
GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT THE CONTENTS OF THIS FILE 

Submissions by the public in compliance with the Commission Rules and Operating 
Procedures (ROPs), Rule 4.3, are distributed to the Commission and uploaded online. 
Please note that “compliance” means that the submission complies with deadline, delivery 
method (hard copy and/or electronic) AND the number of copies.  Please review the 
Commission ROPs to ensure that you meet the submission requirements. The ROPs can be 
accessed at http://planning.lacity.org, by selecting “Commissions & Hearings” and 
selecting the specific Commission. 

All compliant submissions may be accessed as follows: 

• “Initial Submissions”: Compliant submissions received no later than by end of
day Monday of the week prior to the meeting, which are not integrated by reference
or exhibit in the Staff Report, will be appended at the end of the Staff Report.  The
Staff Report is linked to the case number on the specific meeting agenda.

• “Secondary Submissions”: Compliant submissions received after the Initial
Submission deadline up to 3:00 p.m. Thursday of the week prior to the
Commission meeting are contained in this file and bookmarked by the case
number.

• “Day of Hearing Submissions”: Compliant submissions after the Secondary
Submission deadline up to and including the day of the Commission meeting will be
uploaded to this file within two business days after the Commission meeting.

Material which does not comply with the submission rules is not distributed to the 
Commission.  

ENABLE BOOKMARKS ONLINE: 

**If you are using Explorer, you  need  will need to enable  the Acrobat    toolbar to 
see  the bookmarks on the left side of the screen. 

If you are using Chrome, the bookmarks are on the upper right-side of the screen. If you 
do not want to use the bookmarks, simply scroll through the file. 

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

http://planning.lacity.org/


SECONDARY 
SUBMISSIONS 

The following submissions by the public are in compliance with the Commission Rules and 
Operating Procedures (ROPs), Rule 4.3b. Please note that “compliance” means that the 
submission complies with deadline, delivery method (hard copy and/or electronic) AND the 
number of copies.  The Commission’s ROPs can be accessed at http://
planning.lacity.org, by selecting “Commissions & Hearings” and selecting the specific 
Commission. 

All materials in response to a Recommendation Report or additional comments which were 
received by the Commission Executive Assistant electronically no later than 3:00 p.m. Thursday 
of the week prior to the Commission meeting AND which do not exceed ten (10) pages including 
exhibits are included in this file.

Material which does not comply with the submission rules is not distributed to the 
Commission.  

ENABLE BOOKMARKS ONLINE: 

**If you are using Explorer, you need  will need to enable  the Acrobat   toolbar to 
see  the bookmarks on the left side of the screen. 

If you are using Chrome, the bookmarks are on the upper right-side of the screen. If you 
do not want to use the bookmarks, simply scroll through the file. 

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

http://planning.lacity.org/
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We are so excited to be joining the Los Feliz community this Winter! 
Like our other locations, we will be offering our curated collection of 
healthy pet food and product options, but need your support to bring 
our award-winning grooming services to this new location. Share your 
excitement for our Los Feliz dog grooming salon by signing here. 

r;;-i Yes, I support Healthy Spot adding a dog grooming salon at 
� its Los Feliz store located at 1864 N. Vermont Avenue! 
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By signing above, you are agreeing to allow Healthy Spot to share this information with the City and County of Los Angeles. 

Updates on the Los Feliz grooming salon will be sent to the email provided. 
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James Oviatt Building 
617 South Olive Street, Suite 320 
Los Angeles, California 90014 
telephone:  213 833-0005 
 
 
 

 

15 February 2016 
 
City of Los Angeles Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Jose Huizar , Chair 
Re:  Edinburgh Court, Agenda Item 5 
 
Dear Chair Huizar and Committee Members 
I am writing in my dual capacity as a member of the City’s Cultural Heritage 
Commission and as a preservation architect whose office has successfully 
restored several historic bungalow courts to urge your inclusion of the Edinburgh 
Bungalow Court located at 750-756 ½ North Edinburgh Avenue in the list of 
Historic Cultural Monuments. 
While this may not be the most distinguished bungalow court, nor designed by a 
master architect, it does however contain several features that were important in 
the Commissions vote for designation.  As noted in the PRC evaluation the court 
was built from a “kit” which, contrary to their conclusion that this renders the 
development insignificant, in fact addresses the economics of workforce 
development as the city rapidly during the period of its significance. Most 
bungalow courts that have been designated or saved represent a higher threshold 
of design and economics.  Incorporated within these simple buildings are excellent 
examples of built in features (writing desks, ice boxes, kitchen cabinets, etc) which 
remain and represent the quality of attention to detail in even the most economic 
types of housing. 
The Edinburgh Court also is an excellent example of the emerging impact of the 
automobile in the development of the city.  The garage, located along the rear of 
the property provides covered parking for every unit, but, due the limited depth of 
the site parks the cars in a single diagonal bays allowing the cars to enter and exit 
via a narrow driveway.  Most courts of the period provided limited or no on site 
parking. 
With regard to the ability of the Edinburgh Court units to be repaired and restored, 
I would note that our office has successfully completed restoration on 4 similar 
bungalow Courts in Hollywood which were in substantially similar or worse 
condition than the units in question.  While these were undertaken for an 
affordable housing developer which brought available public funds to the table, 
they were restored to meet the Secretary of the Interiors standards and have 
received local and statewide awards for their preservation and restoration in 
addition to providing over 40 units of affordable housing.  While public funds may 
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not be available for Edinburgh Court restoration, added cost of prevailing wage 
requirements would also not be required, reducing the overall cost of repairs. 
The level of alterations and deterioration as noted in the PRC report are not 
beyond the ability to repair and restore the remaining historic fabric of this 
complex.  While the economics of this work may be a challenge, that is not a 
criteria in the designation of a City Cultural Monument.  A monument tells the 
story of who we  were and how we got to be who we are, and the Edinburgh Court 
Bungalows are a part of that story in Los Angeles. 
  
Sincerely, 
M2A Milofsky & Michali Architects 

 
Barry A. Milofsky 
Partner 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA LIVING

« Previous Post (https://latimesblogs.latimes.com/home_blog/2010/03/the­deal­le-klint-
pendant-lamps-40-off-through-march-31-at-lumens-tk.html) | L.A. at Home Home
(http://www.latimes.com/home/) | Next Post »
(https://latimesblogs.latimes.com/home_blog/2010/03/the-deal-russel-johnson-imports-
salvaged-seltzer-bottles-as-lighting-and-accessories-.html)
 

L.A. Conservancy honors

restoration  

of four Hollywood bungalow courts
MARCH 30, 2010 |  7:14 AM

f w 



 

Among the eight projects being honored by the
Los Angeles Conservancy
(http://www.laconservancy.org/) for
preservation next month is a cluster of four
1920s bungalow courts on   Serrano Avenue
and on Kingsley Drive in Hollywood that were
nearly lost to demolition.

Now restored, above, they are homes for low-
income and special-needs tenants and full of original details, including pull-down dining
tables and other built-ins. At right: before the renovation.

Click to the jump for interior photos of the bungalows, or read more about this and the
other residential projects cited by the conservancy here
(http://www.latimes.com/features/home/la-hm-conserve-20100327,0,1053148.story). 

Photo credits: Hollywood Community Housing Corp.



(https://latimesblogs.latimes.com/.a/6a00d8341c630a53ef0120a977d635970b-pi)

Above: Pull-down table and bench preserved in one of the bungalows' dining nooks.
Credit: Hollywood Community Housing Corp.

(https://latimesblogs.latimes.com/.a/6a00d8341c630a53ef01310fdec164970c-pi)



Above: Another original built-in preserved inside a bungalow. Credit: Hollywood
Community Housing Corp.

(https://latimesblogs.latimes.com/.a/6a00d8341c630a53ef01310fdec274970c-pi)

Above: A view of the inside of one of the bungalows. Credit: Carly Caryn / Historic
Resources Group

-- Mary MacVean

Become a fan: Follow the Southern California design scene on our Facebook page
(https://facebook.com/latimeshome).

Comments 
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664 WEST BROADWAY 
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA 91204-1032 
818-543-4560     FAX: 818-543-4565 
TDD 1-800-833-6388 
www.shannonwilson.com  51-1-10184-001 

February 12, 2016 
 
 
 
Mr. Brian Harris  
747 1/2 N. Hayworth Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 
 
RE: THIRD PARTY REVIEW OF LETTERS/REPORTS BY FEFFER GEOLOGICAL 

CONSULTING AND  WHITE CASTLE CONSTRUCTION REGARDING THE 
PROPERTY AT 750-756½ NORTH EDINBURGH AVENUE, LOS ANGELES, 
CALIFORNIA  

Dear Mr. Harris: 

At your request, I have reviewed the February 5, 2016, report by Mr. Joshua R. Feffer, CEG, and 
the attached Curriculum Vitae (CV) of Mr. Feffer (Appendix A), as well as a letter by Michael 
Goldberg of White Castle Construction dated February 8, 2016 (Appendix D). In the preparation 
of this third party review, I have also reviewed a prior Geotechnical Investigation report for the 
property dated April 2, 2015 by Feffer Geological Consulting, Inc., and the Soils Report 
Approval Letter issued by the Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety Grading Division 
on April 27, 2015. 

MR. FEFFER’S REPORT DATED FEB. 5, 2016 

Mr. Feffer’s Qualifications 

The April 2, 2015, Geotechnical Investigation by Feffer Geological Consulting, Inc. does not 
consider the condition of the existing structures, but instead simply assumes that they are to be 
demolished for the construction of new buildings on the site.  The more recent report by 
Mr. Feffer (dated February 5, 2016), does concern the existing structures. It discusses seismic 
bolting of the structures, danger of structural collapse, standards of foundation construction, 
safety and red-tagging of the buildings, shallow and deep foundation recommendations, as well 
as wood framing deficiencies.  All of these matters belong to Civil Engineering and its 
subspecialties (Structural and Geotechnical).  I am well aware of these topics as both a practicing 
Civil Engineer and a Professor at UCLA in the Department of Civil and Environmental 
Engineering (my CV is in Appendix B). 
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As indicated in his CV, Mr. Feffer has geology degrees and registrations, as well as a 
Certification in Engineering Geology (CEG 2138).  The regulations of the practice of geology is 
described in Appendix C, attached.   Mr. Feffer is not a Registered Civil Engineer, nor is he 
registered Structural or Geotechnical Engineer (the two Civil Engineering specialties 
registrations licensed by the State of California). Hence, Mr. Feffer is not qualified by 
licensing to opine on the Civil Engineering matters described above.  

GEOLOGY REQUIREMENTS 

A brief research of the property reveals that: 

a) It is situated on a flat area of the City of Los Angeles (Figure 1). 

b) The GIS database system of the City of Los Angeles (Figure 2), does not reveal 
geologic hazards such as faults, liquefaction, landslides, and oil extraction. 

Since there are no hillside or mapped geologic hazards (Figure 2), building improvements, or 
constructions at this site, it does not require submission of a report by a geologist such as Mr. 
Feffer.  The City does require a Geotechnical report (a.k.a., soils report) signed and stamped by a 
California registered Civil Engineer. 

FOUNDATIONS 

In his report, Mr. Feffer indicates that “The existing foundations could be replaced by either 
conventional foundations or new pile and grade beams.”  In my 25+ years of experience in the 
City of Los Angeles, I have never encountered a project of this type (single story buildings, in 
flat land with only one foot fill depth) where piles were used!  In fact, piles were neither 
recommended in the Geotechnical Investigation report dated April 2, 2015, for the new 3-story 
development project proposed at the site, nor were they required by the April 27, 2015, Soils 
Report Approval Letter issued by the City’s grading division. Furthermore, foundations of 
lightweight buildings of the type and age existing at the site are, in my experience, rarely 
replaced; instead old foundations are usually locally reinforced without moving the structures, 
mudsills are bolted using metal plates (e.g., using Simpson Strong-Tie UFP10 plates), and 
expansive soils mitigated through drainage improvements. 

WHITECASTLE CONSTRUCTION LETTER DATED FEB. 8, 2016 

I understand, Mr. Goldberg’s letter was based on a review of Mr. Feffer’s “Geologic Report” and 
a Termite & Pest Solutions Inc. report.  The letter presumes that the site has unstable soils, that 
new foundations are required, and that new foundations should extend to bedrock.  These 

SHANNON &WILSON, INC. 
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8762 Holloway Drive West Hollywood, California 90069 Tel: 310 659 6600 Fax: 310 659 6001 

 
February 26, 2016 
 
Michael Mekeel 
Offenhauser/Mekeel Architects 
9872 Holloway Drive 
West Hollywood, CA 90069 
 
Councilman Koretz 
Council District 5 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 440 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
  Re:   UPDATE LETTER: Proposed Designation of 750 N. Edinburgh Avenue (CHC‐ 
    2015‐3386‐HCM) 
 
Dear Councilman Koretz: 
 
This is an update to my previous letter to you dated February 1, 2016.  As you may recall, I 
attended a meeting with you on February 2 to discuss my findings that the buildings could be 
restored to rental use for a total of $125,000 for all four buildings (or $15,625 per unit).  I am 
now updating the February 1 letter to reflect three typical methods for mitigating foundations in 
expansive soil identified by a civil engineer, Dr. Daniel Pradel, P.E., G.E of Shannon & Wilson, Inc.  
 
My conclusion is that even if Dr. Pradel’s recommendations are employed to their fullest extent, 
the cost of restoring the buildings to their original use is no more than $244,640 or 
$30,580/unit.   
 
Qualifications. 
 
Offenhauser Mekeel Architects are historic preservation architects as well as real estate 
developers.  We have designed, preserved, restored, owned and maintained numerous historic 
buildings in the City of Los Angeles.  We also currently own and maintain The Toberman House 
which is Los Angeles Cultural Historic Monument #769;  it was the home of the second mayor of 
Los Angeles.  We are experts in  restoring historic buildings. 
 
February 26 letter from Dr. Pradel 
 
The most recent information relevant to this designation is a letter dated February 26, 2016, 
from Dr. Pradel.  At the end of his letter, Dr. Pradel describes three typical methods used to 
mitigate foundations in expansive soils, and explains that these three methods are ranked in the 
order in which they are typically employed, with “3” being the most expensive. 
  
The recommendations made by Dr. Pradel correspond generally to my original 
recommendations and estimates of likely cost for the project, which already assumed that the 
first method (improving surface drainage) would be employed.  Although neither Dr. Pradel nor I 
have identified evidence that the second and/or third methods will be necessary, for purposes 
of establishing a “worst‐case” scenario I have prepared estimates which assume that these two 



 
 
 

methods are employed to their fullest conceivable extent.  My conclusion is that the original 
estimate of $125,000 would increase as follows: 
 
  Method 1: No increase:  Total budget $125,000 or $15,625/unit. 
  Methods 1 and 2: + $9,640: Total budget $134,640 or $16,830/unit. 
   
  WORST‐CASE SCENARIO: 
  Methods 1,2 and 3: + $119,640: Total budget $244,640 or $30,580/unit.   
 
Discussion of three methods proposed by Dr. Pradel. 
 
Dr. Pradel’s three methods for mitigating foundations in expansive soils are described below, 
along with my estimates for each and the effect on the total budget. 
  

1. Method 1:  Improve surface drainage: My original estimate included a budget of $5,000 
to “Correct the roof and site drainage, repair the plumbing and patch the roofs to be 
certain that water does not flow into the crawl space in the future.”  Thus, Dr. Pradel’s 
recommendation to improve surface drainage does not change the total budget.  

   
In sum, the improvement of surface drainage (Method #1) does not change the budget 
of $125,000 or $15,625/unit. 
  

2. Method 2: Install French drains: My original estimate did not include French drains, 
which Dr. Pradel identifies as a second method to mitigate expansive soils.  French 
drains are installed adjacent to the footings in order to keep water away from the 
footings.  I consulted with Fernando Lavanche of Ambiente Landscaping of La Crescenta, 
California, a licensed landscape contractor (License #730001) whom I know and trust 
and whom I have hired in the past to install French drains.  Mr. Lavanche provided me 
with the following estimate of the cost of installing French drains around the entire 
perimeter of all four buildings: 
 

540 linear feet of French drain at $16/linear ft  $ 8,640 
Dry well                                   $ 1,000 
Total                                       $ 9,640 

 
In sum, the installation of French drains (Method #2) and improvement of site 
drainage (Method #1) would increase the total budget by $9,640, i.e.,. to a total of 
$134,640 or $16,830 per unit. 

 
3. Method 3: Install strap beam and deepen footings: Dr. Pradel’s third method is the 

most comprehensive and expensive of the three methods.  He says that if any of the 
footings are “locally cracked,” a typical solution is to place a concrete strap (also known 
as a “strap beam”) along the affected area and then connect this strap beam to the 
existing footing.  This effectively deepens the footing 24 inches below the existing 12‐
inch footing.  In his letter, Dr. Pradel provides a graphic detail for this strap‐beam 
method.  My February 1 letter acknowledged there was evidence that some of the 
existing 12‐inch footings were rotated (which indicates cracking), and on that basis I 



 
 
 

recommended removing and replacing about 100 feet (or about 20%) of these rotated 
footings with a code‐conforming 24” deep footing, at a total cost of $25,000.  (My visit 
to the site indicated that most of the walls were in good condition, indicating that 
rotation and cracking exists on only some, but not all, of the footings.)  In any event, Dr. 
Pradel’s strap‐beam method is more comprehensive than simply replacing footings, and 
wherever it is implemented, it would effectively preclude the need to remove and 
replace the existing footing, because the rotated footing would be returned to the 
proper position and then the strap beam would resupport the original footing. Under a 
“worst case” scenario (which is highly unlikely considering my observation of the 
condition of the walls), all 540 linear feet of footings in the combined four buildings 
would be cracked and require strap beams and deepened footings.  I contacted John A. 
Schroyer of J.A. Schroyer Construction in Sunland California, a licensed building and 
concrete contractor (License #955716) whom I know and trust and whose business is 
primarily in the excavation and construction of concrete foundations for apartment 
buildings.  Mr. Schroyer provided me with the following estimated cost for installing 
strap beams and deepened footings along the entire 540 linear feet of the four 
structures: 
 

540 lf @ $250/lf                          $135,000 
 
Since my original estimate assumed $25,000 for replacing rotated footings, and since 
that expenditure would no longer be necessary if this third method is employed along 
the entire 540 linear feet of footings, the use of Dr. Pradel’s third method would add 
$110,000 to the total budget. 
  
In sum, the installation of strap‐beams and deepened footings on the entire perimeter 
of the structures (Method #3), along with French drains (Method #2) and improvement 
of site drainage (Method #1) would increase my original budget by $119,640, to a total 
of $244,640, or $30,580 per unit. 

 
 
Original February 1 letter 
 
The balance of my original letter follows for your information: 
 
February 1, 2016 
 
The Spanish Colonial Revival bungalow court located at 750 North Edinburgh Avenue is in 
remarkably good condition for a 95 year old historic building and can be restored to its former 
use as rental units without excessive difficulty or cost. 
 
We have reviewed the letter from Armbruster Goldsmith & Delvac dated November 11, 2015 
which includes letters and reports from PCR Services Corporation, John Labib & Associates and 
Termite Pest Solutions.  We also visited the site.  Based on our extensive experience and in 
consultation with our  geotechnical and structural consultants, we find that these reports 
dramatically overstate the difficulty and cost of rehabilitating these structures and restoring 



 
 
 

them as rental properties.  In fact, the deferred maintenance can be corrected and structural 
remedial work, though not required by the building code, can be performed cost‐effectively. 
 

1. Architectural/Historic Character Defining Features Are Remarkably Intact: 
 

 The overall appearance of the property is essentially unchanged from 1923.  There is 
no question that an original resident of the building would recognize it today.  The 
four buildings and the garage structure are in their original location defining the 
central courtyard, and the simple rectangular massing with rough textured exterior 
plaster, crenellated parapets with barrel tile coping are intact.   

 Significant architectural details are intact.  The plaster arched front door porticos 
and the lean to shade structures over the main windows and the plaster arches with 
detail are intact. 

 Doors and windows are highly significant character defining features and are 
substantially intact.  The replacement of some windows and doors can be easily 
reversed by installing salvage matching windows and doors or having new ones 
made to match. 

 The interiors are original.  The interiors still have the original wood floors, the 
original casing at doors and windows, the original casework in the living rooms and 
the original cabinets and tile in the kitchens, including in at least on case the original 
ice box! 

 
2. Structural upgrades are not required by law and even if voluntarily undertaken they 

would be relatively inexpensive. 
    

 There is no building code requirement to upgrade the structures.   

 The existing buildings provide substantial protection even without any upgrades.  
One story older buildings of this type tend to perform well in earthquakes.  The 
structural loads in a one story building are very low.  Thus, in a one‐story building 
the difference between straight and diagonal sheathing is irrelevant for purposes of 
safety.  In addition, the plaster on both sides of a stud wall provides a certain 
amount of structural shear.  

 Relatively inexpensive voluntary upgrades can significantly increase the structural 
performance.  Foundation bolting, adding connectors to beams and posts and roof 
framing, and perhaps installing a few shear walls are all simple and cost effective 
upgrades that will improve the structural performance of the building significantly.  
The cost of these upgrades is likely to be less than $40,000 total for all four 
structures combined. 

 Termite damage can be inexpensively repaired.  Termite damage is common in all 
buildings and is not justification for demolishing the buildings.  The exposed wood 
girders look in remarkably good condition, so it would be reasonable to assume that 
the termite damage is localized and due to maintenance issues.  It can likely be 
repaired for less than $10,000 for all structures combined. 

 
 

   



 
 
 

3. The expansive soil does not need to be removed and re‐compacted. 
 

 A 4 foot blanket of expansive soil is common in this part of the Los Angeles basin.   
This building is no exception.  Yet this and many thousands of older buildings are 
performing well structurally. 

 There is no building code requirement that the soil under an existing building be 
removed and re‐compacted.   

 Even for a  new building, the building code requires only that foundations in 
expansive soil be 24” deep.  Although a new foundation is not required by the code, 
even for a  new one‐story building the code allows foundations to be 24” deep, 
which is above the 4‐foot level of expansive soil.   
 

4. Any foundation distress is likely caused by deferred maintenance, is localized, and can 
be easily repaired. 

 

 Cracks in the crawlspace are likely the result of maintenance issues.  Surface water 
customarily flows away from the building and should not cause foundation 
movement.   Thus, identified cracks in the crawlspace soil are probably the result of 
maintenance issues, e.g., a leak or flooding in the building either before or after the 
building was vacated;  water penetration from the crawl space vents where soil has 
been allowed to accumulate above the level of the vents; and/or ponding around 
down spouts where the water does not have a path to the street.   

 Excessive rotation of the footings is localized.  The entire foundation is not in 
distress.  The identified footing rotation is occurring in a only a few areas of the 
foundation,  for instance where water has been allowed to pond at the base of 
downspouts.   

 The foundation can be inexpensively repaired.   In order to correct the rotating 
footings it is not necessary to relocate all the houses, remove and replace all the soil 
5 feet deep on the entire site, construct new footings and replace the houses.  The 
customary solution is considerably less intrusive and far less expensive:   

 Stop the foundation movement:  Correct the roof and site drainage, repair 
the plumbing and patch the roofs to be certain that water does not flow into 
the crawl space in the future.  The total budget for this is likely to be less 
than $5,000. 

 Replace sections of footing which have rotated:  Temporarily shore that 
section of the building and remove and replace the footing with a code‐
conforming 24” deep footing.  The total budget for this is likely to be less 
than $25,000. 

 Replace under floor piers:  The piers in the crawl space can be easily 
replaced and are structurally sufficient so long as no water penetrates the 
crawl space.  The total budget for this is likely to be less than $5,000. 

 
5. Budget for structural repairs. 
 

 Altogether a budget of  $85,000 should be sufficient to accomplish the voluntary 
repair of some footings, repair of termite damage and structural upgrades 



Sincerely, 

described above. These repairs can be done without substantial harm to the 
interiors or exteriors of the structures. Nonetheless, an additional $40,000, or $10 
per square foot, is a reasonable budget to restore the interiors and exteriors to a 
condition suitable to return the buildings to their use as rental apartments. 

Offenhauser/Mekeel Architects 
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assumptions are in my opinion unreasonable.  I would also note that Mr. Goldberg appears to 
have no engineering registration of any kind, whether it be civil engineering, structural 
engineering, or geotechnical engineering.  He also does not appear to be a geologist, as is Mr. 
Feffer.  Instead, the only professional registration apparent from Mr. Goldberg’s letter (following 
his name on the signature block) is “CPE,” which as I understand it stands for Certified 
Professional Estimator.  Thus, unless he has credentials of which I am unaware, Mr. Goldberg is 
also not qualified by licensing to render an opinion on matters concerning structural engineering, 
geotechnical engineering, or geology.   

We appreciate the opportunity to be of continued service to you on this project.  If you have any 
questions, please contact us at (818) 543-4560. 

Sincerely, 
 
SHANNON & WILSON, INC. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dr. Daniel Pradel, P.E., G.E. 
Vice President 
 
DEP:RTD/ady 
 
Enc: Figure 1, Aerial Photo 
 Figure 2, Geologic Hazard Map 
 Appendix A, Review of Building Condition” by Feffer Geological Consulting (File No.  

 1556-54), dated Feb. 5, 2016, regarding the Property at 750-756 North Edinburgh  
 Avenue, Los Angeles, California 

 Appendix B, Curriculum Vitae – Dr. Daniel Pradel 
 Appendix C, Regulations Relating to the Practices of Geology and Geophysics,  
  California Code of Regulations Title 16, Division 29, §§ 3000-3067 

Appendix D, Letter by Whitecastle Construction dated Feb. 8, 2016, regarding the  
 Property at 750-756 North Edinburgh Avenue, Los Angeles, California 
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EDINBURGH BUNGALOW COURT 
750 - 756 1/2 N. EDINBUGH AVENUE

As you will note from the attached copy of our communication to the Los Angeles City Council, the Cultural 
Heritage Commission has moved to include the above-referenced property in the list of Historic-Cultural 
monuments, subject to adoption by the City Council.

In due course, our transmittal will be given a council file number and will be referred to the Council’s 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee for review and recommendation. If you are interested in 
attending the Council Committee meeting, you should call Sharon Dickinson at (213) 978-1080 for 
information as to the time and place of the Committee and City Council meetings regarding this matter. 
Please give Ms. Dickinson at least one week from the date of this letter to schedule this item on the 
Committee Agenda before you call her.

The above Cultural Heritage Commission action was taken by the following vote:

Moved:
Seconded:
Ayes:

Commissioner Milofsky 
Commissioner Kennard 
Commissioners Irvine, Scrafano, and Barron

Vote: 5-0

Fely C. Pingbl,"Commission Executive Assistant 
Cultural Heritage Commission

Attachment: CHC Letter to Council and Staff Report
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Katie Horak and Jennifer Trotoux
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Date :

Los Angeles City Council 
Room 395, City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012

Sharon Dickinson, Legislative Assistant 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee

Attention:

CHC-2015-3386-HCM 
EDINBURGH BUNGALOW COURT 
750-756 1/2 N. EDINBURGH AVENUE

CASE NUMBER:

At the Cultural Heritage Commission meeting of November 19, 2015, the Commission moved to include the 
above property in the list of Historic-Cultural Monument, subject to adoption by the City Council.

As required under the provisions of Section 22.171.10 of the Los Angeles Administrative Code, the Commission 
has solicited opinions and information from the office of the Council District in which the site is located and from 
any Department or Bureau of the city whose operations may be affected by the designation of such site as a 
Historic-Cultural Monument. Such designation in and of itself has no fiscal impact. Future applications for 
permits may cause minimal administrative costs.

The City Council, according to the guidelines set forth in Section 22.171 of the Los Angeles Administrative 
Code, shall act on the proposed inclusion to the list within 90 days of the Council or Commission action, 
whichever first occurs. By resolution, the Council may extend the period for good cause for an additional 15 
days.

The Cultural Heritage Commission would appreciate your inclusion of the subject modification to the list of 
Historic-Cultural Monuments upon adoption by the City Council.

The above Cultural Heritage Commission action was taken by the following vote:

Moved:
Seconded:
Ayes:

Commissioner Milofsky 
Commissioner Kennard 
Commissioners Irvine, Scrafano, and Barron

Vote: 5-0

Fely C. Pingol, Commission Executive Assistant 
Cultural Heritage Commission

Attachment: Staff Report with Findings

Councilmember Paul Koretz, Fifth Council District
BLDG Edinburgh, LLC
Katie Horak and Jennifer Trotoux
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On May 14, 1909, architect Sylvanus Marston submitted plans to the city of Pasadena
for an inventive housing development geared toward the kind of wealthy midwestern
vacationers that had spurred the construction of countless seasonal rental properties
across Southern California.

As architectural historian Robert Winter explains in The California Bungalow, Marston
planned to build his project on a roomy lot on Colorado Street (later to become Colorado
Boulevard and a key stretch of Route 66).

Like so many other architects of the time, he wanted to build bungalows.

Introduced to Southern California only in the last decade or so, this style of home had
already quickly emerged as one of the most popular forms of housing in the area, thanks to
glowing press coverage in local publications, and even national periodicals.

But Marston’s plan was unusual—he wanted to build 11 individual houses on the same piece
of land.

By signing up, you agree to our Privacy Policy and European users agree to the data transfer policy.

To fit so many homes on the lot, Marston planned to build them in two neat rows, facing
one another. A central walkway would run between the houses, and each dwelling would be
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fronted with a small patch of lawn, helping to set apart each home as its own distinct unit.

It wasn’t an entirely popular idea. As Winter notes, Charles Sumner Greene, who, along
with his brother Henry, built some of California’s finest homes (including the Gamble
House), wrote that a bungalow court “would seem to have no other reason for being than
that of making money for the investor.” He even called Marston’s innovative housing
concept “a good example of what not to do.”

In spite of Greene’s disapproval, the idea caught on, and bungalow courts soon dotted the
LA landscape, spreading from Pasadena to Long Beach.

“They’re a distinctive type of multifamily housing that is really kind of the backbone of Los
Angeles’s history,” says Adrian Scott Fine, director of advocacy for the Los Angeles
Conservancy.

Adored by Hollywood location scouts, bungalow courts are even familiar to many outside of
LA, owing to appearances in countless films. Goldie Hawn fools around with Kurt Russell in
one in the 1940s-set comedy Swing Shift; Naomi Watts and Laura Harring snoop around
one in Mulholland Drive; and, of course, a bungalow court is where Jeff Bridges' stoner-
turned-amateur-sleuth gets his rug peed on in The Big Lebowski.

So why are they being torn down?

Bungalow courts are harder to come by today. Only about 350 remain standing citywide,
based on a review of SurveyLA findings.

Bungalow courts “are increasingly at risk,” says Fine. In recent years, he has supported
campaigns to save several threatened complexes, including Beverly Grove’s Edinurgh Court
and Echo Park’s Wurfl Court.

Other preservation efforts haven’t been as successful. In July, over protests from neighbors
and the intervention of a Los Angeles city councilmember, developer Wiseman Residential
reduced the 93-year-old Norton Court complex in Larchmont to rubble.

Fine says rising property values are putting pressure on bungalow court owners to sell the
complexes or raze them in order to construct new housing with higher profit potential.
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Most bungalow courts were built from 1910 to the early 1930s. With many of them now
approaching—or already having surpassed—the century mark, years of wear and tear are
beginning to take their toll. Expensive repair bills give owners further incentive to sell, or
simply start building anew.

The majority of Los Angeles bungalow courts are also protected from stiff rent hikes under
the city’s Rent Stabilization Ordinance, keeping them affordable for renters but limiting
revenue for owners.

Developer Mott Smith, and his firm, Civic Enterprise, chose to preserve and rehabilitate a
Silver Lake bungalow court on Maltman Avenue. In 2008, the company won an LA
Conservancy Preservation Award for its efforts.

Smith says he was encouraged to invest in the Maltman bungalows because of a fairly recent
innovation in LA land use, the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance. Established in 2005, it
allows for development of single-family homes packed closely together on unusually small
lots.

The ordinance also allowed Civic Enterprise to sell the Maltman bungalows as 17 (very
compact) single-family homes. What was once a singular court is now a cluster of individual
properties, each with a separate owner.

Smith speculates that if the firm hadn’t purchased the property, the bungalows would have
been torn down and replaced with “pink stucco condominiums.”

A decade on, however, few developers have imitated the Maltman example. Smith suspects
that’s because retrofitting aging bungalows to meet city rules, as he did, can be time-
consuming and expensive.

“They make you bring everything up to current standards,” he says. “That often makes it
more feasible just to demolish it—and that’s very sad.”

In the heyday of bungalow court construction, the complexes were often built to house the
legions of writers, directors, camera operators, and aspiring movie stars suddenly pouring
into the greater Hollywood area.
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“Everyone wants a nice place to live that has dignity, and
that’s really what bungalow courts were all about. You weren’t
just put in a nameless apartment building; you had your own
front door, you had your own back door.”

Some of Walt Disney’s animators are said to have lived in the court at 2908 Griffith Park
Boulevard (the one seen in Mulholland Drive), and the whimsical storybook style of the
residences is the likely inspiration for the dwarves’ cottage in Snow White and the Seven

Dwarves.

Hollywood professionals sometimes got into the development game themselves. The Wurfl
Court, for instance, was built by prop master Louis Wurfl, who constructed sets for The
Wizard of Oz.

No less a screen icon than Charlie Chaplin himself dabbled in the bungalow court business.
In 1923, he commissioned dynamic husband and wife duo Arthur and Nina Zwebell to
construct bungalows for employees of his studio on La Brea Avenue. Hollywood stars from
Rudolph Valentino to Judy Garland purportedly spent time in the complex over the years.

The units were affordable to struggling Hollywood professionals, in part, because they could
be built cheaply on very small parcels of land. But updates to local and federal policies, says
Mark Vallianatos, director of planning nonprofit LAplus, had by the outbreak of World War
II, effectively banned traditionally constructed bungalow courts in Los Angeles.

In the case of the bungalow court, parking minimums and open space requirements added
in the 1930s severely limited the number of bungalows that could feasibly fit onto an
individual lot. Developers began favoring taller fourplexes that left room for yard space and
parking in the back. Later, other forms of housing like the dingbat, went in—and out—of
style.

Beyond their association with the film industry, bungalow courts were, and are still,
appealing to Los Angeles residents because they offer a condensed—and generally cheaper—
version of a single-family home.

“Everyone wants a nice place to live that has dignity,” says Fine. “And that’s really what
bungalow courts were all about. You weren’t just put in a nameless apartment building; you
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had your own front door, you had your own back door.”

That’s the experience Marietta Torriente had when she moved into a small Los Feliz
bungalow court in the early 1990s.

“It was perfect for one person, or a couple,” she recalls. “Super cozy, and there were so
many windows. It was standalone, so it just felt like your own little house.”

With just a few feet between the bungalows—and windows that looked into one another’s
apartments—it was easy to get to know her neighbors. They had conversations in the
common courtyard space and piled into each other’s homes to watch television together.

“It was about the friendship and the extended family for me,” she says. “It was about
knowing that if anything happened to me, if I didn't come home for whatever reason ...
someone would notice.”

“There’s something about it that encourages community
building and socializing in a special way.”

Architect and urbanist Stefanos Polyzoides argues in The Bungalow, the Street, and the
Court that the courtyard design of bungalow courts symbolically blends public and private
spaces, fostering “mutual dependence” and friendly interaction between residents.

“That configuration, there’s something about it that encourages community building and
socializing in a special way,” says Jess Ritz, a journalist who has written historic landmark
applications for two Los Angeles bungalow courts.

Torriente lived in the court for a decade and a half, but in 2004 she had to move out after a
new owner told her his mother would be moving into her unit. She’s not sure if that ever
happened; today the bungalows are offered as short-term rentals to out-of-towners.

It’s not an entirely inappropriate use of the complex. In 1925, brothers Arthur and Alfred
Heineman, early pioneers of the bungalow court, built a collection of bungalows in San Luis
Obispo now recognized as the world’s first motel.

But the sense of community that Torriente and her neighbors built is gone.

That’s not a unique problem, and it’s certainly not one that only residents of bungalow
courts can relate with.

A shortage of affordable housing combined with rising rents and increasing numbers of
tenants being evicted from rent-controlled apartments has dramatically transformed many
apartment complexes, blocks, and entire Los Angeles neighborhoods in recent years.

The same economic forces driving the destruction of bungalow courts are also splintering
many of LA’s majority-renter communities.
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Los Angeles City Councilmember Mitch O’Farrell, who represents much of Silver Lake,
Echo Park, and Hollywood—areas where both bungalow courts and small lot homes are
common—says changes to the 2005 Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance are needed to
“discourage” developers from displacing residents of bungalow courts and other rent-
controlled properties.

The rules in place today have contributed to the rise of “small lot homes,” tall, boxy
structures that often rise up to three stories. They’re built that way because developers have
to adhere to parking requirements, and they often do so by building the homes atop two-car
garages.
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In many ways, small lot homes are the bungalow courts of present-day LA, providing a bit
of residential density in lower-slung neighborhoods. But they’re also a real threat to older
bungalow courts; with more square footage and the allure of new construction, they can sell
for significantly more than a snug bungalow—even one that has been updated.

Small lot homes have also proven unpopular with neighbors, who complain about their
height and contemporary design style. Developers apply to build between 30 and 50 small
lot developments in a given year. In the past three years, the city’s planning department has
received more than 50 appeals to such projects.

In email to constituents earlier this year, O’Farrell said the Small Lot Subdivision
Ordinance has achieved “mixed results” since its adoption in 2004.

The councilmember said that, while the ordinance has spurred new development, it has also
made older housing—especially bungalow courts—more vulnerable to demolition.

Last year, when a developer proposed to demolish the Wurfl Court and replace the complex
with 12 small lot homes, O’Farrell released a statement saying the “proposal to demolish
this piece of Echo Park history flies in the face of our preservation efforts, as well as my
work to revise the city’s Small Lot Subdivision ordinance.”

O’Farrell is trying to revise that ordinance to remove much of the red tape preventing more
developers from taking on projects like the one Civic Enterprise undertook when converting
the Maltman bungalows. His changes were approved by the Planning and Land Use
Management Committee earlier this month, and now await final approval from the City
Council.

“The bungalow court was really based on the idea that you
were sharing green space with your neighbors.”

Will it be enough to preserve the courts we have left?

It’s possible. The revisions would allow bungalows in bungalow courts to be sold
individually without making developers bring them up to current parking codes. It would
also allow them to keep their unique yards and passageways. If approved, the changes could
offer new opportunities to preserve existing courts and encourage developers to take on
more projects like the Maltman Bungalows.

It would also make building new small lot homes more difficult, preventing their
construction in certain low-slung areas and giving developers a stricter set of design
principles to adhere to.

Vallianatos says that’s the wrong approach if the city wants to address a housing shortage
that’s contributing to rising rents and keeping homeownership out of reach for many
residents. He says a better fix might simply be allowing developers to build new bungalow
courts just as they were constructed 100 years ago.

“If we value that form, then why can’t you do brand new ones with less parking?” he asks.
“It’s kind of a missed opportunity.”

Fine says developers today could learn a lot from the architecture of bungalow courts.
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“The bungalow court was really based on the idea that you were sharing green space with
your neighbors,” he says. “It was about communal behavior... and that was reinforced in the
design.”

Courts were also cheap to build—and to occupy. “What we’re seeing today,” Fine says, “is
not accessible affordable housing for the masses.”

Sylvanus Marston’s first bungalow court was neither affordable nor accessible; it was rented
out to seasonal visitors complete with Persian rugs and servants’ quarters.

But design kits and easily reproducible court configurations eventually allowed developers
to mass-produce complexes at a very low cost. Bungalow courts became the residences of an
upwardly mobile working class.

In fiction, they’re now the dwelling places of lovable slackers and struggling actresses; in
reality, they’re home to thousands of Angelenos—most of whom are not here on vacation
and don’t own the units they live in.

To really save bungalow courts, Los Angeles leaders may have to do more than protect the
buildings themselves. They’ll also have to preserve what the complexes have come to
represent: pleasant places to live, with “dignity,” as Fine says, and a space to build
community—one that doesn’t take a six-figure salary to afford.

Correction: An earlier version of this story incorrectly spelled the name Marietta
Torriente.

Editor: Jenna Chandler

Six-story apartment building pitched for San Pedro’s waterfront

Work on Sportsmen’s Lodge redevelopment to get underway in August

Eight-story office, residential project planned for the southern Arts District

SAN PEDRO

STUDIO CITY

ARTS DISTRICT
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Etta Armstrong 
 Department of Planning 
City of Los Angeles  
Commission Executive Assistant I  
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
apccentral@lacity.org 
 

 

  
Re: Appeal of 750-756 1/2 N. Edinburgh Avenue (VTT-74201, ENV-2016-1367 - EIR) 

Dear Ms. Armstrong, 

 
We are writing on behalf of our client BLDG Edinburgh LLC (the “Applicant”) regarding 

the property located at 750-756 ½ N. Edinburgh Avenue (the “Property”). On January 16, 2019, 
the Deputy Advisory Agency held a public hearing regarding the Applicant’s proposed Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map in connection with an eight-unit Small Lot Subdivision (the “Project”). On 
April 17, 2019, the City issued a Letter of Determination (LOD) denying the Project, resulting 
in an unconstitutional taking of the Property. In addition, the LOD is unsupported by substantial 
evidence and is an abuse of discretion, in violation of City law, the Housing Accountability Act, 
the U.S. and California Constitutions, and the California Environmental Quality Act. On April 
26, 2019, Applicant timely appealed the LOD.  

The LOD must be overturned because:  

• The City’s actions constitute a taking of private property without just 
compensation.  The City has admitted in the EIR that there is no feasible 
preservation alternative to the Project. Yet, the City will not allow demolition 
of the existing structures for the sole reason that Property is a designated historic 
cultural monument. This leaves Applicant with a totally useless Property – it 
can’t be renovated without substantial financial loss and it can’t be torn down 
for a new project. The value is now zero.  

• The LOD is not supported by substantial evidence. The sole reason for denying 
the Project is the City’s allegation that it is inconsistent with the Conservation 
Element of the General Plan. However, General Plan consistency requires a 
balancing of all of the relevant goals and objectives. This Project is consistent 
with a majority of plans and policies, such as those encouraging new 
development near transit, to create pedestrian oriented developments, and to 
provide a range of ownership options to residents.  

Elisa L. Paster 
 
Direct Dial 
310.556.7855 
Direct Fax 
310.843.2655 
Email 
epaster@glaserweil.com 

   

Glaser Weil 

.,,...... 
iITMERITAS LAW FIRMSWORLDWIDE -------
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• What’s worse, is that denial of the Project would not result in preservation. As 
discussed in great detail in the City’s own EIR, preservation is not financially 
feasible. Thus, denial of the Project would leave the vacant and blighted 
property as is – a stain on the neighborhood.  

• The City failed to comply with the Housing Accountability Act, which requires 
the City to make specific findings when denying a housing project.  The City 
made no such findings.  Moreover, the City failed to comply with certain 
timelines set forth in the Act. Therefore, by law, the Project is deemed to 
comply with all objective standards. This law was specifically designed to 
prevent cities from acting in flagrant violation of the law with regards to housing 
during this severe housing crisis.  

• The City violated Applicant’s substantive and procedural due process rights by 
failing to follow the law.     

The only seeming rationale for the denial is that the City doesn’t want to be seen as 
“giving up” on the fact that it nominated the property for historic status.  But that’s not a 
reason to deny the project where no reasonable person could find that the Project should be 
denied.  If the City wishes to stand on principle, then it has to pay the Applicant for its actions.   

We urge the Central Los Angeles Area Planning Commission (APC) to grant Applicant’s 
appeal. Should the APC fail to do so, Applicant will promptly exercise all available legal rights 
and remedies, including filing a lawsuit against  for damages in excess of six million dollars.   

1. History of the Property. 

Applicant has been trying to make reasonable use of the Property since 2014, and the 
City has illegally interfered throughout. Applicant conducted extensive due diligence in 2013 
prior to purchasing the Property. However, unbeknownst to Applicant, the Property was listed 
on the yet to be published SurveyLA – a windshield survey – which claimed that the Property 
was potentially historic. No notice of the Property’s inclusion on SurveyLA was given to 
Applicant or any other property owner.  

Given these complications, Applicant decided to pursue a non-discretionary project at 
the Property. Applicant complied with all applicable requirements, including public notice for 
demolition of a building older than 45 years. The City issued a demolition permit to Applicant 
on September 9, 2015, acknowledging that all open clearances had been addressed, that no 
discretionary approval was pending, and that there was no legal basis to deny the permit based 
on historic status. Applicant then expended significant time and money to prepare the site for 
demolition, and on September 11, 2015, Applicant commenced demolition. However, the 
approved demolition work was interrupted by the City’s issuance of a Stop Work Order and 
Order to Comply, which were based on false accusations that Applicant had failed to comply 
with the conditions of the demolition permit.   

At 6:26 p.m. on September 11, 2015, City staff (the Planning Director was out of town) 
nominated the Property as a historic cultural monument (HCM) pursuant to Los Angeles 
Administrative Code (LAAC) Section 22.171.10(a) in a manner that gave Applicant no 
opportunity to protect its interests. On March 2, 2016, the City Council designated the Property 
as an HCM despite overwhelming evidence in the record indicating that the Property is 
ineligible. After this designation was approved, City staff explained to Applicant that demolition 
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is still permitted under the LAAC so long as Applicant followed all applicable procedures, 
including preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). (See Los Angeles Administrative 
Code Sec. 22.171.12.) Applicant then filed a lawsuit against the City, which resulted in a 
settlement where the City agreed to process the Project and prepare an EIR. Applicant reserved 
its rights to future litigation.  

Now, despite the City’s assurances, Applicant finds itself, again, forced to threaten 
litigation for the City’s failure to act in accordance with the law.   

2. Experts Agree that the Property Is Uninhabitable and Structurally Unsound. 

The City only seems to be interested in “preservation at any cost.” Evidence shows that 
the Property is uninhabitable and cannot feasibly be renovated due to significant structural 
problems and soil issues. Various Property inspections show that the level of deterioration 
caused by decades of neglect and structural issues create a public safety hazard. Qualified 
experts (Exhibits C-M of the letter to Mindy Nguyen dated February 4, 2019), have concluded 
that: a) the buildings are uninhabitable and likely to collapse in a future seismic event due to 
settlement caused by insufficient compacting of fill during construction; b) the existing 
foundations must be completely replaced, which would cause irreparable damage to the 
buildings; and c) the buildings are infested with termites, wood rot, and fungus, all of which 
further compromise the buildings’ integrity. Even the experts hired by the Project opponent 
and the LA Conservancy agree that the buildings on the Property are structurally unsound and 
that significant work would be required to rehabilitate the buildings.  

The error in denying the Project’s demolition permit based solely on the demolition of 
the HCM is even more clear with context from LAAC Section 22.171.14(b), which states that the 
Cultural Heritage Commission shall base its determination to allow demolition on:  

   “1.   A report regarding the structural soundness of the building or structure 
and its suitability for continued use, renovation, restoration or rehabilitation from a 
licensed engineer or architect who meets the Secretary of the Interior's Profession 
Qualification Standards as established by the Code of Federal Regulations, 36 CFR Part 
61.  This report shall be based on the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 
Architectural and Engineering Documentation with Guidelines; and 

    2.   Compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act, Public 
Resources Code Section 21000, et seq.” 

Applicant has provided sufficient information under the first prong to show that 
demolition is proper. A Draft EIR, which provides substantial evidence that renovation is 
infeasible, has been prepared in compliance with the second prong. However, the City refuses 
to certify the Draft EIR and adopt a statement of overriding considerations (SOC) and a 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) thus preventing satisfaction of the second 
prong.  

Indeed, Mr. Ken Bernstein repeatedly told Applicant during the HCM process that 
structural soundness was a not an HCM eligibility issue, but rather something to be considered 
when demolition was requested. Now when presented by its own expert reports, the City is 
purposely ignoring the evidence regarding structural soundness and feasibility.  That is neither 
right, nor legal.  
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3. The City has Admitted that the Cost to Rehabilitate the Property Exceeds the Value 
of the Property. 

The Project’s Draft EIR and LOD provide substantial evidence of that renovation is 
infeasible. (See pages 33, 35, 36, 37,38, 39 of LOD, and Appendix H of the Draft EIR.) The Draft 
EIR considers over 15 alternatives to mitigate the impact of demolition of the existing buildings, 
none of which show that renovation is financially feasible. (Exhibit A.) City staff has acquiesced 
that the Draft EIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives. After meeting with Applicant’s 
representatives, Mr. Lambert Giessinger stated, “They have a number of alternatives to show 
that they have explored a range. Defining one specific presentation alternative in their minds 
cannot happen because none of them are financially feasible. Chattel will be preparing an 
addendum to the technical report showing the additional massing studies they prepared. I’m 
not sure there's anything more they need to do to get through the EIR.” (Exhibit B.) Thereafter, 
Ken Bernstein asked to “go over the alternatives again.” (Exhibit B.) After reviewing Chattel’s 
report, the City chose not to include any new alternatives in the EIR, nor did it request that 
further economic analysis be done, indicating that the report’s analysis was acceptable and 
exhaustive.  

4. The Substantial Evidence in the LOD Requires Approval of the Project. 

The City’s LOD cites only one reason to deny the Project – that demolition of an HCM is 
inconsistent with the Conservation Element of the General Plan. This, despite the overwhelming 
evidence in the findings that the Project is consistent with the General Plan, and the fact that 
the City originally drafted an LOD approving the Project that found that the Project was 
consistent with the General Plan.  

The Project would in fact be consistent with policies contained in the Hollywood 
Community Plan. (See pages B-4-43 of the Initial Study, Appendix A of the Draft EIR.) In 
particular, the Project would be consistent with Objective 2 as it replaces eight one-bedroom 
apartments which cannot be occupied with eight three-bedroom single-family residences, 
which is consistent with the existing General Plan land use designation and zoning designation. 
Moreover, the Project helps meet the demand for new housing within a Transit Priority Area. 
The Project is also consistent with Objective 3 as it provides additional opportunities for home 
ownership that are more attainable than a traditional single-family house. The Project’s design 
would also be compatible with the surrounding low density single-family and multi-family 
development and the variety of architectural styles and building heights in the area. Moreover, 
the Project would be consistent with Objective 6 as it would accommodate street widening if 
required by the City on the northern property boundary per Mobility Plan 2035.  

The Project would also be consistent with policies contained in the General Plan Housing 
Element. It is consistent with Goal 1 of the Housing Element because it facilitates an adequate 
supply of ownership and rental housing for various needs by providing eight new units. The 
Project supports Policy 1.1.1 because these single family homes will be priced well below a 
standard single family home in the area. Currently, homeownership in the neighborhood is 
highly unattainable. Today, eleven homes are for sale in the area (between La Cienega Blvd 
and Fairfax Ave and between Beverly Blvd and Melrose Ave) that are listed between $2,350,000 
and $5,000,000. The Project is consistent with Goal 2 of the Housing Element because, despite 
the Applicant’s almost daily efforts to keep the site secured, there have been a number of 
trespassers that have vandalized the Property.  
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Moreover, the Project is consistent with SCAG's 2016 RTP/SCS regional mobility goals 
encouraging land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit use, thereby meeting the 
housing needs of the region while reducing overall vehicle trips, congestion, and energy 
demand. Melrose Avenue is located two blocks south of the Property, and Fairfax Avenue is 
located three blocks to the east. Both avenues are active street corridors that contain a variety 
of one- and two-story restaurants, retail stores, boutique hotels, services, and mixed-use 
residential development. The Property is served by a network of regional transportation 
facilities. Various public transit lines operated by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (“Metro”) along Melrose/Fairfax Avenues, Crescent Heights 
Boulevard/Melrose Avenue, and Santa Monica Boulevard/Fairfax Avenue, including Rapid Bus 
Line 704, serve stops located less than one-half mile from the Property. Additionally, the 
nearest Metro Red Line station is the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Station, located 
approximately 1.9 miles northeast of the Property. Denial of the Project would prevent the City 
from realizing the benefits of locating eight new residences in a transit-concentrated area.  

What’s worse, is the denial would not result in the preservation of a HCM or consistency 
with the Conservation Element of the General Plan. Instead, denial of the Project equates to 
preservation of the status quo (i.e., vacant, dilapidated buildings). The relevant General Plan 
objective states, “Objective: protect important cultural and historical sites and resources for 
historical, cultural, research, and community educational purposes.” If the Project is denied, 
the buildings would not be renovated or used unless a third party purchases the Property for 
the fair market value, which is unlikely given the HCM designation and the fact that renovation 
is infeasible. Thus, if the Project is denied, the current blight on the neighborhood would 
continue and the buildings would serve no greater purpose as contemplated by the General 
Plan. Thus, the City’s action can hardly constitute consistency with the letter or spirit of the 
General Plan.   

5. The City Failed to Comply with the Housing Accountability Act. 

The City’s denial of the Project violates the Housing Accountability Act (“HAA”) 
(Government Code § 65589.5). The City may not disapprove a project unless it finds, by a 
preponderance of the evidence, that the project would have an unavoidable impact on the 
public health or safety that cannot be mitigated in any way other than rejecting the project.  
The City failed to make the findings required by the Housing Accountability Act for the Project, 
in violation of the law.   

Moreover, the City failed to inform the applicant that the Project does not comply with 
the City’s objective standards within the statutory timeline. Based on the City’s failure to act 
in accordance with the HAA, the Project is deemed to be “consistent, compliant and in 
conformity with an applicable plan, program, policy, ordinance, standard, requirement or other 
similar provision if there is substantial evidence that would allow a reasonable person to 
conclude that the housing development project is consistent, compliant or in conformity.”  As 
discussed above, the City’s own findings admit that the Project is consistent with the vast 
majority of the General Plan, and case law clearly states that perfect consistency is not 
required. (See Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 
717). Therefore, the Project is deemed to comply with all objective standards and relevant 
plans and policies, and the Project cannot legally be denied. 
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6. The Denial is a Taking of Private Property Without Just Compensation. 

Denial of the Project is a prima facie case of the City taking Applicant’s private property 
without just compensation. The City has admitted that there is no economically viable use due 
to the existing soil erosion, structural unsoundness of the buildings, degraded foundations, and 
decades of neglect, yet it has denied the Project. It appears the City wants to save face after 
designating an inappropriate building as an HCM (under a cloud of suspicious behavior), and it 
makes no effort to mask its bias to save a decrepit building at any cost. 

The staff report issued for the Advisory Agency hearing recommended certification of 
the EIR and approval of the Project, and called for no commitment to renovate the buildings. 
The City had every opportunity during the years-long EIR process to raise issues of General Plan 
consistency, to discuss the importance of its historic nomination, to question the information 
of financial feasibility, and to include any information in the Draft EIR regarding the feasibility 
of renovation.  The City did none of this. Instead, the City issued the EIR and then, at the last 
minute, manufactured a reason for denial.  

The City has even admitted that any other attempts to demolish the Property would be 
futile, because there is no project that could feasibly be built without demolition.  Not only is 
this a violation of Applicant’s federal and state constitutional rights, but it is also contrary to 
the City’s own laws which allow demolition of HCMs.  

7. The City Violated the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

The City has abused its discretion by failing to proceed in the manner required by law because 
its decision on the EIR and the Project does not substantially comply with the requirements of 
CEQA.  For example, the City purports to certify the EIR, yet it failed to adopt a MMRP and a 
SOC, despite overwhelming evidence to support the SOC in the Draft EIR. The City’s decision 
that a SOC cannot be made is not supported by substantial evidence. The City’s denial would  
not “preserve” the structurally unsound, uninhabitable bungalow court, but instead would 
endorse blight in the neighborhood and deprive the community of eight three-bedroom housing 
units.  

Balancing the benefits between saving blighted buildings that cannot feasibly be 
restored with the approval of eight new three-bedroom single-family homes, the benefits 
clearly outweigh the losses. Therefore, the City should  adopt a SOC of the significant 
unavoidable impacts for all of the reasons stated in our appeal application.  

8. The City Violated Applicant’s Procedural and Substantive Due Process Rights and 
Equal Protection Rights.  

The City’s failure to follow its own law and the laws of the state of California, including 
a failure to process Applicant’s application in a full and fair manner, as fully discussed herein, 
deprived Applicant of substantive and procedural due process. Similarly, the City’s purposeful 
actions to preserve the HCM at any cost, leaving Applicant with an undevelopable, unusable 
property, are also violations of Applicant’s fundamental due process rights.   

The City also deprived Applicant of its equal protection rights by allowing development 
of similarly situated properties, yet stopping the Project. This targeting of Applicant is 
constitutionally prohibited.    



Etta Armstrong 
May 23, 2019 
Page 7 
 
 

1646482.2 

   

In sum, the City’s action in this case are unsupported by evidence, contrary to the 
law and must be overturned. We respectfully request that you certify the EIR and approve 
the Project.  

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

ELISA L. PASTER 

of GLASER WEIL FINK HOWARD AVCHEN & SHAPIRO LLP 

 

ELP:elp 
Enclosures 
 
CC:  Joan Pelico (joan.pelico@lacity.org) 

Jeff Ebenstein (jeff.ebenstein@lacity.org) 
 Aviv Kleinman (aviv.kleinman@lacity.org) 
 Heather Bleemers (heather.bleemers@lacity.org 

Adam Villani (Adam.Villani@lacity.org 
 

mailto:jeff.ebenstein@lacity.org
mailto:aviv.kleinman@lacity.org
mailto:Adam.Villani@lacity.org
epaster
Signature



BLDG Edinburgh - Summary of Project Financial Returns for EIR Alternatives

EIR 1A EIR 1B EIR 2A EIR 2B

Rental ($4,054,030) Loss Rental ($4,047,571) Loss Rental ($3,995,968) Loss Rental ($6,067,246) Loss

For Sale ($3,164,769) Loss For Sale ($3,272,870) Loss For Sale ($2,823,477) Loss For Sale ($5,361,865) Loss

PT1 PT2 PT3 PT4 PT5 PT6 PT7

Rental ($3,500,597) Loss Rental ($2,642,826) Loss Rental ($2,826,544) Loss Rental ($6,364,712) Loss Rental ($7,382,235) Loss Rental ($12,344,545) Loss Rental ($5,271,674) Loss

For Sale ($2,998,909) Loss For Sale ($1,698,092) Loss For Sale ($2,238,842) Loss For Sale ($6,156,261) Loss For Sale ($7,087,798) Loss For Sale ($11,135,331) Loss For Sale ($5,097,978) Loss

PROJECT RETURNS FOR FURTHER OPTIONS CONSIDERED IN PEER REVIEW

RC1 RC2 RC3 RC4

Rental ($3,729,155) Loss Rental ($2,726,716) Loss Rental ($4,392,158) Loss Rental ($4,658,210) Loss

For Sale ($3,000,084) Loss For Sale ($1,547,274) Loss For Sale ($3,802,886) Loss For Sale ($3,055,793) Loss

PROJECT RETURNS FOR PRESERVATION OPTIONS CONSIDERED BUT NOT PURSUED IN EIR

 Additional Floor, Subterranean 

Garage 

 Façade Wrap 55' East Building  Façade Wrap 115' East Building 
 New 42' East Bldg w Transit 

Incentives 

 New 30' East Building; Eliminate 

Garage 

 New 42' East Bldg; Reduce 

Setback; Eliminate Garage 

 New 30' East Bldg; Keep Garage 

Facade 

8 Unit Preservation 4 Unit Preservation  2nd Floor Addition Preservation 
 New Eastern Addition 

Preservation 

 New 30' Southeast Back Building  New 30' East Building 
 New 30’-0” Tall SE Bldg w Site 

Parking 
 New 50' East Building 

PROJECT RETURNS FOR PRESERVATION OPTIONS ANALYZED IN EIR



 
 

 
 

Lambert GIHllnger <lambert:g1esslnger@laclty.org> Wed, Feb 28, 2018 at 6:09 PM 
To: Lucintlla Ibarra <luclralia.lbarra@laclty.org> 
CC: Ken Bemsteln <ken.bemsteln@laelty.org>, Srtmal Hewawltharana <srimal.hewawlthantna@laclty.org>, Milena Zasadzien 
<mllena.zasadzlen@laclty.org>, Adam Villani <adam. \lllanl@laclty.org> 

I had the meeting with the team. It wa pan of a aeries of meetings scheduled with Chattel, so I wasn, awant they went 
one of the applicants that day. They ha\18 a number of anemathes to show that they llall8 explO!ed a range. Oellnlng one 
specific preseNltlon altematM In their minds cannot happen because none of them 8l'1l ftnanclally faaalble. Chattel will 
be preparing an addendum to the technical report showing the additional massing studies they prepared. rm not sunt 
there's anything more they need to do to get through the EIR. 

(Quoted text hidden] 

Lambert GleHlnger, Architect 
Department of City Plannlng 
T: (213) 978-1183 I preservation.lacity.org 
200 N. Spring St.. Room 559 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ken a.main <ken.bemsteln@laclty.org> Wed, Feb 28, 2018 at 6:38 PM 
To: Lambert Giessinger <lambert.glea1lnger@laclty.org> 
CC: Luclralla Ibarra <lucintlla.lbaml@laclty.org>, Srlmal hewawltharana <srim81.hewawltharana@laclty.org>, Milena 
Zaaadzlen <milena.zasadzlen@laclty.org>, Adam Villanl <adam. \lllanl@laclty.org> 

Lambert, rd like to go Olo9t' the attematl- again In light of what you heard at the meeting. 
IOuoted text hidden) 

Lambert GIHllnger <lambert.gies1lnger@laclty.org> lhu, Mar 1, 2018 at 8:34 AM 
To: Ken Bernstein <ken.bemlteln@leclty.org>, Srlmal MWIIWlthantna <1rimal.heWllwltharane@laclty.org> 
CC: Luclntlla lbaml <luclralla.lbarra@laclty.org>, Milena Zaaadzlen <mllena.zasadzlen@laclty.org>, Adam VIiiani 
<&dam. \lllanl@laclty.org> 

It's probably a good Idea. Srimal- ha\18 they aubmltted 9119rY1hlng to you? 
IOuoted text hidden) 

Adam Vlllanl <adam.\lllanl@laclty.org> lhu, Mar 1, 2018 at 9:10 AM 
To: Lambert Gleeeinger <lambert.giesalnger@laclty.org> 
CC: Ken Bernstein <ken.bemltein@laclty.org>, Srlmal '-wlth8rwla <1rimal.~.org>. Luclntlla Iberra 
<luclntlla.ibana@laclty.org>, Milena Zaadzlen <mllene.zasadzlen@laclty.org> 

0

&&'2019 Cllyofl.oo Angelos Mall • Ra: Edi,....ghP,-Clject 

Srimal is out for another week (plans to retum by next Thursday), but rm he, new supenosor. Her notes that she left for 
me indicate that the 1st screencheck was re-.tewed but that she was awaiting comments from OHR. I could meet with 
you before Sr1mal comes back, or we could wait for Srimel and meet then. 
[Ouoled text hidden] 

Adam VIiiani, City Planner 
Departme nt of City Planning 
Major Projects Section 
T: (213) 978- 1331 
200 N. Spring St., Room 750 
Los Ange ll!S, CA 90012 

Luclre lle Iberra <luciralie.ibarra@leclty.org> 
To: Adam Villani <adam.-.tllani@lecity.org> 

Thu, Mar 1, 2018 at 10:18 AM 

just tried reaching you at your desk. It still has Karen's \Olcemall that you need to update, btw. Do you know if we shared 
the alternatiws section wi1h OHR? 
(Quoted text hi dden] 

Adam Vlllenl <adem.-.tllanl@lacity.org> Thu, Mar 1. 2018 at 11:45 AM 
To: Lucirelia Ibarra <luciralla.lbarra@taclty.org> 

It looks from the discussion like they did, but I left a message with Lambert to try to confirm that. So far,...., made two 
attempts to get my wlce mail reset and haw been unsuccessful. rm going to pursue that some more because it's now 
been three days since the last time I asked them to reset It . I donl know what the problem is there. 
(Ouo1ed te,c_t hl dden 1 

Luc:lra lle Iberra <lucirelia.ibam,@lacity.org> 
To: Adam VIiiani <adam.-.tllanl@leclty.org> 

Are you In the office? 

Thu, Mar 1, 2018 at 11:46 AM 



 

 
 

Luclralla Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@laclty.org> 
To: Adam Villani <adam.loillani@lacity.org> 

Are you in the office? 
(Quoted texl hidden] 

(Quoted text hidden) 

Adam Vlllanl <adam.loillani@lacity.org:> 
To: Luclralla Ibarra <luclralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

yes 

(Quoted IOXI hidden] 

Adam VIiiani <.adam.loillani@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralia lbar:ra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Thu, Mar 1, 2018 at 11 :46 AM 

Thu, Mar 1, 2018 at 11:48 AM 

Thu, Mar 1, 2018 at 12:44 PM 

OK, I got my -.oicemail reset. It turns out ITA had fixed the problem but ne..er bothered to send me any emails telling me 
they had fixed it. 
(Quoted text hidden) 

Srimal Hewawltharana <srimaLhewawilharana@lacily.org> Thu, Mar 8, 2o18 at 11:09 AM 
To: Adam Villani <adam.loiHani@lacity.org> 
Cc: Lambert Giessinger <lambert.giessinger@lacity.org>, Ken Bernstein <ken.bemstein@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>. Milena Zasadzien <milena.zasa~len@lacity.org> 

Good morning, 

5/6f2019 Cilyof Los Ar(Jeles Mall - Re: Edlnbu'gh Pr0ject 

I ha..e not recei..ed anything new from the EIR consultants; just an email enquiry, dated March 6, if I haw recei-.ed 
additional comments from OHR subsequent to the meeting with Mr. Chattel. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal 
(Quoled tcxl hiddc-n) 

Lambert Giessinger <lambert.giessinger@lacity.org> Thu, Mar 8, 2018 at 11:52 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@laclty.org>, Ken Bernstein <ken.bemstein@lacity.org> 
Cc: Adam Villani <adam.loillani@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Milena zasadzien 
<milena.zasadzien@lacity.org> 

Thanks Srimal. Ken, why donl you request the Chattel addendum report from Elisa. We can then decide if any of those 
altematiws should be in the EIR, rather than the addendum. 
(Ouoled texl hidden) 



Keith	Nakata	
811	N.	Croft	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
	
Central	Area	Planning	Commission	
200	N.	Spring	Street	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90012	
	
May	22,	2019	
	
RE:		VTT-74201-SL-1A	
									ENV	2016-1367-EIR	
									750-756	N.	Edinburgh	Ave.	
	
Honorable	Commissioners,	
	
The	appeal	for	the	Vesting	Tract	Map	VTT74201-SL-1A	should	denied	and	the	
Advisory	Agency’s	determination	should	be	upheld	for	the	following	reasons:	
	
The	proposed	project	violates	the	General	Plan	because	the	construction	of	a	small	
lot	subdivision,	instead	of	the	presently	permitted	apartment	building	would	
eliminate	8	Rent	Stabilized	Ordinance	“RSO”	residential	rental	apartments	
affordable	to	moderate,	low-income	and	very-low	income	persons.	The	8	units	in	the	
two	demolished	structures	were	all	subject	to	the	Rent	Stabilization	Ordinance	
(RSO).	The	Ellis	Act	provides	that	the	presently	permitted	apartment	building	is	still	
subject	to	the	RSO.		
	
Because it removes affordable rental housing from the Hollywood community, the 
project is incompatible with the adopted Hollywood Community Plan, which provides: 

Objective 3.  To make provision for the housing required to satisfy the 
varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, 
maximizing the opportunity for individual choice. 

Because	it	removes	affordable	rental	housing	from	the	Hollywood	community,	the	
project	is	incompatible	with	the	Housing	Element	of	the	General	Plan	Framework	of	
the	City	of	Los	Angeles,	which	contains	the	following	Goals,	Objectives	and	Policies:	
	

Goal	1:	A	City	where	housing	production	and	preservation	result	in	an	
adequate	supply	of	ownership	and	rental	housing	that	is	safe,	healthy	and	
affordable	to	people	of	all	income	levels,	races,	ages,	and	suitable	for	their	
various	needs.		
	
Objective	1.2	Preserve	quality	rental	and	ownership	housing	for	
households	of	all	income	levels	and	special	needs.		
	



Policies:		
	
1.2.2-	-Encourage	and	incentivize	the	preservation	of	affordable	units,	
to	ensure	that	demolitions	and	conversions	do	not	result	in	the	net	loss	
of	the	City’s	stock	of	decent,	safe,	healthy	or	affordable	housing		
	
1.2.8	-Preserve	the	existing	stock	of	affordable	housing	near	transit	
stations	and	transit	corridors.	Encourage	one-to-one	replacement	if	
demolished	units.		
	
Objective	1.3	Forecast	and	plan	for	changing	housing	needs	over	time	in	
relation	to	production	and	preservation	needs.		

	
For	purposes	of	consistency	with	CEQA,	the	Housing	Element	of	the	General	Plan	
Framework	and	the	required	Subdivision	Map	Act	findings,	the	cumulative	impacts	
of	the	project	must	be	taken	into	account.		
	
The	Appellant	incorrectly	claim	in	their	Justification	of	Appeal	that	City	
abused	its	discretion	because:	
	

6.		The	City’s	denial	of	the	Project	violates	the	Housing	Accountability	Act	
Code	65589.5		

	
But	the	code	clearly	states	in	(5)(e)	“Neither	shall	anything	in	this	section	be	
construed	to	relieve	the	local	agency	from	making	one	or	more	of	the	
findings	required	pursuant	to	Section	21081	of	the	Public	Resources	Code	or	
otherwise	complying	with	the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	
(Division	13	(commencing	with	Section	21000)	of	the	Public	Resources	
Code.	

	
Additionally,	because	of	the	reasons	stated	above	the	proposed	Tract	Map	
violates	the	General	Plan,	so	therefore	does	not	comply	with	the	requirement	
that	it	meets	the	City’s	General	Plan.	

	
The	code	also	states	in	(5)(j)(1)	“When	a	proposed	housing	development	
complies	with	applicable,	objective	general	plan,	zoning	and	
subdivision	standards	and	criteria,	including	design	review	standards,	
in	effect	at	the	time	that	the	housing	development	project’s	application	
is	determined	to	be	complete,	…“.	
	

Please	Deny	the	Appeal	for	the	Vesting	Tract	Map	and	sustain	the	Advisory	Agency	
Determination.	
	
Sincerely,	
	
Keith	Nakata	



O F F E N H A U S E R / M E K E E L    A R C H I T E C T S  
 

8762 Holloway Drive West Hollywood, California 90069 Tel: 310 659 6600 Fax: 310 659 6001 

 
February 26, 2016 
 
Michael Mekeel 
Offenhauser/Mekeel Architects 
9872 Holloway Drive 
West Hollywood, CA 90069 
 
Councilman Koretz 
Council District 5 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 440 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
  Re:   UPDATE LETTER: Proposed Designation of 750 N. Edinburgh Avenue (CHC‐ 
    2015‐3386‐HCM) 
 
Dear Councilman Koretz: 
 
This is an update to my previous letter to you dated February 1, 2016.  As you may recall, I 
attended a meeting with you on February 2 to discuss my findings that the buildings could be 
restored to rental use for a total of $125,000 for all four buildings (or $15,625 per unit).  I am 
now updating the February 1 letter to reflect three typical methods for mitigating foundations in 
expansive soil identified by a civil engineer, Dr. Daniel Pradel, P.E., G.E of Shannon & Wilson, Inc.  
 
My conclusion is that even if Dr. Pradel’s recommendations are employed to their fullest extent, 
the cost of restoring the buildings to their original use is no more than $244,640 or 
$30,580/unit.   
 
Qualifications. 
 
Offenhauser Mekeel Architects are historic preservation architects as well as real estate 
developers.  We have designed, preserved, restored, owned and maintained numerous historic 
buildings in the City of Los Angeles.  We also currently own and maintain The Toberman House 
which is Los Angeles Cultural Historic Monument #769;  it was the home of the second mayor of 
Los Angeles.  We are experts in  restoring historic buildings. 
 
February 26 letter from Dr. Pradel 
 
The most recent information relevant to this designation is a letter dated February 26, 2016, 
from Dr. Pradel.  At the end of his letter, Dr. Pradel describes three typical methods used to 
mitigate foundations in expansive soils, and explains that these three methods are ranked in the 
order in which they are typically employed, with “3” being the most expensive. 
  
The recommendations made by Dr. Pradel correspond generally to my original 
recommendations and estimates of likely cost for the project, which already assumed that the 
first method (improving surface drainage) would be employed.  Although neither Dr. Pradel nor I 
have identified evidence that the second and/or third methods will be necessary, for purposes 
of establishing a “worst‐case” scenario I have prepared estimates which assume that these two 



 
 
 

methods are employed to their fullest conceivable extent.  My conclusion is that the original 
estimate of $125,000 would increase as follows: 
 
  Method 1: No increase:  Total budget $125,000 or $15,625/unit. 
  Methods 1 and 2: + $9,640: Total budget $134,640 or $16,830/unit. 
   
  WORST‐CASE SCENARIO: 
  Methods 1,2 and 3: + $119,640: Total budget $244,640 or $30,580/unit.   
 
Discussion of three methods proposed by Dr. Pradel. 
 
Dr. Pradel’s three methods for mitigating foundations in expansive soils are described below, 
along with my estimates for each and the effect on the total budget. 
  

1. Method 1:  Improve surface drainage: My original estimate included a budget of $5,000 
to “Correct the roof and site drainage, repair the plumbing and patch the roofs to be 
certain that water does not flow into the crawl space in the future.”  Thus, Dr. Pradel’s 
recommendation to improve surface drainage does not change the total budget.  

   
In sum, the improvement of surface drainage (Method #1) does not change the budget 
of $125,000 or $15,625/unit. 
  

2. Method 2: Install French drains: My original estimate did not include French drains, 
which Dr. Pradel identifies as a second method to mitigate expansive soils.  French 
drains are installed adjacent to the footings in order to keep water away from the 
footings.  I consulted with Fernando Lavanche of Ambiente Landscaping of La Crescenta, 
California, a licensed landscape contractor (License #730001) whom I know and trust 
and whom I have hired in the past to install French drains.  Mr. Lavanche provided me 
with the following estimate of the cost of installing French drains around the entire 
perimeter of all four buildings: 
 

540 linear feet of French drain at $16/linear ft  $ 8,640 
Dry well                                   $ 1,000 
Total                                       $ 9,640 

 
In sum, the installation of French drains (Method #2) and improvement of site 
drainage (Method #1) would increase the total budget by $9,640, i.e.,. to a total of 
$134,640 or $16,830 per unit. 

 
3. Method 3: Install strap beam and deepen footings: Dr. Pradel’s third method is the 

most comprehensive and expensive of the three methods.  He says that if any of the 
footings are “locally cracked,” a typical solution is to place a concrete strap (also known 
as a “strap beam”) along the affected area and then connect this strap beam to the 
existing footing.  This effectively deepens the footing 24 inches below the existing 12‐
inch footing.  In his letter, Dr. Pradel provides a graphic detail for this strap‐beam 
method.  My February 1 letter acknowledged there was evidence that some of the 
existing 12‐inch footings were rotated (which indicates cracking), and on that basis I 



 
 
 

recommended removing and replacing about 100 feet (or about 20%) of these rotated 
footings with a code‐conforming 24” deep footing, at a total cost of $25,000.  (My visit 
to the site indicated that most of the walls were in good condition, indicating that 
rotation and cracking exists on only some, but not all, of the footings.)  In any event, Dr. 
Pradel’s strap‐beam method is more comprehensive than simply replacing footings, and 
wherever it is implemented, it would effectively preclude the need to remove and 
replace the existing footing, because the rotated footing would be returned to the 
proper position and then the strap beam would resupport the original footing. Under a 
“worst case” scenario (which is highly unlikely considering my observation of the 
condition of the walls), all 540 linear feet of footings in the combined four buildings 
would be cracked and require strap beams and deepened footings.  I contacted John A. 
Schroyer of J.A. Schroyer Construction in Sunland California, a licensed building and 
concrete contractor (License #955716) whom I know and trust and whose business is 
primarily in the excavation and construction of concrete foundations for apartment 
buildings.  Mr. Schroyer provided me with the following estimated cost for installing 
strap beams and deepened footings along the entire 540 linear feet of the four 
structures: 
 

540 lf @ $250/lf                          $135,000 
 
Since my original estimate assumed $25,000 for replacing rotated footings, and since 
that expenditure would no longer be necessary if this third method is employed along 
the entire 540 linear feet of footings, the use of Dr. Pradel’s third method would add 
$110,000 to the total budget. 
  
In sum, the installation of strap‐beams and deepened footings on the entire perimeter 
of the structures (Method #3), along with French drains (Method #2) and improvement 
of site drainage (Method #1) would increase my original budget by $119,640, to a total 
of $244,640, or $30,580 per unit. 

 
 
Original February 1 letter 
 
The balance of my original letter follows for your information: 
 
February 1, 2016 
 
The Spanish Colonial Revival bungalow court located at 750 North Edinburgh Avenue is in 
remarkably good condition for a 95 year old historic building and can be restored to its former 
use as rental units without excessive difficulty or cost. 
 
We have reviewed the letter from Armbruster Goldsmith & Delvac dated November 11, 2015 
which includes letters and reports from PCR Services Corporation, John Labib & Associates and 
Termite Pest Solutions.  We also visited the site.  Based on our extensive experience and in 
consultation with our  geotechnical and structural consultants, we find that these reports 
dramatically overstate the difficulty and cost of rehabilitating these structures and restoring 



 
 
 

them as rental properties.  In fact, the deferred maintenance can be corrected and structural 
remedial work, though not required by the building code, can be performed cost‐effectively. 
 

1. Architectural/Historic Character Defining Features Are Remarkably Intact: 
 

 The overall appearance of the property is essentially unchanged from 1923.  There is 
no question that an original resident of the building would recognize it today.  The 
four buildings and the garage structure are in their original location defining the 
central courtyard, and the simple rectangular massing with rough textured exterior 
plaster, crenellated parapets with barrel tile coping are intact.   

 Significant architectural details are intact.  The plaster arched front door porticos 
and the lean to shade structures over the main windows and the plaster arches with 
detail are intact. 

 Doors and windows are highly significant character defining features and are 
substantially intact.  The replacement of some windows and doors can be easily 
reversed by installing salvage matching windows and doors or having new ones 
made to match. 

 The interiors are original.  The interiors still have the original wood floors, the 
original casing at doors and windows, the original casework in the living rooms and 
the original cabinets and tile in the kitchens, including in at least on case the original 
ice box! 

 
2. Structural upgrades are not required by law and even if voluntarily undertaken they 

would be relatively inexpensive. 
    

 There is no building code requirement to upgrade the structures.   

 The existing buildings provide substantial protection even without any upgrades.  
One story older buildings of this type tend to perform well in earthquakes.  The 
structural loads in a one story building are very low.  Thus, in a one‐story building 
the difference between straight and diagonal sheathing is irrelevant for purposes of 
safety.  In addition, the plaster on both sides of a stud wall provides a certain 
amount of structural shear.  

 Relatively inexpensive voluntary upgrades can significantly increase the structural 
performance.  Foundation bolting, adding connectors to beams and posts and roof 
framing, and perhaps installing a few shear walls are all simple and cost effective 
upgrades that will improve the structural performance of the building significantly.  
The cost of these upgrades is likely to be less than $40,000 total for all four 
structures combined. 

 Termite damage can be inexpensively repaired.  Termite damage is common in all 
buildings and is not justification for demolishing the buildings.  The exposed wood 
girders look in remarkably good condition, so it would be reasonable to assume that 
the termite damage is localized and due to maintenance issues.  It can likely be 
repaired for less than $10,000 for all structures combined. 

 
 

   



 
 
 

3. The expansive soil does not need to be removed and re‐compacted. 
 

 A 4 foot blanket of expansive soil is common in this part of the Los Angeles basin.   
This building is no exception.  Yet this and many thousands of older buildings are 
performing well structurally. 

 There is no building code requirement that the soil under an existing building be 
removed and re‐compacted.   

 Even for a  new building, the building code requires only that foundations in 
expansive soil be 24” deep.  Although a new foundation is not required by the code, 
even for a  new one‐story building the code allows foundations to be 24” deep, 
which is above the 4‐foot level of expansive soil.   
 

4. Any foundation distress is likely caused by deferred maintenance, is localized, and can 
be easily repaired. 

 

 Cracks in the crawlspace are likely the result of maintenance issues.  Surface water 
customarily flows away from the building and should not cause foundation 
movement.   Thus, identified cracks in the crawlspace soil are probably the result of 
maintenance issues, e.g., a leak or flooding in the building either before or after the 
building was vacated;  water penetration from the crawl space vents where soil has 
been allowed to accumulate above the level of the vents; and/or ponding around 
down spouts where the water does not have a path to the street.   

 Excessive rotation of the footings is localized.  The entire foundation is not in 
distress.  The identified footing rotation is occurring in a only a few areas of the 
foundation,  for instance where water has been allowed to pond at the base of 
downspouts.   

 The foundation can be inexpensively repaired.   In order to correct the rotating 
footings it is not necessary to relocate all the houses, remove and replace all the soil 
5 feet deep on the entire site, construct new footings and replace the houses.  The 
customary solution is considerably less intrusive and far less expensive:   

 Stop the foundation movement:  Correct the roof and site drainage, repair 
the plumbing and patch the roofs to be certain that water does not flow into 
the crawl space in the future.  The total budget for this is likely to be less 
than $5,000. 

 Replace sections of footing which have rotated:  Temporarily shore that 
section of the building and remove and replace the footing with a code‐
conforming 24” deep footing.  The total budget for this is likely to be less 
than $25,000. 

 Replace under floor piers:  The piers in the crawl space can be easily 
replaced and are structurally sufficient so long as no water penetrates the 
crawl space.  The total budget for this is likely to be less than $5,000. 

 
5. Budget for structural repairs. 
 

 Altogether a budget of  $85,000 should be sufficient to accomplish the voluntary 
repair of some footings, repair of termite damage and structural upgrades 



Sincerely, 

described above. These repairs can be done without substantial harm to the 
interiors or exteriors of the structures. Nonetheless, an additional $40,000, or $10 
per square foot, is a reasonable budget to restore the interiors and exteriors to a 
condition suitable to return the buildings to their use as rental apartments. 

Offenhauser/Mekeel Architects 
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Per Los Angeles Administrative Code Section 22.171.1 O (a), I, as Director of Planning, hereby 
initiate consideration of the above referenced property as a proposed Historic-Cultural Monument 
worthy of preservation. The property appears to be an excellent example of a bungalow court in the 
Hollywood area, and appears worthy of further consideration for Monument status by the Cultural 
Heritage Commission and the City Council. 

Attached is a copy of Section 22.171 through Section 22.171.18 of the Los Angeles Administrative 
Code so that you may be apprised of the procedures followed by the Cultural Heritage Commission 
in considering and declaring properties as Historic-Cultural Monuments. Please note that Section 
22.171.12 provides for a temporary stay of demolition permits when the matter is under 
consideration by the City for designation as an historical or cultural monument and that no site, 
building or structure on the property shall be demolished, substantially altered or removed, 
regardless of whether a permit exists, pending final determination of potential Monument status. 
Also, the owner of any site, building or structure under consideration is required to notify this 
Commission in writing whenever application is made for a permit to demolish, substantially alter or 
remove such site, building or structure. 

A subcommittee of the Cultural Heritage Commission will conduct an inspection tour of the above­
referenced property in the coming weeks. Please contact Lambert Giessinger at (213) 978-1183 to 
further discuss the specifics of the inspection tour and the designation process. After the inspection 
tour, the matter will be placed on the agenda of a regular meeting for final review by the Commission 
and, if declared, will be heard by the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management Committee, 
which will make a recommendation to the City Council to confirm or deny the Commission's action. 

~~ 
~r MICHAEL J. LOGRANDE 

Director of Planning 

Attachment: Cultural Heritage Ordinance 

cc: Councilmember Paul Koretz, Fifth District 
Department of Building and Safety 
GIS 
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A Professional Corporation 
     
 
16255 VENTURA BOULEVARD, SUITE 950   
ENCINO, CALIFORNIA 91436  
TEL: (818) 907-8755      
FAX: (818) 907-8760 
 

May 21, 2019 
 
 
VIA EMAIL and PERSONAL DELIVERY 
 
Central Los Angeles Area Planning Commission  
200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 

Re: 750-756 ½ North Edinburgh Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90046 
 VTT-74201-SL-1A/ENV-2016-1367-EIR 
 

Honorable Commissioners: 
 

Our office represents Edinburgh Neighbors (“Neighbors”), an association 
of surrounding neighbors who are strongly opposed to the proposed Tract Map 
for the demolition of a City-protected historic resource and the subdivision of 
one lot into eight (8) small lots for the construction of eight small lot homes at 
750-756 ½ North Edinburgh Avenue in its stead (“Project”). 
 

Preliminarily, the Commission should be aware that the Neighbors did 
not receive notice of this hearing until May 20, 2019, the same day that written 
responses to this Commission were due. As members of the public who 
appeared before the Advisory Agency and who specifically signed in to receive 
notice, the Neighbors were therefore prejudiced by the City’s actions in failing to 
provide adequate timely notice for members of the public to submit comments.1    

 
 
 

                         
1 The fact that the APC has adopted rules for the timely submission of materials cannot 
supersede the due process right of the public as a matter of law.  Here, there was no 
practical way for us to timely submit our letter since we only received the Notice of 
Hearing yesterday afternoon! 

  DENNIS R. LUNA 
             (1946-2016) 
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I. The Unavoidable Impacts of the Project Outweigh Any Project 
Benefits 

 
The Neighbors are opposed to the Project because it requires demolition of 

the Bungalow Court and Garage which is designated as Los Angeles Historic 
Cultural Monument No. 110 and considered a protected historical resource under 
the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). Because demolition of the 
Bungalow Court and Garage is irreversible, it is considered an unmitigatable 
CEQA impact. Under the circumstances, the only way for the City to approve the 
Project is to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations and find that the 
“benefits” of the Project outweigh the permanent loss of the historic structure. 

 
However, as correctly determined by the Advisory Agency, the 

unavoidable impacts of the Project (the loss of a protected, historic structure) do 
not outweigh the Project benefits particularly where the primary Project benefit 
is a huge economic profit for the Applicant!  

 
It is important for this Commission to understand that the Applicant does 

not need to demolish the structure. As pointed out at the Advisory Agency 
hearing, the historic structure could be rehabilitated and preserved.  But that is 
an option the Applicant does not want because the costs of such preservation 
would not yield the larger economic profit from a new, market rate, 
development.  In fact, the Applicant has repeatedly argued, and manufactured 
numbers in support of its claim that preservation is not economically feasible.  
 

The Applicant wants the City to disregard the unmitigatable CEQA 
impact and adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations. The Advisory 
Agency was correct to reject this position and instead find that the public benefits 
of the Project do not outweigh the loss of a City-protected historic resource. 
 

II. The Advisory Agency Properly Could Not Make the Findings to 
Approve the Project 

 
A City may deny a land use permit as long as any of the necessary 

elements enumerated in the enabling ordinance is lacking. In other words, if 
even one of the findings for the proposed Tract Map cannot be made with 
substantial evidence, the City must deny the Project. Saad v. City of Berkeley (1994) 
24 Cal.App.4th 1206, 1214. 

 
Here, the Advisory Agency correctly found that multiple findings for the 

Project cannot be made with supporting substantial evidence: the proposed 
Project is not consistent with the City’s General Plan, that the site is not 
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physically suitable for the proposed Project development, and the Project is 
likely to cause substantial environmental damage. 

 
Most importantly, the Project is not consistent with the City’s General 

Plan because it requires the demolition of a historic structure. The General Plan’s 
Conservation Element requires the City to “protect important cultural and 
historical sites and resources for historical, cultural, research, and community 
educational purposes” and to “continue to protect historic and cultural sites 
and/or resources potentially affected by proposed land development, demolition 
or property modification activities.” As proposed, the Project is inimical to these 
General Plan requirements. 

 
For the same reason, the Project site is not physically suitable for the 

proposed type of development. Projects which are suitable for development do 
not pose unsurmountable conflicts with the City’s General Plan. 

 
Finally, the Project would result in a significant and unavoidable 

environmental impact to Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument No. 110. This 
fact is specifically established by the Environmental Impact Report for the Project 
and is indisputable. As historic cultural resources are a protected environmental 
category under CEQA, it cannot be disputed that the Project will cause 
substantial environmental damage, as the Advisory Agency found, and therefore 
this finding simply cannot be made in the affirmative. 

 
III. Conclusion 

 
 For all of the reasons set forth herein, this Commission should deny the 
Applicant’s appeal, affirm the denial of adopting a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations; and deny the Project based thereon. 
            

 Very truly yours, 
 
            LUNA & GLUSHON 
           A Professional Corporation 

      
            ROBERT L. GLUSHON 
 

cc: Joan Pelico, Chief of Staff to Councilmember Paul Koretz 
Aviv Kleinman, Planning Deputy to Councilmember Paul Koretz 
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June 30, 2015 
 

Mr. Shawn Kuk 
City of Los Angeles 
Dept. of City Planning 
200 N Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
shawn.kuk@lacity.org 
 

Ms. Roshanak Varjavand 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of Building & Safety 
201 N Figueroa Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
roshanak.varjavand@lacity.org 

City of Los Angeles 
Housing Department 
3550 Wilshire Blvd 
Suite 1500 
Los Angeles, CA 90010 

City of Los Angeles 
Community Redevelopment Agency 
448 South Hill Street 
Suite 1200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

CC: 
 
Mayor Eric Garcetti 
200 N Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
mayor.garcetti@lacity.org 

CC: 
 
Mr. Rosario Perry 
Rosario Perry, APC 
312 Pico Blvd. 
Santa Monica, CA 90405 
rosario@oceanlaw.com 

 
BY FIRST CLASS MAIL 
AND BY E-MAIL IF RECIPIENT LISTED ABOVE 
 
Re: 750-756 N Edinburgh Ave, Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Objection To Demolition And Small Lot Subdivision Project 
Applicable Known Case Numbers: 

Case # VTT-73442-SL (Dept. of City Planning) 
Case # ENV-2015-1246-EAF (Dept. of City Planning) 
App. No. 15019-10000-01379 (LADBS) 
App. No. 15019-10000-01380 (LADBS) 
App. No. 15019-10000-01381 (LADBS) 
App. No. 15019-10000-01382 (LADBS) 
App. No. 15019-10000-01383 (LADBS) 

 
Ladies and Gentlemen: 
 
This office represents Steven Shein, resident of 752 N Edinburgh Ave., 
an architecturally and historically significant building in Hollywood  
(“the Edinburgh Property”). For the reasons set forth herein, Mr. Shein 
hereby objects to the demolition and redevelopment of the Edinburgh 
Property planned in the above-referenced cases and applications.  

Sean Chandra, Esq. 
515 South Flower Street 

Floor 36 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 

 
tel. 323.454.3321 
fax. 213.281.9666  
sean.chandra@gmail.com 
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Although no permit has yet been issued, Mr. Shein submits this letter in 
support of his view that demolition and redevelopment of the Edin-
burgh Property should not occur; if it does occur, CEQA requires an 
Environmental Impact Report to determine how best to mitigate sub-
stantial losses to be incurred by Mr. Shein and other tenants, as well as 
by Angelenos collectively, should this project be approved and complet-
ed as planned. 
 

I.  FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
 
Steven Shein’s story takes place in front of the backdrop of a long-term, 
multifaceted housing crisis threatening to overwhelm the people of Los 
Angeles. The City, to its immense credit, generally recognizes the state 
of affairs1 and is currently looking for new approaches to solve or miti-
gate the crisis. Stopping this project from moving forward is one small 
step toward that goal. 
 
A.  The Eviction of Steven Shein and Seven Others 

 
In April of 2015, Mr. Shein was notified that his landlord, BLDG 
EDINBURGH LLC (“BELLC”), intends to take his home off the 
rental market. BELLC demanded that Mr. Shein vacate the property 
effective August 2015. He asked his property manager why he was being 
evicted, and was told that the new owner intended to raze the property.  
 
Mr. Shein makes a modest living as a fine art sculptor and jewelry 
designer. He has lived in the Los Angeles area for nearly 15 years after 
moving here to attend art school. His community, which includes nu-
merous friends and artistic collaborators, mostly live within walking 
distance to him in the dense heart of Hollywood. 
 
Mr. Shein’s current rent is $1,236 per month. He is a responsible tenant 
who keeps his apartment clean and pays his rent on time. After learning 
that BELLC intends to evict him, Mr. Shein began searching for new 
housing, confident that he would be able to find something quickly and 
not have to suffer a great deal of turmoil to move. What he found 
stunned him. He was unable to find a nearby one-bedroom apartment 
anywhere close to his ability to pay.2  
 
Mr. Shein can scarcely afford to pay a security deposit in the current 
rental market with the $3,850 in relocation money promised to him by 
BELLC, less than the statutory minimum under the RSO. Therefore, as 
a direct result of this project, Mr. Shein and the other tenants of the 
Edinburgh Property will be the latest Angelenos to succumb to a serious 
and growing epidemic: housing insecurity. 
 

                                            
1 See generally Housing Element 2013-2021; Los Angeles Department of City 
Planning. This comprehensive report of the housing challenges facing the 
City, adopted December 3, 2013, details the extent of the crisis and the 
goals of the City in abating it. 
2 According to the Housing Element report (p. 1-54), in 2013 the average 
market rent for a one-bedroom apartment in Los Angeles was $1,605. To 
afford this amount using HUD standards, a prospective resident must make 
$64,000 per year, well above the area median income for a one-person 
household. Since 2013, rents in L.A. have increased. Wages overall have 
stagnated due to a downward trend in wages for renters (p. 1-10). 
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B.  Matthew Jacobs, The Developer Behind This Project 

 
The prolific developer who controls BELLC, Matthew Jacobs, stands to 
earn millions when he redevelops and flips the Property. This fact may 
seem uniformly positive in a vacuum—few among us are uninspired by 
American success stories—but the Edinburgh Project does not exist in a 
vacuum. This project is only one of several spearheaded by Mr. Jacobs.  
Mr. Jacobs’s companies3 specialize in purchasing old properties occu-
pied by long term renters and building homes and condominiums for 
the affluent in their place.  
 
After demolishing Mr. Shein’s home, Jacobs intends to subdivide the 
property and build eight tall, narrow loft-style single family homes. Mr. 
Jacobs expects to ride a cresting real estate market and an influx of 
technology workers4 to a tidy profit on these homes, which—assuming 
history repeats itself—he will use to convert more historic rental units 
into homes for the affluent. 
 
The proliferation of small-lot subdivisions has proven to be a cash cow 
for developers. Some of these projects, however, have led to an increas-
ingly catastrophic shortage of affordable housing for low-income Ange-
lenos.  Demolition of the Edinburgh Property will add to the cumulative 
effect of this trend, which is now snowballing into an avalanche. 
 

Mr. Jacobs has earned controversy for gobbling up multi-unit complexes 
that were home to low-income Angelenos. His planned demolition of 11 
rental units in the Beverly Grove neighborhood is stirring picket lines. 
The Beverly Grove project on North Flores Street, together with the 
demolition of the Edinburgh property, will likely earn his companies 
enough to buy up even more of Los Angeles to subdivide and conquer.  
 
 

C.  The Metro-wide Impact of This Project 
 
The Edinburgh Project does not take place in a vacuum.  
 
There are over 600,000 rent-stabilized housing units in the City of Los 
Angeles. This represents approximately one-half of the city’s rental 
housing stock. Ellis Act evictions, however, are once again increasingly 

                                            
3 In addition to controlling BELLC, Jacobs controls Bulldog Partners, LLC, 
which is petitioning to tear down and redevelop a rent-controlled complex 

on N. Flores Street in Beverly Grove into a four-story condominium without 
any mitigation to the eleven limited-income tenants who live there. He also 
controls Bento Box 5 LLC, which subdivided a property in West Hollywood; 
the five new homes are each listed for approximately $1.5 million each. He 
also controls a company called “Innocuous Name LLC,” which actually 
does not sound very innocuous after all. 
4 Los Angeles’s politically powerful real estate industry is currently engaged 
in an ambitious campaign to implant a tech hub rivalling Silicon Valley on 
the Westside of the metro area. This initiative, known as “Silicon Beach,” is 

designed to attract an influx of new affluent residents similar to that which 
began developing over twenty years ago in Northern California. The booms 
and busts caused by tech bubbles in the Bay Area resulted in large scale dis-
placement of economically vulnerable communities and blue-collar indus-
tries. The City is urged to learn from the well-intentioned mistakes of its 
neighbors to the north. 
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common.5 State law grants owners of rent-stabilized properties the 
option to remove properties from the rental market. Ellis Act evictions 
are on the rise in Los Angeles. Last year, 725 units were “Ellised,” more 
than doubling the prior year. This is consistent with a steady upward 
trend since 2009.  
 
Additionally, there are approximately 120,000 subsidized housing units 
in the area. These are typically made available only to extremely low- 
income households. As of October 2012, there were 37,386 families on 
a waiting list to receive subsidized housing.6 This figure does not come 
close, however, to the number of families who are actually in need of 
subsidized housing. Incredibly, the waiting lists have been closed to new 
families for over a decade, even as the population of families in need of 
help grows unabated. Further, nearly 20,000 privately-owned subsidized 
units will term out of Section 8 from 2013-2023.7 
 
Meanwhile, the City admits that it will fall far short of its modest goals 
for new affordable housing in the foreseeable future.  The vast majority 
(over 80%) of new construction planned in Los Angeles, including the 
houses proposed to be built by Mr. Jacobs, will be occupied by affluent 
families.8  
 
These problems are interrelated and link directly to this proposed 
project. When an apartment building like the Edinburgh Property gets 
Ellised, many of its tenants are cast into a rental market they’ve long 
been priced out of. Because the Section 8 safety net is unavailable, those 
tenants’ options are limited. If they stay in Los Angeles, they become 
part of the growing population of persons facing housing insecurity. 
 

Should the city fail to block this project and fail to order mitigation, the 
trend of conversion of stable rental housing into mansions-in-a-box will 
grow exponentially. Developers like Mr. Jacobs will continue to build 
resources to buy up ever more dense residential property and kick out 
even more tenants. The tenants’ statutory relocation fees will be a drop 
in the bucket, but the damage to the fabric of this city will be irrevoca-
ble.  
 
With that in mind, Mr. Shein provides the City with the following 
outline of the CEQA implications of this project.  We urge Matthew 
Jacobs, BELLC, the City, its CEQA lead agency9, and all other stake-
holders to take a hard look at this project from the perspective of pru-
dent urban planning policy and CEQA compliance. We urge all public 
and private stakeholders to work together to mitigate the project’s harm 
and to soberly consider whether approval of this project is at all con-
sistent with prudent urban planning and the goals of the City. 
 

                                            
5 Ellis Act evictions in L.A. last peaked during the housing boom but the 
trend was interrupted by the subprime crash. In 2005, over 5,000 rent-
stabilized units—nearly one percent of the total—were lost to the Ellis Act. 
Another housing boom now threatens to restart that trend. 
6 See Housing Element, 1-55. 
7 Id. at 1-70. Raw material and labor cost alone to replace all 20,000 lost 
units (@ an estimated $210,722 per unit) would exceed $4 billion. 
8 Department of City Planning, Housing Element 2013-2021, p. c-xxi. 
9 From our understanding, the City believes that the CEQA lead agency is 
LADBS. The City is requested to inform this office of any inaccuracy in this 
regard. 
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II.  CEQA REQUIRES AN EIR 
 
A.  Overview 

 
The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA, ” Cal. Pub. Res. 
Code § 21000 et seq.) regulates municipal approvals of development 
proposals like the Edinburgh Project. CEQA sets forth a straightforward 
set of determinations that cities must make before approval of a project 
complies with CEQA. Among other requirements, the City’s lead agen-
cy must determine (1) whether the project is exempt from CEQA, (2) 
whether CEQA requires an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to be 
prepared, (3) whether CEQA requires the lead agency to condition 
approval of a proposed development upon mitigation of its impacts and, 
finally, (4) whether the project should move forward at all. 
 
For CEQA purposes, the cumulative metro-wide effect of this project is 
at least threefold: (1) a permanent loss of an architecturally and cultur-
ally historic monument, to be replaced with an inappropriately-designed 
development, diminishing the architectural character of the community; 
(2) urban decay caused by increased housing insecurity for low-income 
tenants, causing deleterious effects on public health, and (3) environ-
mental justice concerns raised by applying city policy in favor of small-
lot subdivisions, attracting an affluent population and enriching devel-
opers while displacing long-term residents with modest incomes. 
 
Should the city approve a project without compliance with CEQA’s 
mandates, a party with standing may petition the Superior Court for a 
writ of mandate and block the project from proceeding. 
 
B.  No Categorical Exemption Can Apply 

 
BELLC is expected to argue that one or more categorical exemptions 
set forth in the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15300, et seq.) allow 
BELLC to complete this project without further compliance with 
CEQA. Mr. Shein posits that no exemptions listed there are relevant to 
this project. Even if any of the classes of exemptions can be argued to 
apply, they cannot be used to push this project forward because of the 
Guidelines’ exceptions where a historical resource is implicated or where 
cumulative impact of multiple projects must be considered. 
 
The CEQA Guidelines specifically prohibit the use of categorical ex-
emptions “for a project which may cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource.” 14 CCR 15300.2(f). This 
project is known by Mr. Shein to be a historically and architecturally 
significant building and intends to petition SurveyLA and the LA Con-
servancy to designate this fact in the City records.  
 
Further, the CEQA Guidelines specifically prohibit the use of categori-
cal exemptions “when the cumulative impact of successive projects of 
the same type in the same place, over time is significant.” As explored in 
depth throughout this letter, the cumulative impact of the relentless 
spawning of small-lot subdivisions, meant to help attract an influx of 
affluent new residents, is balanced on the backs of limited-income 
tenants, triggering CEQA compliance on issues such as urban decay and 
environmental justice. 
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C.  When Does CEQA Require An Environmental Impact Re-
port or Mitigation Measures? 

 
The CEQA Guidelines set forth four circumstances mandating an EIR, 
all of which are applicable to the Edinburgh Project.  
 
First, CEQA mandates an EIR where the project has the potential to 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history 
or prehistory. 14 CCR 15065(a)(1). This circumstance exists in the 
present case due to the Edinburgh Property’s historical significance, 
discussed further below in Section III(B). 
 
Second, CEQA mandates an EIR where the project has the potential to 
achieve short-term environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-
term environmental goals. 14 CCR 15065(a)(2). This circumstance also 
exists in the present case. Although the policy in favor of developing 
small-lot subdivisions in the City of Los Angeles, overall, is a noble 
attempt to encourage dense development and affordable housing in the 
short term, in the present case the proposed development threatens to 
exacerbate a long-term shortage of affordable housing for low -income 
residents of Los Angeles. The rapidly-developing trend of landlords 
removing multi-unit properties from the rental market and replacing 
them with homes for the affluent is leading to urban decay by way of 
increased homelessness and implicating issues of environmental justice. 
 
Third, CEQA mandates an EIR where, even if the environmental effects 
of a project are individually limited, the cumulative effects are consider-
able when analyzed in connection with past projects, other current 
projects, and probable future projects. 14 CCR 15065(a)(3). This 
circumstance also exists in the present case, because the substantial 
profits pulled in by companies related to BELLC have allowed BELLC 
to obtain capital and attract investors for other similar projects, and the 
demolition and redevelopment of the Edinburgh Property will cause the 
developer—who admittedly specializes in these projects specifically—to   
reinvest his profits into similar projects in the future. 
 
Fourth, CEQA mandates an EIR where the environmental effects of a 
project will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly. 14 CCR 15065(a)(4). As demonstrated below and 
throughout this letter, the tenants of the Edinburgh Property—Mr. 
Shein in particular—will be substantially and adversely affected by the 
loss of their residences and inability to find replacement housing, result-
ing in housing insecurity for them and their families. 
 
For all of the above reasons, an EIR is required under CEQA. 
 

III.  WHAT AN EIR MUST COVER 
 
A. An EIR is required to assess the project’s impact on urban 
decay caused by homelessness and housing insecurity. 

 
The CEQA lead agency is required to perform an EIR and/or order 
mitigation where there is an indication that a proposed project may 
cause urban decay. Notable cases establishing this requirement include 
communities’ fights to prevent big-box retail discount stores (i.e., Wal-
Mart) from moving in. See Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of 
Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184, 1215; .American Canyon 

--
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Community United for Responsible Growth v. City of Am. Canyon (2006) 
145 Cal. App. 4th 1062. 
 
These cases are analogous to the present case. In American Canyon, 
community stakeholders argued that a big box store could lead to 
smaller competitors closing their doors, which in turn might lead to 
permanent vacancies in nearby retail storefronts. The City of American 
Canyon analyzed the project’s impact on the lot where the project was 
proposed to take place, but failed to analyze urban decay in surrounding 
areas. The appellate court hearing the subsequent lawsuit ruled the city 
failed compliance with CEQA because of that lapse. 
 
Projects like the Edinburgh Project have contributed and will continue 
to contribute to urban decay. Urban decay as a direct result of housing 
insecurity has already manifested in a vastly increased incidence of 
homeless encampments in Los Angeles10 and their demonstrable effects 
on crime and poverty rates. The City now seeks to “crack down”11 
further on its expanding homeless population—as though homelessness 
itself is a crime—but the renewed focus on homelessness seems to have 
been driven by budgetary, not human concerns: the City recently recog-
nized that it spends $100 million per year on its homeless population.12  
The high tide of homelessness and housing insecurity now overwhelm-
ing the City can be directly linked to an exponential rise in Ellis Act 
evictions..  
 
Homeless encampments are the visible evidence of the blight overtaking 
Los Angeles, but there is an even more insidious threat to the city’s 
environment in the form of housing insecurity. Even where low-income 
families have not succumbed to homelessness, they have been subjected 
to housing insecurity as a result of a steady reduction in the rent-
stabilized housing stock. This project will contribute to housing insecuri-
ty by removing eight stabilized rental units from the rental market. This 
promises to contribute to an increasingly disastrous trend of increased 
housing insecurity in Los Angeles. 
 
The profound effect that housing insecurity has on public health, even 
among the non-homeless, has been well-documented. A large longitudi-
nal study13 centered in Los Angeles and six other US cities found that 
housing insecurity—defined in the study as residents experiencing 
crowding14 and multiple moves15—is correlated with low birth weight, 
risk of developmental delays, and food insecurity.   
 

                                            
10 Homeless encampments in the City increased by a whopping 85 percent 

over the past two years. See Romero, Dennis, “L.A. Plans To Knock Down 
Homeless Encampments With Greater Speed,” L.A. Weekly, June 23, 2015. 
11 See Holland, Gale, “L.A. City Council OKs crackdowns on homeless en-
campments”, Los Angeles Times, June 23, 2015. 
12 See Santana, Miguel, “Homelessness And The City Of Los Angeles,” A 
memo from the City Administrative Officer to the City Council, April 16, 
2015. 
13 D.B. Cutts, MD, et al., “US Housing Insecurity and the Health of Very 
Young Children,” Am J Public Health, 2011 August; 101(8): 1508-1514. 
14 Crowding in the study is defined using guidelines from the U.S. Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development and means bedrooms with more 
than 2 people or families temporarily “doubling up” because of economic 
difficulties. 
15 The term “multiple moves” in the study means families that moved 2 or 
more times in the preceding year. 
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The City is required to assess the impact of this project on public health 
and urban decay. Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2014) 226 Cal. App. 
4th 704. It must order an EIR and, if it approves this project, the City 
must provide mitigation to ensure it will not contribute to the housing 
crisis enveloping Los Angeles. 
 
B. An EIR is required to assess the impact on the historical 
resources and of the city and the architectural character of the 
neighborhood. 

 
As referenced above, Mr. Shein’s preliminary research indicates that the 
Edinburgh Property is eligible for inclusion on the list of historical 
resources of the City of Los Angeles. The city is requested to contact 
SurveyLA and the LA Conservancy to determine whether the historical 
significance of this property requires an EIR. 
 
Further, the character of the proposed replacement property represents 
a one-size-fits-all approach to new housing in Los Angeles that is not 
appropriate for the neighborhood at issue in this case. 
 
Architecturally, the buildings that result from small-lot subdivisions are 
controversial. Though they have been executed well in a few cases, they 
tend to be unpopular with neighbors in other areas because of privacy 
concerns, setback issues, and objections to the necessarily-increased 
height of this style of building.16 In neighborhoods where these devel-
opments are beginning to predominate, a snowball effect is being ob-
served: neighbors who wish not to live next door to a looming box want 
to sell, and the most aggressive buyers are often developers with a ready 
supply of cash and plans to build yet another one. 
 
C. An EIR is required to assess the impact on environmental 
justice. 

 
The big picture behind projects like this raises significant issues sur-
rounding an important policy consideration: environmental justice. The 
idea of environmental justice forms the foundation of CEQA itself.  
 
Under state law, “‘environmental justice’ means the fair treatment of 
people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the develop-
ment, adoption, implementation, and enforcement of environmental 
laws, regulations, and policies.” Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65040.12(e). Attor-
ney General Kamala Harris advises cities and CEQA lead agencies that 
“fairness in this context means that the benefits of a healthy environment 
should be available to everyone, and the burdens of pollution should not 
be focused on sensitive populations or on communities that already are 
experiencing its adverse effects.”17 
 
The purposes of the Legislature in enacting CEQA include the goal to 
“identify any critical thresholds for the health and safety of the people of 
the state and take all coordinated actions necessary to prevent such 

                                            
16 Scheinbaum, Chase, “L.A.’s Small Lot Homes: Destroying Low-Rent 

Housing, Restoring The American Dream, Or Both?”, 
http://www.kcet.org/news/agenda/planning/los-angeles-small-lot-homes.html  
February 9, 2015. 
17 Harris, Kamala D., “Environmental Justice at the Local and Regional 
Level, Legal Background,” Fact Sheet, Office of the California Attorney 
General, July 10, 2012. 
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thresholds from being reached.” Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21000(d). Public 
agencies are directed to ensure that “major consideration is given to 
preventing environmental damage, while providing a decent home and 
satisfying living environment for every Californian.” Id. at subd. (g). 
 
The noble origins of the small-lot subdivision ordinance18 passed in 
2005 are well-documented.19 Among other goals, the policy aims to 
address L.A.’s critical need for housing by increasing residential density. 
While this project may increase the raw number of housing units availa-
ble in the City, it reduces housing for low-income residents and adds 
housing for the affluent. As discussed above, Los Angeles has no prob-
lem creating more housing for the affluent. The need is on the lower 
end.20 This project does nothing to add to the housing stock where 
additions are needed. Whatever benefit the project provides by increas-
ing raw density is more than offset by the fact that several low-income 
tenants will lose their housing. This project is balanced on the backs of 
low-income tenants. Approval of the project, therefore, is inconsistent 
with the state’s environmental justice goals and policies. 
 
IV. CONCLUSION 
 
Demolishing this historic property to make way for sleek modern luxury 
homes would make millions for a real estate developer, allowing him to 
complete more projects just like this one; it would also, in theory, supply 
new housing for the affluent residents that developers hope to attract to 
Los Angeles.  
 
What this proposal does not do is make any progress toward addressing 
Los Angeles’s housing crisis. In fact, it makes things worse. It removes 
housing from the rental market and casts its current residents to the 
winds; it therefore adds to a public health emergency caused by an 
epidemic of housing insecurity and homelessness. The City should order 
developers to bear the costs of these outcomes or prevent them alto-
gether. 
 
Building homes for the wealthy will not magically make Angelenos 
wealthy. An urban planning motto of “if you build it, they will come” is 
too shortsighted for a metropolis as huge, diverse, and poor as Los 
Angeles. It ignores the people who have to leave.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Sean Chandra, Esq.  
Attorney for Steven Shein 

                                            
18 LAMC 12.22-C,27. 
19 Los Angeles Department of City Planning, “2014 Advisory Agency Small 

Lot Design Guidelines,”   
20 See Housing Element 2013-2021, at c-xxi. To illustrate the gaping disparity 
in housing starts, the city projects that from 2013-2021, 1,122 homes will be 
built for moderate-income households (defined as families earning 81-120% 
of the area median income). Meanwhile, 48,000 homes will be built for 
households earning more than 120% of AMI. 



There Are 2 Vacant Investor-Owned Homes for Every 
Homeless Person in America ​By: ​Carl Gibson​ ​Economy​ |  January 10, 2018 

 
The difference between the greed of the wealthy and the precariousness of American workers is painfully stark 
when looking at vacant homes. 

2016 figures from ATTOM Data Solutions — which publishes comprehensive housing data — show that wealthy 
investors are buying up more and more real estate as a moneymaking venture while housing prices and 
homelessness continue to skyrocket across America. 

According to ATTOM, ​76 percent of all vacant homes​ in America are owned by investors — amounting to 
approximately 1.1 million vacant residential investment properties. Many of these vacant homes are in economically 
distressed Rust Belt cities with high poverty rates, like Detroit, Michigan, neighboring Flint, and Youngstown, Ohio. 
The states with the highest investment property vacancy rate also have high poverty rates. Michigan leads the pack 
with 10.3 percent vacancy, Indiana at 9.8 percent, Alabama at 6.9 percent, and Mississippi at 6.6 percent. 

Meanwhile, in December of 2017, the Associated Press reported that homelessness increased in America ​for the 
first time since 2010​ — the height of the Great Recession. 2017 data from the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development showed that local counts of homeless Americans reached approximately 554,000 nationwide, 
which is a 1 percent increase from 2016 (and roughly half of the number of ​vacant residential investment properties 
in America today). Approximately one-third of those counted as homeless had no access to nightly shelters and 
were sleeping on streets, and in vehicles and tents. 

2017 was also ​a record-high year for rent prices​, according to housing figures from Zillow. Tenants across America 
paid landlords an estimated $485.6 billion, with more than $100 billion of that coming from just the New York/New 
Jersey market, the Los Angeles/Long Beach/Anaheim market, and the Chicago market. Approximately 97,000 of 
America’s homeless persons are in New York City (​63,169 homeless​) and Los Angeles (​34,000 homeless​). Cities 
like San Jose, California and Denver, Colorado are seeing ​double-digit rent increases​ on average each year, 
according to Forbes. 

The most drastic rent increases year to year in 24 major U.S. cities (Data by Zillow) 

If current trends continue, affordable housing is expected to become even more scarce. CNBC reported in 2016 
that ​25 percent of ultra-wealthy Americans​ surveyed are planning on buying more real estate over the next several 
years. More scarcity in housing markets will drive up home prices, which will increase rent prices as a result. This 
could lead to future increases in the number of homeless Americans between now and 2020. 

https://gritpost.com/author/carl/
https://gritpost.com/category/economy/
https://twitter.com/intent/tweet?text=There%20Are%202%20Vacant%20Investor-Owned%20Homes%20for%20Every%20Homeless%20Person%20in%20America&url=https://gritpost.com/vacant-properties-homelessness/
http://web.archive.org/web/20180116110056/http://www.realtytrac.com:80/news/foreclosure-trends/q3-2016-residential-property-vacancy-zombie-foreclosure-report/
https://www.usnews.com/news/us/articles/2017-12-06/us-homeless-count-rises-pushed-by-crisis-on-the-west-coast
https://www.usnews.com/news/us/articles/2017-12-06/us-homeless-count-rises-pushed-by-crisis-on-the-west-coast
http://www.realtytrac.com/news/foreclosure-trends/q3-2016-residential-property-vacancy-zombie-foreclosure-report/
http://fortune.com/2017/12/28/us-rent-rates-zillow-2017/
http://www.coalitionforthehomeless.org/basic-facts-about-homelessness-new-york-city/
https://www.usnews.com/news/best-states/california/articles/2017-05-31/number-of-homeless-counted-in-los-angeles-county-up-sharply
https://www.forbes.com/sites/laurengensler/2015/02/24/rising-rent-smaller-cities/
https://www.cnbc.com/2016/10/23/ultra-wealthy-still-interested-in-buying-real-estate-despite-slowdown-uncertainty.html
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