations 
over time have changed some openings and details. Their primary entry facade, in this case the 
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north and south elevations, simply doubles the elevation of the single units providing two entry 
doors with shallow stairs below and a tile canopy above flanked by wood-frame double hung 
windows; attic vents are centered above the windows and crawl space vent openings are cut out at 
ground level on either side of the entry stairs. Metal security doors have been added on several 
front doors and the front doors appear to have been replaced (alterations). Extensive plaster 
patching and repair is visible along this wall (alterations). (Figure 23) 

   
SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 23 

Primary facade (south) on north building looking east 
(left); primary façade (north) on south building looking 

east (right) 

 
The secondary (west) elevation has three window openings with attic vents above and basement 
vents below. On the north building, the opening near the courtyard has been enlarged and a 
casement window installed. Extensive plaster deterioration and patching as well as cracking is 
visible, especially on the south building. (Figure 24)  

   
SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 24 

Secondary elevation (west) on north building looking 
east (left) and on south building looking east (right) 
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The secondary (east) elevations likewise include three window openings: a large single double-
hung window toward the courtyard with two smaller double hung windows behind. Again, 
hooded attic vents are cut in above the two rearmost windows and basement vents are placed at 
the base just above the sill. Extensive plaster deterioration and patching is visible on this 
elevation. (Figure 25) 

   
SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 25 

Secondary elevation (east) on north building looking 
north (left) and on south building looking north (right) 

 
The rear elevations (north on the north unit, south on the south unit) are arranged with two doors 
at the center of each unit flanked by harrow double hung units flanked by a larger window 
opening on the inboard side and a smaller square opening on the outboard side. The large window 
openings appear to have been modified and the end windows have been infilled with replacement 
casements (alterations). Three attic vents are placed symmetrically and basement vents are placed 
at the base just above the sill. Two rain scuppers and drainpipes are located vertically toward the 
center of the elevation. Extensive deterioration and plaster patching is visible along the walls and 
at the sills (alterations). (Figure 426) 
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SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 26 

Rear elevation (north) on north building looking east 
(left) and rear elevation (south) on south building 

looking west (right) 

 
The two-story four-unit building at the back of the lot at 424-430 North Norton Avenue uses the 
same materials as the single-story units but has applied them in a more elaborate fashion on the 
front façade (west). This elevation is arranged around a center entry placed above grade and 
accessed by a low color-infused concrete stair. The arched door opening features a fan light and a 
frame surmounted with a sloped tile roof beneath a grouped window set into a recess behind the 
plane of the primary wall. To the right and left of this entry are large scale openings holding four 
grouped windows each on both floors. A shallow stucco canopy with a tiled roof extends over the 
upper windows. These are tall casement windows with multiple lights above and a single pane 
below. It appears that several of these casement windows have been replaced on the second floor 
to the north (alteration). A single double-hung window is placed on each floor toward the end of 
each wall. A rain scupper and drainpipe are placed vertically between the casement windows and 
the double hung windows. Extensive deterioration and patching of plaster is visible. (Figure 27) 
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SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 27 

Rear elevation (north) on north building looking east 
(left) and rear elevation (south) on south building 

looking west (right) 

 
The secondary elevation (south) features a single large double hung window toward the courtyard 
on the first and second floor, two smaller square openings in the middle filled with wood double-
hung windows and one slider window (alteration), and two small double hung windows toward 
the rear of the wall. A vertical pipe is mounted on the wall near the center of the elevation. 
Hooded attic vents are visible at the top of the wall and basement vents at the bottom. (Figure 28) 
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SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 28 

Rear elevation (north) on north building looking east 
(left) and rear elevation (south) on south building 

looking west (right) 

 
The rear elevation (east) features three door openings placed symmetrically at the ends and center 
of the elevation with an asymmetrical arrangement of wood- and vinyl-frame double-hung and 
slider windows along both the first and second floors. The doors at either end have been replaced 
(alteration) with a screen door added at the southern end and both are accessed via simple 
concrete risers. The center door communicates with the center hall. Hooded attic vents and 
basement vents just above grade are visible. The majority of the windows on this elevation have 
been replaced and it appears that some new openings have been added. The removal, enclosure, 
and patching of decks and doors at either end indicated in a 2012 building permit is visible under 
the plaster patching. Extensive delamination of plaster and patching as well as cracking is visible 
on this wall. (Figure 29) 
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SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 29 

Rear elevation (east) on rear building looking west 

 
The secondary elevation (south) is a mirror image of the north elevation. Updates and changes 
that have added a vinyl double hung window and a reduction of the frame using stacked two-by-
fours to accommodate a slider are visible on the first floor; a jalousie infill is visible on the 
second floor (alterations). (Figure 30) 
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SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 30 

Secondary elevation (south) on rear building looking 
west 

The interiors of the individual units have altered by incremental change over time, by 
deterioration, and by numerous poorly-executed repairs. There are significant areas of plaster 
failure and water intrusion, changes to wall openings, replacement of fixtures, and repairs and 
replacement of flooring and ceilings.  (Figure 31) 
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SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 31 

Typical interior conditions 

Bathrooms and kitchens have been replaced or updated in a manner that compromises their 
integrity. (Figure 32)   

      
SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 32 

Typical bathroom replacement and kitchen upgrade 

Several units retain their original spatial configuration and most retain their coved ceiling in the 
living rooms.  In addition, partial elements of the original built-in furnishings remain in two of the 
units. (Figure 33)   
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SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 33 

Original room configuration with coved ceiling and 
benches in original inglenook, table removed 

Windows and window frames have been changed throughout the complex, adding jalousie as well 
as metal and vinyl sliding units in place of what were originally a combination of double-hung 
and casement types. (Figure 34)   

   
 

     
SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 34 

Altered windows and window frames (above); original 
window and frame types (below)  

The two-story building retains its center entry stair and the tile landing at its base. (Figure 35)   
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SOURCE: ESA 2017 Figure 35 

Entry stair and tile landing at the rear two-story building 

 
b. Significance Evaluation for 424–430 North Norton Avenue 
ESA evaluated the subject property under the following historical and architectural themes: Early 
multi-family residential development in Los Angeles in the Wilshire Community Plan Area and 
the Wied’s Subdivision, the Bungalow Court property type, and the Spanish Colonial Revival 
style.  ESA also conducted research on the history of the Bungalow Court, and on its construction 
and occupancy history. The period of significance assigned to the Bungalow Court is 1924, its 
year of construction. 

424–430 North Norton Avenue was identified as “excellent example(s) of (an) intact 1920s 
bungalow court(s) in the Wilshire Community Plan Area (CPA), near the neighborhood of 
Windsor Square” by SurveyLA in the January 26, 2015 Wilshire Historic Districts, Planning 
Districts and Multi-Property Resources Report. The subject property, in whole or in part, is not 
listed in the National Register, California Register, or HRI for Los Angeles County and have not 
been locally designated.  

The street and neighborhood in which the subject property is situated was also evaluated by 
SurveyLA however, while representative of development patterns in the early twentieth- century, 
only one other building on the street—the adjacent Courtyard Apartment—was identified as 
potential resource and neither the street nor immediate neighborhood met the eligibility standards 
for identification as a potential district. 

As explained below, ESA PCR found the Bungalow Court ineligible under all of the applicable 
federal, state, and local criteria due to a lack of significance and integrity; it does not appear to be 
associated with significant events or the productive lives of historic personages and lacks 
architectural significance. Moreover, there is no evidence to suggest that any alterations have 
acquired significance.  
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Broad Patterns of History 
With regard to broad patterns of history, the following are the relevant criteria: 

• National Register Criterion A: Is associated with events that have made a significant 
contribution to the broad patterns of our history. 

• California Register Criterion 1: Is associated with events that have made a significant 
contribution to the broad patterns of California's history and cultural heritage. 

• Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument Criterion: The proposed site, building, or 
structure reflects or exemplifies the broad cultural, political, economic, or social history of 
the nation, state, or City (community). 

The subject property at 424-430 North Norton Avenue was historically associated with the early 
residential development of the greater Wilshire District including the Larchmont and Windsor 
Square neighborhoods and the smaller Tract No. 2635, a subdivision of a part of Lot 62, in the I. 
A. Weid Subdivision recorded in February 1923 by Title Insurance and Trust Company and 
Helllman Commercial Trust and Savings Bank.  The seven lots in the Weid Tract along Norton 
Street were all developed between 1923 and 1926. Of the remaining 23 lots on the 400 block of 
North Norton Street 19 were developed between 1923 and 1927 with only four lots developed 
after 1927.  The area is representative of the quick and vast western expansion of the greater 
Wilshire district in the 1920s and 30s made possible by a growing streetcar system and individual 
automobile ownership.  This growth constructed new neighborhoods of bungalow courts, 
apartment houses, and abundant duplexes and fourplexes of just the types located on North 
Norton Avenue and on the adjoining streets, typically including rear garages and curb cuts. 

The Bungalow Court, retains its original configuration and the character defining elements typical 
of its typology: design in a Period Revival style, multiple detached or semi-detached buildings 
with a two-story building at the rear, individual unit entries opening directly onto a courtyard, 
orientation around a central common area—in this case a landscaped courtyard.  Later examples 
may accommodate automobiles—in this case a driveway with parking in the rear and a curb cut at 
the street.  The property’s historical setting is largely intact with the exception of several newer 
buildings at the southern end of the 400 block. 

The subject Bungalow Court and the adjacent multi-family improvements of duplexes, 
fourplexes, bungalow courts and apartments along North Norton Avenue followed the general 
development patterns of the larger Wilshire District area, but while it is representative of larger 
historical development patterns SurveyLA did not feel North Norton Avenue met eligibility 
standards for identification as a potential district. This neighborhood was developed in proximity 
to movie studios but research in census records and city directories found no strong significant 
associations at the subject property or on North Norton with the movie industry.  Research shows 
that North Norton Avenue was occupied during the period of significance by a fairly diverse and 
transient community of working people.  While Jewish occupants appear to be among this group, 
ESA PCR found no strong significant associations at the subject property with significant events 
or patterns in the community or Jewish history in Los Angeles during the period of significance. 
Our research shows that the community of working people residing at the subject property and on 
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North Norton Avenue was part of the general social fabric but did not lead or influence events or 
patterns of history. 

Therefore, the subject property is found ineligible for listing under National Register 
Criterion A, California Register Criterion 1, and the Los Angeles Historic Cultural 
Monument Criterion. 

Significant Persons 
With regard to associations with important persons, the following are the relevant criteria: 

• National Register Criterion B: Is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past. 

• California Register Criterion 2: Is associated with the lives of persons important in our 
past. 

• Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument Criterion: The proposed site, building, or 
structure is identified with historic personages or with important events in the main currents 
of national, state, or local history 

A thorough review of the available ownership and occupancy history for 424 - 430 North Norton 
Avenue as well as a review of the Los Angeles Times indicates that the Bungalow Court is not 
associated with the productive lives of historic personages or with important events significant in 
national, state, or local history.  The Bungalow Court accommodated numerous short term 
residents who overwhelmingly held service, sales, and administrative jobs. Despite the property’s 
adjacency to the movies studios it appears that few of the tenants worked in the film industry.  
There does not appear to be a pattern of ethnic, religious, or employment identity associated with 
the tenants.  Therefore, the subject property is found ineligible for listing under National 
Register Criterion B and California Register Criterion 2, and Los Angeles Historic Cultural 
Monument Criterion. 

Architecture 
With regard to architecture, design, or construction, the following are the relevant criteria: 

• National Register Criterion C: Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or 
method of construction or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic 
values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction. 

• California Register Criterion 3: Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, 
region, or method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, 
or possesses high artistic values. 

• Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument Criterion: The proposed site, building, or 
structure embodies certain distinguishing architectural characteristics of an architectural‐type 
specimen, inherently valuable for a study of a period style or method of construction; or the 
proposed site, building, or structure is a notable work of a master builder, designer, or 
architect whose individual genius influenced his age. 
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The Bungalow Court at 424-430 North Norton Avenue does not embody the distinguishing 
architectural characteristics of an architectural‐type specimen, and it is not inherently valuable for 
a study of a period style or method of construction.  The subject property is presently improved 
with a five-building Bungalow Court and garage built in 1924 and designed in the Spanish 
Revival style popular in Los Angeles between 1915 and 1942. The Bungalow Court retains most 
of the features characteristic of its typology: design in a Period Revival style, multiple detached 
or semi-detached buildings with a two-story building at the rear, individual unit entries opening 
directly onto a courtyard, orientation around a central common area—in this case a landscaped 
courtyard.  It also incorporates elements to accommodate automobile ownership - a driveway 
with parking in the rear and a curb cut at the street.  The individual buildings retain their 
distinctive massing and site relationship.  Despite its adherence to the typology, the subject 
Bungalow Court is a utilitarian and undistinguished version of its type, constructed as an 
investment property to serve as a functional and marketable shelter. 

While it is designed in the Spanish Revival style, it maintains only the two most basic elements of 
that aesthetic: a stucco envelope, which has been replaced with a newer surface and apparently 
lost its original distinctive ornamental details, and a roof and parapet with tile capping.  It lacks 
the other treatments that might characterize a more sophisticated or interesting version of the style 
such as wrought iron, tile, an asymmetrical treatment of the wall planes and volumes, etc.  In fact, 
at the two story rear building, the design has introduced a colonial sidelight door with a fan light 
as the focal point.  The Bungalow Court’s overall simplicity and its stylistic dilution at the rear 
building make it a nominal version rather than a good version of its style.   

The proposed Bungalow Court is not a notable work of a master builder, designer, or architect 
whose individual genius influenced his age. No architect was identified for the Bungalow Court 
and the original permits note that construction was carried out by day labor. The buildings exhibit 
the lowest quality of construction and detail so there is no association with a representative 
approach to construction or association with a master architect.   

The Bungalow Court has the distinctive characteristics of its type and period however these are 
realized at merely a utilitarian  level; it represents the most simplistic version of the Spanish 
Revival style, achieving this description only because it uses stucco and tile without applying any 
additional character defining features of the aesthetic; it was built with day labor with elementary 
details that do not represent an interesting or exemplary approach to this building type. 
Therefore, the subject property is found ineligible for listing under National Register 
Criterion C, California Register Criterion 3, and the Los Angeles Historical Cultural 
Monument Criterion.  

Archaeology 
• National Register Criterion D. It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in 

prehistory or history. 

• California Register Criterion 4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information 
important in prehistory or history. 
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The potential to encounter archaeological or Native American resources on the subject property at 
424-430 North Norton Avenue is considered remote. Moreover, research indicates that there were 
no improvements on the parcel prior to the construction of the Bungalow Court and garage on the 
subject property. Therefore, the subject property is found ineligible or listing under National 
Register Criterion D and California Register Criterion 4. 

c. Integrity Analysis for 424–430 North Norton Avenue 
The National and California Registers have specific language regarding integrity. Both require 
that a resource retain sufficient integrity to convey its significance.35 In accordance with the 
guidelines of the National Register, integrity is evaluated in regard to the retention of location, 
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. The property must retain, 
however, the essential physical features that enable it to convey its historic identity.  

Furthermore, National Register Bulletin 15 states,  

A property retains association if it is the place where the event or activity 
occurred and is sufficiently intact to convey that relationship to an observer. Like 
feeling, association requires the presence of physical features that convey a 
property’s historic character. Because feeling and association depend on 
individual perceptions, their retention alone is never sufficient to support 
eligibility of a property for the National Register.36  

The California Register requires that a resource retain enough of its historic character or 
appearance to be recognizable as a historical resource and to convey the reasons for its 
significance. 

OHR has developed eligibility standards that define what integrity aspects a historical resource 
should retain in order to be considered eligible in association with historical themes.  

A property significant under the theme of Early Multi-Family Residential Development (1880-
1930) should retain integrity of location, feeling, association, and materials from the period of 
significance. Properties significant under the Bungalow Court theme (1910-1939) should retain 
integrity of location, design, setting (must retain the relationship between the units and the 
courtyard), and materials (some materials may have been altered/removed) from the period of 
significance. 

Location 
The Bungalow Court at 424-430 North Norton Avenue has not been moved. Therefore, the 
subject property is found to retain integrity of location.  

Setting 
The original setting of the Bungalow Court at 424-430 North Norton Avenue is intact with the 
buildings and most of the hardscape for the site unchanged since the period of significance. In 

35 National Register Bulletin 15, p. 44. 
36  Ibid, 15, p. 46. 
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addition, the early twentieth-century character on the 400 block of North Norton Avenue is intact 
except at the southern end of the block and across the street to the south of the Bungalow Court: 
the property at the southeast corner of the block is a multifamily apartment building constructed 
in 1958, and three houses on the southwest side of the street to the immediate north of Elmwood 
have been changed—one updated after 1934 and two built after 2015. Because the erosion of the 
context is limited to only four properties on the street, each of them to the south of the 
Bungalow Court, and because the context on the rest of the street and on the site remains 
intact, the subject property is found to retain integrity of setting. 

Design 
The Bungalow Court at 424-430 North Norton Avenue was designed in the Spanish Revival style 
popular in Los Angeles between 1915 and 1942. It retains most of the features characteristic of its 
typology: design in a Period Revival style, multiple detached or semi-detached buildings with a 
two-story building at the rear, individual unit entries opening directly onto a courtyard, 
orientation around a central common area—in this case a landscaped courtyard and the added 
treatment of all site paving with color infused concrete.  It also incorporates elements to 
accommodate automobile ownership - a driveway with parking in the rear and a curb cut at the 
street.  The individual buildings retain their distinctive massing and site relationship. The 
Bungalow Court adopts two of the most simplistic elements of the Spanish Revival style, the use 
of stucco and tile as a roofing material without incorporating other materials or approaches that 
are found on more sophisticated versions of the style—an asymmetrical treatment of the volumes 
and roof planes or the integration of wrought iron and decorative tilework. Further, the design of 
the center entry on the rear building at the focal point of the Bungalow Court is not Spanish 
Revival but, rather, a Colonial Revival entry surrounded by several nominal Spanish Revival 
elements—stucco canopies with tile roofs—and a slightly recessed wall plane that is unrelated to 
any style. 

The aesthetic impact of the buildings is further compromised by the replacement of their original 
stucco surface, the loss of what was described in 1924 as “ornamental plaster trim” on the 
building envelope, and the removal of decorative brackets under each of the four front windows 
at the street. Further, building permits indicate that the wall surface was removed and replaced at 
the rear elevation on the rear building in 1938, that an addition was made to the rear garage in 
1938, that 1100 yards in the complex was re-lathed and re-plastered in 1947, that the complex 
was re- stuccod in 1948 in a repair that seems to have removed what was described in the 1924 
Assessor Building Report as “ornamental plaster trim” inherent to each building, that an original 
garage was burned and removed in 1970, and that existing decks and doors were removed from 
the rear of the rear building in 2000 (whether  these elements were original is not clear).  Our site 
visit indicated that unpermitted changes had been made to the windows on most elevations either 
by the replacement of window type within an original frame, the resizing of window openings to 
accommodate new windows, and the cutting of new window openings on secondary and rear 
elevations. Decorative wood timbers under each of the four windows at the street façade on the 
single-units have been removed and patched. Throughout, unit entry doors have been replaced 
and protected with added metal security doors. Throughout the complex, the concrete sill at the 
base of each building and the stucco envelope is deteriorated, cracked and broken, or flaking from 
envelope water penetration, and each has been patched repeatedly and with layers of 
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inappropriate materials. The color-infused site paving has likewise been broken up, cracked, and 
then patched with mismatched cement that detracts in both color and texture from the original 
surface.  Finally, the original interiors of each unit have had walls repositioned, built-ins 
removed, and walls resurfaced. Taken together, the simplicity and dilution of the original 
design, changes to the buildings’ original character, and the loss of original building fabric 
to replacement, inexpert repair, and deterioration the subject property is found to lack 
integrity of design.   

Materials  
As discussed above, the Bungalow Court at 424-430 North Norton Avenue has lost its original 
stucco finish, its original ornamental plaster trim, and decorative brackets under each of the four 
windows on the front street elevation.  In addition, changes had been made to the windows on 
most elevations either by the replacement of window type within an original frame, the resizing 
of window openings to accommodate new windows, and the cutting of new window openings on 
secondary and rear elevations. Unit entry doors have been replaced and protected with added 
metal security doors. Throughout the complex, the concrete sill at the base of each building and 
the stucco envelope is deteriorated, cracked and broken, or flaking from envelope water 
penetration, and each has been patched repeatedly and with layers of inappropriate materials. The 
color-infused site paving has likewise been broken up, cracked, and then patched with 
mismatched cement that detracts in both color and texture from the original surface.  Finally, the 
original interiors of each unit have had walls repositioned, built-ins removed, and walls 
resurfaced. As a result of these alterations, the Bungalow Court in its current condition does 
not showcase its historic materials thus the subject property is found to lack integrity of 
materials. 

Workmanship 
As discussed above, multiple changes have been made to the buildings’ envelope, doors and 
windows, and interior.  The changes are so complete and significant that the original 
workmanship from the period of significance is no longer visible. While some of these alterations 
fall within the acceptable range for consideration by survey LA, the changes to original window 
openings, the loss of the original stucco finish and ornamental plaster, and the loss of the 
decorative brackets at the street facade combine with material deterioration changes to obscure 
any sense of the original workmanship.  Therefore, the subject property is found to lack 
integrity of workmanship. 

Feeling 
While aspects of the original Bungalow Court at 424-430 North Norton Avenue are intact -- it 
retains its original siting, scale, massing, and relationship among buildings and some of its 
materials such as its tile roofs, remnant paving, and select windows—the replacement of its 
stucco envelope, the removal of ornamental stucco, and the removal of decorative bracket 
elements at the street façade mean that the court no longer conveys its historic appearance. 
Therefore, the subject fails to retain integrity of feeling. 
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Association 
Despite changes to some of the materials on the complex, the Bungalow Court retains its primary 
form and site elements as well as its sense of individual units within a complex meant to serve the 
middle class in a growing city who could equally access the nearby streetcar or their own 
automobile.  It continues to convey its association with the early residential development of 
Windsor Square and Larchmont areas and the greater Wilshire district as well as the development 
of the Weid Subdivision. While a shell of its former self and a modestly realized example of its 
type, it also continues to convey its presence as a bungalow court in a modest version of the 
Spanish Revival style. Therefore, the subject property is found to retain integrity of 
association. 

Summary 

As summarized in Table 6, below, the subject property at 424-430 North Norton Avenue retains 
integrity of location, setting, and association. It does not retain integrity of design, materials, 
workmanship, or feeling. 

SurveyLA requires properties significant under the theme of Early Multi-Family Residential 
Development (1880-1930) to retain integrity of location, feeling, association, and materials from 
the period of significance. Properties significant under the Bungalow Court (1910-1939) theme 
should retain integrity of location, design, setting (must retain the relationship between the units 
and the courtyard), and materials (some materials may have been altered/removed) from the 
period of significance. 

The property’s failure to retain integrity of design, materials, workmanship, and feeling indicate 
that the Bungalow Court fails to meet the standard of integrity required for designation by 
SurveyLA. 

TABLE 3 
INTEGRITY MATRIX : 424 - 430 NORTH NORTON AVENUE 

 

Early Multi-Family 
Residential 

Requirements 
Bungalow Court 
Requirements Retains Does not Retain 

Location X X X  

Design  X  X 

Setting  X X  

Materials  X X  X 

Workmanship    X 

Feeling X   X 

Association X  X  

 

C. Conclusion 
ESA PCR found the Bungalow Court is an altered and undistinguished example of its Spanish 
Colonial Revival style and is of low quality in terms of design, construction and materials.  The 
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generic design of the one-story bungalows in particular indicates they may have been built from a 
kit. There is no architect of record for the Bungalow Court which was designed and built as an 
investment property by unknown local “day workers” and developed by business partners Bowen 
& Ettelson who were car dealers.   

Furthermore, the Bungalow Court retains only partial integrity of design, workmanship, and 
materials; and although included in SurveyLA, when examined at the intensive level in a detailed 
survey of the entire property interior and exterior, it does not appear to meet the integrity 
thresholds for the bungalow court property type as established in SurveyLA. The HCM 
nomination for the Bungalow Court seems to indicate that the property has integrity, but ESA 
PCR’s intensive level survey found the property has been substantially altered.  This discrepancy 
can be attributed to fact that ESA PCR had full access to the property for our survey whereas 
SurveyLA was completed from the public right of way and likewise Mr. Fisher may not have had 
full access to the property.  Based upon our survey and research findings, the Bungalow Court 
does not appear to rise to the threshold of significance as an architectural type specimen or as an 
example of the Spanish Colonial Revival style.   The Bungalow Court is of poor design, poor 
quality construction, and is altered and not intact.  The associated neighborhood was surveyed but 
not included as eligible in SurveyLA.  There is another more architecturally interesting and intact 
example of a Bungalow Court up the street only a few doors down at 432-442 Norton that was 
not identified by SurveyLA, which the Office of Historic Resources is looking into based upon 
our input.   

The neighborhood is generally intact and was part of a large building boom during the 1920s in 
support of substantial population growth; it has enough integrity to be a potential historic district, 
but was not identified as eligible in SurveyLA. The citywide survey had the advantage of using 
the same survey teams to looks at all of Los Angeles and had a greater perspective for 
comparative analysis.  SurveyLA found this area of Wilshire is, indeed, representative of 
historical development patterns but did not feel it met eligibility standards for identification as a 
potential district. There are many issues to consider in identifying potential districts including 
original tract boundaries and development patterns. If all "fairly intact" areas of representative 
development were included much of Los Angeles would be eligible.37  

While this neighborhood was developed in proximity to movie studios and appears to have been 
fairly ethnically diverse, no strong significant associations were found with the movie industry. 
North Norton Avenue is on the periphery of the Jewish community which was centered further to 
the west near Fairfax during the period of significance.  None of the owners or residents of the 
subject property appear to have been significant personages although some of them were Jewish.   

The story and evidence uncovered here at the 424-430 N. Norton Avenue Bungalow Court is not 
compelling enough for us to recommend designation of the subject property as a Historic Cultural 
Monument either for its history or architecture.  ESA PCR found the subject Bungalow Court 
ineligible for listing under any of the National Register, California Register or Los Angeles 

37 Email communication from Janet Hansen, Ph.D., Deputy Director, Office of Historic Resources, Planning 
Department, City of Los Angeles, February 16, 2017. 
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Historical Cultural Monument criteria and recommends the eligibility of the subject property be 
updated in SurveyLA and that the subject property be assigned a CHR Status Code of 6Z, “Found 
ineligible for NR, CR or Local designation through survey evaluation.” 
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Margarita Jerabek, Ph.D. 
Director of Historic Resources 

 
Margarita Jerabek has 25 years of professional practice in the United States with 
an extensive background in historic preservation, architectural history, art history 
and decorative arts, and historical archaeology.  She specializes in Visual Art and 
Culture, 19th-20th Century American Architecture, Modern and Contemporary 
Architecture, Architectural Theory and Criticism, Urbanism, and Cultural 
Landscape, and is a regional expert on Southern California architecture.  Her 
qualifications and experience meet and exceed the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards in History, Archaeology, and Architectural 
History. Margarita has managed and conducted a wide range of technical studies 
in support of environmental compliance projects, developed preservation and 
conservation plans, and implemented preservation treatment projects for public 
and private clients in California and throughout the United States. 

Relevant Experience 
Margarita has prepared a broad range of environmental documentation and conducted 
preservation projects throughout the Los Angeles metropolitan area and Southern 
California.  She provides expert assistance to public agencies and private clients in 
environmental review, from due diligence through planning/design review and 
permitting and when necessary, implements mitigation and preservation treatment 
measures on behalf of her clients. As primary investigator and author of hundreds of 
technical reports, plan review documents, preservation and conservation plans, 
HABS/HAER/HALS reports, construction monitoring reports, salvage reports and 
relocation plans, she is a highly experienced practitioner and expert in addressing 
historical resources issues while supporting and balancing project goals. 

She is an expert in the evaluation, management and treatment of historic 
properties for compliance with Sections 106 and 110 of the NHPA, NEPA, Section 
4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act, CEQA, and local ordinances and 
planning requirements.  Margarita regularly performs assessments to ensure 
conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties, and assists clients with adaptive reuse/rehabilitation projects 
by providing preservation design and treatment consultation, agency 
coordination, legally defensible documentation, construction monitoring and 
conservation treatment. 

Margarita is a regional expert on Southern California architecture.  She has 
prepared a broad range of environmental documentation and conducted 
preservation projects throughout the Los Angeles metropolitan area as well as in 
Ventura, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino and San Diego counties.  Beyond her 
technical skill, she is a highly experienced project manager with broad national 
experience throughout the United States.  She currently manages PCR’s on-call 
preservation services with the City of Santa Monica, County of San Bernardino 
Department of Public Works, City of Hermosa Beach, Los Angeles Unified School 
District, and Long Beach Unified School District. 

EDUCATION 

Ph.D., Art History, 
University of California, 
Los Angeles 

M.A., Architectural 
History, School of 
Architecture, University 
of Virginia 

Certificate of Historic 
Preservation, School of 
Architecture, University 
of Virginia 

B.A., Art History, Oberlin 
College 

25 YEARS EXPERIENCE 

AWARDS 

2014 Preservation 
Award, The Dunbar 
Hotel, L.A. Conservancy 

2014 Westside Prize, The 
Dunbar Hotel, Westside 
Urban Forum  

2014Design Award: 
Tongva Park & Ken 
Genser Square, Westside 
Urban Forum 

2012 California 
Preservation Foundation 
Award, RMS Queen Mary 
Conservation Management 
Plan, California 
Preservation Foundation 

PROFESSIONAL 
AFFILIATIONS 

California Preservation 
Foundation 

Santa Monica Conservancy 

Los Angeles Conservancy 

Society of Architectural 
Historians 

National Trust for 
Historic Preservation 
Leadership Forum 

American Institute of 
Architects (AIA), National 
Allied Member 
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Tract Map, Tract 2635, a 
Subdivision of a part of Lot 62, 
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Appendix C 
Sanborn Map, Vol. 9, Sheet 976 
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U.S. Depar tment of the Inter ior, National Park Service

IX. SUMMARY OF THE NATIONAL HISTORIC LANDMARKS
CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION

A property being nominated to the National Register may also merit consideration for
potential designation as a National Historic Landmark. Such consideration is dependent
upon the stringent application of the following distinct set of criteria (found in the Code of
Federal Regulations, Title 36, Part 65).

National Historic Landmarks Criteria

The quality of national significance is ascribed to districts, sites, buildings, structures, and
objects that possess exceptional value or quality in illustrating or interpreting the heritage of
the United States in history, architecture, archeology, engineering, and culture and that
possess a high degree of integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship,
feeling, and association, and:

1. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to, and are
identified with, or that outstandingly represent, the broad national patterns of United
States history and from which an understanding and appreciation of those patterns
may be gained; or

2. That are associated importantly with the lives of persons nationally significant in the
history of the United States; or

3. That represent some great idea or ideal of the American people; or

4. That embody the distinguishing characteristics of an architectural type specimen
exceptionally valuable for a study of a period, style or method of construction, or that
represent a significant, distinctive and exceptional entity whose components may lack
individual distinction; or

5. That are composed of integral parts of the environment not sufficiently significant by
reason of historical association or artistic merit to warrant individual recognition but
collectively compose an entity of exceptional historical or artistic significance, or
outstandingly commemorate or illustrate a way of life or culture; or

6. That have yielded or may be likely to yield information of major scientific importance
by revealing new cultures, or by shedding light upon periods of occupation over large

https://www.nps.gov/nr/publications
https://www.nps.gov/nr/
https://www.nps.gov/nr/research
https://www.nps.gov/nr/travel
https://www.nps.gov/nr/twhp
http://archnet.asu.edu/archnet/topical/crm/usdocs/36cfr65.html
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areas of the United States. Such sites are those which have yielded, or which may
reasonably be expected to yield, data affecting theories, concepts and ideas to a major
degree.

National Historic Landmark Exclusions

Ordinarily, cemeteries, birthplaces, graves of historical figures, properties owned by
religious institutions or used for religious purposes, structures that have been moved from
their original locations, reconstructed historic buildings and properties that have achieved
significance within the past fifty years are not eligible for designation. If such properties fall
within the following categories they may, nevertheless, be found to qualify:

1. A religious property deriving its primary national significance from architectural or
artistic distinction or historical importance; or

2. A building or structure removed from its original location but which is nationally
significant primarily for its architectural merit, or for association with persons or
events of transcendent importance in the nation's history and the association
consequential; or

3. A site of a building or structure no longer standing but the person or event associated
with it is of transcendent importance in the nations's history and the association
consequential; or

4. A birthplace, grave or burial if it is of a historical figure of transcendent national
significance and no other appropriate site, building, or structure directly associated
with the productive life of that person exists; or

5. A cemetery that derives its primary national significance from graves of persons of
transcendent importance, or from an exceptionally distinctive design or an
exceptionally significant event; or

6. A reconstructed building or ensemble of buildings of extraordinary national
significance when accurately executed in a suitable environment and presented in a
dignified manner as part of a restoration master plan, and when no other buildings or
structures with the same association have survived; or

7. A property primarily commemorative in intent if design, age, tradition, or symbolic
value has invested it with its own national historical significance; or

8. A property achieving national significance within the past 50 years if it is of
extraordinary national importance.

Comparing the National Historic Landmarks Criteria and the National Register Criteria

In general, the instructions for preparing a National Register nomination and the guidelines
stated in this bulletin for applying the National Register Criteria also apply to Landmark
nominations and the use of the Landmark criteria. While there are specific distinctions
discussed below, Parts IV and V of this bulletin apply equally to National Register listings
and Landmark nominations. That is, the categories of historic properties are defined the
same way; historic contexts are identified similarly; and comparative evaluation is carried
out on the same principles enumerated in Part V.

There are some differences between National Register and National Historic Landmarks
Criteria. The following is an explanation of how each Landmark Criterion compares with its

https://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/nrb15_4.htm
https://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/nrb15_5.htm
https://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/nrb15_5.htm
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National Register Criteria counterpart:

Cr iter ion l

This Criterion relates to National Register Criterion A. Both cover properties associated with
events. The Landmark Criterion, however, requires that the events associated with the
property be outstandingly represented by that property and that the property be related to the
broad national patterns of U.S. history. Thus, the quality of the property to convey and
interpret its meaning must be of a higher order and must relate to national themes rather than
the narrower context of State or local themes.

Cr iter ion 2

This Criterion relates to National Register Criterion B. Both cover properties associated with
significant people. The Landmark Criterion differs in that it specifies that the association of
a person to the property in question be an important one and that the person associated with
the property be of national significance.

Cr iter ion 3

This Criterion has no counterpart among the National Register Criteria. It is rarely, if ever,
used alone. While not a landmark at present, the Liberty Bell is an object that might be
considered under this Criterion. The application of this Criterion obviously requires the most
careful scrutiny and would apply only in rare instances involving ideas and ideals of the
highest order.

Cr iter ion 4

This Criterion relates to National Register Criterion C. Its intent is to qualify exceptionally
important works of architecture or collective elements of architecture extraordinarily
significant as an ensemble, such as a historic district. Note that the language is more
restrictive than that of the National Register Criterion in requiring that a candidate in
architecture be "a specimen exceptionally valuable for the study of a period, style, or method
of construction" rather than simply embodying distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or
method of construction. With regard to historic districts, the Landmarks Criterion requires an
entity that is distinctive and exceptional. Unlike National Register Criterion C, this Criterion
will not qualify the works of a master, per se, but only such works which are exceptional or
extraordinary. Artistic value is considered only in the context of history's judgement in order
to avoid current conflicts of taste.

Cr iter ion 5

This Criterion does not have a strict counterpart among the National Register Criteria. It may
seem redundant of the latter part of Landmark Criterion 4. It is meant to cover collective
entities such as Greenfield Village and historic districts like New Bedford, Massachusetts,
which qualify for their collective association with a nationally significant event, movement,
or broad pattern of national development.

Cr iter ion 6

The National Register counterpart of this is Criterion D. Criterion 6 was developed
specifically to recognize archeological sites. All such sites must address this Criterion. The
following are the qualifications that distinguish this Criterion from its National Register
counterpart: the information yielded or likely to be yielded must be of major scientific
importance by revealing new cultures, or by shedding light upon periods of occupation over
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large areas of the United States. Such sites should be expected to yield data affecting
theories, concepts, and ideas to a major degree.

The data recovered or expected to be recovered must make a major contribution to the
existing corpus of information. Potentially recoverable data must be likely to revolutionize
or substantially modify a major theme in history or prehistory, resolve a substantial historical
or anthropological debate, or close a serious gap in a major theme of U. S. history or
prehistory.

Exclusions and Exceptions to the Exclusions

This section of the National Historic Landmarks Criteria has its counterpart in the National
Register's "Criteria Considerations." The most abundant difference between them is the
addition of the qualifiers "national," "exceptional," or "extraordinary" before the word
significance. Other than this, the following are the most notable distinctions:

Exclusion 2

Buildings moved from their original location, qualify only if one of two conditions are met:
1) the building is nationally significant for architecture, or 2) the persons or events with
which they are associated are of transcendent national significance and the association is
consequential.

Transcendent significance means an order of importance higher than that which would
ordinarily qualify a person or event to be nationally significant. A consequential association
is a relationship to a building that had an evident impact on events, rather than a connection
that was incidental and passing.

Exclusion 3

This pertains to the site of a structure no longer standing. There is no counterpart to this
exclusion in the National Register Criteria. In order for such a property to qualify for
Landmark designation it must meet the second condition cited for Exclusion 2.

Exclusion 4

This exclusion relates to Criteria Consideration C of the National Register Criteria. The only
difference is that a burial place qualifies for Landmark designation only if, in addition to
other factors, the person buried is of transcendent national importance.

 
When evaluating properties at the national level for designation as a National Historic
Landmark, please refer to the National Historic Landmarks outline, History and Prehistory
in the National Park System and the National Historic Landmarks Program, 1987. For more
information about the National Historic Landmarks program, please write to Department of
the Interior, National Park Service, History Division, 1849 C St. NW, #2280, Washington,
DC 20240.
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