GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT THE CONTENTS OF THIS FILE

This file contains correspondence and documents submitted to the Commission which is in
compliance with the Commission Rules and Operating Procedures, Rule 4.3. Compliance means
that the deadline, delivery method (hard copy and/or electronic) AND the number of copies, when
applicable, has been met. The file is divided into three sections and each section has been
bookmarked by case:

¢ “Initial Submissions”: Submissions received no later than by end of day Monday of the
week prior to the meeting (unlimited).

¢ “Rebuttal Submissions”: Submissions received after the Initial Submission deadline up
to 48-hours prior to the Commission meeting (for the Central, Harbor and South Los
Angeles Area Planning Commissions, the deadline is 3:00 p.m. Thursday prior to the
Commission meeting). Maximum 10-pages including exhibits.

e “Day of Hearing Submissions”: Submissions after the Rebuttal Submission deadline up
to and including the day of the Commission meeting. This section also includes material
received at the meeting.

Material which does not comply with the submittal rules is not distributed to the Commission. The
Commission Rules and Operating Procedures can be accessed at http://planning.lacity.orq, by
selecting “Commissions & Hearings” and selecting the specific Commission.

Please note that all complying Initial Submissions have been transmitted to the Commission,
either integrated with the Staff Report or along side it.

If the material was submitted to the project planner prior to the Monday deadline, it was made
part of the staff report which can be accessed in the agenda by clicking on the specific item
(Correspondence is typically included at the end of the staff report). All other compliant material
is included in this file.

Day of Hearing Submissions will be posted after the meeting and will be included at the end of
this file.

If you have any questions, please contact the Commission Office at (213) 978-1300.


http://planning.lacity.org/
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THE MONTECITO, CHC-2018-3233-HCM; CEQA: ENV-2018-3234-CE

Erik Cougar <ecougar@socal.rr.com> Sun, Jul 1, 2018 at 1:33 PM
To: CHC@lacity.org
Cc: craig.bullock@lacity.org

To Whom It May Concern:

| support the Art Deco Society of Los Angeles’ nomination of the Montecito Apartments in Hollywood as a historic
cultural heritage monument.

Sincerely,

Erik Cougar

https://mail.g oogle.com/mail/b/AOg 3wwvmMuAs SmaiD R-Q2q4s3JNociRa0UK3KjurNtMF mJisjdMrV/u/1/?ui=28&ik=af94feea32&jsver=6HPtoh-TLwo.en.&cbl=gm...  1/1
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THE MONTECITO, CHC-2018-3233-HCM; CEQA: ENV-2018-3234-CE

elizabeth labarre <chezlizze@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 2, 2018 at 2:19 PM
To: CHC@lacity.org
Cc: craig.bullock@lacity.org

Art Deco in Los Angeles is truly one-of-a-kind. No other city in the US has such beau ful, unique, hollywood-
influenced Art Deco architecture. The Art Deco (1931) Montecito is one of the most significant residen al
buildings in Hollywood. It's about me this beauty is awarded local landmark designa on.

Sincerely,
Elizabeth LaBarre
Resident of an Art Deco building near MacArthur Park

https://mail.g oogle.com/mail/b/AOg 3wwmMuAs SmaiD R-Q2q4s3JNociRa0UK3KjurNtMF mJisjdMrV/u/1/?ui=28&ik=af94feea32&jsver=H8yF-bO9nWE.en.&cbl=g... 1/1
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CHC-2018-3233-HCM: IN SUPPORT of Your Consideration of The National Historic
Landmark MONTECITO for "Historic Cultural Monument " designation.

Gail Silver <gailsilveractress@yahoo.com> Fri, Jun 29, 2018 at 11:20 PM
To: "CHC@lacity.org" <CHC@lacity.org>

To: The Cultural Heritage Commission Hearing for consideration of The National Historic
Landmark MONTECITO for 'Historic Cultural Monument' designation -- CHC-2018-3233-
HCM.

From: Gail Coviello, a Friend and Tenant of the Montecito

On July 5, 2018, at 10:00 A.M., you will be considering the MONTECITO for "Historic Cultural
Monument" designation: |request that you TOTALLY SUPPORT that designation.

The stately Art Deco Montecito, built in 1930, has a long and interesting history, set on a hill
overlooking the city, The Montecito is considered the highest building in Hollywood.

It overlooks a beautiful "landscaped garden area providing private park space for Montecito
residents" (Historic Resources Technical Report...pg. 11) with 27 mature trees, and is integral to The
Montecito historic designation.

The Montecito is on the U.S. National Register of Historic Places ..'considered one of the best
examples of Art Deco architecture and greatest work of the renown architect, Marcus P. Miller.'

Thank you for your kind consideration in support of this request.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/AOg 3wvmMuAs SmaiD R-Q2q4s3JNociRa0U K3KjurNtMF mJisjdMrV/u/1/?ui=2&ik=af%4feea32&jsver=6HPtoh-TLvo.en.&cbl=gm...
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HOLLYWOOD HERITAGE, INC.
P.O. Box 2586
Hollywood, CA 90078
(323) 874-4005 » FAX (323) 465-5993

July 2, 2018

Melissa Jones

Office of Historic Resources
Department of City Planning
221 N. Figueroa St., Suite 1350
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Jones:

The Board of Directors of Hollywood Heritage, its Preservation Issues Committee, and its members are
writing to express our support for the Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM) nomination of the Montecito
apartment building.

The Montecito is already listed on the National Register as a fine example of Art Deco architecture with
intact character-defining features. It is also part of the multi-family residential district north of Hollywood
Boulevard and identified by the CRA survey, which is now being incorporated into SurveyLA.

Hollywood Heritage has worked with the current owner to design a compatible second building for the
property; we note and appreciate the current owner’'s commitment to preserving the historicity of this
valuable resource.

Please let us know how we can assist the Office in its consideration of this nomination. Together we can
ensure that the City protects historic properties like the Montecito.

Sincerely,

Richard Adkins
President, Hollywood Heritage, Inc.
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THE MONTECITO, CHC-2018-3233-HCM; CEQA: ENV-2018-3234-CE

henderdb@aol.com <henderdb@aol.com> Mon, Jul 2, 2018 at 9:37 PM
To: CHC@lacity.org
Cc: craig.bullock@lacity.org

| support the Art Deco Society's nomination of this building
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THE MONTECITO, CHC-2018-3233-HCM; CEQA: ENV-2018-3234-CE

Judy Reidel <jjreidel@hotmail.com> Sun, Jul 1, 2018 at 10:23 PM
To: "CHC@LACITY.ORG" <CHC@)lacity.org>
Cc: "craig.bullock@lacity.org" <craig.bullock@lacity.org>

Designate n do whatever helps preserwthi beautiful Art Deco bldg
XxXx judy reidel

323-731-4200
Sent from my iPhone

https://mail.g oogle.com/mail/b/AOg 3wwvmMuAs SmaiD R-Q2q4s3JNociRa0UK3KjurNtMF mJisjdMrV/u/1/?ui=28&ik=af94feea32&jsver=6HPtoh-TLwo.en.&cbl=gm...  1/1
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The Montecito CHC-2018-3233-HCM CEQA: ENV - 2018-3234- CE

Herron, Jennifer <Jennifer.Herron@westernasset.com> Thu, Jun 28, 2018 at 12:07 PM

To: "CHC@lacity.org" <CHC@lacity.org>
Cc: "craig.bullock@lacity.org” <craig.bullock@lacity.org>

Hello,

| support the Art Deco Society nominee.

Jennifer

kkkkkhkhkkkkhkhkhkkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkkkkkk E_mall Sent through the Internet |S not Secure Western
Asset therefore recommends that you do not send any confidential or sensitive information to us via electronic mail,
including social security numbers, account numbers, or personal identification numbers. Delivery, and or timely delivery of
Internet mail is not guaranteed. Western Asset therefore recommends that you do not send time sensitive or action-
Ol’lentEd messages to US Vla e|ectr0nIC mall khkkkkkkkkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhhkhhkhhkhkhhkhhkhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhrhrhhhrhrhrdrd
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THE MONTECITO, CHC-2018-3233-HCM; CEQA: ENV-2018-3234-CE

Juliana Sorelli <julianasorelli@gmail.com> Sun, Jul 1, 2018 at 6:35 PM

To: CHC@lacity.org
Cc: craig.bullock@lacity.org

Hello,

I m contacting you about the Montecito building,

I have lived for 10 years at 6626 Franklin Ave ( across the street from the Montecito) and | believe that it is one of the
most significant building in the neighborhood. It has been part of the history of Hollywood, and was the home for many
Hollywood celebrities, including James Cagney, Mickey Rooneyand Montgomery Clift. It was also Ronald
Reagan’s first home when he moved to Hollywood in 1937. This is an important building to preserve for it's
great architecture and history, | support the Art Deco Society's nomination as a cultural heritage monument.
Thank you for your time.

Juliana Sorelli

Sorelli Presents
The Evil Rock N Roll Cat:

4679 Hollywood Blwd,
Los Angeles. CA 90027

(323) 522 3496

www.sorellipresents.com

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/AOg 3wvmMuAs SmaiD R-Q2q4s3JNociRa0U K3KjurNtMF mJisjdMrV/u/1/?ui=2&ik=af%4feea32&jsver=6HPtoh-TLvo.en.&cbl=gm...
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We Support Consideration for The Montecito 'Historic Cultural Monument'
Designation...

poonsy6603@aol.com <poonsy6603@aol.com> Thu, Jun 28, 2018 at 5:08 PM

To: chc@lacity.org

The Montecito
6650 Franklin Ave.
L.A. Ca.

CHC-2018-3233-HCM
To Whom It May Concern,

We would like to express our strong support for Historic Cultural Monument designation of The Montecito.
We were very excited to hear about this consideration.

The Montecito Landmark is truly the Jewel of the neighborhood, rising above most of Hollywood and can be viewed from
many different perspectives, and we feel it deserves Historic Cultural Monument statys..

We, and many others, are extremely concerned for it and it's future, and support anything that may protect it and it's
historical significance..

We, and many others, are opposed to anything violating it, compromising it, or altering it in any way.

This magnificent example of art deco historical architecture, from 1930, should continue to stand high on the hill, looking
ower the city, on it's own, not diminished in any way with anything attached to its side.

We feel this would compromise it's specialness and historic integrity.

We also feel it could put the Landmark building at risk, especially since west facing units are potentially going to be
demoed to attach the new thing to it's side.
This butchery is LANDMARK ABUSE and should not be allowed.

We believe, according to CEQA Guidelines, with regards to Historic Resources, the best case scenario is that our
treasured landmarks are protected, and not altered, and certainly should not ever be demoed/destroyed in part or whole,
to allow any new project attached to them.

Altering Historic Resources, also alters the environment....

..demoing units in a LANDMARK, to attach another building to the side of a LANDMARK, destroying a park hat a
LANDMARK owerlooks, alters the environment.

This magnificent example of art deco historical architecture, from 1930, should continue to stand alone on the hill, looking
ower the city, without some new 'thing' attached to it's side.

This would be abusive to the historic building.

We a hope that the decision makers heed the state geologist warnings that the building site does indeed have an active
EQ fault line, it's the same Hollywood fault line they mapped out as too dangerous to build on, but the city ignores this...

This is a historic landmark that could by destroyed, and anything built there, attached to The Montecito, could
compromise the beautiful landmark, because as Dr. Lucy Jones has stated, not 'if but 'when' another big one hits.

It would be best not to place The Montecito and it's residents at risk, and to LEAVE THE MONTECITO ALONE.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/AOg 3wvmMuAs SmaiD R-Q2q4s3JNociRa0U K3KjurNtMF mJisjdMrV/u/1/?ui=2&ik=af%4feea32&jsver=6HPtoh-TLvo.en.&cbl=gm...
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The beautiful landscaped park, referred to in the Historic Technical Report, July, 2017 (pg. 11..) ..as 'Landscaped Garden
Area providing Private Park Space for Montecito residents"” is also a treasure in an extremely park poor area, with 27
mature trees providing a quiet peaceful haven and tree shade.

Having attended a few meetings, it was interesting, and shocking, hearing a developer rep try and minimize the Montecito
Park calling it merely a 'courtyard' and never supplying one photo of it in the power point presentation, lest viewers and
decision makers would see the truth, that it is not merely a ‘courtyard' and they would see how truly special it is.

When questions were asked about destroying the park and it's 27 trees, it was abruptly brushed off with 'some are sick
anyway'
Not to anyone else's knowledge.....

Many Montecito resident's windows overlook this beautiful garden park.
Most of the west facing side of the Montecito Landmark will be obstructed, blocked from view with another building
attached to it.

Units being destroyed, in a LANDMARK building, to attach a new building to the side of The Montecito, and the beautiful
little park destroyed is beyond obscene.

Senior residents have been ignored and dismissed, are devastated ower this possibility and many submitted comments
opposing the obscene project and can be read in the city file.
Council File Number: 18-0412

Some haw ilinesses, heart conditions, that prevent them from attending hearings, some have been too intimidated to
speak out .

Senior residents enjoy the beautiful park, enjoy planting in it, and some with ilinesses enjoy it for therapeutic reasons.

It is an important and beautiful part of this community, and perfectly partners with and compliments The Montecito
Landmark building.

The Montecito Park should be protected and part of the Historic Cultural Monument designation, to protect the Montecito
and The Montecito Park from such cruel and horrific abuse and destruction, and continue to have a life unaltered well into
the future..

It is part of Hollywood's History, and so much is being lost..

We hawe been fortunate to have been invited into the park through the years, when friends lived at The Montecito, and it is
an amazing, tranquil beautiful place, with a variety of flowers, wisteria, plants, shrubs, and those 27 trees.

We hawe seen bird's nests and bird's eggs on our \sits.

This park is very much a part of The Montecito and should be included in the HCM designation.

Please, please, please, do all you can to protect the treasured Montecito Landmark and it's beautiful 'Landscaped

Gardens providing Private Park Space for Montecito (senior) residents"

We will be out of town....July 4th holiday... and will miss the CHC Hearing and we are very sad.

These are our favorite hearings, we have attended a few and they were successes....They are like history lessons and
always beautifully presented.

Thank you all for all you do.

Thank you so much for your attention to this!

Best Regards,

Jim & Ann Geoghan
30 year residents/stakeholders of The Montecito neighborhood

https://mail.g oogle.com/mail/b/AOg 3wwvmMuAs SmaiD R-Q2q4s3JNociRa0UK3KjurNtMF mJisjdMrV/u/1/?ui=2&ik=af94feea32&jsver=6HPtoh-TLvo.en.&cbl=gm...  2/7
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The Montecito is on the U.S. National Register of Historic Places ..'considered one of the best examples of Art Deco
architecture and greatest work of the renown architect, Marcus P. Miller.'

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Montecito_Apartments

The Montecito should CONTINUE to STAND ALONE...never have another building attached it's side, blocking most of the
west side of the building that over looks the beautiful landscaped gardens and park, that should also be designated
Historic and not be destroyed..

Montecito Apartments

U.S. National Register of Historic Places

Montecito Apts, 2008

Location 6650 Franklin
Avenue, Hollywood, Los
Angeles, California, USA

Coordinates - 34°6"18"N118°20'3"W
s:Co

Built 1930

Architect H.M. Baruch Corp.;

Miller, Marcus P.
Architectural style Art Deco

NRHP reference # 85001592

11
Addedto NRHP  July 18, 1985

The stately Montecito, high on a hill overlooking the city.

https://mail.g oogle.com/mail/b/AOg 3wwvmMuAs SmaiD R-Q2q4s3JNociRa0UK3KjurNtMF mJisjdMrV/u/1/?ui=2&ik=af94feea32&jsver=6HPtoh-TLvo.en.&cbl=gm...  3/7


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Geographic_coordinate_system
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Geographic_coordinate_system
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Montecito_Apartments
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National_Register_of_Historic_Places
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Montecito_Apartments,_Hollywood,_California.JPG
https://maps.google.com/?q=6650+Franklin+Avenue,+Hollywood,+Los+Angeles,+California+,+USA&entry=gmail&source=g
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hollywood,_Los_Angeles,_California
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States
https://tools.wmflabs.org/geohack/geohack.php?pagename=Montecito_Apartments&params=34_6_18_N_118_20_3_W_type:landmark_region:US
https://npgallery.nps.gov/AssetDetail/NRIS/85001592
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Montecito_Apartments#cite_note-nris-1
https://maps.google.com/?q=6650+Franklin+Avenue,+Hollywood,+Los+Angeles,+California+,+USA&entry=gmail&source=g

7/2/2018 City of Los Angeles Mail - We Support Consideration for The Montecito '"Historic Cultural Monument' Designation...

Front view of Historic Art Deco Montecito

* Montecito's west side overlooking Landscaped Gardens and Private Park Space, with 27 Trees.
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https://s.artefaqs.com/North-America/California/Los-Angeles/MNO/Monteceito-Apartments/i-85n7tcL
https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Montecito_Apartments,_Hollywood.JPG
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Montecito Garden Park...Franklin Ave. entrance
It's so nice walking along Franklin Ave. enjoying this beautiful park and all that's inside.
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Franklin Awe. front entrance of The Montecito and Landscaped Garden Park with 27 trees.
Residents facing west overlook the beautiful gardens and park.
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To: The Cultural Heritage Commission Hearing for consideration of The National
Historic Landmark MONTECITO for 'Historic Cultural Monument' designation --
CHC-2018-3233-HCM.

Sue Stanford <sue1010@sbcglobal.net> Sat, Jun 30, 2018 at 12:49 PM

To: chc@lacity.org

I am a resident of the Montecito apartments and | would hate to see this property a historic art deco building and
surrounding gardens be destroyed by a new building.

The stately Art Deco Montecito, built in 1932, has a long and interesting history, set on a hill overlooking the city, The
Montecito is considered the highest building in Hollywood.

It owverlooks a beautiful "landscaped garden area providing private park space for Montecito residents"(Historic
Resources Technical Report...pg. 11) with 27 mature trees, and is integral to The Montecito historic designation.

The Montecito is on the U.S. National Register of Historic Places ..'considered one of the best examples of Art Deco
architecture and greatest work of the renown architect, Marcus P. Miller."'

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Montecito_Apartments

Montecito Apartments

U.S. National Register of Historic Places

Montecito Apts, 2008

Location 6650 Franklin
Avenue, Hollywood, Los
Angeles, California, USA

Coordin 7 34°6'18"N118°20'3"W  s:Co
ates
Built 1930

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/AOg 3wvmMuAs SmaiD R-Q2q4s3JNociRa0U K3KjurNtMF mJisjdMrV/u/1/?ui=2&ik=af%4feea32&jsver=6HPtoh-TLvo.en.&cbl=gm...
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The stately Montecito, high on a hill overlooking the city.

https://mail.g oogle.com/mail/b/AOg 3wwvmMuAs SmaiD R-Q2q4s3JNociRa0UK3KjurNtMF mJisjdMrV/u/1/?ui=2&ik=af94feea32&jsver=6HPtoh-TLvo.en.&cbl=gm...  2/6


https://nam01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fnpgallery.nps.gov%2FAssetDetail%2FNRIS%2F85001592&data=02%7C01%7C%7C7da0ab82a8084c151d8108d5dd2e8481%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7C1%7C0%7C636658114211666722&sdata=1q6eNKd0FuRaSNYt3Dcc5VXtWHvOF7OVLXvC4SP4mYM%3D&reserved=0
https://nam01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fen.wikipedia.org%2Fwiki%2FMontecito_Apartments%23cite_note-nris-1&data=02%7C01%7C%7C7da0ab82a8084c151d8108d5dd2e8481%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7C1%7C0%7C636658114211666722&sdata=BPeGyGYeKi3KoKlDHrOXr6oQXqmXR%2BJO0Warx%2FPORDg%3D&reserved=0
https://maps.google.com/?q=6650+Franklin+Avenue,+Hollywood,+Los+Angeles,+California+,+USA&entry=gmail&source=g

7/2/2018 City of Los Angeles Mail - To: The Cultural Heritage Commission Hearing for consideration of The National Historic Landmark MONTECITO for ...

Front view of Historic Art Deco Montecito

* Montecito's west side overlooking Landscaped Gardens and Private Park Space, with 27 Trees.
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Montecito Garden Park...Franklin Ave. entrance
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Franklin Ave. front entrance of The Montecito and Landscaped Garden Park with 27 trees.

For more information please contact:
'Friends of The Montecito'

Kathleen Larsen
kalertfin@yahoo.com

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPad
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THE MONTECITO, CHC-2018-3233-HCM; CEQA: ENV-2018-3234-CE

Kim Cooper <tours@esotouric.com> Sun, Jul 1, 2018 at 1:02 PM

To: CHC@lacity.org
Cc: artdeco@adsla.org, craig.bullock@lacity.org

Dear Commissioners,

The Montecito Apartments is a gorgeous and fascinating building that has happily maintained so much of its architectural
integrity through its conversion to low-income senior housing. It is already a designated National Register landmark, and
certainly qualifies for local designation as well.

We have so few examples of the Mayan Art Deco style, and the greatest one in the Southland (Monrovia's Aztec Hotel,
also National Register) has fallen onto hard times without any local protection. | hope that the Montecito can join the
ranks of L.A.'s HCM landmarks, to ensure the preservation this nearly unique gem.

And it doesn't hurt that popular legend has one of Raymond Chandler's most colorful female characters, Dolores
Gonzalez, living at the Montecito!

| hope that you will give serious consideration to the Art Deco Society's nomination, and move to landmark this fine
building.

best regards,

Kim Cooper

PO Box 31227

Los Angeles, CA 90031
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Art Deco
kathy karp <kdkarp5@gmail.com> Sun, Jul 1, 2018 at 12:26 PM
To: CHC@lacity.org

Please support The Art Deco Monticido building It has significant and historical value
Thank you

Kathy Karp

Studio City

Sent from my iPhone
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THE MONTECITO, CHC-2018-3233-HCM; CEQA: ENV-2018-3234-CE

Miriam Faugno <mfaugnos@gmail.com> Sun, Jul 1, 2018 at 2:11 PM
To: CHC@lacity.org
Cc: craig.bullock@lacity.org

Please SAVE this Beauty!!
Miriam Faugno

7777 W 91 St #B1160
Playa del Rey, CA 90293
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THE MONTECITO, CHC-2018-3233-HCM; CEQA: ENV-2018-3234-CE

njjonz@gmail.com <njjonz@gmail.com> Wed, Jun 27, 2018 at 4:48 PM
To: CHC@lacity.org

To Whom It May Concern:

In support of the Art Deco Society of Los Angeles' nomination application, I am strongly in faver of
landmarking The Montecito.

Not only is The Montecito considered one of the best examples of Art Deco architecture, this stunning
*grande dame™* property of Hollywood is already listed on the U.S. National Register of Historic
Places. There is no reason not to designate it as a Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument.

The Montecito and its beautiful garden-park with 27 mature trees, plants, bushes, and sitting areas must
be preserved. This landscaped park is not only an integral part of the historic Montecito, but it
contributes to Los Angeles' vital urban canopy.

It is of utmost importance to protect and preserve the magnificent Montecito property as it currently
exists, thereby preserving not only the historic past, but equally if not more important, preserving the
future for the greater good.

Sincerely,

Normajean Jonz, Stakeholder
Photos attached (6)

6 attachments

Montecito Exhibit A, view of garden and building from Hollywood Heights.png
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Montecito Exhibit B.jpg
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Peter Tuite <petertuite@hotmail.com> Mon, Jul 2, 2018 at 2:52 PM

To: "CHC@LACITY.ORG" <CHC@)lacity.org>, "craig.bullock@lacity.org" <craig.bullock@lacity.org>, "artdeco@adsla.org"
<artdeco@adsla.org>, "jhodgdon@]laconservancy.org" <jhodgdon@laconservancy.org>, "rsagara@laconservancy.org"
<rsagara@laconservancy.org>

Dear Commissioners,

The Montecito Apartments is a gorgeous and fascinating building that has happily maintained so much of its
architectural integrity through its conversion to low-income senior housing. It is already a designated National
Register landmark, and certainly qualifies for local designation as well.

We have so few examples of the Mayan Art Deco style, and the greatest one in the Southland (Monrovia's
Aztec Hotel, also National Register) has fallen onto hard times without any local protection. | hope that the
Montecito can join the ranks of L.A.'s HCM landmarks, to ensure the preservation this nearly unique gem.

And it doesn't hurt that popular legend has one of Raymond Chandler's most colorful female characters,
Dolores Gonzalez, living at the Montecito!

I hope that you will give serious consideration to the Art Deco Society's nomination, and move to landmark this
fine building.

Sincerely,

Peter Tuite

mon.jpg
87K
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Randy Holland <randyh805@att.net> Wed, Jun 27, 2018 at 1:41 PM
To: CHC@lacity.org

I wish to go on record as being strongly in favor of the proposal to landmark The Montecito.

The Montecito is a prime example of the very finest in Art Deco architecture and must be preserved for future
generations.

Additionally, the park-like garden with its extensive landscaping which includes 27 mature trees, bushes, and multiple
sitting areas, must be preserved. In doing so, the view shed of The Montecito will also be preserved.

Sincerely,

Randy Holland
Stakeholder
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THE MONTECITO, CHC-2018-3233-HCM; CEQA: ENV-2018-3234-CE

Steve Sukman <stevesgroove@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 2, 2018 at 8:14 AM
Reply-To: Steve Sukman <stevesgroove@gmail.com>

To: CHC@lacity.org

Cc: craig.bullock@lacity.org

Please help preserve the Montecito. Eradicating the symbols of LA's pastis irresponsible and
leaving our city without enough landmarks to remember what made LA great in the first place.

Thank you,

353 N. Flores St., LA 90048
323.536.2575
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Timothy Doran <dorantimothe@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 2, 2018 at 9:00 AM
To: CHC@lacity.org
Cc: craig.bullock@lacity.org

Dear Cultural Heritage Commission,

Mayan Revival buildings are rare. Hence | strongly support the Montecito Apartments being considered as a Cultural
Heritage Monument, a landmark for all time.

Thank you,

Dr. Timothy Doran

Assistant Professor of Ancient History
History Department

California State University, Los Angeles
Office: King Hall A4025

dorantimothe@gmail.com
tdoran2@calstatela.edu
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THE MONTECITO, CHC-2018-3233-HCM; CEQA: ENV-2018-3234-CE

toni m <deartoni@yahoo.com> Mon, Jul 2, 2018 at 12:24 AM
Reply-To: toni m <deartoni@yahoo.com>

To: "CHC@LACITY.ORG" <CHC@)lacity.org>

Cc: "craig.bullock@lacity.org" <craig.bullock@lacity.org>, "artdeco@adsla.org" <artdeco@adsla.org>

Dear Commissioners,

I am writing to agree with the Art Deco Society of Los Angeles's wish to have the Montecito
Apartments building added to the list of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments.

The building is a gem and any aid that can be given to help it be maintained for future generations
would be greatly appreciated.

Thank you for your consideration,
Toni Martinovich

San Pedro
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THE MONTECITO, CHC-2018-3233-HCM; CEQA: ENV-2018-3234-CE

Toochis r <zimorrific@gmail.com> Sun, Jul 1, 2018 at 12:17 PM
To: CHC@lacity.org, craig.bullock@lacity.org

To Whom It May Concern,

| support the Art Deco Society's nomination for THE MONTECITO for Historic Cultural Monument

Status. I've lived in the Hollywood Hllls for over 10 years and have always been inspired by THE
MONTECITO's beauty and architectural power. I've always wished | could live there but couldn't get in! The art
deco details stand out among the flat, uninspired and heat increasing buildings that are being built in
Hollywood.

The Art Deco style 1931 Montecito is one of the most significant residen al buildings in Hollywood, and we are
lucky that it survived through the use of covenanted low income housing. Itis asignificant example of its style. It
is already listed in the Na onal Regitry, but local designa on will also heighten its profile. | support landmarking
this highly visible building.

Thank you for your considera on and support.

Sincerely,

Toochis Morin
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THE MONTECITO, CHC-2018-3233-HCM; CEQA: ENV-2018-3234-CE

Terry Stepusin <terrys805@att.net> Wed, Jun 27, 2018 at 1:33 PM
To: CHC@lacity.org
I wish to go on record as being strongly in favor of the proposal to landmark The Montecito.

The Montecito is a prime example of the very finest in Art Deco architecture and must be preserved for future
generations.

Additionally, the park-like garden with its extensive landscaping which includes 27 mature trees, bushes, and multiple
sitting areas, must be preserved. In doing so, the view shed of The Montecito will also be preserved.

Sincerely,

Terrence Stepusin
Stakeholder
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Montecito HCM Designation.. STRONGLY SUPPORT..CHC-2018-3233-HCM..CEQA .
ENV-2018-3234-CE

Bill Miller <nyc.bill@aol.com> Fri, Jun 29, 2018 at 3:17 PM

To: chc@lacity.org
Cc: craig.bullock@lacity.org

Dear Cultural Heritage Commission,

The iconic National Historic Montecito Landmark, and its beautiful park like gardens should be designated Historic
Cultural Monument.

Kudos to The Art Deco Society of Los Angeles for applying for this honorable status.

The *"landscaped gardens offering (senior) Montecito residents private PARK space" in a very park poor area, not only
perfectly compliments the iconic Montecito, but is therapeutic for the Montecito Seniors, many not able to travel to a park
due to health issues, as well as for area residents out walking, who stop by, and pause, to enjoy the beautiful tree shade,
and the magical flourishing things growing inside, and have a chat with neighbors and a respite from the chaos, and the
constant gridlock on Franklin Ave.

(*Historic Technical Report, July, 2017 ..pg.11..)

Human beings need these breaks from chaos, noise, gridlock, concrete and steel, and the Montecito Park and trees give
that to the Montecito Senior community and the surrounding community.

The Montecito is a Monument to the Art Deco style of architecture and the 1930's

Luckily it is still standing, still in tact, looming over all of Hollywood and the City below, exemplifying it's architectural
importance and INTEGRITY, which must be protected.

It is high time the beloved Montecito and it's magical Montecito Park, that compliments it so beautifully, and is such a
cherished part of it, are honored with Historic Cultural Monument designation.

Thank you, Art Deco Society of L.A. and Cultural Heritage Commission for this consideration!

William. A. Miller
Hollywood, Ca.

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Montecito_Apartments

Montecito Apartments
U.S. National Register of Historic Places

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/AOg 3wvmMuAs SmaiD R-Q2q4s3JNociRa0U K3KjurNtMF mJisjdMrV/u/1/?ui=2&ik=af%4feea32&jsver=6HPtoh-TLvo.en.&cbl=gm...
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The stately Montecito, standing alone, high on a hill, surrounded by a variety of flourishing trees and foliage, overlooking
it's own beautiful Park, and the city below. A Monument to 1930's Art Deco architecture and Hollywood History.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/AOg 3wvmMuAs SmaiD R-Q2q4s3JNociRa0U K3KjurNtMF mJisjdMrV/u/1/?ui=2&ik=af%4feea32&jsver=6HPtoh-TLvo.en.&cbl=gm...
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Montecito Apts, 2008
Location 6650 Franklin

Avenue, Hollywood, Los
Angeles, California, USA

Coordinates - 34°618"N118°203"W
s:Co

Built 1930

Architect H.M. Baruch Corp.;

Miller, Marcus P.
Architectural style Art Deco

NRHP reference # 85001592

(1
AddedtoNRHP  July 18, 1985
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Front view of Historic Art Deco Montecito..Franklin Ave.

* Montecito's tranquil Landscaped Gardens and Private Park with 27 trees....A therapeutic oasis that Senior
residents and guests enjoy.
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Franklin Awve. entrance..Montecito Private Park space for Montecito Seniors and guests.
A favorite shady resting place for the community to enjoy on their walks.
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Franklin Ave. front entrance of The Montecito and Garden Park with 27 trees.
Tree Shade.....
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6/28/2018 City of Los Angeles Mail - Re: 1848 S Gramercy Place

Planning CHC <chc@]lacity.org>

Re: 1848 S Gramercy Place

Avis Bates <avisbates@yahoo.com> Mon, Jun 25, 2018 at 1:57 PM

To: "chc@lacity.org" <chc@lacity.org>

To: CHC and City Staff
Regarding: Council File: 18-0330 1848 S Gramercy

The property at 1848 S Gramercy Place is not a historic property unless age alone qualify it. Nothing
historic has yet to occur. ltis just another older building in Los Angeles that doesn’'t need to be
preserved when there are several examples of this type of building in this very small geographic area.

A person actually had to be rich to move into the Angelus Vista neighborhood when it was originally
planned, with homeowners required to spend at least $2,000.00 in home construction costs to live
here. This was clearly an attempt to keep out the influx of “others”. Preserving this property in this
fashion is preserving the idea that rich neighbors can still exclude people they feel are beneath them,
or different than them, just because they have an emotional reaction.

Please deny this ridiculous nomination, reject impulse, and side with actual history.
Thank You,

Avis Bates
1672 North Western Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90027

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/AOg 3winK204v5Qe7H4cmdkwA92e0-tGS_elpJBavi_wveBDPeYer/u/1/?ui=2&ik=af%4feeal328&jsver=6HPtoh-TLwvo.en.&cbl=gmail_...
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Planning CHC <chc@]lacity.org>

1828 South Gramercy-Please Deny

Claudia Baticele <claudiabaticele@gmail.com> Fri, Jun 22, 2018 at 2:17 PM
To: chc@lacity.org

Dear Historic Commissioners and LA City Staff:

History is a critical piece to the human experience. As is progress. There is a way to blend these two principles in a
productive, beautiful, and beneficial way. What we currently see specifically with 1828 Gramercy, but other
properties as well, is a violation and betrayal of historic preservation. Does this home truly hold historic mertit, or is it
being politicized by a group of neighborhood residents opposed to development?

Of course, a case can be made for a lot of things, but this house fails numerous smell tests. It’s been modified, its run
down, it’s not unique, nothing significant has been reported to have occurred here... it’s an old house - that’s it.

This HCM nomination is falling into the Boy Who Cried Wolf narrative and should not be deemed historic as nothing
productive, beautiful, or beneficial is occurring by maintaining the structure.

Thank you for your consideration and service to Los Angeles.

Claudia Baticele
8360 Clinton Ave
W. Hollywood 90046

https://mail.g oogle.com/mail/b/AOg 3winK2045Qe7H4cmdkwA92e0-tGS_elpdBavi_veBDPeYer/u/1/?ui=2&ik=af%4feea32&jsver=6HPtoh-TLvo.en.&cbl=gmail _... 1/1
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Planning CHC <chc@]lacity.org>

1848 South Gramercy-Please Deny

Claudia Baticele <claudiabaticele@gmail.com> Sun, Jun 24, 2018 at 11:49 AM

To: chc@lacity.org

Dear Historic Commissioners and LA City Staff:

We are in the midst of an unprecedented effort to address the decades-long housing affordability crisis in
Los Angeles. This means, we are actively seeking to build new homes - and every corner of the city is called
to do its part. This call-to-action has peaked the activity of the “Not-In-My-Backyard (NIMBY)” folks. The HCM
designation at 1848 Gramercy sadly speaks to another pitiful attempt by this contingent to block much-
needed housing. The property isn’t worth saving by Survey LA's standards -- and it didn’t occur to any of the
neighborhood to bother saving it, until it was slated for development. Suspicious? Absolutely. This strategy of
nominating buildings for HCM has been mobilized at a growing rate, and we must not be fooled. We have a
moral obligation to press-on in our pursuit of lifting LA out of the depths of this housing crisis.

This is not a battle between single-family homes and apartment buildings - we need homes of all types in
Los Angeles. And yet, we are woefully under-supplied with apartments, condos, and mixed-use spaces that
provide economic value to neighborhoods and create greater access for the diversity of people living
throughout Los Angeles. Do not let 1848 Gramercy be a victory for the NIMBY movement. Please deny this
HCM and help bring new, much-needed homes to LA. ¢

Thank you for your consideration and service to Los Angeles.

Claudia Baticele
8360 Clinton Ave
W. Hollywood 90046

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/AOg 3winK204v5Qe7H4cmdkwA92e0-tGS_elpJBavi_wveBDPeYer/u/1/?ui=2&ik=af%4feeal328&jsver=6HPtoh-TLwvo.en.&cbl=gmail_...
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Planning CHC <chc@]lacity.org>

1848 Gramercy

Chelsea Byers <chels.byers@gmail.com> Tue, Jun 26, 2018 at 4:11 PM

To: CHC@lacity.org
Cc: councilmember.wesson@lacity.org

To Whom It May Concern -

| believe that the HCM designation in question at 1848 Gramercy is yet another example of how the HCM
designation has been weaponized to block future development of much needed housing in Los Angeles. |
urge you to swiftly abandon this consideration.

This practice of weaponizing HCM's is shameful because it undermines the integrity of the HCM designation
and contributes to the larger housing crisis by stunting the growth of this city. This is an intentional practice
and it is rooted in narrow-minded thinking that has dangerous implications for the larger community. In this
case, 1848 Gramercy wasn’t motioned for designation until the land was purchased by a developer. The
existing single family home, built in the early 1900’s, hasn’t been deemed culturally or architecturally
significant by Survey LA and still, here we are debating this.

The small and vocal NIMBY contingent has become strategic in their attempts to stunt growth in Los
Angeles, and we should not fall for this trap. An HCM would stymie the potential for this valuable lot,
impacting Angelenos for generations to come.

Please, do not grant the HCM designation for 1848 Gramercy Place.

Thank you,
Chelsea Byers

Chelsea Byers
c: 480-580-3968

“No problem can be solved at the same level of consciousness that created it.” - Albert Einstein

b% Please consider the environment before printing this email.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/AOg 3winK204v5Qe7H4cmdkwA92e0-tGS_elpJBavi_wveBDPeYer/u/1/?ui=2&ik=af%4feeal328&jsver=6HPtoh-TLwvo.en.&cbl=gmail_...
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6/28/2018 City of Los Angeles Mail - Please deny the motion to preserve 1828 S Gramercy Place!

Planning CHC <chc@]lacity.org>

Please deny the motion to preserve 1828 S Gramercy Place!

Daniel Collins <dcinweho@gmail.com> Wed, Jun 20, 2018 at 10:53 PM

To: CHC@lacity.org

Dear CHC,

I have reviewed the motion to preserve 1828 S Gramercy as historic. The motion graciously describes a
property other than what the photographs show. After seeing the photographs included in the motion of the
interior and exterior, | do not believe this property should be saved.

The main house was divided into 3 sections during the 1930’s as the city was trying to combat a historic
housing crisis and never converted back to a single family. This fact should not be lost on the CHC. In the
90ish years since the property was converted to a multi family, it was never changed back because Los
Angeles has always been in need of more housing. If the integrity of the original main house is important to
this process then it needs to be noted that it hasn’t been an original structure in 90 years.

All three units in the main home appear beyond preservation and possibly beyond repair. | know if | was the
property owner | would not be willing to take on the expense of converting it back to a single family to meet
preservation guidelines. The rear house is not in much better shape and is attached to a garage that is
definitely beyond repair. The garage appears to be falling down, 'd condemn it so nobody gets hurt.

Please deny,
Dan Collins
900 N Orange Grove Ave #2

Los Angeles, CA 90046
(781) 999-0977

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/AOg 3winK204v5Qe7H4cmdkwA92e0-tGS_elpJBavi_wveBDPeYer/u/1/?ui=2&ik=af%4feeal328&jsver=6HPtoh-TLwvo.en.&cbl=gmail_...
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Planning CHC <chc@]lacity.org>

Please deny 1848 S Gramercy Place

Daniel Collins <dcinweho@gmail.com> Sun, Jun 24, 2018 at 8:17 PM
To: CHC@lacity.org

Dear Cultural Heritage Commissioners:

| am writing this letter in regards to the HCM nomination at 1848 S Gramercy PI, Council File: 18-
0330.

| am opposed to this nomination for a handful of reasons. The most obvious is due to the condition
of the property. This building is run down, modified, and offering little to no value as it currently
stands.

If this dilapidated building were to be preserved, what would the future plan with it be? Just to hold
onto something that is subject for demolition, or would it be converted into a museum, an
adaptively reused building, or something else? We have an opportunity with the land this building
sits on, but the wood structure itself is getting in the way.

Please deny this nomination and help improve our cities infrastructure, aesthetic, and ability to
achieve progress. Thank you for your consideration.

Dan Collins

900 N Orange Grove Ave. #2
Los Angeles, CA 90046

(781) 999-0977
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Daniel Freedman 1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor
Direct: 310-785-5391 Los Angeles, California 90067-4308
DFF@JMBM.COM (310) 203-8080 (310) 203-0567 Fax

www.jmbm.com

June 29, 2018

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-2018-3217-HCM
1848 South Gramercy Place, Los Angeles
Proposed Cultural Historic Monument Designation(s)
Hearing Date: July 5, 2018

Dear President Barron and Members of the Cultural Heritage Commission:

Our office represents Janet and Akhilesh ("A.J.") Jha, the owners of 1848 S.
Gramercy Place, Los Angeles, (the "Property"). We submit this letter in vigorous opposition to
the Historic Cultural Monument ("HCM") nomination of the Property, and to urge the Cultural
Heritage Commission ("Commission") to adopt staff's finding that the Property does not meet the
City of Los Angeles ("City") criteria for historic designation. As detailed herein, staff's
independent recommendation and findings mirror similar findings made by several other experts
that have looked at the Property over the years, all of which have agreed that the Property does not
have historic significance under local, state, or national standards. These opinions have been
reached by both City experts as well as independent expert-architectural historians, and should
inform the Commission's consideration of this nomination.

Consistency with these findings is even more important at this time, given that the
owners are currently in the process of developing a multi-family project - with dedicated affordable
units - for the Property. The historic designation of this dilapidated single-family home would (1)
completely undermine the proposed project, (i) threaten the development of much needed
affordable housing, and would (iii) leave the owner with a building that cannot be economically
repaired or rehabilitated.! For these reasons, and others as set forth below and in the staff report,
the Commission should recommend against the designation of this Property as an HCM.

! See Exhibit A, letter submitted by Structural Engineer Peter T. Erdelyi & Associates, Inc., recommending demolition
of substantial portions of the existing building based on "code violations, exposed timber structure, unsafe structural
elements, and inadequately observed and inspected structural additions... etc."

A Limited Liability Law Partnership Including Corporations / Los Angeles ¢ San Francisco ¢ Orange County
62188011v1



Cultural Heritage Commission
June 29, 2018
Page 2

BACKGROUND

At the time the owners purchased the Property about a year ago, the record and
expert opinions were clear; this Property was not a historic resource under any applicable standard.
Indeed, the City's recently completed historic-assessment survey, SurveyLLA, did not find the
Property to be either individually significant, or significant as a contributor to an existing or
potential district. The survey for this area was completed in March 2012, and was prepared by
Architectural Resources Group. A subsequent survey of "Industrial Zone Properties" was
completed in 2016, and again, this Property similarly was not identified as significant under any
standard. Understanding this, Janet and A.J. purchased the property with the intention of
redeveloping it into a 20-unit Transit Oriented Communities ("TOC") multi-family project, with
dedicated affordable housing units. In advancing this project, they filed a TOC verification with
planning in February of this year, and in April filed a building permit application to permit the
construction of a 20-unit TOC apartment building.? In May, the City Council made a motion
requesting the Commission's "report and recommendation" on the Property's eligibility for listing
as an HCM. After investigating the site and reviewing the nomination materials submitted in
connection with this Property, the Office of Historic Resources ("OHR") recommended against
the Property's listing as an HCM. Consistent with this recommendation, on June 7, 2018, the area's
neighborhood council considered, but refused to adopt, a motion supporting the designation of the
Property as an HCM. The HCM nomination is now scheduled to be heard by the Commission.

A. City Staff and the Experts at ESA Agree that the Property is not eligible for
designation as a Historic Cultural Monument.

All of the experts that have looked at this Property have agreed that it is not a
historic resource under any standard. In fact, as mentioned in the July 5, 2018 Staft Report ("Staff
Report"), this is not even the first time this Property has been reviewed for historic significance.
In 1987, the Property was investigated for its individual eligibility for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places in a Section 106 survey review. At that time, the Property was found
to be ineligible for individual listing. Attached as Exhibit B is the California Department of Parks
and Recreation HUD Memorandum memorializing this finding. Then, in 2012, SurveyLA
examined the Property yet again and reached the same conclusion, finding it to be ineligible for
listing under all national, state, and/or local designation programs. Notably, the Property was not
even identified as a contributor to any of the several potential historic districts considered in
SurveyLA for the South Los Angeles community.

More recently, the experts at Environmental Science Associates ("ESA") prepared
an in-depth Historic Resource Assessment ("HRA") of the Property, which similarly concluded
that the Property is "ineligible for listing under all applicable criteria at the federal, state, and local
levels." (See ESA's HRA attached as Exhibit C, Pg. 44.) These findings were confirmed and
reinforced by the Staff Report, which determined that the Property "does not meet any of the three
criteria of the Cultural Heritage Ordinance and [] is ineligible for designation as an Historic-

2 Building permit application no. 18010-20000-01503.
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Cultural Monument." (Staff Report, Pg. 2.) Finally, architectural historian Anna Marie Brooks
also looked at the Property and assessed the HCM nomination materials submitted to the City. Ms.
Brooks found that the "building does not qualify as an HCM under the LAAC's criteria..." and
recommended that the Commission adopt the Staff Report's findings. A copy of Ms. Brooks' letter
is attached hereto as Exhibit D. Given the consensus among City staff and independent experts,
we urge the Commission reach the same conclusion and find the Property to be ineligible for listing
as an HCM.

B. The Property's tangential relationship to the Werner v. Graham decision is of
little historic significance to the law, the City, California or the Nation.

The nomination materials rely heavily on the Property's alleged involvement in the
1919 California Supreme Court case Werner v. Graham, 181 Cal. 174 (Cal. 1919) ("Werner"),
claiming that the Property "was at the heart of a landmark legal case which established California
case law regarding covenants... and... changed the pattern of real estate development in Angelus
Vista..." As will be explained below, this statement is an exaggeration on many levels, as well as
a misrepresentation of the legal principal at issue in the Werner decision. First and foremost, the
Property and its owner's involvement in this lawsuit was negligible. The only reference to this
Property in the entire lawsuit was a reference to its lot number in one sentence; that's it. Neither
the Court's decision, nor any subsequent decision referencing the Werner case makes a single
reference to the 1848 Gramercy Place address, its owner, or its uses, and neither "Werner" or
"Graham" resided at the Property. Second, there is no evidence whatsoever establishing that the
owner at the time had any involvement in the lawsuit. Although the owner was at the time was
named as one of the many defendants in the case, this does not mean that she or the Property was
"at the heart" of the dispute, or even that she participated in the litigation. Here, there is no
evidence that the Property's owner Ms. Whitman played any role in the litigation other than being
a named defendant.

The nomination also exaggerates Werner's significance to the law and the Property
itself. While the outcome of the case had some legal significance in California as it related to the
use of quitclaim deeds for transferring property ownership subject to conditions, the decision had
absolutely no impact on the Property, its structures, or its owners. The result of that litigation
concerned only title restrictions and a title transfer, and had nothing to do with the single-family
home that had been constructed on the Property more than a decade before the litigation
commenced, and which continued to exist long after that decision was mostly overruled by the
California Supreme Court half-a-century ago in 1976 (See Riley v. Bear Creek Planning Comm.,
(1976) 17 Cal. 3d 500.) Given that, even if the case does have some cultural significance, it defies
logic to suggest that the Property exemplifies the significance of that court's decision in any way.
Finally, the Court's decision did not "turn[] existing law on its head" as suggested by the
nomination. While the facts of that case made for interesting case law at the time, they did not
relate to the typical real estate transaction, nor did it create a new area of law that fundamentally
influenced the use or development of CCRs as suggested by the nomination materials. This
decision was one of thousands of Supreme Court decisions issued on real estate disputes which
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have, as a whole, help shape the boundaries of California's common law over the years.
Accordingly, the nomination fails to establish that the Property's tangential relationship to the
Werner case has any historic significance with respect to the HCM criteria, and fails to make any
connection whatsoever between the actual structures on the Property and the legal principal at
issue in that litigation.

C. Designation of this Property as an HCM would Kkill the proposed housing
development and would violate the Housing Accountability Act.

While we understand the Commission does not typically give consideration to a
proposed future development when making a recommendation on an HCM nomination, in this
instance, the Commission should be aware that the owner has submitted an application to the City
to develop a multi-family development for the Property that includes dedicated affordable units.
Under California's Housing Accountability Act ("HOA"), after an application is submitted to local
government for a housing development project with affordable units, that entity may not impose
any restrictions on that development or take actions that would "have a substantial adverse effect
on the viability or affordability" of the pending development. (See California Government Code
Section 65589.5(1).) In this instance, the City's action of designating the Property as an HCM,
notwithstanding all of the expert testimony to the contrary, would unquestionably render the
current project financially infeasible and would inhibit the owner's ability to provide dedicated
affordable housing units as currently proposed. Accordingly, the last-minute designation of this
Property as an HCM would not only kill the owner's proposed project, but would also impede the
development of affordable units. Such designation would in turn constitute a violation of the HOA,
which would be subject to a challenge by — and potential liability to — not only the owner, but also
interested housing organizations working to protect affordable housing developments.

CONCLUSION

Considering the consensus between staff, ESA, and those who advised the City in
the preparation of SurveyLA, it is clear the Property does not qualify as an HCM and does not
meet the criteria set forth in LAAC Section 22.171.7 for HCM designation. Moreover, given the
Property's poor condition, designation of the building as an HCM would make it impossible for
the owner to economically maintain the structure while also bringing it to code. We therefore urge
the Commission to deny this nomination. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

DANIEL F. FREEDMAN of
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP
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Enclosures

CC:  Jordan Beroukhim, Planning Deputy, Los Angeles City Council District 10
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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May 29, 2018

Job# JHAA-011

Ref:  Status of existing residence at 1848 S Gramercy PI, L.A., CA. 90019

To Whom It May Concern,

|, Peter Erdelyi, a licensed professional Engineer, on or about May 2018 was retained to observed the
existing residence, built approximately in the 1940’s to determine the structural life safety issues that
may or may not exist. | have been a practicing professional Engineer since 1977 with a California
Licensed P.E. since 1976. For most of the last 42 years a major portion of my work included remodeling
existing structures like this one to a magnitude in excess of 10,000. The following is my reported
findings.

OBSERVATIONS, DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS:

| visited the site to determine the extent of structural life safety conditions of the residence due to
reported additions that may not have had permits and therefore lack the necessary engineering and city
inspection process that ensures for a safe structure for both fire and seismic. In addition plumbing,
mechanical, and other utilities and related features necessary for a proper residence.



RECOMMENDATION (S) :

With so many code violations, exposed timber structure, unsafe structural elements, inadequately
observed and inspected structural additions and non-inspected utility systems, sewer, water, insulation,
fire protection and flexible unit in 3 or 4 different ways and more, | would recommend based upon cost
all five of these items should be removed (demolished).

LIMITATION:

The evaluation of an existing structure requires that certain assumptions be made regarding conditions,
some of these assumptions cannot be verified without expending great sums of additional money, time,
or destroying otherwise adequate or serviceable portions of the structure.

The above report is hereby given for purposes so stated to assist the owner, insurance company,
potential buyer, consultants, contractors and others who may be directly or indirectly effected by these
findings. This report was prepared within the scope of current structural standards of engineering
practice for codes in the locality of having jurisdiction. It is beyond our ability to evaluate the
performance based upon older codes for which this structure was designed and / or built under. Peter T
Erdelyi & Associates and its owner waives any and all responsibility and liability for problems that may
occur when recommendations presented in this report are followed without having them properly
engineered and/or permitted. Potential fixes are not limited to these recommendations only. There may
be other solutions more or less restrictive. In my opinion this house does not meet the criteria to be a
Historic-Cultural Monument.

Sincerely,

Peter T Erdelyi
C-26962
310553-9339
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
P.O. BOX

2390 .. .
SACRAMEm‘égkaS\n 1465-8006

JAN 2 8 1987 - Reply To: HUD 861211 C-F

HMr. David E. Gueen

Deputy Chief Underyriter
Bentar Wovrtgage Company
P.O. Box 15803 .
Knoxville, T8 3793%-2803

Dear Hr. Quean:
FHA Section 223{f} for Properties located at

i1 S. Rampart Boulevard, 633 S. Shatto Place,
5272 Hotlywood Beulevard, 1848 Gramercy Piace

1 understand from your December 10, 1886 Tetier that the HUD Los 2ngeles area
office may have asked you to obtain my views about the potential historic
status of the four propertiss listed zbove.

5272 Hollywood Boulevard and 1848 Gramercy Place were iavenioried and
evaluated as part of a virtually comprehensive Hollywood historic survey.
693 S, Shatto amd 711 S. Rampart were not coversd by this survey nor, io my
knowledge , by any oiher.

It is my opinion thal none of these properties would be eligible for inclusion
in the National Register of Historic Places as examples of architeciure.
Unfortunately, I have no iaformation which could help is determine if they
might be significant for Bbistorical reasons or because of any association with
noteworthy persons. I tend to think, houever., that such significance would
probabiy not be found. :

In any case, it does not appear to me that ithe work you prepare would be
injuriocus to any characteristic that cculd make these properiies significant
except perhaps the proposed window replacement. Even though These buildings
do not appear to meet National Register criteria, I would suggest where window
replacenent is absoclutely necessary, that it be domns in Kind or with
appropriately reglicated modern repiacements using other materials.
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OUR COMMITMENT TO SUSTAINABILITY | ESA helps a variety of
public and private sector clients plan and prepare for climate change and
emerging regulations that limit GHG emissions. ESA is a registered
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1848 South Gramercy Place - Historic Resources
Assessment Report

The purpose of this Historic Resources Assessment Report (Report) is to identify and evaluate
potential historical resources located at 1848 South Gramercy Place, City of Los Angeles (City),
Los Angeles County, California on assessor parcel number (APN) 5073-016-009 (1848 South
Gramercy Place or subject property). This Report was prepared to comply with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), to assess 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. The Report includes a discussion of the survey methods used, a
brief historic context of the subject property and surrounding area, and the identification and
evaluation of the subject property.

The subject property is located at 1848 South Gramercy Place, on a lot 76 within the Angelus
Vista Tract (Tract). The subject property is bounded to the north by a multi-family residential unit
built in 1922; to the east by a single-family residence built in 1907; to the west by two
commercial buildings and vacant lot, built in 1966 and 1922; and to the west by South Gramercy
Place. Across the street is a vacant overgrown lot and a 1962 apartment building. The subject
property is improved with a single-family residence (Residence), constructed by Naldo F. Stokes
in 1907 and articulated in the Tudor Revival style.

In 1987, the subject property was evaluated as part of a Section 106 Review for the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The City of Los Angeles Historic
Resource Inventory from 2012, indicates that it was assigned a 6Y CHRS status, denoting that the
property (P-19-173454) was “determined ineligible for NR by consensus through Section 106
process- Not evaluated for CR or Local Listing.” In 2012, SurveyL A conducted a survey of the
South Los Angeles Community Plan Area and did not identify 1848 Gramercy Place as an
individually significant historic resources or as a contributor to a potential historic district,
including the Angelus Vista Historic District.!

As aresult of ESA’s investigations, the current conclusions concur with the 1987 findings that the
property is not eligible for listing on the National Register. Since the previous evaluation was
conducted over five years ago, ESA re-evaluated the subject property at the federal, state, and

1 Architectural Resources Group, Historic Resources Survey Report: South Los Angeles, Prepared for the City of Los

Angeles, Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources, March 2012.
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local levels. Here, ESA found the subject property ineligible for listing under all applicable
criteria at the federal, state, and local levels.

There is no evidence that suggests the subject property was significant to the development of the
Angelus Vista Tract as the residence was built five years after the commencement of the
subdivision construction. Also, there are intact early examples of single-family residences within
the tract and within in the Angelus Vista Historic District that otherwise detract from the
importance of such a late example. Furthermore, the subject property lacks architectural merit as
an excellent example of the Tudor Revival style and a notable work of builder Naldo Stokes. The
subject property also has not yielded and is not likely to yield information important in prehistory
or history. In addition, the subject property lacks integrity of design, materials, workmanship and
feeling due to alterations. Therefore, ESA recommends that the subject property not be
considered a historical resource pursuant to CEQA and that it be assigned a California Historic
Resource (CHR) Status Code of 6Z, noting it as ineligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places (National Register or NR) as California Register of Historical Resources
(California Register or CR), as well as local designation, through survey evaluation.
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1848 South Gramercy Place
Historic Resources Assessment Report

Introduction

Environmental Science Associates (ESA) has been retained by Akhilesh Jha (Applicant), to
conduct a Historic Resources Assessment (HRA) for 1848 South Gramercy Place, in the South
Los Angeles neighborhood of the City of Los Angeles (City). The purpose of this Report is to
identify and evaluate potential historical resources located at 1848 South Gramercy Place, Los
Angeles, Los Angeles County, California on assessor parcel number (APN) 5073-016-009. This
Report was prepared to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), to assess
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. The Report
includes a discussion of the survey methods used, a brief historic context of the subject property
and surrounding area, and the identification and evaluation of the subject property.

ESA personnel involved in the preparation of this report are as follows: Margarita Jerabek, Ph.D.,
Director of Historical Resources, Ashley Brown, M.A.., Senior Architectural Historian, Hanna
Winzenried, M.S.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.

Current Setting

The subject property is located at 1848 Gramercy Place in the neighborhood of Venice in the City
of Los Angeles (City), California, on Assessor Parcel Number (APN) 5073-016-009 (“1848
Gramercy Place,” or “subject property”) Figure 1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. As
mentioned above and shown in Figure 2, Aerial Photograph of Project Site, the subject property
is improved with a single-family residence (Residence), constructed in 1907 and articulated in the
Tudor Revival style. To the rear of the Residence is a small shed that was likely built circa 1985.
The subject property is bounded to the north by a multi-family residential unit built in 1922; to
the east by a single-family residence built in 1907; to the west by two commercial buildings and a
vacant lot, built in 1966 and 1922, respectively; and to the west by South Gramercy Place. Across
the street is a vacant overgrown lot and a 1962 apartment building. The project will demolish the
current improvements on the subject property.

1848 South Gramercy Place 1 ESA /D170785.00
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Figure 2
Aerial Photograph of Project Site and Vicinity



Research and Field Methodology

ESA’s qualified architectural historians, including Margarita C. Jerabek, Ph.D., Director of
Historic Resources; Ashley Brown, M.A., Senior Architectural Historian; and Hanna Winzenried,
M.S.C., Associate Architectural Historian, completed this study, all of whom meet and exceed the
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards in history and architectural
history. The investigations were conducted under the direction of Dr. Jerabek. This Report was
authored by Ms. Brown and Ms. Winzenried. Professional qualifications are included in
Appendix A.

The following tasks were performed by ESA’s architectural historians for the study:

e A pedestrian survey and digital photography was undertaken by Ashley Brown on May 11,
2018 to document the existing conditions of the subject property and the surrounding vicinity.

e Site-specific research on the property was conducted utilizing building permits, assessor’s
records and map books, Sanborn Fire Insurance maps (Sanborn maps), historical Los Angeles
Times, Ancestry.com, Newspapers.com, and other published sources. ESA staff conducted
research at the City Department of Building and Safety (LADBS), and the City Department
of Planning.

o ESA staff reviewed and analyzed ordinance, statutes, regulations, bulletins, and technical
materials relating to federal, state, and local historic preservation, designation assessment
processes, and related programs.

e ESA staff completed a historic resource assessment of the potential historic resource based
upon criteria used by the National Register of Historic Places (National Register), California
Register of Historical Resources (California Register), and City Cultural Heritage Ordinance.

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.

Federal Eligibility Criteria and Integrity Aspects
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
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impairment.”? 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;

Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

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.*

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;

36 CFR Section 60.2.

“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.

National Register Bulletin 15, p. 19.
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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 Aow, 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.

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.3

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.® Determining which of these aspects are most important to a particular
property requires knowing why, where and when a property is significant.” 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).”® In assessing the integrity

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.

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.
National Register Bulletin 15, p. 44.

“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
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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.”

State Register and Eligibility Criteria
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.

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.!!

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:

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

e California Registered Historical Landmarks from No. 770 onward;

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.

“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.

10" PRC Section 5024.1(a).

11" PRC Section 5024.1(b).

12 PRC Section 5024.1(d).
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e 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.!3

Other resources which may be nominated to the California Register include:
e Individual historical resources;
e Historical resources contributing to historic districts;

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

e Historical resources designated or listed as local landmarks, or designated under any local
ordinance, such as an HPOZ.!4

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.

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.!?

13 PRC Section 5024.1(d).
14 PRC Section 5024.1(e)

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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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:

Properties listed in the National Register or the California Register;

Properties determined eligible for listing in the National Register or the California Register;
Appears eligible for National Register or the California Register through survey evaluation;
Appears eligible for the National Register or the California Register through other evaluation;
Properties recognized as historically significant by local government;

Not eligible for listing or designation as specified; and

A o

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
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.”!6

Local Cultural Heritage Ordinance and Eligibility Criteria
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 social 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

16 California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 11.5, Section 4852(c)
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Historic-Cultural Monuments are regulated by the City’s Cultural Heritage Commission and the
City Council.

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:

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

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

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

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

Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ) Ordinance Eligibility
Criteria

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 created
in 1079 and most recently amended and re-adopted by the Los Angeles City Council in 2017.17
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.!8

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.

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.
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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:

e 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

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

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

SurveyLA Eligibility Standards

SurveyL A was a citywide survey that identified and documented significant historic resources
representing important themes in the City’s history. The survey and resource evaluations were
completed by consultant teams under contract to the City of Los Angeles and the supervision of
the OHR. The program was managed by the OHR, which maintains a website for SurveyLA.20
The field surveys covered the period from approximately 1850 to 1980 and included 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 reflected 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, conducted from 2010-2017,
were completed in three phases by Community Plan Area. All tools and methods developed for
SurveyL A met state and federal professional standards for survey work.

Los Angeles’ citywide Historic Context Statement (HCS) was designed for use by SurveyLA
field surveyors and by all agencies, organizations, and professionals completing historic resources
surveys in the city of Los Angeles. The context statement was 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 provided a
consistent framework for evaluating historic resources. It was adapted for local use to evaluate
the eligibility of properties for city, state, and federal designation programs and to facilitate
environmental review processes.2! The HCS used 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 indicated 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

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

21

SurveyLA: Los Angeles Historic Resources Survey, http://preservation.lacity.org/survey, accessed January 5, 2017.
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.
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eligible. Moreover, there are many variables to consider in assessing integrity depending on why
a resource is significant.

Environmental Setting

Historic Context

Early Single-Family Residential Development, (1880-1930)
Angelus Vista Tract

The Angelus Vista Tract (Tract) was subdivided on November 13, 1902 by owners Fred W.
Marshall and E.A. Stent from a portion of the S'2 of the N.E.V4 of Section 35, Township 1 South,
Range 14 West of the S.B.B.M.”22 The Tract was bounded by 16" Street (Venice Boulevard) and
the Los Angeles Electric Railway to the north; by the College Grounds and Manhattan Place to
the east; Washington Street (Washington Boulevard) to the south, and Wilton Place and a portion
of J. H. Miller’s land to the west (Figure 3). In a 1902 advertisement in the Los Angeles Times,
owners of the Tract, Marshall & Stearns sold lots for a short time at $750 a parcel, and that the
price would go up to $1000 in a few short weeks. The Tract offered proximity the Country Club,
Nevin Tract, Harvard Military School, and “mountains and valley views, and cool ocean breezes
all summer long.”23

Building restrictions for the tract required the constructed residences to cost a minimum of
$2,000, resulting in large upper-middle class residences found on the tract. Wide streets were
paved as part of the subdivision. The tract primarily contains single-family residences constructed
between 1906 and 1930. There are duplexes and fourplexes scattered through the tract built in the
1910s due to the growing population that occurred along the same time as the LARY streetcar
expanded along Washington Blvd in 1911. Most of these buildings are in the Craftsman style
although there are examples of the American Foursquare, Mediterranean Revival, and Spanish
colonial revival residences. The tract has concrete sidewalks, grassy parkways, and street trees.
Most of the residences are elevated from the sidewalk and have rear garages.?*

Fred W. Marshall and E.A. Stent decided the tract should have “high grade restrictions” where
each house is set back a certain distance from the property line. The roads and sidewalks were
built before any houses were. They did this so that the neighborhood could be a “first class
neighborhood.”?> In 1902 newspaper advertisements it was stated that “you buy in the direct
trend of the finest residence section of the city, and where elevation, view and the general
enforcement of building restrictions will attract the best builders and the best homes.”2¢ Also

22 City of Los Angeles, Map Book 2, 73.
23 “Angelus Vista,” The Los Angeles Times, July 6, 1902.

SurveyLA, “Angelus Vista Historic District,” South Los Angeles Historic Districts, Planning Districts, and Multi-
Property Resources, March 2012, Pg. 1.

25 Fred W. Marshall, “Ramona Park,” The Los Angeles Herald Sun (Los Angeles, CA) August 14, 1910.
26 The Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA) July 21, 1902.
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advertised were the great views of the grand valley and mountains from every lot, which would
be ensured by the restrictions.2’
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The early 1907 Sanborn map of the region depicts that people began purchasing and building
mid-sized two-story single-family residences closer to West 18™ Street and Venice Boulevard,
near the streetcar line, and the area closer to Washington Street (Boulevard) remained
undeveloped (Figure 4). According to the 1921 Sanborn Map, the west side of South Gramercy
and homes along Wilton Place between Washington and Pico Boulevards were almost fully
developed, and few lots remained (Figure 5). Also by this time, a transition had begun from a
streetcar suburb at the northern end of Tract (along what is now Venice Boulevard), to an
automobile suburb as many of the residences erected detached garages. In addition, according to
historic photographs, by 1928 the area of Washington Boulevard, also began to develop with
commercial businesses after the Los Angeles Railway line was added after 1911. By the 1950
Sanborn, infill development of larger multi-family residences had begun to transform the
neighborhood along West 18" Street. Sanborn maps are available in Appendix B.
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Architectural Style

Arts and Crafts Movement, 1895-1930
Early Tudor Revival, 1895-1929

The subject property’s architectural style was derived from the Arts and Crafts Movement which
originated in England during the second half of the nineteenth century as a reaction to nineteenth
century industrial culture. The Arts and Crafts Movement called for a return to honesty and utility
in design, handcrafted construction, and the use of natural materials. Advocates of the movement
in England, including William Morris, argued that relying on handcrafted construction allowed
each creation to be an individual work rather than a standardized industrial product. In the United
States, the Arts and Crafts Movement included architecture, furniture, and decorative arts.

The Craftsman style was adaptable across socioeconomic categories and included both large
finely crafted homes for the affluent class, and small modestly built cottages or bungalows for the
working class. In contrast to earlier styles, the bungalow was intended for the servant-less
household and could be built by either an unskilled builder using plans from books or with kits
fully cut and shipped from mail-order houses. The Craftsman style was publicized extensively in
lifestyle magazines of the period, which led to a flourishing of pattern books, some of which
offered prefabricated “kit” components for on-site assembly such as products by Sears Roebuck
and Company and Pacific Ready-Cut Homes. In other examples, architects and master builders
used the architectural vocabulary of the Craftsman style to create complex and highly detailed
residential architecture.

The architecture of the Craftsman style was defined by its use of natural materials, hand
craftsmanship, integration into the landscape, incorporation of the climate, and broad
horizontality with multilevel eaves. Craftsman style single-family residences were once
ubiquitous throughout the United States. However, because of their wide covered front porches,
a key design feature that functioned as an outdoor room, Craftsman properties were especially
popular in warmer areas of the country, such as Southern California. The typical Craftsman
residence is one to one-and-one-half stories in height. Its character defining features include: low-
pitched hipped or gabled roofs; wide, overhanging eaves; exposed rafter tails; decorative
brackets, knee braces or false beams under gable pitches; full- or partial-front porch with tapered
wood posts and/or masonry piers; shingle, clapboard or ship-lap siding; emphasis on natural
materials such as stone, handcraftsmanship; emphasis on horizontality in design; and exposed
structural members, often used as ornamentation.

As mentioned above, the Arts and Crafts movement was influenced by domestic English
architecture in the Sixteenth Century. As such, a sub-theme of the Arts & Crafts movement was
the Tudor Revival style. Tudor Revival architecture in Los Angeles was often applied to large
estates, middle-class homes, bungalows, as well as small-scale commercial buildings.28 Tudor
Revival residences were unlike Georgian style, which were very formal with symmetrical
balance, whereas the Tudor Revival style could be added to and spread “organically in the

28 Teresa Grimes, “Arts and Crafts Movement, 1895-1905,” SurveyLA Citywide Historic Context Statement, Los
Angeles: City of Los Angeles, June 2016, 22.
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landscape.” Many Tudor Revival style residences within the Arts and Crafts movement featured
projecting wings, clustered and projecting chimneys, perpendicular windows, spacious floor
plans, slate roof shingles, casement windows (either wood or metal), paneled wood doors,
decorative timbers on the upper stories. 29

“The Tudor Revival style was favored in up-scale neighborhoods in Los Angeles such as West
Adams in the early years of the twentieth century, often appearing side-by-side with
Craftsman.”30 Both the Craftsman and Tudor Revival styles replaced the earlier Victorian styles
that were prominent in the Downtown area in the “early years of its development and signaled
the growing prosperity of the city builders who spearheaded the movement toward more suburban
residential areas.”! During the first three decades of the 20th century, the Arts and Crafts
movement was common in Los Angeles and the residential neighborhoods of Harvard Heights,
Jefferson Park/ West Adams, Arlington Heights, Koreatown, Hancock Park, Pasadena,
Hollywood, and Highland Park. The Arts & Crafts movement has a generally recognized
national period of significance of 1905 to 1930 during the time when this style was most
common. Craftsman and Tudor Revival style residences dating from 1905 to 1930 are associated
with the architectural styles and culture of early 20th century residential architecture. They
illustrate the broad influence of the Arts and Crafts Movement on the local architects, designers,
and builders working in Los Angeles during the first few decades of the 20th century.
Furthermore, they represent the identity and values of the occupants, who found in this style and
method of construction a means by which to satisfactorily accommodate themselves and their
families economically, and to express their individuality by selecting from and combining a wide
variety of plans, window treatments, door treatments, porches, and architectural features then
available.

Other examples within the Tract of the Tudor Revival and Craftsman styles include: 1651 South
Gramercy, built in 1907 and designed by architect Francis X. Lourdou; 1614 South Wilton built
by Hinkleman & Co. in 1908; 1645 South Gramercy built in 1921 1829 South Gramercy built by
E.L. Petetfito in 1908; 1831 South Wilton designed by F.M. Tyler in 1906; 1835 South Wilton
built in 1908; 1826 South Wilton Place designed by F.M. Tyler in 1910 (Figure 6 and 7); 1645
South Wilton built in 1906; 1625 Cimarron Street built in 1904.

29 1bid., 22-24.

30 Teresa Grimes, “Arts and Crafts Movement, 1895-1905,” SurveyLA Citywide Historic Context Statement, Los
Angeles: City of Los Angeles, June 2016, 23.

31 1bid., 23.
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Figure 6
1651 S. Gramercy Place, built 1908 and designed by Francis X. Lourdou

SOURCE: Google, 2018
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Figure 7
1826 S. Wilton Place, designed by F.M. Tyler in 1910

SOURCE: Google, 2018
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Property Type
Single-Family Residence

The subject property was built as an example of a mid-size single-family residence, which was
quite popular within the Tract and the South Los Angeles Area, a budding suburb at the time. For
lower income working families, single-family residences often consisted of one-story smaller
bungalows. Bungalows were often constructed on a budget, which is reflected in their vernacular
design and use of materials, such as wood-frame construction resting on brick foundations and
minimal architectural ornamentation. Many of these bungalows were quickly constructed, small
homes that were added onto in multiple stages. The architecture emphasized simple focal points,
including decorative shingling or board and batten siding exterior treatments, gables, bay
windows, porches, windows and doors. Whereas middle and upper-class families built larger two
and two-half story residences on larger lots in the prominent styles of the early 20® Century such
as Craftsman, Tudor Revival, Spanish Colonial Revival, and Colonial Revival. Many of these
single-family residences featured lavish designs incorporating large multi-lite windows, hand
carved woodwork, custom millwork in the interior with spacious floorplans. Generally, the larger
residences were placed on larger lots to allow for the maximum amount of yard space, patios, and
courtyards on the site promoting outdoor living.

Construction and Occupancy History of 1848 South Gramercy
Place

Construction History

Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety (LADBS), Los Angeles County Assessor
Records, Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, historic photographs were consulted to develop a history
of permitted alterations at the subject property (Table 1). The first building permit for the subject
property was filed in 1907 by Minnie Stokes. Her husband, Naldo F. Stokes was identified as the
builder for the two-story, eight room residence (Figure 8). The 1910 Assessor Record noted a 2
V5 story single family residence with concrete foundation and basement; gable shingled roof; good
construction; fireplace; coal furnace; 8 plumbing fixtures hooked to sewer; electric lighting; plain
wood trim; ornamental stock finishes; buffet; bookcases. They also noted that the current owner
rented out the property at $45/month.
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SOURCE: USC

Figure 8
Residence in 1928

The second building permit, which the Assessor Record collaborates, was for a 20 x 23” one-story
addition to the rear of the two-story single family residence. This addition, noted as a “billiards
room” would have a concrete foundation with a 9’ ceiling. The 1921 Sanborn Map indicates a
two-story detached garage located on the property, and by the 1960 Sanborn, the two-story
detached garage has been demolished a new garage has been built (but, now demolished). The
next available building permit was for owner Maggie Wilson in 1982, who had a fire door and
new stairs installed to the two-story residence. The next permit available was for earthquake
damage. This involved repairing the foundation, adding anchor bolts and plywood, cripple walls
to the residence and detached garage. Building Permits are available in Appendix C, and
Assessor Records are available in Appendix D.
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TABLE 1
1848 SOUTH GRAMERCY PLACE

Los ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY BUILDING PERMITS32

Architect
Permit/ (A) and/or
Assessor Contractor
Date # Owner (C) Valuation ($) Description

7/2/1907 03846 Minnie Stokes Naldo F. $3,500 Residence, two-stories, 38 x 40’,
Stokes (C) concrete foundation, brick chimney,
shingle peak roof, cellar,

1910 Assessor  Eleanor G. 2 > story single family residence
Record Whitman with concrete foundation and

basement; gable shingled roof;
good construction; fireplace; coal
furnace; 8 plumbing fixtures
hooked to sewer; electric lighting;
plain wood trim; ornamental stock
finishes; buffet; bookcases.
Occupancy indicated rented at
$45/month

04/23/1920 6032 R.M. Stagg Hess & $1,000 20x23’ addition “billiards room” to a
Avora (C) Residence, one-story addition,
concrete foundation, 9’ ceiling

9/15/1920 Assessor  R.M. Stagg $1,000 A 20x23’ addition to the 2 %% story
Record single-family residence with
concrete foundation; shake siding;
composition roof; good
construction; wood trim; “art glass,”
plain, ornamental, stock finishes;
oak buffet; good condition.

03/15/1982 7046 Maggie Wilson N/A $1,500 Install fire door and new stairs to a
two-story, with detached garage

04/06/1995 36945 William Foster N/A $18,000 Earthquake damage, repair
foundation and add anchor bolts
and plywood, cripple wall to a SFD
w/ Detached Garage (Length 63’ x
Width 35’ x Height 20°)

Unpermitted Alterations

In addition to the permitted changes to the Residence, ESA’s architectural historians noted the
following unpermitted alterations (Figure 9). On the west (primary) elevation, the front door
appears to have been replaced and a security grill added; the original porch has been altered and
multi-lite window removed and replaced with a faux timber and aluminum- slider window
(Figure 10); and a planter box has been removed from the second-story paired windows. The
porch also has new concrete foundation with rocks added, and scored walkway. The columns and
stucco cladding has been restuccoed with a thick-coarse concrete plaster (the chimney appears to
have the original stucco finish). The original columns on the porch, also were most likely wood,
as popular within the neighborhood, and other Stokes’ residences. Additionally, the original roof
was shingle, similar to the shingle shakes on the second story. These shingle shakes can be seen
under the current composition roof. On the south elevation, two windows have been replaced, and
a grill has been added to the attic window. The port-cochere has also been compromised, as verge
board has been extended, it is also now supported by two metal pipes, and furthermore, the

32 Documentation exists for all permits and certificates of occupancy listed in this table.
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original wood trim has been rough stuccoed. On the east elevation, there is a second-story
addition made to the 1920s permitted addition. Stairs were also added at this time. Windows
located on the north side of the addition have been altered. Also at the rear, windows on the rear
porch have been enclosed and a door added. On the rear roof, a skylight was also added. On the
north elevation a window has been replaced and another filled in.
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Figure 9
Residence in 1928 and today

SOURCE: USC, Google
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Figure 10
Front fagade window alteration from exterior and interior

SOURCE: ESA, 2018
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Builder
Naldo and Minnie Stokes

Naldo F. Stokes was born in 1866 in Pennsylvania, and his wife, Minnie, was born in 1875 in
Ireland.33 They were married in 1881 in Chicago and moved to Los Angeles in 1897.34 They had
one son, Frank in 1914. In the 1920 United States Federal Census, Naldo was listed as a self-
employed contractor.33

Minnie Stokes and Naldo F. Stokes worked together as early independent real estate developers,
buying approximately three lots at a time within a tract or area to develop and then sell. Minnie
handled the real estate and Naldo was the builder. For example, in the Los Angeles Herald Sun,
1909, it was stated that Minnie Stokes bought lots 29, 30, and 31 in the Wellington Place Tract
with the plan to have her husband improve each with a “fine residence” and to be sold.3¢ Many of
their buildings, two story residences or bungalows, were listed in the newspapers and were to be
sold for around $3-6,000.37 One example of this was, Naldo built three homes on Raymond
Avenue within four months, which were then quickly bought up by newcomers flooding into
California. The newspaper stated, “[t]he inside finish is of a very high order, all the floors on the
lower story being in oak, and on the upper in maple. The houses have handsome mantle-pieces,
beamed ceilings, built in buffets, and all the accessories of a comfortable, modern house.”38
Blocks in Los Angeles were similarly developed in triplets of homes, like this example, and
quickly bought up in the 1910s.39

Naldo F. Stokes and his family often lived in one of the residences they built before selling them.
In 1916, the residence the Stokes lived in the Hollywood Foothill District was sold to Frederick
M. Steele, the former president of the Highland Park National Bank of Chicago.4? They also often
used their residence as an example of the quality of work they could do. In 1905, their residence
at 1905 Grace Ave was listed in many newspaper advertisements as an example of Naldo F.
Stokes quality of craftsmanship.4!

Stokes built a number of residences that are currently contributors in historic districts within Los
Angeles. His houses followed the trends at the time of their construction and mimicked many
popular designs by other architects. For example, many of the buildings he built in Adams-

33 United States Federal Census, 1920.

34 «Obituaries,” The Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), October 22, 1954.

35 United States Federal Census, 1920.

36 The Los Angeles Herald Sun (Los Angeles, CA) April 11, 1909.

37 The Los Angeles Herald Sun (Los Angeles, CA) January 15, 1909; The Los Angeles Herald Sun (Los Angeles, CA)
July 15, 1906; The Los Angeles Herald Sun (Los Angeles, CA) May 21, 1905; The Los Angeles Herald Sun (Los
Angeles, CA) November 18, 1906; The Los Angeles Herald Sun (Los Angeles, CA) September 27, 1908; The Los
Angeles Herald Sun (Los Angeles, CA) May 11, 1910; The Los Angeles Times Sun (Los Angeles, CA) April 19,
1906; The Los Angeles Times Sun (Los Angeles, CA) December 1, 1912; The Los Angeles Times Sun (Los Angeles,
CA) January 24, 1915; The Los Angeles Times Sun (Los Angeles, CA) July 17, 1904.

38 “Building the City Beautiful,” The Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA) September 28, 1909.

39 “Building the City Beautiful,” The Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA) September 28, 1909.

40 «Five Dwellings Change Hands, Week Notable for Sales of Large Houses,” The Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles
CA), February 27, 1916.

41 Los Angeles Department of City Planning. Recommendation Report, May 12, 2015, pg. 2.
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Normandie in the 1900s, such as 2707 S. Raymond Ave and 2656 Normandie Ave, were
constructed in the Craftsman style and mimicked other early houses in the neighborhood. In the
1910s, his buildings displayed more classical details. Examples include 1905 Grace Ave and 339
S. Oxford Ave. When he and his wife, Minnie, began developing in the Windsor Square district
in the early 1920s, he used the popular Spanish Colonial Revival styles on buildings such as the
residences found at 106 N Arden Blvd. and 108 S. Beachwood Dr. Naldo F. Stokes passed away
on February 15, 1929.42 Minnie passed away in 1954.43 Presented in Appendix E are the known
houses developed and built by Naldo and Minnie.

One of the best examples of his work in the Tudor Revival style is 2756 South Raymond Avenue,
Normandie Adams Historic District Contributor (Figure 11). Another notable example of his
work is 2656 Normandie Avenue in the Craftsman style. This residence was previously identified
as a district contributor to the local Normandie Adams Historic District (Figure 12).

1848 Gramercy Place / D170785.00

Figure 11
2756 S. Raymond Ave.

SOURCE: Google

42 “Naldo F. Stokes,” California, Death Index, 1905-1939
43 “Obituaries,” The Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), October 22, 1954,
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Figure 12

2656 Normandie Avenue

SOURCE: Google

Occupancy and Ownership History

City directories, building permits on file with the City’s Building Division, as well as Assessor,
U. S. Census, newspapers, and other records, were reviewed to determine if the subject property
has any significant associations with the productive lives of historic personages. The property
demonstrated a high turnover of occupancy as could be expected with a rental property. Table 2
below summarizes the occupancy and ownership history of 1848 S Gramercy Place.

The first known owner of the Residence was Eleanor G. Whitman, who appears to have rented
the subject property according to Assessor Records, may have not lived at the subject property.
The second known occupants of the subject property were Amasa and Effie Spring, and their
daughters Vera and Kathleen.** The subject property was owned by Eleanor G. Whitmam, who,
according to Assessor records, rented the property out to tenants at $45/month. Vera’s wedding to
Laurence Field Kelsy was announced in the Los Angeles Times and Los Angeles Herald in the
Society sections, they were married in 1911.45> Amasa was born in New York in 1869 and was a

44 “Wedding Date Announced,” Los Angeles Times, October 30, 1910.
45 “Popular Society Bud Makes Beautiful Bride,” Los Angeles Evening Herald, November 8, 1911.
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Civil Engineer; and Effie was born in Canada in 1871.4¢ Amasa and his family occupied the
home for only one year before moving to Beverly Hills. No additional information was found
pertaining to their lives.

The third known occupant was R.M. Stagg who built the billiards room for the subject property.
Raymond Stagg was born in 1886 in Stockton, California, and married to Ruth M. Stagg, the
couple had four children, Richard and Bret. R.M. Stagg was a commercial photographer for some
of the leading newspapers within Los Angeles, the Times and the Herald. After odd jobs,
Raymond began his own commercial photography business, which he worked in all lines of
business.*” According to the 1920 U.S. Census the couple also employed a servant while living at
the Residence. After a bitter divorce in 1925, , which lead to a nasty custody battle between
Ruth’s mother and Raymond, as Ruth had run off to Cuba, the family moved out of the
Residence.*8

The fourth known occupant was Carlos Cuevas in 1924. After Cuevas, the Kraus family moved
into the residence sometime before 1929. The Kraus family originated from Hungary and
immigrated to the United States in 1921. The family consisted of the matriarch, widow Regina,
daughter; Margaret (1888-?); sons Adolph (1869-?), a painter; Michael (1898-1979), a shoe
repairman and maker; Max, a shoe repairman; William, a shoe repairman and maker (1903-
1966); and Geo (George), a painter (1890-?).4° Members of the family lived on the property until
1951 and during that time took a number of lodgers. The first lodger was Julius Stern, a Jewish
Russian widower, in 1930. Thomas M. Maloney, a policeman, and Charlotte Nice, a nurse, lived
on the property in 1933. Following them, Alex Chisard, a cement worker, and Ethel Kaufman, a
beauty shop worker lodged at the property in 1937. In 1940, the Kraus’ had three additional
lodgers A.G. Spielman, born in Germany in 1876; Fred Campi born in Iowa in 1877; and Fred J.
Bradley, born in Arkansas in 1906.°° In 1942, John Withington, a salesman and Cherry lived on
the property. Withington was born in England in 1901 and immigrated to the United States in
1910. Following them, Fred Bradley, Jas F. Dorothy, a plaiter, and John Hann, a Taylor.
Following the Krauses, Ned D. Kojuharoff lived on the subject property. Ned was born in
Bulgaria in 1903 and passed away in 2004. The last residents on record are Albert Morning and
Timothy Robins.

46 Thirteenth Census of the United States, 1910 (NARA microfilm publication T624, 1,178 rolls). Records of the
Bureau of the Census, Record Group 29. National Archives, Washington, D.C. and U.S. City Directories, 1822-1995
[database on-line]. Provo, UT, USA: Ancestry.com Operations, Inc., 2011.

47 John Stewen McGroarty, Los Angeles from the Mountains to the Sea. American Historical Society, 1921, 72.

48 «Case Continued,” Los Angeles Times, November 29, 1926; and “Adoption Opposed by Father,” Los Angeles Times,
November 28, 1925.

49 United States of America, Bureau of the Census. F. ifteenth Census of the United States, 1930. Washington, D.C.:
National Archives and Records Administration, 1930. T626, 2,667 rolls; and United States of America, Bureau of
the Census. Sixteenth Census of the United States, 1940. Washington, D.C.: National Archives and Records
Administration, 1940. T627, 4,643 rolls.

30 United States of America, Bureau of the Census. Sixteenth Census of the United States, 1940. Washington, D.C.:
National Archives and Records Administration, 1940. T627, 4,643 rolls.
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The house had many lodgers over the years with quick turnaround. The longest residents were the
Kraus family members who most likely rented a unit within the house or the detached garage

(demolished).
TABLE 2
1848 GRAMERCY PLACE, LOS ANGELES OCCUPANCY HISTORY
Year Source Occupant Occupation
1910 Assessor Record Eleanor G. Whitman
(owner); rented property
1911 Los Angeles Times e Amasa Spring Civil Engineer
and Los Angeles - :
Herald o Effie Spring
e Vera Spring
1920 Assessor Record/ R.M. Stagg
Building Permit
1924 Los Angeles Directory ~ Carlos Cuevas Broker
Co.
1929-1933 Los Angeles Directory e Adolph Kraus Painter
1929-1950 Co.; Voter Registration | Michael Kraus Shoe Repair
1929-1948 Los Angeles Directory ~ Margaret Kraus
Co.; US Census
(1930, 1940; CA Voter
Registration
1930-1933 1930 US Federal e Regina Kraus Widow (David)
1930 C_ensus; Los Angeles o William Kraus Painter
Directory Co. )
1930-1951 ° George Kraus Painter
1930-1933 e Julius Stern (lodger)
1933 Los Angeles Directory e Max Kraus Shoe repair
Co. e Thomas M. Maloney Police
(lodger) Nurse
e Charlotte Nice
(lodger)
1940 US Census ¢ A.G. Spielman Salesman
(lodger)
o Fred Campi (lodger) Pointer
1940-1942 e Fred J. Bradley
(lodger)
1942 Los Angeles Directory e Cherry (lodger M. A.
Co. « John H. Withington ~ Salesman
(lodger)
Jas F. Dorothy Plaiting
(lodger)
e John Hann (lodger) Tailor
1981 Pacific Telephone Ned D. Kojuharoff
2000 Haines & Company e Albert Morning

e Timothy Robins
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Evaluation

Historical Resources identified

Previous Evaluations of the Subject Property

The subject property was evaluated as part of a Section 106 Review for HUD in 1987, the DPR
(19-173454) indicates that it was assigned a 6Y CHRS status, denoting “determined ineligible for
NR by consensus through Section 106 process- Not evaluated for CR or Local Listing.”

In 2012, SurveyL A conducted a survey of the South Los Angeles Community Plan Area, and did
not identify 1848 Gramercy Place as an individually significant historic resources or as a
contributor to a potential historic district.>!

Evaluation of Potential Historical Resources within the Subject
Property

Architectural Description

The subject property occupies a parcel on the east side of South Gramercy Place, just north of
Washington Boulevard. It is improved with a two-story an Arts & Crafts, Tudor Revival
residence, along with a detached garage, which is located at the southeast corner.

Residence

The residence is set back from the front property line. Access to the front door from the sidewalk
is provided by a scored concrete walkway. A scored concrete walkway (alteration) leads to the
front door from the driveway as well. The driveway is along the south (side) property line and
leads to the porte-corche. There is also a concrete slab for additional parking in the front yard area
(alteration). There is a lawn with some mature bushes along the front fagade of the residence
(Figure 13). The Residence is an irregularly shaped, westward oriented building with horizontal
massing. It has wood shingle and stucco cladding and is roofed in composite tiles. It has a
sideways-facing gable roof with an airplane second story with a similar roof and exposed rafter
tails. There are two casement wood windows with a small porch and railing. There is a cross
gable with half timbering designs, and decorative roof joists. In the cross gable, there are two
hung windows with 4/2 true-divided lites. There is a plane vergeboard. The entrance porch gable
is less steeply pitched but has similar decorative details to the larger cross gable. It is held up by
stucco clad rectangular columns. The entrance door is a large wood door with a security door
(alteration) and two wood side lites with 2/3 true-divided-lites. South of the entry porch is a semi-
hexagonal bay with a large wood hung window in the center and two hung windows on either
side with true-divided-lites. South of the bay is a small pop-out addition (alteration) with a fixed
window and half-timbering details (alteration). South of that is a porte-cochere.

51 Architectural Resources Group, Historic Resources Survey Report: South Los Angeles, Prepared for the City of Los
Angeles, Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources, March 2012.
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Figure 13
The primary (west) facade, view east

SOURCE: ESA 2018

The south (side) elevation has two side-facing gables and a shed roof covering the porte-cochere.
Close to the western side, there is a wood window with % true-divided lites (Figure 14). Under
the porte-cochere, there is a wood door with 2/5 true-divided-lites with a side lite with 3/5 true-
divided lites over a concrete and stucco step, this appears to be altered (Figure 15). East of that is
a wood awning window with 5/2 lites. East of that is a wood hung window and an aluminum
hung window (alteration). Above the porte-cochere is a wood casement window. On the second
story, there are two hung wood windows, a casement window, and a wood hung window and an
aluminum hung window (alteration) (Figure 16). The first story has stucco siding and the second
story has wood shingles. The eastern portion has two aluminum sliding windows, wood clapboard
siding and a low mansard roof (Figure 17).
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Figure 14
The Residence’s south elevation, view east

SOURCE: ESA 2018
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Figure 15
Secondary door on the south elevation, altered

SOURCE: ESA 2018
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Figure 16
The commercial building’s primary (west) elevation,
view southeast

SOURCE: ESA 2018

1848 Gramercy Place / D170785.00
Figure 17

The commercial building’s primary (west) elevation,
view southeast

SOURCE: ESA 2018

The north (side) elevation is partially obscured by the side-yard fence (Figure 18). There are
three wood casement windows on the west side of the northern elevation. Under the windows out
is a wood hung window. East of that is a pop-out on the second story with a shed roof. Under the
pop out is another window (Figure 19). East of that window, there is a wood casement window.
The second story has four wood windows: two casement windows and a hung window in the
center and an additional sliding window above the center window in the attic. Under the middle
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hung window is an aluminum sliding window (alteration) and east of that are three aluminum
windows (alteration) (Figure 20).

1848 Gramercy Place / D170785.00

Figure 18
The north (side) elevation

SOURCE: ESA 2018
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Figure 19
South (side) elevation

SOURCE: ESA 2018
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Figure 20
South (side) elevation

SOURCE: ESA 2018

The east (rear) elevation appears to be extensively altered. The south portion has a large pop out
addition with a low mansard roof, wood clapboard siding, and an aluminum sliding window on
the east elevation (alteration) and a wood hung window on the north elevation. On the first floor
north of the pop out is a window with decorative liting. Above that are two aluminum sliding
windows (alteration). On the north elevation are two aluminum sliding windows (alteration) and a
door. In the middle of the east elevation are two wood windows obscured by security bars. To the
very north is another pop-out with a wood door and two closed in fan-lites (alteration) (Figure
21).
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Figure 21
East (rear) elevation

SOURCE: ESA 2018
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Shed

There is a shed in the east (rear) yard of the property. It has vertical wood siding, a shed roof, and
a door with a wood window on either side on the west elevation. The door has a security door
(alteration) (Figure 22)

1848 Gramercy Place / D170785.00

Figure 22
East (rear) elevation

SOURCE: ESA 2018
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SurveyLA Registration Requirements and Eligibility Standards

There is one SurveyL A theme associated with the subject property: Early Residential
Development: Single-Family Development (1880-1930), and Early Tudor Revival style (1895-
1929).52 The following is the Context Summary Table developed by the OHR that defines the
eligibility standards, character-defining features, and integrity aspects a historical resource needs
to have in order to be considered eligible in association with the aforementioned theme. These
standards were utilized in the evaluation of the improvements on the subject property that follows

below.

SurveyL A Eligibility Criteria
Context: Early Residential Development: Single-Family Residential Development

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF
SIGNIFCANCE

Resources significant within the theme of early residential Development include single-
and multi-family residences. Properties evaluated under this theme may be significant in
the areas of Settlement and/or Community Planning and Development for their
association with the earliest periods of residential development in Los Angeles. Although
not required, some resource may also be significant examples of their respective styles.
Multi-family properties may also represent significant examples of multi-family building
types.

PROPERTY TYPE:

Residential; Single Family Residence/Multi-Family Residence

PROPERTY SUB TYPE:

Significant property types are those representing important periods of early residential
development in neighborhoods of Los Angeles

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

Citywide

AREA OF SIGNIFICANCE

Settlement; Community Planning and Development

CRITERIA

AN

PERIOD OF SIGNIFICANCE

1880-1930

ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS:

Dates from the period of significance

Represents very early period of settlement/residential development in a neighborhood or
community

Is a rare surviving and intact example of the type in the neighborhood or community

CHARACTER
DEFINING/ASSOCIATIVE
FEATURES:

Retains most of the essential physical and character defining features form the period of
significance

Has an important association with early settlement or residential development within a
neighborhood or community

May also be significant for its association with important early settlers

May be within an area later subdivided and built out

Often site in a prominent locations

INTEGRITY
CONSIDERATIONS:

Should retain integrity of Location, Feeling, Design, and Association

Some original materials may be altered or removed

e  For very early examples, which are increasingly rare, there may be a
greater degree of alterations or few extant features

Setting may have changed(surrounding buildings and land uses

52 SurveyLA, Los Angeles Citywide Historic Context Statement, Residential Development and Suburbanization,
Early Residential Development, 1880-1930. Accessed May 31, 2018.
https://preservation.lacity.org/sites/default/files/EarlyResidential Development 1880-1930 0.pdf
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Context: Architecture and Engineering, 1850-1980

THEME: Arts and Crafts Movement, 1895-1930
SUB THEME: Tudor Revival, 1895-1929
PROPERTY TYPE: Residential

PROPERTY SUB TYPE: Single-Family Residence

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

West Adams, Hancock Park, and Windsor Square. Small groupings may also be
found citywide. Hollywood, Mid-Wilshire, Westlake, Lafayette Square, Silver Lake,
Lincoln Heights, Highland Park, and Eagle Rock, San Pedro, Palms, Venice, and
Tujunga

AREA OF SIGNIFICANCE Architecture
CRITERIA C/3/3
PERIOD OF SIGNIFICANCE 1895-1929

ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS:

Was constructed during the period of significance

Exhibits quality of design through distinctive features

Exemplifies the tenets of the Arts and Crafts movement and the Tudor Revival style

CHARACTER
DEFINING/ASSOCIATIVE
FEATURES:

Retains most of the essential physical features from the period of significance

Usually two stories in height

Irregular building forms

Predominately brick or stucco exteriors, or a combination

Decorative half-timbering

Steeply pitched, usually multi-gabled roofs

Massive chimneys that are a prominent visual element

Entrance vestibules with arched openings

Tall, narrow, multi-paned casement windows arranged in groups

Represents an early or rare example of the style in the community in which it is
located

If Cotswold then may have stucco exteriors with an irregular plaster finish, rolling roof
eaves and eyebrow arches over entries and dormers

INTEGRITY CONSIDERATIONS:

Original use may have changed

Should retain integrity of Design, Workmanship, Feeling, Setting, and Materials

The most common alteration is the replacement of windows and the enclosure of
porches

Some window replacement may be acceptable if the openings have not been
resized, particularly windows associated with kitchens and bathrooms on rear and
side elevations

Brick or stonework may have been painted; acceptable as it is reversible

Building may have been moved for preservation purposes
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Significance Evaluation

ESA reviewed the Residence located on the subject property for significance under the federal,
state, and local criteria. The subject property was evaluated under the following historical themes:
Early Residential Development: Single-Family Development (1880-1930), and Early Tudor
Revival style (1895-1929).

National Register, California Register, Los Angeles Historic-Cultural
Monument

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 1: 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 was originally improved in 1907, five years after the subdivision termed the
Angelus Vista Tract was subdivided by owners Marshall and Stent. The Tract was bounded by
16" Street (Venice Boulevard) and the Los Angeles Electric Railway to the north; by the College
Grounds and Manhattan Place to the east; Washington Street (Washington Boulevard) to the
south, and Wilton Place and a portion of J. H. Miller’s land to the west. Marshall and Stent put
building restrictions on the Tract to ensure that only middle to upper-middle class two-story
residences would be built. However, once the Los Angeles Railway was constructed on
Washington Boulevard, the tract morphed due to the growing population and the streetcar line.
Once the streetcar line was added, duplexes and fourplexes were scattered throughout the
remaining parcels within the tract. The Residence, being built in 1907 represents a later addition
to the Tract that did not influence the settlement or growth of the tract, or influence the design of
homes within the tract, as illustrated by the 1907, 1921, and 1950 Sanborn maps. Other intact
early examples of the two-story single-family residences survive within the tract including 1625
Cimarron Street, built in 1904. Furthermore, the Residence was one of many two-story residences
built in South Los Angeles during this era, and are well preserved due to the Adams Normandie
Historic District and the Harvard Heights Historic District. As such, the subject property does not
represent a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history or the Single-Family
Development of Los Angeles. Therefore, the subject property is recommended ineligible for
listing under National Register Criterion A, California Register Criterion 1, and LAHCM 1.

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.
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Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument Criterion 2: 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.

The subject property is not associated with the productive lives of persons significant in national
or state history. Known occupants of the subject property and their confirmed dates of occupancy
include Amasa, Efffie and Vera Spring (1911); R.M. Stagg (1920); Raymond R., Ruth M,
Richard F. Bret T. Stagg (1920); Carlos Cuevas (1924); and longtime residents the Kraus Family,
including Adolph, Michael, Margaret, Regina, William, George, and Max (1929-1951). The
Kraus family had several lodgers over the years including Julius Stern (1930-1933); Thomas
Maloney and Charlotte Nice (1933); A.G. Spielman, Fred Campi, and Fred Bradley (1940); and
Cherry, John H. Withington, Jas. F. Dorthoy, and John Hann (1942). There does not appear to be
any evidence in the sources consulted—including County voter records, U.S. Censuses, city
directories, marriage indices, building permits, and Los Angeles Times announcements--to
suggest that any of these individuals were significant in national, state, or local history. The only
potentially noteworthy person would be R.M. Stagg, as he was an early commercial
photographer, however he only briefly lived in the subject property for approximately four to five
years before he moved to the Hollywood area to be closer to the studios. In addition, one his
studios where he worked would be a better representation of his personal success or his residence
at 5787 Tuxedo Terrace, Hollywood. Therefore, the subject property is recommended
ineligible for listing under National Register Criterion B, California Register Criterion 2, or
LAHCM Ciriterion 2 for eligibility related to a historic personage.

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 3: 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.

The builder of the Residence was Naldo Stokes, a well published builder at the time due to his
wife’s real estate acumen. Though well published, he was not a master builder. Naldo and his
wife Minnie would purchase three lots at a time within a tract, and Naldo would built large two-
story mid-sized single-family residences. Minnie would then sell the residences for approximately
$6,000. The houses that he would build mimicked and even copied whatever trend was being
built in that neighborhood i.e. Craftsman, Tudor Revival, and Spanish Colonial Revival. During
the early part of his career in South Los Angeles, he built primarily Craftsman, and faux Tudor
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Revival style residences within the South Los Angeles area, before moving north to the
Hollywood area. The neighborhoods in the South Los Angeles area were well known areas for
larger Craftsman and Tudor Revival style residences.

As mentioned above, Stokes’ designs mimicked and even copied other architects” work including
some of the most prominent architects in this area, F.M. Tyler and Francis X. Lourdou who built
several homes within the South Los Angeles area, and within the tract, including 1826 South
Wilton Place and 1651 South Gramercy Place, both built in the Tudor Revival style. Since many
of the residences he built mimicked other designs, they often lacked individual distinction and
original design, such is the case for the subject property. Stokes’ designed the Residence in 1907
in the Tudor Revival style with elements of the Craftsman style, and as such is not a pure
example of the Tudor Revival style. As an individual resource, the Residence on the subject
property does not embody distinguishing architectural characteristics of the Tudor Revival style.
While it has some of the character-defining features of the style such as the steeply pitched multi-
gable roof, and decorative half timbering, it lacks other features such as the massive chimney;
narrow, but large multi-pane windows; irregular footprint; and parapet or Flemish gable. The
design also involves uncharacteristic elements of the style including exposed rafter tails, cedar
shakes cladding, and decorative square columns, which are partially masked by stucco. Stokes
was not a master builder of the Tudor Revival style, and only has one notable example of the
style, which is 2756 South Raymond Avenue. This residence features character-defining features
of the style including half-timbering with quatrefoils, massive chimney, steeply pitched multi-
gable roof, narrow multi-pane lights, and large windows. As such, the subject property is not an
excellent example of a style, type, work of a master builder or architect, and does not possesses
high artistic value. Therefore, the subject property is recommended ineligible for listing
under National Register Criterion C, California Register Criterion 3, LAHCM Criterion 3.

Data

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.

While most often applied to archaeological districts and sites, Criterion D/4 can also apply to
buildings, structures, and objects that contain important information. In order for these types of
properties to be eligible under Criterion D/4, they themselves must be, or must have been, the
principal source of the important information. The Residence does not appear to yield significant
information that would expand our current knowledge or theories of design, methods of
construction, operation, or other information that is not already known. Therefore, the subject
property is recommended ineligible for listing under National Register Criterion D and
California Register Criterion 4.

Integrity Analysis

The National Register and California Register recognizes a property's integrity through seven
aspects or qualities: location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.
Eligible properties should retain several, if not most, of these aspects. Both registers require that a
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resource retain sufficient integrity to convey its significance, and the property must retain the
essential physical features that enable it to convey its historical identity. Integrity is based on
significance and understanding why a property is important. National Register Bulletin 15 states
that “only after significance is fully established can you proceed to the issue of integrity.”>3

The subject property was evaluated under the themes of Early Residential Development: Single-
Family Development (1880-1930), and Early Tudor Revival style (1895-1929). While it was
determined not to be individually significant under the associated themes, this integrity analysis is
included to demonstrate that the subject property does not retain enough integrity as an individual
resource, or a contributor to a district, such as the Angelus Vista Historic District. SurveyLA,
contributors to historic districts must be constructed within the identified Period of Significance
for the district (1906 to 1930); must relate to the contexts and themes for which the district was
identified as being potentially significant; and retain sufficient integrity to convey significance.>*
Due to extensive alterations, the subject property lacks integrity of design, materials,
workmanship, and feeling. It only has partial integrity for setting and association. An analysis of
the subject property’s integrity is presented below.

Location

The subject property has not been moved from its original location at 1848 South Gramercy
Place. Therefore, the subject property retains its integrity of location.

Setting

The character of the Angelus Vista Tract and the surrounding neighborhood where the subject
property is located has changed somewhat since its construction in 1907. The Angelus Vista
Tract, when subdivided in 1902, restricted the type and size of houses that could be constructed,
only allowing two-stories or larger. To the north of the subject property, many of these homes
still remain. However, to the west and south there has been infill development of commercial
buildings and a multi-family apartment building that has partially altered the setting of the subject
property. Therefore, the subject property retains partial integrity of setting.

Design

The subject property’s original design has been negatively impacted by a variety of alterations
and additions, including the large 1920s addition to the rear of subject property, which in turn has
been altered, making it partially two-stories. Windows have also been replaced (not in kind),
altered, or filled in on a variety of places on the north, east, and south elevations. Some of the
most major design changes have been to the fagade, or primary west elevation of the Residence.
These include alterations to the driveway, walkway, porch, and enclosure as well as the addition
of windows on the first-story of the southwest corner. Additionally, the first-story has been
restuccoed (not in-kind) and the shingle roof has been replaced. Moreover, according to a historic
photograph from 1920, the Residence is also missing some of the detailing below the second-

33 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.

34 City of Los Angeles, “SurveyLA Field Survey Results Master Report,” Appendix A. 16.
http://www.preservation.lacity.org/files/SurveyLA_Cover%20Report_Final_0.pdf.
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story main ribbon window. These individual alteration types are included in SurveyLLA’s list of
alterations to be accounted for when determining contributor status of a property. Cumulatively,
the alterations have impacted a large portion of the original design and materials of the first-story
of the Residence, substantially obscuring their original design intent as Tudor Revival style
building with Craftsman elements. The subject property’s integrity has been degraded, and the
only features visible the public right-of-way are the steeply-pitched multi-gabled roof, decorative-
half timbering, and its two-stories in height. Therefore, the subject property does not retain its
integrity of design.

Materials

Some of the original materials of the subject property have been replaced or removed due to
alterations. These include windows that have a been replaced, altered, or filled in on a variety of
places on the north, east, and south elevations. Some of the original cedar shakes are in poor
condition and have either been removed or fallen off. The entire Residence has been restuccoed
with a thick-coarse concrete plaster. The original stucco can be seen in the historic photograph of
the house and on the chimney, which was less abrasive and not as thick. Some of the other
original materials (rafter tails, windows, shakes) on the house are in poor condition due to lack of
repair or negligence. The original roof was a cedar shake roof, which has been replaced with
rolled composite roof. The original material elements have been lost due to these alterations.
Therefore, the subject property does not retain its integrity of materials.

Workmanship

The extensive alterations to the subject property have substantially eroded the physical evidence
of workmanship significant to the Tudor Revival-style of architecture. As such, the Residence
constructed in 1907 no longer display the workmanship associated with their date of construction.
Specifically, the workmanship which would have been displaced on the fagade of the residence
has been partially altered due to the change in materials, replacement of the front door, and the
alteration to the porch with cheaper made wood and aluminum windows. The Assessor Records
noted that the Residence was of good construction, and the materials that have been used on the
Residence since that time appear to be incompatible with what the builder would have used in
1907. Therefore, the subject property does not retain its integrity of workmanship.

Feeling

The subject property does not convey a clear sense of the aesthetic or historic quality of the
Angelus Tract or the South Los Angeles area in the 1910s. The physical, character-defining
features necessary for its integrity of feeling have been partially eroded due to the changes in
materials and design as mentioned above. In particular, the alterations to the porch where the
original tall and large multiplane casement windows were removed and replaced with cheaper
wood and replacement windows has largely detracted from the Residence’s original feeling of an
early 1900s single-family residence. The cumulative effect of these and other extant alterations
obscures the link between the subject property today and the subject property when it was
initially developed in 1907. Therefore, the subject property does not retain its integrity of
feeling.
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Association

Due to its physical alterations, the subject property only retains a partial link between itself and
the historic development of the neighborhood. With the alteration to the primary elevation and the
rear additions, as well as changes in setting, the Residence is not able to convey its significance
with the larger intact Angelus Vista Tract and neighborhood. Therefore, the subject property
only retains partial integrity of association.

TABLE 3
1848 SOUTH GRAMERCY PLACE, INTEGRITY MATRIX

Aspect of Integrity Retains Partial Does Not Required by SurveyLA Themes

Retains Retain

Location X Early Residential Development:
Single-Family Residential
Development

Setting X Tudor Revival, 1895-1929

Design X Early Residential Development:
Single-Family Residential
Development

Tudor Revival, 1895-1929

Materials X Tudor Revival, 1895-1929
Workmanship X Tudor Revival, 1895-1929
Feeling X Early Residential Development:

Single-Family Residential
Development

Tudor Revival, 1895-1929

Association X Early Residential Development:
Single-Family Residential
Development

Conclusion

In 1987, the subject property was reviewed as part of a Section 106 Review for HUD. The
resulting DPR (19-173454) indicates that it was assigned a 6Y CHRS status, denoting
“determined ineligible for NR by consensus through Section 106 process- Not evaluated for CR
or Local Listing.” In 2012, SurveyL A conducted a survey of the South Los Angeles Community
Plan Area, and did not identify 1848 Gramercy Place as an individually significant historic
resources or as a contributor to a potential historic district, including the Angelus Vista Historic
District.>> As a result of ESA’s investigation, the current technical analysis agrees with the 1987

55 Architectural Resources Group, Historic Resources Survey Report: South Los Angeles, Prepared for the City of Los
Angeles, Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources, March 2012.

1848 South Gramercy Place 43 ESA / D170785.00
Historical Resources Assessment June 2018



findings that the property is not eligible for listing on the National Register. Since the date of the
most recent evaluation was more than five years ago, ESA re-evaluated the subject property at the
federal, state, and local levels. As a result, ESA found the subject property ineligible for listing
under all applicable criteria at the federal, state, and local levels.

There is no evidence that suggests the subject property was significant to the development of the
Angelus Vista Tract, as the subject property was built five years after the plot was subdivided and
there are intact early examples of single-family residences within the tract and within in the
Angelus Vista Historic District. Furthermore, the subject property lacks architectural merit as an
excellent example of the Tudor Revival style and a notable work of builder Naldo Stokes. The
subject property also has not yielded, and is not likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history. In addition, the subject property lacks integrity of design, materials,
workmanship and feeling due to alterations. Therefore, ESA recommends that the subject
property not be considered a historical resource pursuant to CEQA and that it be assigned a CHR
Status Code of 6Z, “Found ineligible for NR, CR or Local designation through survey
evaluation.”
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EXHIBIT D



Cultural Heritage Commission
200 N. Spring Street

Room 1010, City Hall

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re:  HCM Nomination of 1848 South Gramercy Place
CHC-2018-3217-HCM

Dear President Barron and Members of the Commission:

I have been retained by the owner of 1848 S. Gramercy Place to provide my
independent analysis and input on whether or not the property meets the criteria for Historic-
Cultural Monument ("HCM") designation under the Los Angeles Administrative Code ("LAAC").
As the Commission knows, I have 18 years of experience preparing HCM nominations, Mills Act
Historical Property applications, and advising architects and property owners on national, state,
and local eligibility standards for historic structures. I also meet the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualifications Standards for architectural historians. Based on my personal
inspection and observation of the property, the associated HCM nomination materials, the Historic
Resource Assessments on file with the City, and other resources, it is my opinion that the building
does not qualify as an HCM under the LAAC's criteria. It is my recommendation, therefore, that
the Commission concur with the staff report's findings - as does this historian - and recommend
against the designation of 1848 S. Gramercy Place as a Historic-Cultural Monument. I will be in
attendance at the July 5, 2018 hearing to present my findings to the Commission, and to address
any questions the Commission may have concerning the property, its history, or my conclusion
that the property does not warrant designation as an HCM.

Sincerely,
Anna Maire Brooks

Architectural Historian



June 251 2018

1848 S. Gramercy Pl Los Angeles CA 90019

Dear members of Los Angeles Historical Committee,
I am going to suggest against the consideration of this property as a historical property.

Let me begin by offering some magnitude to a decision of considering a property such as this to
be historic. We live in the most populous metro in California, 2nd largest metros in the USA, our
local economy would rank in the top 20 worldwide. We have a growing population in California,
it fuels a demand for housing, naturally by not building more units we have a housing crisis in
LA. This property at 1848 South Gramercy Pl. can provide 20 times more housing units than its
current use.

This property was built as a single-family home, all neighboring properties have multi-unit
housing and commercial properties, it has become out of character with the neighborhood
(Zoning is CM-1, neighboring properties are zoned R3, R4 & C2). Entering 1848 South
Gramercy PI. you will see an old house with many modifications, replacements and additions, it
has lost many of its original characteristics.

There will be a few reports provided with the history of this property and there hasn’'t been any
significant event related to this property.

This property is in Tier 2 of the Transit Oriented Communities Program passed in September
2016 with Measure JJJ. The TOC program incentivizes developers to build more affordable
housing, this property will house 10% for affordable housing. By considering this property
historic you will be obstructing the development of the necessary housing our city desperately
needs.

In conclusion, the consideration of this property as historic should be rejected, it doesn’t qualify
as having the character, history or value for historic designation.

Gabriel Getter
Real Estate Broker
15 year resident in Los Angeles
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Planning CHC <chc@]lacity.org>

Please Decline Nomination of 1828 S Gramercy

harlan allen <beembosoo@gmail.com> Tue, Jun 19, 2018 at 6:17 PM
To: CHC@lacity.org

Dear Cultural Heritage Commissioners,

I do not believe that the property at 1828 South Gramercy Place in Los Angeles is a historic monument or worthy of
preservation. 1828 S Gramercy Place is a repurposed home built out of a box. It is essentially a 1905 Ikea house.
These kit houses were literally rolled off an assembly line as fast as every 20 minutes. I don’t know about you, but I
have lkea furniture and it is made to be functional for a period of time, and then to be replaced, much like this house
was.

There is nothing unique about this particular house/property, with many of the same style house within several blocks in
this neighborhood and dotted throughout Los Angeles County.

Respectfully,
Harlan Allen
(949) 702-5372

https://mail.g oogle.com/mail/b/AOg 3winK2045Qe7H4cmdkwA92e0-tGS_elpdBavi_veBDPeYer/u/1/?ui=2&ik=af%4feea32&jsver=6HPtoh-TLvo.en.&cbl=gmail _... 1/1
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Please Decline Nomination of 1848 S Gramercy

harlan allen <beembosoo@gmail.com> Sun, Jun 24, 2018 at 8:22 PM
To: CHC@lacity.org

To Whom It May Concern:

Can you please explain to me what is so significant about 1848 S. Gramercy Place? I am beyond confused
that a seemingly mediocre building would warrant an HCM designation. An HCM should tell a story of our city, speak
to our shared values, or enshrine the legacy of a contributor. What is worth saving about this building? I supposed this
could all fall into a matter of opinion, but there must be some explanation.

I often look to trusted community leaders and organizations to offer perspective in moments like this, but as I
understand it, Survey LA - an agency entrusted with this scope of designations - did not make this motion. If this
building hasn’t landed on their radar, why is it on anyone else’s radar? I ask this, with all due respect, because I truly
don’t know and despite all of my research, I can’t figure it out.

Does my home warrant designation? I suppose we could make the case for any home to be designated HCM -
- but that seems a bit dangerous. HCM’s effectively ward off future influence and change to that specific area, and
who am I to say what this city will need 10, 20, 30 years from now? This is why Survey LA’s work is important and
done so scrupulously. All this to say -- I think we should really consider (perhaps, more carefully) what is being
motioned for HCM and why.

Respectfully,
Harlan Allen
(949) 702-5372
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1828 South Gramercy Place anti-preservation letter

Jonathon Freeman-Anderson <jonathon.freeman.anderson@gmail.com> Thu, Jun 21, 2018 at 2:57 PM
To: CHC@lacity.org

To Whom it May Concern:

In researching the historical significance of the property located at 1828 South Gramercy Place | discovered it
was part of the Angelus Vista Historic District. This area is already a neighborhood of preserved cra. sman style
homes with a few other older preserved styles mixed in. This makes the downtrodden property at 1828 South
Gramercy nonessenBal for preservallon. There are literally several examples of this house and in beler
condillon, just a stone's throw from this property in almost every direcllon. In fact, SurveyLA lists 89 such
properles in an 8-10 block radius.

The issue | have with preserving any home in the Angelus Historic District is that the neighborhood was
originally meant to be an exclusionary neighborhood. This neighborhood was exclusively designed for rich
people, likely of a certain complexion, in the early 1900’s. “Building restric® ons required all homes to cost a
minimum of $2,000, an upper-middle-class price that resulted in the large, single-family homes that comprise
the district.” This is according to the SurveyLA South Los Angeles Historic Districts, Planning Districts and Mul®
Property Resources Report from March 2012. This $2,000 minimum price point in 1904 is the equivalent of
$307,484.87 in 2018. Imagine planning a neighborhood in 2018 and saying you can’t build here unless your
house is single family and you must spend north of $300,000 just in construcl on fees in order to belong.

Please do not preserve this neighborhoods commitment to the rich homeowners. We need some progress.
Thank you

Jonathon Freeman Anderson
8110 Norton Ave

West Hollywood, CA 90048
(818) 383-8771
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ADHOC

Adams Dockweiler Heritage Organizing Committee

June 24, 2018

Cultural Heritage Commission
200 N. Spring Street, Room 532
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: CHC-2018-3217-HCM, 1848 S. Gramercy Place
Dear Commissioners:

I am writing this brief letter to express my concern, and shock, regarding the OHR’s use
of and reference to the Perrine Residence, 2229 S. Gramercy Place, HCM No. 662, to
undermine Council President Herb Wesson’s HCM nomination of an unrelated house,
located at 1848 S. Gramercy Place.

I prepared the 1999 HCM nomination for the Perrine Residence on behalf of its owner,
Ms. Jacqueline Hill. She passed away last year, and 1 feel I must speak up for her.

Jackie was a community builder — not someone who would want her home, of which she
was rightly proud, to be used in any way to harm the potential landmarking of another
house.

Jackie was a spiritual leader and an active member of her church. She was also very
active in West Adams Heritage Association (serving on its board for six years, as the
organization’s Community Relations chair, its VP, and then as WAHA’s president for
three years.) I know she wanted as many homes in West Adams as possible to become
Historic Cultural Monuments as we discussed many times when we were working
together on the nomination of the Perrine Residence.

Frankly, I concur with her that there needs to be more monuments identified within the
rich resources of our West Adams Community.



As a long time preservation professional and advocate I have successfully nominated 41
HCMs. I know that it is never appropriate to measure one historic house against another.
Each is unique with each telling its own story.

As I have said, it is inappropriate to make fallacious comparisons and in this case
particularly so when there are no immediate connections between the proposed
monument and the Perrine Residence.

The house at 1848 S. Gramercy Place is a Craftsman built with some Tudor Revival
exterior elements and, inside, a great deal of Arts & Crafts woodwork, an inglenook, an
arroyo stone fireplace, built-in benches, and so on.

The Perrine Residence, designed by the architect Sumner Hunt relates more specifically
to the six other homes designed by Sumner Hunt on 24™ Street between Gramercy and
Arlington. These historic homes all display similar design aesthetics and utilize similar
architectural elements. The Perrine designation as an HCM should in no way impair a
successful nomination as an HCM for any or all of the other Sumner Hunt designed
buildings.

On the other hand, the only design element that seems common between the Perrine
Residence and the house at 1848 S. Gramercy is the use of the dragon’s mouth motif on
the beam ends. Otherwise the two residences are stylistically very dissimilar — except
that, perhaps, both would be labeled “Craftsman,” a style that wears many hats.

Also, staff called the Perrine Residence “more exemplary.” It is frustrating to me that we
need to repeatedly remind OHR staff that “more” or “less” exemplary is not an HCM
criteria. Each of these two houses, as far as I can see, “embody distinguishing
characteristics” of the Craftsman style, which is the criteria. And, again: Different
characteristics from each other.

Thank you,

James Childs

Historic Preservation Consultant
Chair A.D.H.O.C.

2326 Scarff Street L.A. CA. 90007
213-747-2526
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RE:1848 S. Gramercy Place

Javi M <javi.m31@yahoo.com> Fri, Jun 22, 2018 at 5:03 PM
To: "chc@lacity.org" <chc@lacity.org>
Cc: "dcinweho@gmail.com" <dcinweho@gmail.com>

Dear Cultural Heritage Commissioners,

Welcome to the Angelus Vista Neighborhood, where 64% of the homes are already considered historically
significant, which isn’t quite enough to make it an HPOZ yet. Where an already wealthy neighbor feels their
own property value in is going to be threatened if they don’t call Los Angeles City Hall and file a motion to
“save” a property that doesn’t belong to them in order to make their neighborhood meet the HPOZ threshold
like (2) of the neighborhoods it borders. This 1848 S Gramercy Place property will not be the last property
this neighborhood tries to impose their will on. It is selfish and it is a deliberate attempt to block development
locally. You should deny the motion to preserve it as a cultural historic monument because there is nothing
significant that ever happened here.

If a property owner pulls a permit to demolish a building then that property owner should be allowed to do so.
In researching the sale history of 1848 S Gramercy Place it looks like they paid $850,000 in 2017 for the right
to do whatever they want to it (within the law of course). In my opinion, if these obstructionist residents
wanted to preserve the property so badly they should have bought it themselves.

Please Deny, Thank you.

Javier Mulero

1022 North Vista Street
West Hollywood CA 90069
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1828 S. Gramercy is not historic!

katie.d.sears@gmail.com <katie.d.sears@gmail.com> Wed, Jun 20, 2018 at 11:11 PM

To: CHC@lacity.org
To Los Angeles City Staff and CH Commissioners:

| am writing today to let you know | disapprove of the nomination of 1828 S. Gramercy Place as a
historic property. | am struggling to see why Los Angeles City Council members continue to nominate
houses for historic nomination during the biggest housing crisis this city has ever seen. We vote for
politicians like Herb Wesson because he promised to fight for more housing for his constituents, not
blocking local development and progress.

Just because a property is built 100 years ago doesn’'t make it historic or worthy of saving. There is
literally an entire neighborhood of these houses surrounding the property of 1828 S. Gramercy Place.
According to SurveyLA, 64% of the properties in a several block radius are contributing to the unique
history of the neighborhood. Of the 3 listed structures on this property (main house, secondary house,
and garage) none of them appear to even have the structural integrity to withstand preservation.

Thank You,

Katie Sears

900 N Orange Grove Ave #2
Los Angeles, CA 90046
(607) 684-8348
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katie.d.sears@gmail.com <katie.d.sears@gmail.com> Sun, Jun 24, 2018 at 8:55 PM

To: CHC@lacity.org

To Whom it May Concern:

Does Los Angeles have a rich history worthy of preservation? Of course. But on what grounds are we
deciding the merit of said nomination? Reviewing the increasing staff reports for these types of
nominations, | am becoming increasingly concerned. | am concerned from two perspectives:

1. As a housing advocate and
2. Someone who appreciates history

If we approve projects simply based on the age of a building, we are diluting the true historical
relevancy, as most of these nominations are simply a tool to block new development. Does the
neighborhood truly value this property, or are they actually opposed to new development and see an
opportunity with the HCM? | will let you decide on your own but it appears very clear to me.

The 1848 S Gramercy Pl property is a great example. It had been dismissed as an HCM until the
demolition permit was filed. This property has been heavily modified and overlooked for years. It is not
significant, it is an eye sore, and | hope you dismiss this nomination, Council File: 18-0330.

Thank you

Katie Sears
900 N Orange Grove Ave. #2

Los Angeles, CA 90046
(607)684-8348
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LAURA MEYERS

1818 South Gramercy Place e Los Angeles, CA 90019
Tel: 323-737-6146 ¢ Fax: 323-730-0432 e E-mail: lauramink@aol.com

June 27, 2018

Cultural Heritage Commission
200 N. Spring Street, Room 532
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: CHC-2018-3217-HCM, 1848 S. Gramercy Place, Los Angeles CA 90019
Dear Commissioners:

| am the Preparer of the HCM nomination materials for the Stokes' Angelus Vista Tract Residence. After
reviewing the Staff Recommendation Report, | feel | must provide some clarification and further
explanation regarding the precedent-setting Werner v. Graham case dating from 1914-1919.

The Staff Report did not reference the case in the "Summary" portion of the document before you. In the
"Discussion" section it briefly mentioned "a California Supreme Court case involving restrictive use
covenants, Wernerv. Graham," and then stated:

“Further, the court case cited by the preparer may have had some impact on the development of
Washington Boulevard as a commercial corridor; however, while the owner of the house was one of the
named defendants, the case does not appear to have any direct association with the subject property.”

| believe this statement is factually incorrect, and therefore may have some bearing on your
Determination. In case this was my fault in, perhaps, not providing enough clarity in my narrative, | would
like to add this now.

So to try to better explain:

Imagine that you or |, a century ago, wanted to develop a tract or subdivision of, say, 100 lots. We want it
to start out as an elegant subdivision, and we want our potential buyers to believe that it will stay that way
for some years to come after they invest their hard-earned monies. Whether they are purchasing an
already-erected home, or purchasing a lot so they can hire a designer and builder to erect a home for
them to live in, or if the buyer is simply speculating, buying a lot for resale OR to build upon for resale, our
buyers want to know if their respective investments are safe.

We therefore do two things, back in 1903 and in 1913, and all the way through to early 1919.

One, we put on each of our deeds to each of our buyers as sales move forward through the years the same
consistent set of restrictions (in the case of Angelus Vista, none of the restrictions were racial, but rather
related to building standards and uses: each newly-erected home must cost at least $3,000, and only
single residences could be built on each lot — no apartments, commercial stores, saloons, liveries/stables,
or oil derricks were to be allowed.)

And two, we advertise the restrictions so potential buyers know what they are getting — a community that
will be built up with these standards and no others.

Until the California Supreme Court ruled in Werner v. Graham, this is what developers of tracts routinely
did to ensure the stability of the residential neighborhoods they were creating.



Fred Marshall, the developer of the Angelus Vista Tract, did exactly this. On each original deed to each
original purchaser of each of his 132 lots, he described the restrictions. And then, one by one, he sold
(“quit claimed”) all the lots so that he no longer held an interest in them. Noting, too, that he intended
the Washington Street (now Boulevard) frontage to be residential — and, in fact the purchaser of Lots 32
and 33 on Washington and Wilton Place (not involved in this lawsuit) erected a very grand mansion.

Later re-sellers of these same lots (or their title companies) may or may not have included the exact same
language in their conveyances and, of some concern to the court, may or may not have referred to the
original deed.

This was standard business practice at the time. What Mr. Marshall did not do was record a document
stating his full intention and future vision for the Angelus Vista neighborhood; he did not have each
purchaser sign that separate (non-existent) document; and he did not ensure that every subsequent
purchaser would even know there were these restrictions in place. The present property owners
therefore, according to the Werner v. Graham decision, did not have the reciprocal right to enforce these
conditions.

Getting a little ahead... In 1905, a gentleman named Hanford Lenox Gordon purchased ten Angelus Vista
lots, basically the lots, two deep, which ran along Washington. Before he resold all of them, he went
bankrupt. Minnie and Naldo Stokes purchased one of those lots, No. 76, built a house and sold it to
Eleanor Goodwin Whitman. Horace and Nellie Chase purchased several of the lots, and sold one of them,
Lot No. 78, to Fritz Werner. John Parker purchased Lot 79. Mrs. Chase sold a portion of Lot 77 to John
Kenworthy.

These are the most important parcels relative to the case. Parker (whose home today is dramatically
altered - all windows changed, porch enclosed a part of house, stuccoed, etc.) and Whitman owned
homes that were adjacent to Kenworthy’s and Werner’s Washington Street vacant lots.

In the underlying 1914 case, Werner sued a small group of Angelus Vista property owners. Other than
Graham herself, their names appear in somewhat address order: Anne Darling (1834 Gramercy), A.C.
Brandt (next two then-vacant lots south), Whitman (1848 Gramercy), Kenworthy, Parker (1849 St.
Andrews), Ellen Salisbury (1835 St. Andrews), Mary Trask (1829 St. Andrews), thence across the street to
Lillie McVicar (1830 St. Andrews), William Garnett (1834 St. Andrews), Ethelwyn Wing (1844 St.
Andrews), Samuel Little (1850 St. Andrews), and Nellie Chase.

Staff was concerned, apparently, that 1848 S. Gramercy Place was “just one” of the named defendants,
but from the perspective of 2018 — 99 years later — it is this house, and only this house, that still stands in
relatively original form and condition (despite some other commentary in the Staff Report, the front,
primary, west-facing exterior of the home is NOT ALTERED in any sort of major no-reversible way, and the
key possible “alteration” of enclosing the side porch as a sunroom occurred by 1921, within the period of
significance; the interior is intact). The Parker Residence has not been nominated and it is questionable in
that instance whether it would meet integrity standards (none of us have been inside).

So, was and is the Werner v. Graham case significant “enough”?
| would argue “yes.” Werner v. Graham was cited in, and “governed the instant matter” in at least 116
subsequent California cases. It basically made statewide “Case Law,” which is different than “Statutory

Law” made when legislators adopt ordinances and statutes to govern a jurisdiction.

So that you do not need to take my word on this, here a few examples of cases which hinged on Werner v.
Graham.



In Terry v. James, the court wrote: " The parties agree that the case of Wernerv. Graham, 181 Cal. 174
[183 P. 945] governs the instant matter. According to Werner, a general plan of real estate development
can give rise to mutual equitable servitudes only when both the grantor and grantee intend that the land
conveyed is to be restricted pursuant to a general plan, that intent appears in the deed, the parties’
agreement shows that the parcel conveyed is subject to restrictions in accordance with the plan for the
benefit of all the other parcels in the subdivision and such other parcels are subject to like restriction for
its benefit, and the dominant and servient tenements are adequately shown."

And in Wing v. Forest Lawn, the court wrote: “Wernerv. Graham, 181 Cal. 174 [183 P. 945], has oft been
cited as the leading case in this state defining the manner in which an equitable servitude may be
established. That case makes it requisite not only that the deed contain (1) a proper expression of intent
to create an equitable easement; that is, reference to a common plan of restriction or indication of an
agreement between the grantor and grantee that the conveyed lot be taken subject to some such plan,
but also (2) "some designation or description of what is an essential factor, namely, the dominant
tenement."”

There are more than 100 other cases like these. | believe staff did not understand how important this
case was. It meant, for those of us who live in West Adams, that not only would the future of Washington
Boulevard be commercial (on one side of the Stokes/WHITMAN house), but also changed how Angelus
Vista itself would change — and almost immediately did change — from a tract of single family homes to a
neighborhood of single family homes mixed in with small apartment buildings, a church, and later
(though certainly because of later zoning changes) large apartment buildings. Soon after the ruling, two
four-plex “tenements” were erected just to the north of the Stokes/WHITMAN house.

So Werner v. Graham changed Angelus Vista; it changed Washington Street/Boulevard; it changed the
West Adams District; and it changed everything for California developers of subdivisions and tracts.

Lastly, please note that | had discussed with OHR staff several possibilities for the name of the HCM,
including Stokes/Whitman. They suggested instead “Angelus Vista Tract” residence, but did not tell me
why they did not prefer (again, among several choices) a name that included Eleanor Goodwin Whitman.
| sincerely believe that this particular house and its then-owner/defendant is directly linked to the
Werner v. Graham case (by its location and the effects/impacts on it) and should, if only for this reason
and none f the others cited in my HCM nomination materials, be designated as a Historic Cultura
Monument.

Thank you for your consideration.

Laura Meyers

Cell 323-868-0854



MITZI MARCH MOGUL
HISTORIC PRESERVATION CONSULTANT
1725 Wellington Road Los Angeles, CA 90019 323/734-9980 Mogulink@gmail.com

As a historian and Historic Preservation Consultant with more than thirty years’ experience, I am writing
in response to the reports submitted by Environmental Science Associates (ESA) and the Staff
Recommendation Report regarding the proposed designation of the property located at 1848 S.
Gramercy Place, and to dispute the findings contained therein.

I was tangentially involved with the preparation of the nomination, performing a fair amount of research
and analysis. The conclusions reached in the ESA submittal and the Staff Recommendation Report are
erroneous and based on a misreading or misunderstanding of the data. Both reports grasp at straws in an
attempt to dismiss the significance of this property.

There are three main “themes” in both reports with which I take issue:

One: Understanding the Werner v. Graham lawsuit is essential to understanding the significance of 1848
S. Gramercy. They have a symbiotic relationship—both historic and physical. Of all of the named
defendants, 1848 Gramercy was the one literally at the center of the argument and the one most affected
by the decision. The property at 1848 S. Gramercy and Fritz Werner’s property touch, corner to corner.
Werner v. Graham provides the context for understanding why 1848 S. Gramercy is so important.

Second: It is wildly inappropriate to make comparisons with other properties in order to discredit the one
under review. This approach has been attempted before and it is never successful, in no small part
because Craftsman houses are like snowflakes: no two are alike, and because nominated properties are
evaluated individually and can only be measured against their own attributes. In addition, the examples
used in the comparisons in both the ESA and Staff Reports are such strange selections—so wildly
different from the subject property as to make no sense at all.

Third: The discussion of integrity is all over the map. Statements are contradictory and inaccurate to the
point that in some cases I question whether we are all looking at the same property and features. The
issue of integrity is not one of condition. Integrity refers to the ability to convey a story and does not
require perfection. Condition is a transitory situation, related more to maintenance or order of an
existing setting.

In the following pages I will go into further detail and respond to the inaccuracies in both reports, in an
attempt to correct the record.



mailto:Mogulink@gmail.com

Beginning with the second sentence of the ESA Executive Summary, which states that the report was
prepared to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), it is clear that the preparers
have taken the wrong approach, as nominating a property as a Historic Cultural Monument has nothing
whatever to do with CEQA and in fact is exempt from CEQA regulations.

Paragraph 2 attempts to discredit the subject property by stating that adjacent to it are “unattractive”
properties, to wit: a vacant lot and a small apartment building. Neither of those properties are pertinent,
as they are not being evaluated. If we were to evaluate HCM nominations based upon what is nearby,
there would be many which would never have passed muster, starting with the Watts Towers. At issue is
not whether a property is surrounded by or adjacent to other historic or even appealing structures, but
whether it meets the criteria set forth in the guidelines. The information is analyzed in relation to the
property itself and not measured against other properties—even those of the same genre. Designation is
not a contest of better or worse, but an individual assessment of the facts related only to the subject

property.

The ESA report tries to use the “contest” argument as a means of discrediting 1848 Gramercy. A careful
reading of that portion of the document reveals a disturbing level of disingenuousness. The examples
used for comparison are not a one-to-one measure; one is clearly a 3-story mansion across two and a half
lots; another is a single-story bungalow; another, having had its wood siding removed some years ago is
now a stucco box. Interestingly, the wood siding that was removed was acquired by the next door
owners and used to restore that house at 1651 S. Gramercy. A photograph of that house appears in the
ESA report; it is obvious that ESA did not know of the earlier restoration. Therefore, any argument of
alterations diminishing integrity are moot; 1651 was restored and alterations to 1848 can be similarly
restored; indeed, the alterations are minor. Further, the existence of other similarly styled homes is not a
restriction to others being designated. The listing process is not a Noah’s Ark; each is evaluated
separately and there is nothing in the guidelines or criteria which says that if one of anything is already
listed that it precludes others from listing.

The ESA report wastes time discussing National Register and State eligibility when neither of them are
on the table for consideration. Therefore, discussing whether it meets the bar set for either of those
categories is pointless. Also of no relevance is the protracted explanation of Arts & Crafts history and
development.

The duplexes and 4-plexes referenced in the “Environmental Setting” section are also used to somehow
discredit 1848 Gramercy, as though their very existence somehow compromises 1848 and by extension,
all the other single-family homes. In point of fact, it was the appellate case of Werner v Graham which
allowed for construction of those multi-family homes. Without the court’s decision, Angelus Vista and
Washington Blvd would have developed very differently. While it is possible that zoning regulations
would have eventually changed, those changes would have occurred at a considerably later date, and we
can only speculate what residential structures would have been built and what would remain now.



The ESA report seemingly does not understand that the 1921 Sanborn Map does not support their
theories of development in the area. By 1921 the Werner v. Graham case had been decided and
development was being redirected. It is impossible to overstate the impacts of the decision.
Additionally, World War I had changed how people lived and opened up new avenues of building.

The ESA report makes a statement on pages 24 which is impossible to state with certainty: that Stokes’
design in the Adams-Normandie neighborhood “mimicked many popular designs by other architects”
and repeats the assertion on page 25 that his work “mimicked other early houses in the neighborhood.”
Given that Stokes was responsible for at least a dozen homes in that area, without a thorough
chronological survey of Stokes’ work relative to everything around it, it cannot be stated that he was
“mimicking” anyone—perhaps others were copying him. Further, there was a design vocabulary used to
express the Craftsman ideal—a pool of character-defining features used by every architect and designer
when building in that style. Indeed, on page 16 ESA lists many of those features as being “typical” and
used “to create complex and highly detailed residential architecture.” So on one hand they acknowledge
that these features were used repeatedly by almost everyone at the time, yet condemn Stokes for using
them and imply that his use was that of a copycat rather than his own interpretation of the same
elements.

In the same paragraph on page 25, ESA further condemns Stokes for evolving in his style. The report
complains that his work first employed Classical detailing and later, the Spanish Colonial Revival.
Either he was a static copycat or a creative designer—ESA seemingly makes the case for both.

What appears to have been lost in the discussion is the relevance and significance of the case of Werner
v Graham and whether its effects meet the criteria for listing. The ESA report never mentions the case
and therefore cannot be recognized as a complete and thorough evaluation of the property and how it
relates as a tangible representative of the case decision. The house sits literally at the intersection of the
changes that were made by the case. It is a visual reference. Had the decision been different, it would
have been flanked on either side by other single family homes of similar vintage and style. It relies on
SurveyL A criteria which is different from HCM criteria. Further, the property was never evaluated for
SurveyLA as a potential contributor to the Angelus Vista District.

There are numerous inconsistencies and misleading statements throughout the document submitted by
ESA. I have documented some of the more egregious ones here, but there are others. Now I direct your
attention to the Staff Report, which may be even more disturbing.

The Staff Report states that 1848 Gramercy was found eligible as a Contributor to a district but declared
ineligible for listing on the National Register under a Section 106 Review. There are several levels of
problems with that statement: 1) the property is not being nominated for the National Register, therefore
any reference to it eligibility for such listing is completely irrelevant and has no place in the discussion;



2) Nomination of the property for HCM status does not include Section 106 Review and so, again, such
a finding is immaterial to the current application. Number 3): Staff apparently relied on the word of the
owner's representative that a 1987 Section 106 Review with a negative outcome was conducted on this
one house. However, it seems that staff does not have an actual copy of the evaluation (or what was
being evaluated) because when asked for it, Staff told the preparer to contact the State and separately
request it. OHR staff should not be relying on a report it does not have and a conclusion based on
something "the other side" stated without providing the report. Looking at the inventory list (if this is
about 1848 S. Gramercy Place—there is no compass direction on the listing), the property was found to
not be eligible as an Individual NATIONAL REGISTER designated landmark (eg. "6Y"). First, itis a
completely different set of criteria --especially in 1987 when the 106 Review was done. Further (and
here I am repeating myself) Council President Herb Wesson did not nominate it as a federal National
Register Individual landmark. The only thing a 6Y denoted in 1987 was that a property was determined
by "consensus" to not be eligible to be listed individually on the National Register.

This is all very troubling. The nomination was made by Council President Herb Wesson. Theoretically,
Staff should be writing the nomination, however it is understood that staff and time constraints make
that almost impossible. Therefore the nomination is being prepared by community members. Tasking
them with searching for a 1987 document which clearly holds no relevance, in order to prove a negative,
is not in the spirit of cooperation. If Staff has the document they should be providing it (essentially to the
Councilman’s representative); if they do not have it they should not be using it to justify their findings.

The Staff Report also makes a blatantly false statement by saying that1848 S. Gramercy was determined
not to be a Contributor to the SurveyLA-identified Angelus Vista District. The facts are thus: in 2012,
SurveyLA—for the South LA CPA (and also for the West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert CPA) only
included in the scope of the survey those properties that were zoned residential or commercial. The
scope of work specifically excluded properties zoned Industrial. 1848 S. Gramercy Place is zoned Q-CM
and was specifically excluded from the 2012 SurveyLA. This property may (or may not) have been
surveyed/evaluated when SurveyL A undertook the citywide Industrial Context survey, but that was long
after the South L.A. results were published, and the Angelus Vista District with its boundaries was also
published. It is completely disingenuous and inappropriate for Staff to have stated that, essentially, this
specific house was rejected as a part of the Angelus Vista District. It was never evaluated as a part of the
district, for good or bad.

As with the ESA report, the Staff Report completely ignores the meaning and impact of Werner v.
Graham. It dismisses the case, stating that” the case does not appear to have any direct association with
the subject property.” What this indicates is the lack of understanding as to how zoning and planning
laws actually impact communities. Although there were other named defendants, this particular house is
literally the nexus—the bricks-and-mortar example of the effects of the decision. To one side of itis a
four-plex residence and on the other side is a commercial business. But for the results of Werner v.
Graham, the house would likely have been flanked by other single-family residences and the area would



have developed quite differently. The “associations” are strongly visual; of all of the named defendants,
this property was the one most affected.

Also following the lead of the ESA report, Staff uses inappropriate comparisons to other houses already
listed as HCM’s. The Kissim House is a grand residence of 6554 sq. ft; the Perrine House is located one
parcel from the 10 Freeway and across from a school; the Hackett house is a completely different
style—Transitional Victorian-Craftsman of 4344 sq. ft. It also has modern apartment buildings adjacent
to it and itself is divided into two units. By contrast, 1848 Gramercy is still a single-family house,
despite its current use and many tenants. It has 3658 sq. ft, considerably less than the aforementioned
homes in the Staff Report. It is unclear what Staff is trying to prove by noting these three other
properties, none of which bear any resemblance to 1848 Gramercy. There are other Craftsman homes
listed as HCM’s; are we to perform a side-by-side comparison with each one to see how alike or not
they may be? Again, it is not supposed to be a competition; if that were the case, then we would have
one of each style and each architect and no more, because the style would be represented. The “beauty”
of these homes lies in their variety of interpretations, making each unique.

It is interesting that both the ESA and Staff reports list numerous original, character-defining features of
the house, they both conclude that those are outweighed by some alterations, some of which are 1) not
alterations, 2) minor additions; 3) additions which were early in the history of the house and thus may
have taken on their own level of significance; 4) kitchen and bathroom remodels, which should not be
considered as alterations affecting the integrity of the house. Most (if not all, by now) houses from that
era have remodeled kitchens and bathrooms since most people want modern conveniences in both of
those areas.

The 1982 rear staircase referred to is an easily reversible element.
Similarly, room partitions are temporary and not load bearing.

Re-stuccoing is no different from a structure that requires re-painting. The poor stucco can be scraped
off and new, appropriate stucco applied.

The fenestrations are all original; new window frames can be installed.

The Staff Report refers to the porte-cochere as not original; I beg to differ. If one examines all of the
details, it is obvious that it matches the wood designs at the front of the house. Also, the existence of the
carriage step indicates that some type of vehicle stopped there for passengers to alight. It is unlikely that
such an area would have been uncovered.



The enclosure of the porch is the only truly obvious change, but it is typical of how living habits have
changed over the past 100 years and many HCM’s and HPOZ Contributors retain such an alteration. It
does not radically alter one’s understanding of the architectural intent and therefore does not affect the
property’s integrity. More importantly, the 1921 Sanborn Map shows the porch as being enclosed; the
only thing we don’t know for sure is how much before that it might have been done—it is possible that it
was done immediately after construction. Unfortunately the previous Sanborn Map dates from 1907
before the house was completed. Anything else is pure speculation on the part of ESA and Staff.

Referring back to the ESA report (See page 21 of the ESA report), items such as security grilles and
planter boxes are not alterations which affect the integrity of a house. Also: the original porch posts
were not wood; they were stucco and can clearly be seen in the vintage photograph. Citing a replaced
roof is the height of arrogance as no roof lasts for 100 years. The fact that it was originally a shake
shingle roof'is a specious argument and at any rate, shake roofs are no longer allowed in Los Angeles.

Staff’s conclusions that the house is not associated with historical events or exemplifies contributions to
history demonstrates a lack of understanding of how legal decisions have dramatically affected how the
city looks and functions, and how it impacts people.

It seems clear that Staff simply did not “like” this house and thus was willing to accept the ESA
assertions that it does not meet the criteria. The arguments presented in both reports are flimsy,
disingenuous, misleading and contradictory. Properties have attained HCM status meeting fewer
attributes than those possessed by 1848 S. Gramercy. Our ability to research deeper into history and
discover underlying reasons for how and why Los Angeles developed as it has, necessarily makes us re-
examine what makes a property significant. The case of Werner v. Graham is critical to understanding
that development and the physical siting of 1848 S. Gramercy brings it to life. It is no longer confined to
the pages of law books, understandable only in the rarified atmosphere of the legal training. Now
everyone can see and understand why and how an apartment building can be situated next to a single-
family home or why that home came to be neighbor to a liquor store. The case does not have the “sexy”
historic qualities associated with the striking down of restrictive racial covenants but it is no less
significant.

For all of the foregoing reasons, I hope that the Commission will agree with the accuracy of my findings
and vote in favor of HCM status for 1848 S. Gramercy.

Respectfully submitted,
Mitzi March Mogul
June 24, 2018
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Deny the 1828 S. Gramercy Place motion

Peggy and Kevin Sears <pegkevsears@gmail.com> Thu, Jun 21, 2018 at 12:00 AM

To: chc@lacity.org
Greetings Los Angeles Staff and Commissioners,

This nomination for historic preservation is a joke and nothing more than a neighborhood trying to block
someone from developing housing. | have attached a screenshot below of the page in the SurveyLA Historic
Districts report, which includes 1828 S. Gramercy Place. You can see that the report does NOT find this to
be a historic property; under type it says “not sure”.

You'll notice there are two Craftsman properties listed above this property. 1830 S. Cimarron is a contributing
property to the neighborhood and is .25 miles away. The other property listed is also on Cimarron Street, is a
contributor, and is the same distance away. | don’t understand why Herb Wesson nominated a dilapidated
old property for historic nomination when there are dozens of examples of this particular home, in much
better shape, within several blocks.

This tactic of blocking development through historic nominations is dangerous and disingenuous. Please
deny this motion.

Peggy Sears

900 N Orange Grove Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90046
(607) 684-8348
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Please deny the historical nomination of 1848 Gramercy Place

Peggy & Kevin Sears <pegkevsears@gmail.com> Sun, Jun 24, 2018 at 9:14 PM
To: CHC@lacity.org

Dear Cultural Heritage Commissioners,
The intent of this email is to oppose the historic nomination of 1848 Gramercy Place - Council File: 18-0330.

I understand the purpose of this commission is not to weigh in on the future plans of a site, but to consider the item at hand and
judge its historic merits. The nomination of this property, however, was not done with the history in mind, but rather the
opportunity it presented by nominating it. That opportunity was to block development and future housing.

There were years of opportunities to preserve this site, but until the plans came for the new development, the neighborhood had
no interestin this property. If a one-story organic grocer or trendy restaurant was proposed, would the nomination have occured?
The history of tomorrow will be decided by the decisions we make today, and the needs of our city are far greater than the
discomfort brought by change for a handful of residents.

If this building is truly historic, | hope something exceptional will be done with the structure. The current narrative of weaponizing
HCMnominations will be an unfortunate chapter in the future history books of Los Angeles.

Thank You,

Peggy Sears
900 N Orange Grove Ave

Los Angeles, CA90046
(607)684-8348

https://mail.g oogle.com/mail/b/AOg 3winK2045Qe7H4cmdkwA92e0-tGS_elpdBavi_veBDPeYer/u/1/?ui=2&ik=af%4feea32&jsver=6HPtoh-TLvo.en.&cbl=gmail _... 1/1
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6/28/2018 City of Los Angeles Mail - Regarding Preservation of 1828 South Gramercy

Planning CHC <chc@]lacity.org>

Regarding Preservation of 1828 South Gramercy

Ruthie Myers <myer0159@gmail.com> Tue, Jun 19, 2018 at 2:45 PM

To: CHC@lacity.org

Dear CHC -
Please no.

1828 S Gramercy is not worthy of historic preservation. I love the fact that we’re referring to the property as the
Cordary Family Residences. I cannot figure out for the life of me who the Cordary Family is, or what they
contributed to Los Angeles to make me care enough to preserve something for them, or how long they even lived
here as they are not included in the SurveylLA report. And again according to the report, nothing of actual historic
significance took place on the property. It just seems to be an old house the neighbors don’t want to see torn down
because comfortable neighbors want to keep their area frozen in time.

One thing that confuses me is that while the shell of the main residence remains the same, it has been extensively
remodeled and preservation has never been a theme for these renovations. The main house was divided into 3
sections during the 1930’s as the city was trying to combat a historic housing crisis and never converted back to a
single family. This fact should not be lost on the CHC. In the 90ish years since the property was converted to a
multi- family, it was never changed back because Los Angeles has always been in need of more housing. If the

mtegrity of the original main house is important to this process, then it needs to be noted that it hasn’t been an original

structure in 90 years.

Please don’t approve this motion.

Thank You,
Ruth Myers
(952) 200-0944

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/AOg 3winK204v5Qe7H4cmdkwA92e0-tGS_elpJBavi_wveBDPeYer/u/1/?ui=2&ik=af%4feeal328&jsver=6HPtoh-TLwvo.en.&cbl=gmail_...
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Planning CHC <chc@]lacity.org>

Please deny the nomination for designation of 1848 S Gramercy Place

Ruthie Myers <myer0159@gmail.com> Sat, Jun 23, 2018 at 4:40 PM

To: CHC@lacity.org

To the Cultural Heritage Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the HCM for 1848 Gramercy Place. I considered the report, reviewed the site, and
looked up the property.

The nomination appears to be made at the request of neighborhood residents. These residents did not appreciate the
aesthetic of the building until progress was initiated. At that point, the building was being considered despite
SurveyLA already rejecting this building.

The building itself is insignificant, run down, and nothing more than an opportunity to do something relevant.
Whatever the plan for the site is, I will be excited to see LA embrace progress and move forward as this building has
been deteriorating it seems for decades. I don’t like this word, but it’s ugly.

When I looked it up, on Yelp it appeared as a sober living facility. I called the number and hung up after it asked me
for msurance information. There was nothing else I saw online except for the price of the house on various real estate
sites.

I did not come across anything historically significant for this project and encourage you to reject this nomination.

Respecttully,

Ruth Myers
(952) 200-0944

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/AOg 3winK204v5Qe7H4cmdkwA92e0-tGS_elpJBavi_wveBDPeYer/u/1/?ui=2&ik=af%4feeal328&jsver=6HPtoh-TLwvo.en.&cbl=gmail_...
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June 26, 2018

Cultural Heritage Commission
200 N. Spring Street, Room 532
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: CHC-2018-3217-HCM, 1848 S. Gramercy Place, Los Angeles CA 90019
Dear Commissioners:

The West Adams Heritage Association (WAHA) is comprised of over 350 households in the
West Adams area. We routinely comment on land use applications and environmental
documents on behalf of the Association members. WAHA is dedicated to the preservation of
the community's architectural and cultural heritage.

In this particular instance, CHC-2018-3217-HCM, we have read the HCM nomination,
reviewed the related materials, and strongly disagree with the Staff Recommendation Report
regarding 1848 S. Gramercy Place. WAHA believes that the Stokes” Angelus Vista Tract
Residence meets or exceeds the bar for designation under Criteria No. 1, as it is associated with
an important historic event that shaped the growth, development, or evolution of Los Angeles
or its communities and reflects patterns of development in Los Angeles; and Criteria No. 3, as
it embodies the distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of construction.

WAHA has a number of important concerns regarding the Staff Recommendation Report. We
are concerned that there are some important misinterpretations of the facts that had been
presented in the Preparer’s nomination. We are troubled to learn that OHR staff chose to make
comparisons between the nominated property and other historic properties, and then chose to
make those comparisons to residences that have nothing in common with 1848 S. Gramercy
Place. We are concerned that Staff dismissed the builder’s role in Los Angeles’s development
patterns for the stated reason that the dozens (more than 50 now identified) homes and
buildings this builder erected were “speculative ventures” — which leads us to wonder: Are we
to condemn the City’s development entrepreneurs and not designate as a landmark any
structure erected with the thought of making a profit?




WAHA also emphatically disputes the entire discussion(s) of INTEGRITY found in the Staff
Recommendation Report as well as a historic assessment prepared by the Owner. More on this
below.

The OHR staff ignored or dismissed key historical elements, evidently did not understand nor
recognize the context of the Stokes' Angelus Vista Tract Residence, and, per above, staff was
also dismissive of Minnie and Naldo Stokes' roles in Los Angeles' pattern of development.
Additionally OHR staff claims that the residence at 1848 was somehow not linked, or not
linked in a significant way, to the Werner v. Graham lawsuit case -- without offering up any
specific, factual evidence to support that claim.

The Werner v. Graham Lawsuit

It is WAHA'’s understanding that the residence at 1848 S. Gramercy Place was owned by
Eleanor Goodwin Whitman at the time the underlying Werner v. Graham lawsuit was filed
(1914) and continued to own it through the appeal process culminating in a precedent-setting
California Supreme Court decision (1919).

Whitman was a named defendant; her property was adjacent to the plaintiff Fritz Werner’s
property; Werner wanted to undo the deed restrictions in Whitman’s deed and her neighbors’
deeds to allow construction of something other than a single family home; Werner won; a gas
station was built on his lot within a couple of years; the decision changed the Angelus Vista
Tract forever; and the house at 1848 S. Gramercy now has commercial buildings on one side
and apartment buildings on the other. It seems abundantly obvious that this one house is not
only associated with that significant case but also, from its setting, visually tells that story.

WAHA did read the entire HCM submission an it is clear to us that the case changed the
course of real estate development and in particular set new standards for what we in 2018 call
“Planned Communities” which have requirements that are needed to be met in order for a
group of homeowners (today we would call this an HOA) to enforce restrictions and
covenants.

Distinctiveness and the Craftsman Style

The Statf Recommendation Report also states: "staff does not find it to be a distinctive or
outstanding example of Craftsman-style architecture." But the Cultural Heritage Ordinance does
not require that an HCM be a “distinctive or outstanding example” — rather, an HCM should meet
the criteria that it “embodies the distinctive characteristics of a style” to be eligible for designation.
Words and phrases, particularly when utilized in the Municipal Code, are specific, and at the



risk of being too pedantic the phrase “distinctive characteristics” means (from numerous
dictionaries): “marking as separate or different; serving to distinguish” (Webster’s); “marking
something as clearly different than others” (Cambridge); “characteristic of one person or
thing, and so serving to distinguish it from others” (Oxford). Not “outstanding” nor
“exemplary” but rather a demonstration of characteristics, in this case elements of the Arts &
Crafts/Craftsman style.

In WAHA'’s view, there is no doubt that this house, particularly its interior, embodies the
distinctive characteristics of the Craftsman style.

Patterns of Development

WAHA would simply argue that of course this house tells the story of L.A.’s patterns of
development because of: 1). Due to its strong association with the Werner v. Graham case,
where the owner Eleanor Goodwin Whitman was a not just “a” defendant but one of two
defendant/owners of single family homes located adjacent to Mr. Werner’s vacant lot on
Washington Street; and 2). The association with and identification of Minnie and Naldo Stokes’
own pattern of development in Los Angeles between late 1903 and the mid-to-late 1920s,
wherein the Stokes speculatively purchased multiple lots in newly-announced tracts and
subdivisions (first in West Adams, then in the Wilshire District, and subsequently in the
Hollywod foothills and Hancock Park areas), and erected at least 50 and likely more homes for
resale to middle class, and upper middle class buyers. This latter association in fact tells the
story of how Los Angeles’s “suburbs” (now neighborhoods in the urban core but not at the
time) developed.

Prior Historic Assessments

The Recommendation Report references a 1987 Section 106 Review that is not attached to the
report, that no one has seen (including, apparently, staff, who were unable to provide it to the
Preparer), which may or may not be this property (the State SHPO's inventory list does not
indicate whether it is “North” or “South” Gramercy — both addresses exist), the proposed 1987
project is unknown, and in any case was denoted by “consensus” to be a “6Y” — which means
it was not eligible in 1987, utilizing 1987 standards and guidelines which may have changed, to
be listed individually on the National Register. Staff should not, and should never, make
recommendations on material not in their possession.

If OHR staff does have the document, it should be attached to their report and should have
been provided to the preparer when requested.



Regarding OHR staff’s reference to SurveyLA and the identified Angelus Vista District,
WAHA itself has participated in multiple discussions over the past several years with Planning
Staff regarding this very Survey. It omitted the vast majority of the actual Angelus Vista Tract;
it somehow “missed” the entire block of Van Ness between Washington and Venice
Boulevards; it excluded the one designated HCM on Gramercy Place in this vicinity; and after
doing all of this to create a boundary that would have enough Contributors to comply with
National Register standards (hence the odd shape of the boundary), according to multiple
communications with OHR deputy manager Janet Hansen, then the SurveyLA team decided it
would be a local and not a National Register qualified district after all. But the tam never went
back out to re-survey based on those different standards, in order to create a more-
encompassing boundary.

This is not new information. This is information that was widely shared at the time, was
published by WAHA and remains on our website, and was also shared as a part of the South
Los Angeles Community Plan Update process. This set of facts is exactly the reason why the
Planning Commission initiated and City Council adopted the phrase “SurveyLA or other
historic survey” for the new Angelus Vista Character Residential Overlay CPIO, whose
boundaries extend east to Manhattan Place and west to Arlington, encompassing the missed
historical properties in between.

That said: the residence at 1848 S. Gramercy Place was not surveyed in 2012 when SurveyLA
reviewed the neighborhood as a potential district. It was not rejected; it was not surveyed. It

zoning is “industrial” (Q-CM) and therefore its evaluation — which we have never seen — was
deferred to the later citywide Industrial Context survey, published in February 2018.

WAHA believes it is terribly wrong for OHR staff to imply otherwise in its Staff
Recommendation Report. While we all know the truth of the matter (“we” including the team
that updated the Community Plan, the Planning Commission, the Council Office staff who
worked on the Community Plan Update; the many community members who participated in
public meetings about the CPIOs, and of course OHR staff), the Cultural Heritage Commission
had not been involved in this ongoing, 5-plus-years discussion.

Comparisons

The Staff Determination Report identifies three homes, all HCMs, which it compared the
Stokes” Angelus Vista Tract Residence to. Two things are curious. One: if OHR staff wanted to
make a comparison, why did it choose to ignore the (also middle-class type) designated HCM,
the Julius Bierlich Residence, located just 250 feet from 1848 S. Gramercy Place? Like the



Stokes” Angelus Vista Tract Residence, it is a two-story Craftsman in Angelus Vista. WAHA
doesn’t know what conclusion(s) might have been made, but the omission of it raises
questions.

Second and more important: The comparisons are to residences which have nothing in
common with 1848 S. Gramercy Place. One of them, the Hackett House, 1317 Westlake, is a
Victorian Transitional style home, located in the Westlake District (Pico Union) and currently
subdivided into a duplex, according to City records, and which seems to have extensive rear
alterations and additions , evidenced in the photo from Google (house on top left, below, with additions):

The Kissam House at 2160 West 20t Street is a three-story mansion of 8,000+ square feet
straddling several parcels in Western Heights. It was designed by noted architects Hudson &
Munsell, is described as “Craftsman” but in fact is a Shingle Style exterior with a Beaux Arts
interior (according to its HCM nomination.) It is important to note, again per its nomination,
that the house was not in good condition at time of designation and it had had many
significant alterations over the years, including the addition of both a first floor and a second
floor sunporch, the complete relocation of the dining room, and the removal of the original
staircase.

These are dramatic changes that seem not to have detracted from the “integrity” of this HCM,
even though its significance related to its Master Architects.

The third house was designed by architect Sumner Hunt and, again, does not seem to relate
visually to this home. A former WAHA president owned this house and we are familiar with
it; its interior is NOT similar to the Stokes” Residence.



QOutside Consultant’s Historic Assessment

We also strongly dispute the historic assessment prepared by the property owner's own
consultant (which OHR staff apparently relied upon). We find that assessment to be
misleading, inaccurate, and it is a report that twists facts regarding prior historic assessments.
This historic assessment did not evaluate the property in terms of historical economic
development patterns or cultural heritage. The assessment dismisses the importance of the
1848 S. Gramercy Place residence not only architecturally (by comparing it to multiple other
homes with which it has nothing in common, and also making claims that its builder, Naldo
Stokes, was somehow "copying" other builders), but also misrepresented its integrity.

Appended to the Consultant’s Assessment is a partial DPR assessment. It appears as if we are
to assume this may be the referenced Section 106 document. Or is it? The front matter is not
included. The footnotes indicate “1995” and “2018.” It appears to be an edited version of
“something” as it also references the consultant’s own firm, ESR. It is grossly inappropriate to
append a partial and likely edited document, and it appears designed to confuse. WAHA
believes OHR staff incorrectly relied on this document.

Integrity

The issue of integrity is highly subjective, and moreover many changes are reversible.
Importantly, integrity can be regained AFTER we have saved a structure and had it
designated, but if it is demolished, simply put, we have lost that chance forever.

The residence at 1848 S. Gramercy Place is more intact than many designated HCMs were at
the time of their designation. We are providing descriptions and photos of some important
examples below.

WAHA is perplexed by OHR staff’s assertion that the home’s integrity compromises the ability
to designate it as an HCM. First of all, it was not nominated as an example of a work by a
“genius” master architect. In such cases, it may be difficult to make a case for integrity if many
of the original architect’s design features are altered or missing, if the “hand of the architect” is
not present. And in any case, nearly all of the original interior trim work, layout, the arroyo
stone fireplace, etc., appear to be intact. The “hand of the builder” Naldo Stokes is clearly
present.



Moreover, the Staff Report is simply incorrect. It says: “The cumulative alterations,

particularly on the primary, east-facing elevation, have substantially impacted the original design
intent.” BUT they are describing the WRONG SIDE OF THE HOUSE. The rear does have
cumulative alterations. The primary, WEST-FACING FRONT SIDE of the house does not.

That there was a 1920 REAR addition does not detract from the home’s integrity; it was built in
the same style and with the same features (reverse board-and-batten wainscoting, beamed
ceilings). Many current designated HCMs had early additions of bedrooms, bathrooms,
sleeping porches, breakfast or “morning” rooms, and/or billiard rooms.

The exterior has had some changes. One is early and arguably historical: The front exterior
porch on the southwest corner elevation may have been enclosed originally (it is not clear),

and certainly was enclosed by 1921. It shows on the 1921 Sanborn Map as a one-story room,
not as an outside porch. WAHA has seen (in fact has had in its collection of Washington
Boulevard photos for some time) a 1928 photograph of this house which clearly shows that
sunroom enclosed on three sides by divided light windows. The current photographs show
clearly that the north side and south side of this room retain those windows. Only the west-
facing elevation has been changed — it was somehow enclosed with what looks to be drywall
with a window inserted, but within the “boundaries” of the original bank of windows. And
because the house retains the other windows (and one divided light door) the missing front
portion could easily be restored to match the others. This meets the definition of a reversible
alteration.

WAHA would argue that the period of significance for this property stretches from its
completion in 1908 through the 1920s, because of the changes created by the Werner v.
Graham case and resulting patterns of development in Angelus Vista. So whether the sunroom
was created in 1908, 1911, 1918 or 1920 is irrelevant — it existed in 1921.

The other changes that seem to bother OHR staff are either on the rear (yes, there is some sort
of unpermitted addition plus permitted exterior rear stairs plus a few window change-outs
within original fenestrations) or are minor. Perhaps WAHA'’s definition of “minor” differs
from others’” — we have seen many miracles in the West Adams District where homes in very
poor condition have been beautifully restored to the point of winning awards.

Staff seems concerned with the “re-stuccoing of the stucco cladding with course concrete
plaster.” Removable; fixable.

Staff expressed concern about some window change-outs. They are not on the front elevation,
and are readily fixed by hiring a carpenter to make “new wood windows, same size, same



material, to match original” —the standard we use for conforming work repairs in HPOZs on a
daily basis.

Staff noted that rooms were “partitioned.” In looking at photos, the majority of partitions that
are visible to WAHA are more like temporary office cubicle structures in living quarters,
giving some measure of privacy to the gentlemen who live in the group home setting. This is
more like “furniture” than “wall.”

The dining room appears to have had drywall inserted in the middle (dividing the room into
two parts), but visibly retaining the wainscoting and the wood trim cove moldings. There is no
photo of the eastern portion of the room, so we cannot comment on whether or not it also
retains its original woodwork. The west entry to that same room (where they may have been a
pocket door or it was simply open — we do not know from the photos) has also been filled in
with drywall, with a contemporary door added. WAHA would like to point out that likely this
change would be reversible with one hour of careful labor.

Staff also referenced “kitchen and bathroom remodels.” WAHA is not familiar with the
reported bathroom(s) remodels, as the photos are imprecise. The kitchen, however, appears
original in terms of its location, layout, extant wood trim and the associated — completely intact
— butler’s pantry, as is seen in the available photos from both the day of the Commission tour
and the real estate MLS images.

WAHA prepared a visual presentation for the Cultural Heritage Commission some years ago
focusing on Integrity and Restoration. We cited (and showed photos of) a number of “wrecks’
that were designated as HCMs while they were not just unrestored but in some cases literally
wrecks that were later rescued and restored in part because of HCM designation.

These include:

e The Adlai Stevenson birthplace, HCM No. 35, at 2629 Monmouth, now altered into 11
apartments

e The Forthmann House, HCM No. 103, is a beautifully-restored Italianate Victorian now
located at the corner of Hoover and 28t Streets. It was a literal wreck when it was
originally declared a monument at its former location on 18t Street and Figueroa.

e The Cockins House, HCM No. 519, designated in 1991, had its exterior covered in non-
original siding at the time of its nomination. It had been converted into a duplex in 1911,
a boarding house after the war, and had fallen into major disrepair. It is now
beautifully restored.

e The Polish Parish/Lycurgus Lindsay Mansion, HCM No. 496, has a complete church
sanctuary building jutting out in front of the original mansion front.



The Secundo Guasti Villa/Busby Berkeley Estate, HCM 478, is one of the most famous,
and most visited West Adams landmarks. But it has two non-original wings jutting off
the rear, added when the mansion became a physicians’ retirement home.

The Wells-Halliday Residence had been abandoned, partially gutted and the owner had
a demolition permit — and a bulldozer was parked in front of the house — when we
nominated it for HCM status. Because we were able to nominate this as a Historic-
Cultural Monument, it became a hospice and medical facility, rather than fodder for a
landfill.

The Raphael Soriano/Glenn Lukens house, an important Modernist residence in
Jefferson Park, is largely intact and yet also endured significant alternation of its front
terrace elevation. The terrace was enclosed, and the original sandblasted glass doors
were gone. It is now restored and a landmark we are all proud of.

The Benjamin Waters Residence, 2289 West 25%, HCM No. 598, had been converted into
a duplex in the 1920s. It had also decades of no maintenance. It had one electric
lightswitch, plumbing on the exterior and in the two sets of pocket doors had both been
filled in with plaster and reduced to swinging doors. The current owner had to figure
out what plaster was original versus later based on horsehair plaster from the 1890s.
Wood was milled to match the existing. The center hall was divided as well. Pocket
doors had to be rehung on rebuilt tracks. Also on the rear was an exterior stairway to
the second floor.

The Gramercy Park Homestead, HCM No. 601, at 2101 West 24t Street, was a slumlord
boarding house that was so dilapidated that it was not financeable. Severe structural
issues led to the entire rear (three-story) exterior having to be removed and rebuilt. The
house was covered in aluminum siding, and the sandstone was painted hot pink, and
was cracking and failing from decades of water intrusion. The bathrooms were not just
filled with trash, but many (if not most) of the original period fixtures had been
removed or were unrepairable. Probably at least half of the original windows had been
replaced with jalousies. And the sleeping porch upstairs had been enclosed as a
bedroom.

The South Seas House is a city-owned HCM. Had integrity been a requirement, we
would not have this much-loved landmark with us today.

The Joseph Lee Starr Dairy Farmhouse was designated as an HCM when its Victorian
front exterior was mostly covered by a mid-1920s wrap-round porch and its rear
elevation was mostly hidden from view by several later additions. An exterior staircase
was visible on its South elevation. It had been duplexed and its original staircase either
removed at that time or totally encased (we do not know because by the time it actually
was restored the staircase had been removed).



Truly there are many more examples in West Adams, and, we imagine, throughout the city.
The purpose of this recital is to reiterate that, as we stated at the beginning of this memo:

The issue of integrity is highly subjective, and moreover many changes are reversible. Importantly,
integrity can be regained AFTER we have saved a structure and had it designated, but if it is
demolished we have, simply put, lost that chance forever.

We would argue as well that a resource nominated for its cultural resonance, and/or its
significant association with a historic event, personage or trend in local, state or national
history, should not be required to meet the identical design thresholds as one would want to
achieve for those resources nominated purely as architectural specimens.

The story of people and their roles in the City’s social, economic and cultural life is what local
history is about. WAHA would urge the Commissioners to recognize that this house is an
important part of that story. Please do vote to designate the Stokes” Angelus Vista Tract
Residence as West Adams’ next Historic Cultural Monument.

Thank you for your consideration.

Roland Souza
President, West Adams Heritage Association
president@westadamsheritage.org



6/28/2018 City of Los Angeles Mail - Re: 1848 S Gramercy Place

Planning CHC <chc@]lacity.org>

Re: 1848 S Gramercy Place

V Weathersby <msladyw@gmail.com> Mon, Jun 25, 2018 at 2:36 PM
To: chc@lacity.org

Dear Commissioners and City Staff:

Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in on the 1848 S Gramercy PI Historic Nomination. lam in
strong opposition to this nomination because of my ability to see and the lack of historical content that
has taken place at the site.

Please take a look at the photos below:
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It is not my intent to come across as elitist, and | don’t believe saying this place is lacking architectural
character does that. These photos show the amount of attention this home has received prior to it
being considered for a new development site. All of a sudden, we must preserve this property
because of what? Age? If that is the precedent being set, our city’s problems will continue to get
worse.

Please let me know if there are other merits to this project | am missing. As it stands, this building is
borderline embarrassing but preserving it is a mistake.

Thank you for your consideration and service to Los Angeles

V. Weathersby
1672 North Western Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90027

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/AOg 3winK204v5Qe7H4cmdkwA92e0-tGS_el pJBavi_veBDPeYer/u/1/?ui=2&ik=af%4feea328&jsver=6HPtoh-TLvo.en.&cbl=gmail_... 2/2
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