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3822 S. Figueroa Street– Historical Resource Technical Report Executive Summary 

The Impact Area also does not extend past the I-110 (Harbor Freeway), which is adjacent to the Project Site on 
the opposite side of S. Flower Drive and creates a physical and visual separation between the Proposed project 
site and any historical resources east of the freeway. 

Previously identified historical resources within the Impact Area include the Zobelein Estate/Zobelein Courtyard 
Apartments and the California African American Museum. The Zobelein Estate was determined eligible for listing 
in the National Register through the Section 106 process and listed in the California Register in 1990. In 1993, 
the same property was designated an HCM called the Zobelein Estate. The California African American Museum 
(CAAM) was identified as a potentially eligible historical resource during the development of the African 
American History Context for the Los Angeles Citywide Historic Context Statement. While the CAAM has not been 
formally evaluated as a historical resource, it appears to meet the eligibility standards and integrity 
considerations established in the LACHCS for properties associated with the history of African American visual 
arts. As such, out of an abundance of caution, CAAM is treated as a historical resource for the purposes of this 
HRTR. 

Assessment of Project Impacts 

The proposed Project was analyzed for potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to the Flower Drive 
Historic District, Zobelein Courtyard Apartments/Zobelein Estate, and CAAM.  

Direct 

There would be no direct impact to the Zobelein Courtyard Apartments/Zobelein Estate or the CAAM.  

The contributing resources within the Flower Drive Historic District proposed to be demolished are considered 
historical resources in and of themselves and, in any event, their demolition meets the criteria for a material 
impairment under CEQA. Therefore, the direct impact caused by the proposed Project would be significant, 
regardless of whether the remaining contributors remain eligible for listing, which is addressed further in Section 
6.2.4.   

Indirect 

The proposed Project would introduce a new visual element within the vicinity of the Zobelein Courtyard 
Apartments/Zobelein Estate and the CAAM. Broader setting is not an essential aspect of integrity for either 
property and there would be no change to the physical characteristics of their immediate setting; therefore, the 
indirect impact to the Zobelein Courtyard Apartments/Zobelein Estate and the CAAM caused by the proposed 
Project would be less than significant.  

Cumulative 

Four related projects were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis: 1 the 3801 South Grand Mixed-Use 
Project, the 3851 South Grand Mixed-Use Project, the CAAM Renovation Project, and the Fig Project, 3900 S. 
Figueroa Street, Los Angeles (Fig Project).  

The 3801 and 3851 South Grand Mixed-Use Projects consist of constructing new mixed-use buildings on vacant 
lots. As lead agency, the City determined that the projects would not result in substantial adverse changes to 
historical resources; therefore, there is no potential for significant cumulative impacts to historical resources. 
Additionally, the two mixed-use projects are located on the opposite side of the I-110 and are thus physically 
and visually separated from the Project Site by the freeway, and there are no shared or common resources 
between them. 

 
1 Related in terms of geographic area and/or potential impact, not by project type, proponent, or other similarities. 
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The Impact Area also does not extend past the I-110 (Harbor Freeway), which is adjacent to  the Project Site on
the opposite side of S. Flower Drive and creates a physical and visual separation between the Proposed project
site and any historical resources east of the freeway.

Previously identified historical resources within the Impact Area include the Zobelein Estate/Zobelein Courtyard
Apartments and the California African American Museum. The Zobelein Estate was determined eligible for listing
in the National Register through the Section 106  process and listed in the California Register in 1990. In 1993,
the same property was designated an HCM called the Zobelein Estate. The California African American Museum
(CAAM) was identified as a potentially eligible historical resource during the development of the African
American History Context for the Los Angeles Citywide Historic Context Statement. While the CAAM has not been
formally evaluated as a historical resource, it appears to meet the eligibility standards and integrity
considerations established in the LACHCS for properties associated with the history of African American visual
arts. As such, out of an abundance of caution, CAAM is treated as a historical resource for the purposes of this
HRTR.

Assessment of Project Impacts

The proposed Project was analyzed for potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to the Flower Drive
Historic District, Zobelein Courtyard Apartments/Zobelein Estate, and CAAM.

Direct

There would be no direct impact to  the Zobelein Courtyard Apartments/Zobelein Estate or the CAAM.

The contributing resources within the Flower Drive Historic District proposed to be demolished are considered
historical resources in and of themselves and, in any event, their demolition meets the criteria for a material
impairment under CEQA. Therefore, the direct impact caused by the proposed Project would be significant,
regardless of whether the remaining contributors remain eligible for listing, which is addressed further in Section
6.2.4.

Indirect

The proposed Project would introduce a new visual element within the vicinity of the Zobelein Courtyard
Apartments/Zobelein Estate and the CAAM. Broader setting is not an essential aspect of integrity for either
property and there would be no change to the physical characteristics of their immediate setting; therefore, the
indirect impact to  the Zobelein Courtyard Apartments/Zobelein Estate and the CAAM caused by the proposed
Project would be less than significant.

Cumulative

Four related projects were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis: ! the 3801  South Grand Mixed-Use
Project, the 3851  South Grand Mixed-Use Project, the CAAM Renovation Project, and the Fig Project, 3900 S.
Figueroa Street, Los Angeles (Fig Project).

The 3801  and 3851  South Grand Mixed-Use Projects consist of constructing new mixed-use buildings on vacant
lots. As lead agency, the City determined that the projects would not result in substantial adverse changes to
historical resources; therefore, there is no potential for significant cumulative impacts to  historical resources.
Additionally, the two mixed-use projects are located on the opposite side of the 1-110 and are thus physically
and visually separated from the Project Site by the freeway, and there are no shared or common resources
between them.

! Related in terms of geographic area and/or potential impact, not by project type, proponent, or other similarities.
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The CAAM Renovation Project consists of renovation and expansion of the existing museum. As lead agency, the 
California Science Center determined that the project would not result in significant impacts to the environment 
and a mitigated negative declaration (MND) was prepared, which determined that the renovation project would 
not negatively impact the CAAM’s eligibility for listing as a historic resource. Because the Project would similarly 
have no effect on the CAAM’s eligibility for listing, there is no potential for significant cumulative impacts to the 
CAAM.  

The Fig Project consists of demolishing existing apartment buildings within the Flower Drive Historic District to 
construct a new mixed-use building. As lead agency, the City of Los Angeles determined that the direct impacts 
to the Flower Drive Historic District would be significant, and although mitigation measures would be required, 
they would not reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant level and the impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. The direct impacts to the Flower Drive Historic District would be significant for both projects, and 
these impacts would be compounded when considered together; therefore, the cumulative impact to the Flower 
Drive Historic District from the Fig Project and the Project would also be significant.  

Notwithstanding the significant cumulative impact, it appears that the remaining contiguous Flower Drive 
Historic District contributors would have the potential for continued eligibility as a district for California Register 
listing under Criteria 1 and 3, based on a review of the Multi-Family Residential Historic District eligibility 
standards in the LACHCS. The potential continued eligibility of the remaining contiguous contributors as a 
district does not, however, eliminate or reduce the significant project-level and cumulative impacts on the district 
to a less-than-significant level.     

Mitigation 

Under CEQA, the lead agency is required to identify potentially feasible measures to mitigate or avoid significant 
impacts that are fully enforceable, such as through permit conditions.  

Mitigation measures carried out as part of the Fig Project included Historic American Building Survey (HABS)-
like recordation of the entire district; as such, additional recordation would be redundant and is not 
recommended as mitigation for the proposed Project. 

During preparation of this HRTR, GPA and the Project Applicant met with California Office of Historic 
Preservation (OHP) staff for an informal discussion regarding appropriate timing for updates to the existing 
Flower Drive Historic District documentation, should a California Register listing based on the prior 
determination be pursued. OHP staff advised that submissions should reflect the appearance of the resource at 
the time of submittal and that any revisions should be adequately justified, such as by physical changes to the 
resource. In short, documentation supporting nominations or determinations of eligibility cannot be amended 
based on hypothetical future conditions or assumptions, and could only be updated and submitted for 
consideration after physical changes occur. OHP thus confirmed they do not issue opinion letters or advice 
based on the potential impacts of future development, but instead only consider amendments to prior 
nominations based on current conditions. Based on the analysis in Section 6.2.4, it appears that the remaining 
grouping of contiguous contributors would have the potential for continued eligibility for California Register 
listing under Criteria 1 and 3 as a multi-family residential historic district with the Project and Fig Project in place; 
however, OHP and the SHRC could not render a formal decision until after the Project and Fig Project are 
constructed. 

Based on the above, the following mitigation measures are recommended: 

1. Interpretive Display 
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The CAAM Renovation Project consists of renovation and expansion of the existing museum. As lead agency, the
California Science Center determined that the project would not result in significant impacts to the environment
and a mitigated negative declaration (MND) was prepared, which determined that the renovation project would
not negatively impact the CAAM'’s eligibility for listing as a historic resource. Because the Project would similarly
have no effect on the CAAM’s eligibility for listing, there is no potential for significant cumulative impacts to  the
CAAM.

The Fig Project consists of demolishing existing apartment buildings within the Flower Drive Historic District to
construct a new mixed-use building. As lead agency, the City of Los Angeles determined that the direct impacts
to the Flower Drive Historic District would be significant, and although mitigation measures would be required,
they would not reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant level and the impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable. The direct impacts to the Flower Drive Historic District would be significant for both projects, and
these impacts would be compounded when considered together; therefore, the cumulative impact to the Flower
Drive Historic District from the Fig Project and the Project would also be significant.

Notwithstanding the significant cumulative impact, it appears that the remaining contiguous Flower Drive
Historic District contributors would have the potential for continued eligibility as a district for California Register
listing under Criteria 1 and 3, based on a review of the Multi-Family Residential Historic District eligibility
standards in the LACHCS. The potential continued eligibility of the remaining contiguous contributors as a
district does not, however, eliminate or reduce the significant project-level and cumulative impacts on the district
to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation

Under CEQA, the lead agency is required to identify potentially feasible measures to  mitigate or avoid significant
impacts that are fully enforceable, such as through permit conditions.

Mitigation measures carried out as part of the Fig Project included Historic American Building Survey (HABS)-
like recordation of the entire district; as such, additional recordation would be redundant and is not
recommended as mitigation for the proposed Project.

During preparation of this HRTR, GPA and the Project Applicant met with California Office of Historic
Preservation (OHP) staff for an informal discussion regarding appropriate timing for updates to the existing
Flower Drive Historic District documentation, should a California Register listing based on the prior
determination be pursued. OHP staff advised that submissions should reflect the appearance of the resource at
the time of submittal and that any revisions should be adequately justified, such as by physical changes to the
resource. In short, documentation supporting nominations or determinations of eligibility cannot be amended
based on hypothetical future conditions or assumptions, and could only be updated and submitted for
consideration after physical changes occur. OHP thus confirmed they do not issue opinion letters or advice
based on the potential impacts of future development, but instead only consider amendments to prior
nominations based on current conditions. Based on the analysis in Section 6.2.4, it  appears that the remaining
grouping of contiguous contributors would have the potential for continued eligibility for California Register
listing under Criteria 1 and 3 as a multi-family residential historic district with the Project and Fig Project in place;
however, OHP and the SHRC could not render a formal decision until after the Project and Fig Project are
constructed.

Based on the above, the following mitigation measures are recommended:

1. Interpretive Display
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a. The Applicant shall prepare an interpretive display consisting of at least one panel and install 
the display(s) in a location visible from the public right-of-way along Flower Drive between W. 
38th Street and W. 39th Street.  

b. The interpretive display shall include a brief history of the area as well as the district and its 
significance within the context of multi-family residential housing development.  

c. The text of interpretive display shall be accompanied by photographs of the district, such as 
those prepared for the HABS-Like documentation, and other available visual ephemera, such 
as historic maps and aerials.  

d. The interpretive display shall be professionally written and designed. The written content shall 
be prepared by a person or persons meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards for history and/or architectural history.  

e. Prior to fabrication and installation of the interpretive display, a digital draft shall be made 
available to the City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources staff for review and comment.  

f. The finished interpretive display shall be installed prior to the issuance of the final Certificate 
of Occupancy.  

2. Updated California Register Nomination 

a. The Applicant shall cause the preparation of an updated California Register historic district 
nomination for the contributing buildings remaining after construction of the project.  

b. The nomination shall be prepared in accordance with OHP instructions by a person or persons 
meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for history and/or 
architectural history.  

c. The photographic documentation shall be carried out only after framing and exterior finishes, 
at a minimum, of the proposed multi-family building are complete, in order to convey a full 
understanding of any changes to feeling and setting.  

d. This mitigation measure shall be completed prior to the issuance of the final Certificate of 
Occupancy.   

e. This mitigation measure will be considered complete when the Applicant ensures the 
nomination is prepared and submitted to OHP for consideration.  

Implementation of the recommended mitigation measures would not reduce the direct project-level and 
cumulative impacts on the Flower Drive Historic District to a less-than-significant level; however, they are 
recommended to document and interpret the history of the district. The only way to reduce the impact on Flower 
Drive Historic District would be to redesign the Project to preserve all contributing buildings, the feasibility of 
which is addressed in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project.  
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of Occupancy.

2. Updated California Register Nomination

a. The Applicant shall cause the preparation of an updated California Register historic district
nomination for the contributing buildings remaining after construction of the project.

b. The nomination shall be prepared in accordance with OHP instructions by a person or persons
meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards for history and/or
architectural history.

c. The photographic documentation shall be carried out only after framing and exterior finishes,
at a minimum, of the proposed multi-family building are complete, in order to convey a full
understanding of any changes to  feeling and setting.

d. This mitigation measure shall be completed prior to the issuance of the final Certificate of
Occupancy.

e. This mitigation measure will be considered complete when the Applicant ensures the
nomination is prepared and submitted to  OHP for consideration.

Implementation of the recommended mitigation measures would not reduce the direct project-level and
cumulative impacts on the Flower Drive Historic District to a less-than-significant level; however, they are
recommended to document and interpret the history of the district. The only way to  reduce the impact on Flower
Drive Historic District would be to redesign the Project to preserve all contributing buildings, the feasibility of
which is addressed in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project.
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Project Location and Description 

 
Figure 1: Project Location. (Base Map: Los Angeles County GIS.) 

The Project involves the development of a seven-story student and multi-family affordable housing development 
that includes 209 multi-family apartment units, inclusive of 42 covenanted affordable multi-family housing units, 
2,705 square feet (sf) of ground level commercial uses, and interior ground level wrapped parking (Project). The 
Project is located within nine parcels located along South Figueroa Street and South Flower Drive at 3822-3838 
South Figueroa Street and 3801-3833 ½ South Flower Drive (Project Site, see Figure 1) in the City of Los Angeles 
(City). The Assessor Parcel Numbers (APN) of the Project Site are listed in Table 1 below.   

Table 1: Parcels on the Project Site 

# Address APN Year Built Description 

1 3822 S Figueroa St 5037-031-015 1922 Two-story fourplex 

2 N/A 5037-031-016 N/A Vacant, parking lot 

3 3801 Flower Dr 
(468 W. 38th St) 5037-031-001 1923 Two-story apartment house 

4 3809 Flower Dr 5037-031-002 1921 Two-story fourplex 
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Figure 1: Project Location. (Base Map: Los Angeles County GIS.)

The Project involves the development of a seven-story student and multi-family affordable housing development
that includes 209  multi-family apartment units, inclusive of 42  covenanted affordable multi-family housing units,
2,705 square feet (sf) of ground level commercial uses, and interior ground level wrapped parking (Project). The
Project is located within nine parcels located along South Figueroa Street and South Flower Drive at 3822-3838
South Figueroa Street and 3801-3833 ¥2 South Flower Drive (Project Site, see Figure 1)  in the City of Los Angeles
(City). The Assessor Parcel Numbers (APN) of the Project Site are listed in Table 1 below.

Table 1: Parcels on the Project Site

# | Address APN Year Built Description

1 | 3822 S Figueroa St 5037-031-015 1922 Two-story fourplex

2 | N/A 5037-031-016 N/A Vacant, parking lot

3801  Flower Dr3 (468 W. 38th St) 5037-031-001 1923 Two-story apartment house

4 | 3809 Flower Dr 5037-031-002 1921 Two-story fourplex
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Table 1: Parcels on the Project Site 

# Address APN Year Built Description 

5 3813 Flower Dr 5037-031-003 1922 Two-story fourplex 

6 3819 Flower Dr 5037-031-004 1924 Two-story apartment house 

7 3821 Flower Dr 5037-031-005 1924 Two-story fourplex 

8 3825 Flower Dr 5037-031-006 1927 Two-story apartment house 

9 3831 Flower Dr 5037-031-007 1920 Two-story fourplex 

Existing uses on the Project Site include seven two-story apartments along South Flower Drive and a two-story 
apartment and surface parking lot along South Figueroa Street. Currently, 51 multi-family units are located on 
the Project Site. The Project would remove the existing multi-family dwelling units and surface parking lot to 
construct the Project. The Project’s 209 units would consist of 34 studios, 43 one-bedroom units, 45 two-
bedroom units, 34 three-bedroom units, and 53 four-unit bedroom units. The Project would include 32 units for 
Very Low-Income Households (15 percent) and 10 units (5 percent) for Low Income Households.  

The Project would include 22,840 sf of code defined open space in addition to 287 sf of additional non-required 
code defined open space throughout the Project. Open space would consist of 300 sf of private patios, 14,865 
sf of courtyard areas on the first and second floors, two roof decks on the seventh floor (2,252 sf) and 5,710 sf 
of various indoor amenities such as a club room, fitness room and lounge area.  

The Project would include 34 residential parking stalls and 6 commercial parking stalls on the ground level in a 
wrapped, fully enclosed garage. The Project would also include 128 long-term bicycle parking spaces and 14 
short-term bicycle parking spaces on the first floor for residents of the Project Site. Additionally, the Project would 
provide two (2) long-term commercial bicycle spaces and two (2) short-term commercial bicycle spaces. 

1.2 Impact Area 

Chapter 4 of the City’s CEQA Guide, “Guide to Preparation of Impact Analyses – Cultural Resources – Historical 
Resources” indicates that the impact area for projects that differ in scale from the existing setting should 
typically include the entire city block on which the project site is located, adjacent parcels, and parcels on 
opposite block faces. 2  

Based on the location of the proposed Project and inconsistent size of surrounding parcels, the Impact Area for 
this HRTR was established as a 250-foot radius from the Project Site (see Figure 2, next page).  

This Impact Area encompasses the city block on which the Project is located and resources on adjacent parcels 
while omitting most of APN 5037-031-002, the extremely large parcel opposite the Project Site to the west that 
includes the Los Angeles Memorial Coliseum and BMO Stadium. While the Los Angeles Memorial Coliseum is a 
historical resource listed in the National Register and California Register, it is physically and visually separated 
from the proposed Project Site by S. Figueroa Street and a setback of over 800 feet. As such, there is no potential 
for indirect impacts to the stadium. This HRTR also analyzes the Project’s potential impacts on all other historical 
resources that intersect with the Impact Area, even if they are only partially located within the 250-foot radius, 

 
2 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning (LADCP), “Chapter 4. Guide to Preparation of Impact Analyses – Cultural 
Resources – Historical Resources,” in CEQA Guide, 3, July 2024, accessed July 2025, 
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/a3c69b8d-8d02-4e43-9d1a-a393347ee3cd/CEQA%20Guide%20-
%20Guide%20to%20Preparation%20of%20Impact%20Analysis%20-%20Cultural%20Resources%20-
%20Historic%20Resources%20(Dec%202023).pdf. 

Table 1: Parcels on the Project Site

Address APN Year Built Description

5 | 3813 Flower Dr 5037-031-003 1922 Two-story fourplex

6 | 3819  Flower Dr 5037-031-004 1924 Two-story apartment house

7 | 3821  Flower Dr 5037-031-005 1924 Two-story fourplex

8 | 3825  Flower Dr 5037-031-006 1927 Two-story apartment house

9 | 3831 Flower Dr 5037-031-007 1920 Two-story fourplex

Existing uses on the Project Site include seven two-story apartments along South Flower Drive and a two-story
apartment and surface parking lot along South Figueroa Street. Currently, 51  multi-family units are located on
the Project Site. The Project would remove the existing multi-family dwelling units and surface parking lot to
construct the Project. The Project’s 209 units would consist of 34  studios, 43  one-bedroom units, 45  two-
bedroom units, 34  three-bedroom units, and 53  four-unit bedroom units. The Project would include 32  units for
Very Low-Income Households (15 percent) and 10  units (5  percent) for Low Income Households.

The Project would include 22,840 sf of code defined open space in addition to  287 sf of additional non-required
code defined open space throughout the Project. Open space would consist of 300  sf of private patios, 14,865
sf of courtyard areas on the first and second floors, two roof decks on the seventh floor (2,252 sf) and 5,710 sf
of various indoor amenities such as a club room, fitness room and lounge area.

The Project would include 34  residential parking stalls and 6 commercial parking stalls on the ground level in a
wrapped, fully enclosed garage. The Project would also include 128  long-term bicycle parking spaces and 14
short-term bicycle parking spaces on the first floor for residents of the Project Site. Additionally, the Project would
provide two (2) long-term commercial bicycle spaces and two (2) short-term commercial bicycle spaces.

1.2 Impact  Area

Chapter 4 of the City’s CEQA Guide, “Guide to  Preparation of Impact Analyses — Cultural Resources — Historical
Resources” indicates that the impact area for projects that differ in scale from the existing setting should
typically include the entire city block on which the project site is located, adjacent parcels, and parcels on
opposite block faces. ?

Based on the location of the proposed Project and inconsistent size of surrounding parcels, the Impact Area for
this HRTR was established as a 250-foot radius from the Project Site (see Figure 2, next page).

This Impact Area encompasses the city block on which the Project is located and resources on adjacent parcels
while omitting most of APN 5037-031-002, the extremely large parcel opposite the Project Site to  the west that
includes the Los Angeles Memorial Coliseum and BMO Stadium. While the Los Angeles Memorial Coliseum is a
historical resource listed in the National Register and California Register, it is physically and visually separated
from the proposed Project Site by S. Figueroa Street and a setback of over 800  feet. As such, there is no potential
for indirect impacts to  the stadium. This HRTR also analyzes the Project’s potential impacts on all other historical
resources that intersect with the Impact Area, even if they are only partially located within the 250-foot radius,

2 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning (LADCP), “Chapter 4 .  Guide to Preparation of Impact Analyses — Cultural
Resources — Historical Resources,” in CEQA Guide, 3 ,  July 2024, accessed July 2025,
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/a3c69b8d-8d02-4e43-9d1a-a393347ee3cd/CEQA%20Guide%20-
%20GUuide%20t0%20Preparation%200f%20Impact%20Analysis %20-%20Cultural%20Resources%20-
%20Histor ic%20Resources%20(Dec%202023).pdf.
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including project-level and cumulative impacts on the entire  Flower Drive Historic District (see Sections 3.3 and 
6). 

The Impact Area does not extend past the I-110 (Harbor Freeway), which is adjacent to the Project Site on the 
opposite side of S. Flower Drive and creates a physical and visual separation between the Proposed project site 
and any historical resources east of the freeway.   

 
Figure 2: Project Impact Area. (Base Map: Los Angeles County GIS.) 

1.3 Methodology 

In preparing this report, GPA Consulting (GPA) performed the following tasks: 

1. Reviewed existing information to determine if there are any previously identified or designated historical 
resources on the Project Site or within the Impact Area: 

a. Consulted the Built Environment Resources Directory (BERD) maintained by the State Office 
of Historic Preservation (OHP) to determine whether any properties on the Project Site and 
within the Impact Area have been previously identified or evaluated as a historical resource, or 
designated as an individual resource or part of a historic district under national or state 
programs. The BERD includes information on cultural and historical resources reviewed for 
eligibility to the National Register and the California Historical Landmarks (CHL) programs 
through federal and state environmental compliance procedures and resources listed under 
federal and state registration programs. While the BERD may not include all mapped data on 
historical or cultural resources filed with the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC), 
it includes information on previously evaluated properties.  
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1.3 Methodology

In preparing this report, GPA Consulting (GPA) performed the following tasks:

1. Reviewed existing information to determine if there are any previously identified or designated historical
resources on the Project Site or within the Impact Area:

a. Consulted the Built Environment Resources Directory (BERD) maintained by the State Office
of Historic Preservation (OHP) to determine whether any properties on the Project Site and
within the Impact Area have been previously identified or evaluated as a historical resource, or
designated as an individual resource or part of a historic district under national or state
programs. The BERD includes information on cultural and historical resources reviewed for
eligibility to the National Register and the California Historical Landmarks (CHL) programs
through federal and state environmental compliance procedures and resources listed under
federal and state registration programs. While the BERD may not include all mapped data on
historical or cultural resources filed with the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC),
it  includes information on previously evaluated properties.
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2. REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

2.1 Federal Regulations 

2.1.1 National Register of Historic Places 

The National Register of Historic Places (NR, National Register) is “an authoritative guide to be used by federal, 
state, and local governments, private groups, and citizens to identify the nation’s cultural resources and to 
indicate what properties should be considered for protection from destruction or impairment.” 3 

Criteria  

To be eligible for listing in the National Register, a property must be at least 50 years of age (unless the property 
is of “exceptional importance”) and possess significance in American history and culture, architecture, or 
archaeology. A property of potential significance must meet one or more of the following four established 
criteria: 4 

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

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

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

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

Context 

To be eligible for listing in the National Register, a property must be significant within a historic context, meaning 
it represents an important aspect of an area’s history or prehistory. “National Register Bulletin 15” states that 
the significance of a historic property can be judged only when it is evaluated within its historic context. Historic 
contexts are “those patterns, themes, or trends in history by which a specific…property or site is understood 
and its meaning...is made clear.” 5 . 

Integrity 

In addition to possessing significance within a historic context, to be eligible for listing in the National Register a 
property must have integrity. Integrity is defined in National Register Bulletin 15 as "the ability of a property to 
convey its significance.” 6 Within the concept of integrity, the National Register recognizes the following seven 
aspects or qualities that in various combinations define integrity: feeling, association, workmanship, location, 
design, setting, and materials. Integrity is based on significance: why, where, and when a property is important. 
Thus, the significance of the property must be fully established before the integrity is analyzed. 

 
3 Title 36 Code of Federal Regulations Part 60.2. 
4 Title 36 Code of Federal Regulations Part 60.4. 
5 Patrick Andrus and Rebecca Shrimpton, eds., (National Register Bulletin 15) How to Apply the National Register Criteria for 
Evaluation (US Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Cultural Resources: 1997), 8-9, accessed July 2025, 
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/upload/NRB-15_web508.pdf.  
6 National Register Bulletin 15, 44-45. 
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The National Register of Historic Places (NR, National Register) is “an authoritative guide to  be used by federal,
state, and local governments, private groups, and citizens to identify the nation’s cultural resources and to
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In addition to  possessing significance within a historic context, to be eligible for listing in the National Register a
property must have integrity. Integrity is defined in National Register Bulletin 15  as "the ability of a property to
convey its significance.” Within the concept of integrity, the National Register recognizes the following seven
aspects or qualities that in various combinations define integrity: feeling, association, workmanship, location,
design, setting, and materials. Integrity is based on significance: why, where, and when a property is important.
Thus, the significance of the property must be fully established before the integrity is analyzed.

3 Title 36  Code of Federal Regulations Part 60.2.
4 Title 36  Code of Federal Regulations Part 60.4.
5 Patrick Andrus and Rebecca Shrimpton, eds., (National Register Bulletin 15)  How  to Apply the National  Register Criteria for
Evaluation (US Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Cultural Resources: 1997), 8-9, accessed July 2025,
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/upload/NRB-15 web508.pdf.
6 National Register Bulletin 15,  44-45.
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2. The survey and the survey documentation were prepared in accordance with office [OHP] procedures 
and requirements; 

3. The resource is evaluated and determined by the office [OHP] to have a significance rating of Category 
1 to 5 on a DPR Form 523; and 

4. If the survey is five or more years old at the time of its nomination for inclusion in the California Register, 
the survey is updated to identify historical resources that have become eligible or ineligible due to 
changed circumstances or further documentation and those that have been demolished or altered in a 
manner that substantially diminishes the significance of the resource. 

Office of Historic Preservation Survey Methodology 

The evaluation instructions and classification system prescribed by the OHP in its Instructions for Recording 
Historical Resources provide a Status Code for use in classifying potential historical resources. In 2003, the 
Status Codes were revised to address the California Register. These Status Codes are used statewide in the 
preparation of historical resource surveys and evaluation reports. The first code is a number that indicates the 
general category of evaluation. The second code is a letter that indicates whether the property is separately 
eligible (S), eligible as part of a district (D), or both (B). There is sometimes a third code that describes some of 
the circumstances or conditions of the evaluation. The general evaluation categories are as follows: 

1. Listed in the National Register or the California Register. 

2. Determined eligible for listing in the National Register or the California Register. 

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

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

5. Recognized as historically significant by local government. 

6. Not eligible for listing or designation as specified. 

7. Not evaluated or needs re-evaluation.  

The specific Status Codes referred to in this report are as follows: 

2S2 Individually determined eligible for NR by consensus through Section 106 process. Listed in the 
CR. 

2CS Individually determined eligible for CR by the State Historical Resources Commission (SHRC). 

2CD Contributor to a multi-component resource determined eligible for CR by the SHRC.  

5S1 Individually listed or designated locally. 

6CX Determined ineligible for CR by the SHRC. 

QQQ May be eligible; additional research needed. 11 

 
  

 
11 For the purposes of SurveyLA, this status code was developed in consultation with OHP. 

G IFAP

2. The survey and the survey documentation were prepared in accordance with office [OHP] procedures
and requirements;

3. The resource is evaluated and determined by the office [OHP] to have a significance rating of Category
1 to5  ona  DPR Form 523; and

4. I f the  survey is five or more years old at the time of its nomination for inclusion in the California Register,
the survey is updated to identify historical resources that have become eligible or ineligible due to
changed circumstances or further documentation and those that have been demolished or altered in a
manner that substantially diminishes the significance of the resource.

Office of Historic Preservation Survey Methodology

The evaluation instructions and classification system prescribed by the OHP in its Instructions for Recording
Historical Resources provide a Status Code for use in classifying potential historical resources. In 2003, the
Status Codes were revised to address the California Register. These Status Codes are used statewide in the
preparation of historical resource surveys and evaluation reports. The first code is a number that indicates the
general category of evaluation. The second code is a letter that indicates whether the property is separately
eligible (S), eligible as part of a district (D), or both (B). There is sometimes a third code that describes some of
the circumstances or conditions of the evaluation. The general evaluation categories are as follows:

1. Listed in the National Register or the California Register.

Determined eligible for listing in the National Register or the California Register.

Appears eligible for listing in the National Register or the California Register through survey evaluation.

Appears eligible for listing in the National Register or the California Register through other evaluation.

Recognized as historically significant by local government.

Not eligible for listing or designation as specified.

N
o

o
o

o
 

~~
 

w
d

Not evaluated or needs re-evaluation.

The specific Status Codes referred to  in this report are as follows:

252 Individually determined eligible for NR by consensus through Section 106  process. Listed in the
CR.

2CS Individually determined eligible for CR by the State Historical Resources Commission (SHRC).

2CD Contributor to a multi-component resource determined eligible for CR by the SHRC.

5S1 Individually listed or designated locally.

6CX Determined ineligible for CR by the SHRC.

QQQ May be eligible; additional research needed. 1 !

11  For the purposes of SurveyLA, this status code was developed in consultation with OHP.
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2.3 Local Regulations 

2.3.1 Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Ordinance  

The Los Angeles City Council adopted the Cultural Heritage Ordinance in 1962 and amended it in 2018 (Sections 
22.171 et seq. of the Administrative Code). The Ordinance created a Cultural Heritage Commission and criteria 
for designating HCMs. The Commission is comprised of five citizens, appointed by the Mayor, who have exhibited 
knowledge of Los Angeles history, culture and architecture. A monument is any site, building, or structure of 
particular historic or cultural significance to the City of Los Angeles and may be designated if it meets at least 
one of the following criteria: 

1. The proposed HCM is identified with important events of national, state, or local history, or exemplifies 
significant contributions to the broad cultural, economic or social history of the nation, state, city or 
community or community; or 

2. The proposed HCM is associated with the lives of historic personages important to national, state, city, 
or local history;  

3. The proposed HCM embodies the distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of 
construction; or represents; or represents a notable work of a master, designer, builder, or architect 
whose individual genius influenced his or her age. 
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2.3 Local  Regulations

2.31 Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Ordinance

The Los Angeles City Council adopted the Cultural Heritage Ordinance in 1962 and amended it in 2018 (Sections
22.171 et seq. of the Administrative Code). The Ordinance created a Cultural Heritage Commission and criteria
for designating HCMs. The Commission is comprised of five citizens, appointed by the Mayor, who have exhibited
knowledge of Los Angeles history, culture and architecture. A monument is any site, building, or structure of
particular historic or cultural significance to the City of Los Angeles and may be designated if i t meets at least
one of the following criteria:

1. The proposed HCM is identified with important events of national, state, or local history, or exemplifies
significant contributions to  the broad cultural, economic or social history of the nation, state, city or
community or community; or

2. The proposed HCM is associated with the lives of historic personages important to  national, state, city,
or local history;

3. The proposed HCM embodies the distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of
construction; or represents; or represents a notable work of a master, designer, builder, or architect
whose individual genius influenced his or her age.
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3. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

3.1 Brief History of the Area 

3.1.1 Development of Present-Day South Los Angeles 

The property at 3822 S. Figueroa is located in the Exposition Park/University Park area of the South Los Angeles 
Community Plan Area (CPA). The early development of this area of the CPA was shaped by the establishment of 
railroad and streetcar lines as well as the University of Southern California (USC). 12  

In the late nineteenth century, University Park emerged as an early and affluent suburb of Downtown Los 
Angeles. Three residents of the area donated land to establish the original USC campus, and the wealthiest 
among this population gradually moved further west from Downtown to fashionable new neighborhoods such as 
Windsor Square and Hancock Park as the city continued to grow. In the following decades, development in the 
University Park neighborhood was influenced by USC, including postwar campus expansion and conversion of a 
number of early residential buildings for university use. 13  

This early suburbanization followed a typical pattern of development, with neighborhood commercial uses 
emerging along major thoroughfares, single-family residential neighborhoods along smaller streets, and multi-
family buildings dispersed throughout. Institutional resources such as schools and religious buildings were 
established as the communities grew, and industrial uses were concentrated around railroad lines. 14  

During the 1920s, Los Angeles experienced a population boom that created a dramatic increase in housing 
demand, particularly in the areas surrounding Downtown. While single-family residences had been the dominant 
and preferred housing type for decades, housing density inevitably had to increase to accommodate the influx 
of new residents. Multi-family housing was also seen as a lucrative investment opportunity, with duplexes and 
fourplexes among the most popular and profitable property types to construct. Multi-family buildings were 
constructed as infill development, but entire multi-family neighborhoods also emerged in previously 
underdeveloped areas like the Figueroa Street corridor within the Impact Area. 15  

Before World War II, the Exposition Park area, along with Jefferson Park and Adams-Normandie, was home to a 
diverse population of white, Black, Hispanic, Japanese American, and Jewish residents. This diversity was 
notable during an era of strictly enforced racially restrictive covenants and discriminatory housing practices 
throughout Los Angeles. 16 White opposition grew fiercer as the Black and African American population in 
particular increased in South LA; white homeowners of Sugar Hill in West Adams mounted a legal battle that 
culminated in the California Supreme Court ruling that racially restrictive covenants could not be enforced. Loren 
Miller, the attorney representing the Black homeowners in Sugar Hill, went on to join the legal team that took the 
Shelley vs. Kraemer case before the United States Supreme Court, leading to the historic decision that racially 
restrictive covenants were unenforceable nationwide. 17  

 
12 Architectural Resources Group (ARG), Historic Resources Survey Report: South Los Angeles Community Plan Area (City 
of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources, March 2012), 9, accessed July 2025, 
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/903e27ff-c991-4b73-a9ac-d0b3a8aa558d/S_LA_report_HPLAEdit.pdf. 
13 ARG, Survey Report: South Los Angeles, 9. 
14 ARG, Survey Report: South Los Angeles, 10-12. 
15 Peter Moruzzi, “Flower Drive District,” California Department of Parks and Recreation Form Set, PCR Services Corp, Los 
Angeles, California, 10.  
16 ARG, Survey Report: South Los Angeles, 9-10. 
17 ARG, Survey Report: South Los Angeles, 9-10; City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, “Sugar Hill Historic District, 
West Adams,” accessed July 2025, https://planning.lacity.gov/blog/sugar-hill-historic-district-west-adams. 
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Miller, the attorney representing the Black homeowners in Sugar Hill, went on to join the legal team that took the
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12  Architectural Resources Group (ARG), Historic Resources Survey Report: South Los Angeles Community Plan Area (City
of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources, March 2012), 9 ,  accessed July 2025,
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/903e271f-c991-4b73-a9ac-d0b3a8aab5b8d/S_LA_report_HPLAEdit. pdf.
13  ARG, Survey Report: South Los Angeles, 9.
14  ARG, Survey Report: South Los Angeles, 10-12.
15  Peter Moruzzi, “Flower Drive District,” California Department of Parks and Recreation Form Set, PCR Services Corp, Los
Angeles, California, 10.
16  ARG, Survey Report: South Los Angeles, 9-10.
17  ARG, Survey Report: South Los Angeles, 9-10; City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, “Sugar Hill Historic District,
West Adams,” accessed July 2025, https://planning.lacity.gov/blog/sugar-hill-historic-district-west-adams.
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Despite the ruling, housing discrimination persisted. As the Black, Latino, and Hispanic population of South LA 
increased, patterns established through pre-war practices like redlining were entrenched by disinvestment and 
policies like slum clearance and freeway planning. The construction of the I-10, I-110, and I-105 freeways 
through the South LA CPA in the 1950s and 1960s displaced families and bisected communities that were 
already destabilized by poverty, violence, and systemic racism. 18 

3.2 Property Description and History 

3.2.1 3822 S. Figueroa Street 

Description  

The property located at 3822 S. Figueroa Street is within the portion of the Project Site that fronts onto Figueroa 
Street. The property is developed with a two-story multi-family residential building completed in 1922 in the 
Mission Revival style. The four-unit building was designed by architect E. B. Rust for owner-resident Leo J. 
Minkner and features a rectangular plan with a flat roof and heavily textured stucco cladding. Fenestration 
consists of double-hung and fixed wood windows.  Landscaping is limited to a mature tree and small shrubs that 
surround the primary entry staircase while the remainder of the property is covered in concrete hardscaping. 
The property is surrounded to the north, south, and east by multi-family residential buildings and has a shallow 
setback from Figueroa Street to the west.  

The primary elevation faces west and is accessed from Figueroa Street by a concrete driveway (see Figure 6 and 
Figure 7 on page 16). The elevation is symmetrical in form and features a single plane with a flat awning and 
raised parapet with a centrally located, inset entryway along the first story. The entryway doors are surrounded 
by decorative plaster supports and accessed by a circular concrete stoop. A pair of double-hung windows 
covered with metal security bars flank either side of the inset entrance. The second story consists of three pairs 
of double-hung windows. The smaller pair of windows located in the center of the elevation are surrounded by 
an extension of the decorative wood surround around the main entryway.  

The south (side) elevation faces a concrete driveway and is a two-story flat plane (see Figure 7 and Figure 8 on 
pages 16-17). Ornamental details are limited to a capped parapet and two square metal roof drains in the upper 
corners of the plane. Fenestration is limited to six double-hung windows along the first story covered by metal 
security bars and seven double-hung windows along the second story. A single entryway is located at the east 
end of the elevation. 

The center of the east (rear) elevation is recessed, forming an alcove for four entrances (see Figure 9 on page 
17). There are two entrances on the first story and two on the story floor that are accessed by a wood staircase. 
There is a single window on either side of the alcove on both the first and second stories. 

The north (side) elevation has a shallow setback from the neighboring property to the north (see Figure 10 on 
page 18). The elevation mimics the design of the south elevation and consists of a two-story flat plane. 
Ornamental details consist of two square metal roof drains and a capped parapet. Fenestration is limited to six 
double-hung windows along the first floor covered by metal security bars and seven double-hung windows along 
the second floor. 
  

 
18 ARG, Survey Report: South Los Angeles, 12; Jamie Tijerina, “The Legacy of Redlining in Los Angeles: Disinvestment, 
Injustice, and Inefficiency; Finding a Path Forward in 2019,” March 16, 2019, accessed July 2025, 
https://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2019/19-0600_misc_5-6-19.pdf; Jovanni Perez, “The Los Angeles Freeway and the 
History of Community Displacement,” The Toro Historical Review 3, no. 1 (2017), accessed July 2025, 
https://journals.calstate.edu/tthr/article/download/2670/2339. 
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Despite the ruling, housing discrimination persisted. As the Black, Latino, and Hispanic population of South LA
increased, patterns established through pre-war practices like redlining were entrenched by disinvestment and
policies like slum clearance and freeway planning. The construction of the 1-10, 1-110, and I-105 freeways
through the South LA CPA in the 1950s and 1960s displaced families and bisected communities that were
already destabilized by poverty, violence, and systemic racism. ®

3.2 Property Description and History

3.21 3822S. Figueroa Street

Description

The property located at 3822 S. Figueroa Street is within the portion of the Project Site that fronts onto Figueroa
Street. The property is developed with a two-story multi-family residential building completed in 1922 in the
Mission Revival style. The four-unit building was designed by architect E. B. Rust for owner-resident Leo J.
Minkner and features a rectangular plan with a flat roof and heavily textured stucco cladding. Fenestration
consists of double-hung and fixed wood windows. Landscaping is limited to  a mature tree and small shrubs that
surround the primary entry staircase while the remainder of the property is covered in concrete hardscaping.
The property is surrounded to  the north, south, and east by multi-family residential buildings and has a shallow
setback from Figueroa Street to  the west.

The primary elevation faces west and is accessed from Figueroa Street by a concrete driveway (see Figure 6 and
Figure 7 on page 16). The elevation is symmetrical in form and features a single plane with a flat awning and
raised parapet with a centrally located, inset entryway along the first story. The entryway doors are surrounded
by decorative plaster supports and accessed by a circular concrete stoop. A pair of double-hung windows
covered with metal security bars flank either side of the inset entrance. The second story consists of three pairs
of double-hung windows. The smaller pair of windows located in the center of the elevation are surrounded by
an extension of the decorative wood surround around the main entryway.

The south (side) elevation faces a concrete driveway and is a two-story flat plane (see Figure 7 and Figure 8 on
pages 16-17). Ornamental details are limited to a capped parapet and two square metal roof drains in the upper
corners of the plane. Fenestration is limited to  six double-hung windows along the first story covered by metal
security bars and seven double-hung windows along the second story. A single entryway is located at  the east
end of the elevation.

The center of the east (rear) elevation is recessed, forming an alcove for four entrances (see Figure 9 on page
17). There are two entrances on the first story and two on the story floor that are accessed by a wood staircase.
There is a single window on either side of the alcove on both the first and second stories.

The north (side) elevation has a shallow setback from the neighboring property to  the north (see Figure 10  on
page 18). The elevation mimics the design of the south elevation and consists of a two-story flat plane.
Ornamental details consist of two square metal roof drains and a capped parapet. Fenestration is limited to six
double-hung windows along the first floor covered by metal security bars and seven double-hung windows along
the second floor.

18  ARG, Survey Report: South Los Angeles, 12;  Jamie Tijerina, “The Legacy of Redlining in Los Angeles: Disinvestment,
Injustice, and Inefficiency; Finding a Path Forward in 2019,” March 16,  2019, accessed July 2025,
https://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2019/19-0600 misc 5-6-19.pdf; Jovanni Perez, “The Los Angeles Freeway and the
History of Community Displacement,” The Toro Historical Review 3 ,  no. 1 (2017), accessed July 2025,
https://journals.calstate.edu/tthr/article/download/2670/2339.
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Construction History 

The property is located in Zobelein’s Tract in the South Los Angeles CPA (see Figure 3). George Zobelein, owner 
of the Los Angeles Brewing Company, lived north of the present-day location of 3822 S. Figueroa and owned the 
large tract adjacent to present-day Exposition Park. 19 In the 1920s, Zobelein and his stepson subdivided his land 
holdings into smaller tracts, including Zobelein’s Tract. Separate parcels within Zobelein’s Tract were advertised 
as potential income properties within a “fine rental district” and sold off individually. 20  

 
Figure 3: 1914 Baist’s Insurance Map of Zobelein’s Tract, outlined in red. 3822 S. Figueroa Street shaded and 
outlined in black, top left. Source: FIMO. 

Sanborn Maps from the 1920s through 1950s indicate that apartment houses, including duplexes, triplexes, 
and fourplexes, were a common type of multi-family construction in Zobelein’s Tract between W. 38th Street and 
W. 39th Street. These building types were typically two stories in height with symmetrical, rectangular plans 
arranged in the center of their respective lots (see Figure 4 and Figure 5). 

 
19 “Value Depends on the Deal,” Los Angeles Times, July 12, 1916, 18.  
20 “City Lots for Sale,” Los Angeles Evening Express, January 15, 1921, 26.  

GPa

Construction History

The property is located in Zobelein’s Tract in the South Los Angeles CPA (see Figure 3). George Zobelein, owner
of the Los Angeles Brewing Company, lived north of the present-day location of 3822 S. Figueroa and owned the
large tract adjacent to  present-day Exposition Park. *° In the 1920s, Zobelein and his stepson subdivided his land
holdings into smaller tracts, including Zobelein’s Tract. Separate parcels within Zobelein’s Tract were advertised
as potential income properties within a “fine rental district” and sold off ind iv idual ly .?®
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Figure 3:  1914 Baist’s Insurance Map of Zobelein’s Tract, outlined in red. 3822 S. Figueroa Street shaded and
outlined in black, top left. Source: FIMO.

Sanborn Maps from the 1920s through 1950s indicate that apartment houses, including duplexes, triplexes,
and fourplexes, were a common type of multi-family construction in Zobelein’s Tract between W. 38"  Street and
W. 39" Street. These building types were typically two stories in height with symmetrical, rectangular plans
arranged in the center of their respective lots (see Figure 4 and Figure 5).

19  “Value Depends on the Deal,” Los Angeles Times, July 12,1916,  18.
20 “City Lots for Sale,” Los Angeles Evening Express, January 15, 1921, 26.
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Figure 4: 1922 Sanborn Map, 3822 S. Figueroa Street outlined in red. Source: FIMO. 

 
Figure 5: 1950 Sanborn Map, 3822 S. Figueroa Street outlined in red. Source: FIMO. 

The four-unit, sixteen-room multi-family residence located at 3822 S. Figueroa Street was constructed for owner-
resident Leo J. Minkner and designed by architect E.B. Rust per the 1921 permit. 21 In 1922, Minkner applied for 

 
21 City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety (LADBS), Building Permit No. 28755, October 25, 1921.  
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Figure 5: 1950 Sanborn

The four-unit, sixteen-room multi-family residence located at 3822  S. Figueroa Street was constructed for owner-
resident Leo J. Minkner and designed by architect E.B. Rust per the 1921  permit. In 1922, Minkner applied for

21  City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety (LADBS), Building Permit No. 28755,  October 25,  1921.
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a permit for garage that was located at the rear of the parcel (demolished). 22 In 1938, the property underwent 
repairs to remedy termite damage; the location of the damage was not identified. 23 The building was re-roofed 
in 1944 and the landscape around the building was paved in 1958. 24 A newspaper article from 1970 identifies 
that the garage, which by that time included an apartment, was demolished after a fire. 25 No additional building 
permits were on file for the property and a review of historic aerials did not identify any major changes to the 
building footprint.  

Ownership/Occupant History 

The property at 3822 S. Figueroa Street is made up of four units: 3822, 3822½, 3824, and 3824½ S. Figueroa 
Street. The property has been occupied by numerous individuals since its initial construction and experienced 
a high turnover of residents between the 1920s and 1950s. The original owner, Leo J. Minkner, was identified as 
a merchant and later worked in real estate. 26 He resided at 3822 S. Figueroa Street with his wife Louisa until 
1948. Research did not reveal additional information about the Minkners apart from their twenty-seven-year 
association with the property. 27  

The other owners and residents associated with the building were typically not associated with the building for 
an extended period. Research compiled from newspaper archives, census data, and voter registration records 
revealed basic biographical information and their current employment, if any. The majority of the tenants worked 
in various middle- and working-class occupations such as housekeepers, laborers, secretaries, and salespeople. 
All tenants identified through this research are listed in Table 2, below.  

Table 2: Ownership Information 
Date Address Name Occupation Source 
1921 Owner / 

Resident 3822  
(1921-1948) 

Leo John Minkner Merchant / Real 
estate 

1921 Building Permit, 1948 
Los Angeles County Voter 

Registration Louisa H Minkner Housewife 

1922 3822½ Charles Cook Salesman 1922 Los Angeles County 
Voter Registration Julia Cook Housewife 

1924 3824  
(1924-1930) 

Clyde E. Mustoe Pharmacist 1924 Los Angeles County 
Voter Registration; 1930 Los 

Angeles County Voter 
Registration 

Belle H. Mustoe - 

Ralph E. Mustoe Lawyer 

1928 3822½ Herman Weinrich Retired 1928 Los Angeles County 
Voter Registration 3824½   

(1928-1936) 
Joseph Clifford Griffin Manufacturer 
Bertha Amelia Griffin Housewife 

1936 3824 Catherine Cates Housewife  
1937 3824 S P Hart Laborer , Harbor 

Department 
1937 Los Angeles City 

Directory 
1938 3822 Sara Jones Housekeeper 1938 Los Angeles County 

Voter Registration 3822½ Gladyce M. Armstrong Buyer 
Guile Barber Laborer 

 
22 LADBS, Building Permit No. 2824, January 1, 1922.  
23 LADBS, Building Permit No. 19898, June 29, 1938.  
24 LADBS, Building Permit No. 19669, November 1, 1944; LADBS, Building Permit No. 98784, April 24, 1958.  
25 “Garage Blaze Destroys Car,” Southwest Tropics-Wave, July 23, 1970, 1.  
26  1924 California Voter Registration, accessed July, 2024; 1948 California Voter Registration, accessed July, 2024.  
27  1948 California Voter Registration, accessed July, 2024. 
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a permit for garage that was located at the rear of the parcel (demolished).?? In 1938, the property underwent
repairs to  remedy termite damage; the location of the damage was not identif ied.?® The building was re-roofed
in 1944  and the landscape around the building was paved in 1958.24 A newspaper article from 1970 identifies
that the garage, which by that time included an apartment, was demolished after a fire. 25 No additional building
permits were on file for the property and a review of historic aerials did not identify any major changes to the
building footprint.

Ownership/Occupant History

The property at 3822 S. Figueroa Street is made up  of four units: 3822, 3822Y2, 3824, and 3824V2 S. Figueroa
Street. The property has been occupied by numerous individuals since its initial construction and experienced
a high turnover of residents between the 1920s and 1950s. The original owner, Leo J. Minkner, was identified as
a merchant and later worked in real estate. He resided at 3822 S. Figueroa Street with his wife Louisa until
1948. Research did not reveal additional information about the Minkners apart from their twenty-seven-year
association with the property. ? ’

The other owners and residents associated with the building were typically not associated with the building for
an extended period. Research compiled from newspaper archives, census data, and voter registration records
revealed basic biographical information and their current employment, if any. The majority of the tenants worked
in various middle- and working-class occupations such as housekeepers, laborers, secretaries, and salespeople.
All tenants identified through this research are listed in Table 2,  below.

Table 2: Ownership Information
£ Address Name Occupation Source

1921 Owner / Leo John Minkner Merchan t/ Real 1921  Building Permit, 1948
Resident 3822 estate Los Angeles County Voter
(1921-1948) Louisa H Minkner Housewife Registration

1922 3822 Charles Cook Salesman 1922 Los Angeles County
Julia Cook Housewife Voter Registration

1924 3824 Clyde E. Mustoe Pharmacist 1924 Los Angeles County
(1924-1930) Balle H. Mustos - Voter Registration; 1930 Los

: Angeles County Voter
Ralph E. Mustoe Lawyer Registration

1928 3822 Herman Weinrich Retired 1928 Los Angeles County
3824,  Joseph Clifford Griffin Manufacturer Voter Registration

(1928-1936) Bertha Amelia Griffin Housewife
1936 3824 Catherine Cates Housewife
1937 3824 SP  Hart Laborer, Harbor 1937 Los Angeles City

Department Directory
1938 3822 Sara Jones Housekeeper 1938 Los Angeles County

382214 Gladyce M. Armstrong Buyer Voter Registration
Guile Barber Laborer

22 | ADBS, Building Permit No. 2824, January 1,  1922.
23 LADBS, Building Permit No. 19898,  June 29, 1938.
24  | ADBS, Building Permit No. 19669,  November 1,  1944; LADBS, Building Permit No. 98784,  April 24,  1958.
25 “Garage Blaze Destroys Car,” Southwest Tropics-Wave, July 23,  1970,  1.
26  1924  California Voter Registration, accessed July, 2024; 1948  California Voter Registration, accessed July, 2024.
27 1948  California Voter Registration, accessed July, 2024.
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Table 2: Ownership Information 
Date Address Name Occupation Source 

Inez I Barber Housewife 

1940 3822½ Ben H. Read Public Health 
League secretary 

1940 Los Angeles County 
Voter Registration; 1940 

Census LeNeven Read - 

Keith Read Radio Engineer 

3824 Oscar S Albertson Physician 
Kate Albertson Housewife 

William J. Albertson - 
3824½ Harry F. Robinson Clothing Store 

Manager 
Wijlonah Robinson - 

Thomas Ellis Electrotyper 
1942 3824 Violet C. Griffin Salesperson 1942 Los Angeles County 

Voter Registration Clifford B. Tyler Retired 
Malinda Tyler Housewife 

3824½ Vinton W. Bacon Engineer 
Margaret P. Bacon Housewife 

1944 Owner Ruth Shover - 1944 Los Angeles County 
Voter Registration 3822½  

(1944-1948) 
Ruth W. Goulding Housewife 

George E. Goulding Salesman 
1946 3824 Thomas Prendergast Salesman 1946 Los Angeles County 

Voter Registration Violet C. Prendergast - 
1948 3822 (1948-

1950) 
John W. Goulding Car Painter 1948 Los Angeles County 

Voter Registration 
3822½ Mary O. Goulding - 

Robert E. Goulding - 

3824½ Ray F. Goodwill Jr. Elevator Operator 
Susie V. Goodwill Upholstery 

Machine Operator 
1950 3822½ Elizabeth Doughty - 1950 Los Angeles County 

Voter Registration Charles R. Doughty - 
George E. Goulding Musician 

1952 3822 Miriam Prussin Housekeeper 1952 Los Angeles County 
Voter Registration 3822½ Paul J. Walton - 

3824 Douglas Crail - 
Barbara Crail Salesperson 

3824½  
(1952-1954) 

Marie T. Niccoll Drug Store Clerk 

1954 3822 Thomas C Theros - 1954 Los Angeles County 
Voter Registration Claire J Theros - 

3822½ Ethel G. Walton - 
3824  

(1954-1960) 
John Hernandez Hotel Porter 

Jessie Hernandez Garment Factory 
Worker 
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Table 2: Ownership Information
E Address Name Occupation Source

Inez | Barber Housewife

1940 3822Y  Ben H. Read Public Health 1940 Los Angeles County
League secretary Voter Registration; 1940

LeNeven Read - Census

Keith Read Radio Engineer

3824 Oscar S Albertson Physician
Kate Albertson Housewife

William J. Albertson -
3824:  Harry F. Robinson Clothing Store

Manager
Wijlonah Robinson -

Thomas Ellis Electrotyper
1942 3824 Violet C. Griffin Salesperson 1942 Los Angeles County

Clifford B. Tyler Retired Voter Registration
Malinda Tyler Housewife

3824.  Vinton W. Bacon Engineer
Margaret P. Bacon Housewife

1944 Owner Ruth Shover - 1944 Los Angeles County
38221 Ruth W. Goulding Housewife Voter Registration

(1944-1948) George E. Goulding Salesman
1946 3824 Thomas Prendergast Salesman 1946 Los Angeles County

Violet C. Prendergast - Voter Registration
1948 3822 (1948- John W. Goulding Car Painter 1948 Los Angeles County

1950) Voter Registration
382214 Mary O. Goulding -

Robert E. Goulding -

38241» Ray F. Goodwill Jr. Elevator Operator
Susie V. Goodwill Upholstery

Machine Operator
1950 3822Y  Elizabeth Doughty - 1950 Los Angeles County

Charles R. Doughty - Voter Registration
George E. Goulding Musician

1952 3822 Miriam Prussin Housekeeper 1952 Los Angeles County
382214 Paul J. Walton - Voter Registration
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Table 2: Ownership Information 
Date Address Name Occupation Source 

3824½  
(1954-1956) 

Adolf Heuck - 
Jennie Heuck - 
Adolph Heuck - 

1958 Owner Jorganson - 1958 Los Angeles County 
Voter Registration 3822  

(1958-1962) 
Richard F. Hare Laborer 

3824½ Wylma L Robinson - 
1987 3822 Marta Ana Martinez - 1987 Los Angeles City 

Directory 
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Table 2: Ownership Information
Address Name Occupation Source
3824;  Adolf Heuck -

(1954-1956) Jennie Heuck -
Adolph Heuck -

1958 Owner Jorganson - 1958  Los Angeles County
3822 Richard F. Hare Laborer Voter Registration

(1958-1962)
382414 Wylma L Robinson -

1987 3822 Marta Ana Martinez - 1987 Los Angeles City
Directory
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Photographs 

 
Figure 6: 3822 S. Figueroa Street, west (front) and north (side) elevations, looking southeast. GPA Consulting, 
September 2024. 

 
Figure 7: 3822 S. Figueroa Street, west (front) and south (side) elevations, looking northeast. GPA Consulting, 
September 2024. 

Photographs

Figure &: 3822 S. Figueroa Street, west (front) and north (side) elevations, looking southeast. GPA Consulting,
September 2024.

Figure 7: 3822 S. Figueroa Street, west (front) and south (side) elevations, looking northeast. GPA Consulting,
September 2024.
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Figure 8: 3822 S. Figueroa Street, south (side) and east (rear) elevations, looking northwest. GPA Consulting, 
September 2024. 

 
Figure 9: 3822 S. Figueroa Street, east (rear) and elevation, looking west. GPA Consulting, September 2024. 

Figure 8: 3822 S. Figueroa Street, south (side) and  east (rear) elevations, looking northwest. GPA Consulting,
September 2024.

Figure 9: 3822 S. Figueroa Street, east (rear) and elevation, looking west. GPA Consulting, September 2024.
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Figure 10: 3822 S. Figueroa Street, north (side) elevation, looking southwest. GPA Consulting, September 2024. 
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3.3 Summary of Current Designations and Previous Evaluations  

Following a review of existing information including the BERD, ZIMAS, and HistoricPlacesLA, one historical 
resource was identified on the Project Site and two were identified within the Impact Area (see Figure 11). 

 
Figure 11: Historical resources within the Project Site and Impact Area. (Base Map: Los Angeles County GIS.) 

3.3.1 Flower Drive Historic District (A) 

The seven parcels on the Project Site along Flower Drive are within the Flower Drive Historic District. The Flower 
Drive Historic District was identified and evaluated as part of the Historic Resources Survey Update for the 
Exposition Park/University Park Redevelopment Area in Los Angeles. It was determined eligible for listing in the 
California Register by the State Historical Resources Commission in 2008; therefore, it is considered a historical 
resource for the purposes of CEQA. 

Description 

The district is described as follows on a 2007 Primary Record and District Record prepared by Peter Moruzzi of 
PCR Services Corp. Photographs of the 3800 block of Flower Drive and buildings within the Project Site are 
included beginning on page 23. 

The Flower Drive District consists of 19 multi-family dwellings constructed on the west side of 
the 3800 and 3900 blocks of Flower Drive primarily between 1920 and 1927. The District 
includes 19 properties, 17 of which contribute to its significance. All of the contributing 
properties are two-story, multi-family dwellings that are rectangular in plan on 50-foot by 140-
foot parcels with uniform setbacks… The two non-contributors within the district’s boundaries 
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Figure 11: Historical resources within the Project Site and Impact Area. (Base Map: Los Angeles County GIS.)

3.3.1 Flower Drive Historic District (A)

The seven parcels on the Project Site along Flower Drive are within the Flower Drive Historic District. The Flower
Drive Historic District was identified and evaluated as part of the Historic Resources Survey Update for the
Exposition Park/University Park Redevelopment Area in Los Angeles. It  was determined eligible for listing in the
California Register by the State Historical Resources Commission in 2008; therefore, it is considered a historical
resource for the purposes of CEQA.

Description

The district is described as follows on a 2007 Primary Record and District Record prepared by Peter Moruzzi of
PCR Services Corp. Photographs of the 3800 block of Flower Drive and buildings within the Project Site are
included beginning on page 23.

The Flower Drive District consists of 19  multi-family dwellings constructed on the west side of
the 3800 and 3900 blocks of Flower Drive primarily between 1920 and 1927. The District
includes 19  properties, 17  of which contribute to its significance. All of the contributing
properties are two-story, multi-family dwellings that are rectangular in plan on 50-foot by 140-
foot parcels with uniform setbacks... The two non-contributors within the district’s boundaries
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are a two-story vernacular Modern fourplex erected in 1939 that is outside the period of 
significance, and a two-story fourplex originally constructed in 1921 that has been stripped to 
its wooden framework and rebuilt. The Flower Drive District’s boundaries contain a 
geographically isolated grouping of multi-family residences erected in the 1920s that embody 
the response to growing population pressures in the University District during that time period. 
The district’s contributors are unified by property type, common lot size, setbacks, height, 
spatial arrangement, form and architectural style. The district retains a high degree of overall 
integrity. 

Significance 

The district was determined eligible for listing in the California Register by the SHRC on November 7, 2008. 28 
The district has a status code of 2CS and contributing resources within the district have status codes of 2CD. 
Non-contributors have a status code of 6CX. 29 The SHRC’s eligibility determination is as follows: 

The property meets Criteria 1 and 3 at the local level of significance. [The] Flower Drive Historic 
District is significant under Criterion 1 for associations with events that have significantly 
shaped the pattern of Los Angeles’ development. The district is associated with the 
phenomenal population growth Los Angeles experienced in the 1920s and the increased 
construction of high-density housing suitable for working and middle-class families. [The] 
Flower Drive Historic District is an intact example of multiple-family housing, primarily 
composed of the two-story four-plex that emerged as the most practical and profitable type of 
multi-family housing for the mid-level market in many parts of Los Angeles.  

[The] Flower Drive Historic District is significant under Criterion 3 for embodying the distinctive 
characteristics [of] a type and period of construction, multi-family residences constructed in 
the 1920s in Los Angeles in the Mediterranean Revival style. A mixture of Spanish Colonial and 
Italian Renaissance styles, Mediterranean Revival was a prevalent architectural style in Los 
Angeles during the city’s great period of economic growth, the 1920s. Contributing resources 
in the Flower Drive Historic District exhibit elements of both architectural styles, evident in the 
flat parapeted roof with boxed eaves and carved brackets, paired windows, elaborate entries, 
and Italian Renaissance Revival symmetry blended with the arched openings, red tile roofs, and 
iron work of the Spanish Colonial Revival. The Flower Drive Historic District exhibits a strong 
sense of historical and architectural cohesion. While each individual residence within the 
district’s boundaries may not be architecturally significant, together this grouping of similar 
properties gives the Flower Drive neighborhood a strong sense of time and place.  

The SHRC determination included seventeen contributing properties and two non-contributing properties (see 
Figure 12).  

 
28 Cynthia Toffelmier, “Flower Drive Historic District, Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, Staff Evaluation,” October 23, 2008, 
6-9, on file at South Central Coastal Information Center. 
29 Non-contributors were assigned a status code of 6C. The status codes were subsequently updated and the finding is now 
associated with a status code of 6CX. 
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are a two-story vernacular Modern fourplex erected in 1939 that is outside the period of
significance, and a two-story fourplex originally constructed in 1921  that has been stripped to
its wooden framework and rebuilt. The Flower Drive District's boundaries contain a
geographically isolated grouping of multi-family residences erected in the 1920s that embody
the response to  growing population pressures in the University District during that time period.
The district's contributors are unified by property type, common lot size, setbacks, height,
spatial arrangement, form and architectural style. The district retains a high degree of overall
integrity.

Significance

The district was determined eligible for listing in the California Register by the SHRC on November 7, 2008.28
The district has a status code of 2CS and contributing resources within the district have status codes of 2CD.
Non-contributors have a status code of 6CX.2° The SHRC's eligibility determination is as follows:

The property meets Criteria 1 and 3 at the local level of significance. [The] Flower Drive Historic
District is significant under Criterion 1 for associations with events that have significantly
shaped the pattern of Los Angeles’ development. The district is associated with the
phenomenal population growth Los Angeles experienced in the 1920s and the increased
construction of high-density housing suitable for working and middle-class families. [Thel
Flower Drive Historic District is an intact example of multiple-family housing, primarily
composed of the two-story four-plex that emerged as the most practical and profitable type of
multi-family housing for the mid-level market in many parts of Los Angeles.

[Thel Flower Drive Historic District is significant under Criterion 3 for embodying the distinctive
characteristics [of] a type and period of construction, multi-family residences constructed in
the 1920s in Los Angeles in the Mediterranean Revival style. A mixture of Spanish Colonial and
Italian Renaissance styles, Mediterranean Revival was a prevalent architectural style in Los
Angeles during the city’s great period of economic growth, the 1920s. Contributing resources
in the Flower Drive Historic District exhibit elements of both architectural styles, evident in the
flat parapeted roof with boxed eaves and carved brackets, paired windows, elaborate entries,
and Italian Renaissance Revival symmetry blended with the arched openings, red tile roofs, and
iron work of the Spanish Colonial Revival. The Flower Drive Historic District exhibits a strong
sense of historical and architectural cohesion. While each individual residence within the
district's boundaries may not be architecturally significant, together this grouping of similar
properties gives the Flower Drive neighborhood a strong sense of time and place.

The SHRC determination included seventeen contributing properties and two non-contributing properties (see
Figure 12).

28  Cynthia Toffelmier, “Flower Drive Historic District, Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, Staff Evaluation,” October 23,  2008,
6-9, on file at  South Central Coastal Information Center.
23 Non-contributors were assigned a status code of 6C. The status codes were subsequently updated and the finding is now
associated with a status code of 6CX.
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Photographs 

 
Figure 13: Flower Drive Historic District, view looking southwest from 3831 Flower Drive. GPA Consulting, 
September 2024. 

 
Figure 14: Flower Drive Historic District, view looking northwest from 3843 Flower Drive. GPA Consulting, 
September 2024. 

Photographs

Figure 13: Flower Drive Historic District, view looking southwest from 3831  Flower Drive. GPA Consulting,
September 2024.

Figure 14: Flower Drive Historic District, view looking northwest from 3843 Flower Drive. GPA Consulting,
September 2024.
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Figure 15: 3801 Flower Drive (438 W. 38th Street, Parcel 3), view looking west. GPA Consulting, September 
2024. 

 
Figure 16: 3809 Flower Drive (Parcel 4), view looking west. GPA Consulting, September 2024. 

Figu
2024.

. GPA Consulting, September 2024.Figure 16: 3809 Flower Drive (Parcel 4), view looking west

3822 S. Figueroa Street— Historical Resource Technical Report 24



 
 

3822 S. Figueroa Street– Historical Resource Technical Report  25 

 
Figure 17: 3813 Flower Drive (Parcel 5), view looking southwest. GPA Consulting, September 2024. 

 
Figure 18: 3819 Flower Drive (Parcel 6), view looking southwest. GPA Consulting, September 2024. 
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Figure 18: 3819  Flower Drive (Parcel 6), view looking southwest. GPA Consulting, September 2024.
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Figure 19: 3821 Flower Drive (Parcel 7), view looking southwest. GPA Consulting, September 2024. 

 
Figure 20: 3825 Flower Drive (Parcel 8), view looking southwest. GPA Consulting, September 2024. Figure 20: 3825 Flower Drive (Parcel 8), view looking southwest. GPA Consulting, September 2024.
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Figure 21: 3831 Flower Drive (Parcel 9), view looking southwest. GPA Consulting, September 2024. 
  
Figure 21: 3831  Flower Drive (Parcel 9), view looking southwest. GPA Consulting, September 2024.
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