


















































Figure 1: Annotated aerial photograph
of subject property. The red, dashed
outline is the extant buildings which
were identified in the technical report
as Buildings A-F.
Building G is not included in the
assemblage of contributing historic
buildings because it has been relocated
at least twice, within the property and
has been altered too many times to
retain adequate integrity. A more
L@ complete evaluation would be

564002400 4 required to establish whether the

: i building contributes to the established
’ significance of the larger property.
The green transparent highlighted area
is the area where additions may be
possible. FAR was not considered in
this brief analysis. Photograph from
Los Angeles County Tax Assessor’s
Property Portal.

In Figure 1 above, the red, dashed outline includes Buildings A-F. Building G was not included
in the assemblage of historic buildings because it has been relocated in 1960 and 1968 and has
been altered too many times to retain adequate integrity of its original design, workmanship or
materials. Its integrity of setting, feeling and location have been lost, but that issue should be
considered in the EIR.

The green transparent highlighted area is the area where it may be possible to add new, low-
rise buildings that would meet the project’s goals. FAR has not been considered in this brief
alternative suggestion.

An appropriate and thorough alternatives analysis will be crucial to this project and must
include a preservation alternative that would retain the historic resource while accommodating
the project’s goals.

Evaluation

There are numerous serious errors and intentional oversights in the report’s evaluation. One of
the most important elements is that the report is unnecessarily complex and confusing. As an
example, building permits in the report are not clearly described for each building. That is just
one part of their chaotic methodology evaluating properties. The evaluator assigned letters to
each building (A-G) however building permits in the report do not correspond to the report’s
assigned letters.

There is no clear record in the report that simply explains the dates of construction for each
building. My best efforts to clarify this information is based on review of applicable building
permits with field visits on March 8 and 9, 2026. See table prepared for this letter on page 8.
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Bldg. | Use Built Notes from

Date Building Permits
A Showroom 1958 Mason & Muntz, architects for R & H Motors
Office 1964 An addition by J. P. Anderson, contractor for California Motors
C Auto Storage | 1956 Thomas Jewell, CE for Tommie Vaughn Motors; fire damage
& Service repaired in 1967
D Office & 1967 7,000 SF... concrete block addition” by Mal Gianni & Associates
Service for California Motors, Inc.
Notably Mid-Century Modern in style
E Service 1968 Mal Gianni & Associates
Neoformalist in style
F NA
G Used Cars unknown, | Relocated in 1960 for California Motors and again in 1968
1960 and
1968

It should be noted that Buildings D and F were each designed by Mal Gianni & Associates.
Gianni was a local architect whose work at the subject property and elsewhere was overlooked
much like Don Muntz was in the report.

The building descriptions, combined with the dates of construction for each building are
intentionally confounding in the technical report. Building descriptions are usually distinct
from descriptions of development for good reason. They are separate components of an
evaluation.

Pages 21-35 describe a confusing web of interconnected buildings that are further disordered by
the use of dramatic verbs that are intended to imply chaos. The report presents an extremely
confusing, nattering and unedited description of the physical relationship between Buildings A
and B:

What would be [?] the west elevation of Showroom Building A merges with other
buildings. It has an interior connection to Office Building B2 which was added n [sic] 1964
to the west and Service Building E to the south. The Los Angeles County Assessor identifies
four buildings on the site with the building dating from 1956 having 22,900 square [sic].
Today the Showroom Building A is partially engulfed and connected to other buildings,
including Office Buildings B1 and B2 and also connected to Service Building C. These
spaces have been merged internally and contain offices and support back of the house
operations (emphases added, page 24).

Note this of this language is necessary: would be, merges, engulfed and the confounding
“merged internally.” This is not the first time that a building complex was expanded through
the construction of additions or by adding abutting buildings. Buildings B1 and B2 are
presented separately in the report. Building B is not two separate additions. Buildings E and F
are also needlessly split into two. “Building E” is an open-air canopy with a flat roof with a few
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kiosks or stalls with a roof that that connects to the architect-designed 1968 Parts and Service
addition. The unnecessarily complex description in the report is intentional. It makes the
subject property and its contributing buildings sound as though they were borne from a fiery
tornado, a tragic hurricane, a horrific hailstorm or a tumultuous flood that somehow rendered
the property to be not historically significant. “Buildings B1 and B2,” as well as “Building E and
F” were each built under single building permits. The main differentiations among those
buildings are principally roof heights, which can vary in individual buildings. Presenting them
as separate buildings in the report creates the impression of far more alteration and change than
actually occurred, taking place at the subject property.
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Figure 2: Annotated 2025 aerial of subject property Figure 3: Annotated, excerpted Sanborn Fire
showing years of construction, by building. Northis | Insurance Co. “Maps of Glendale, CA.” (1970,
oriented toward the top of the figure. Base photo Los | sheet 168). Assigned building letters in red,
Angeles County Tax Assessor’s website.? image is enlarged by 250 percent from report.

Review of building permits, legible historic aerials at Los Angeles County Tax Assessor’s
website as well as the Sanborn Map in Figure 3 reveals that Building B is actually an addition

8 At https://pol.pictometry.com/ipa/v1/ export_pdf. php? title=1401%20Assessor%20 Aerial&secondtitle
=&footerurl=&footertxt=&data=%5B%7B %22wid th%22%3A483.99999805065585%2C%22height%22 %3 A39
9.99999973487223%2C%22month%22%3A %2205 %22%2C%22day %22 %3 A%2209%22%2C%22year%22 %3
A%222025%22%2C%22url%22%3 A%22https%3A//pol.pictometry.com/ipa/v1/export.php%3Ffile%3Dc86f
400772ab0433c32e00£195991 c2f.jpg %26ty pe%3D0%22%7D%5D last accessed on March 1, 2026.
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rather than a two-part building, as described in the tech report (see Figure 3). The image used
as the base for Figure 3 in the report is illegible, as are the historic aerial photographs on pages
i-xvii of the report. The subject property complex was completed by 1970, so pages viii-xvii are
illegible, but worse provide no information of value.

The exhaustive discussion of Buildings B1 and B2, Building E and Building F as separate
buildings overlooks the fact that the subject property complex looks much like it did in July
1958.

The top panel in Figure 4 below is a photograph that clearly depicted the appearance of the
original complex to be nearly identical to its current appearance (Figure 6 on page 11).

Figure 4: Display
advertisement of
subject property
compound in 1958
(view southwest).
The excerpted,
annotated ad clearly
shows what the
consultant called
part of Building B1
(in yellow outline)
as an extant part of
the Showroom
(Building A) in 1958.
Their Building E
(blue outline) looks
much like the flat
extended canopy

FORD DIVISION o{,ﬁwﬂ Mot Cowpary .
looites youto lnapeet e T s B | that exists today.
: _ G = 8 | The facade of
NeW FORD o B wka ) ¥ | “Building F” in is
: & k! | shown in red. Los

Facilities at {1 _Je SWdaigy | | Angees Tines, July

27,1958: A20.

CALIFORNIA MOTORS

10S FELIZ and BRAND BLVD.

GLENDALE Ariwgu uipped ‘bm%w g ad
Phones: Cltrus 34291  CHapman 5-3714 - b e cnd waed eong pa.u“ oud, Ay |

There is a recessed doorway in north exterior wall the Office (Building B) facing Los Feliz
Boulevard, that clearly shows a visible difference in brick color between the Showroom
(Building A) and the Office. When the Office was built in 1964, exterior the demising wall on the
north side was clad in a different color brick than the earlier Showroom (Figure 5 on page 11).
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Figure 5: Detail
photograph of the
north wall of
Building A (left)
where it meets
Building B. View
southwest of
Building B
recessed entrance.
Note the
difference in brick
veneer colors, as
well as the seam
or joint where the
two walls meet.
March 8, 2026.

So, as previously described, the consultants falsely describe the 1964 Office addition (Building
B) obscuring the floor-to-ceiling storefront on the Showroom (Building A, top photo, page 23 of
technical report). The report asserts incorrectly that “Six of the original Glazed bays (to the
west) have been obscured by the addition of an office/wall structure” (page 23). That addition,
Building B precisely abuts the west side of Building A as shown in Figure 3 (page 9) and Figure
5 above.

Building A was constructed with a lower, brick-clad portion of the building at the north side as
part of the original design see (Figure 4 in yellow on page 9 and Figure 5 on right side, page 10).

In their evaluation, the consultants remarkably missed the fact that the other automobile
dealerships in Glendale dating from the Post-War Period described in the South Glendale
Survey no longer exist. So not only was the subject property already identified as Glendale
Register-eligible in the 2018 survey, but it is more importantly the only remaining example of its
type and style in Glendale.

To bolster their error-laden conclusion, the report further states:

An important feature of the mid-century dealership was detached signs that were
freestanding, a dominant element that served as a giant billboard and included the
automobile brand’s corporate logo. Over the decades the signs have changed to
represent the automobile brand that was sold — and those logos communicated the
current design and technology of each period. None of the original signage from the
1950s or any other earlier era remains on the property (page 42).

In addition, there are many permits for signs on the property to reflect changes in
ownership and automobile sales franchises. There are no signs remaining on the
property from the period when the 1958 showroom was opened (19)

None of the original signs from the 1950s or any other earlier era remains on the property. Itis
not uncommon for a property to have different owners over a nearly seven-decade timespan.
Why would a Mazda dealership use the original 1958 “FORD” blade signs? Those signs no
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longer exist, and more importantly would have advertised a brand that is not the user. In
“Preservation Brief 25: The Preservation of Historic Signs,” the National Park Service directs
how to appropriately add new signs to historic buildings in several fundamental, non-
prescriptive principles. There is no requirement that an automobile dealership that has
represented several car brands in the past nearly 70 years be made to reuse no-longer-extant
that represented an entirely different manufacturer. If the signs existed, they may have been
reused, but the original signs no longer exist, so the point is moot and more importantly it does
not disqualify the complex from being historically significant.

Figtirer 6: Present-day photograph of 1401 S. Brand Bl. with each of the buildings shown in Figure 4.
View west. Subject property in color for clarity. March 9, 2026.

Comparison of Figures 4 (on page 10) and 6 (above) reveals that the subject property has
changed very little since 1958, when the dealership opened and certainly since 1968, when the
last building was completed.

I sincerely appreciate the opportunity to comment of the Notice of Preparation [for the] Draft
Environmental Impact Report For Star Mazda Vehicle Dealership Expansion Project [1401 S.
Brand Bl]. An effective EIR should ensure that this project would not result in demolition of
the historic resource. The proposed project and the applicant’s technical report must have
impartial, adequate and complete environmental review to ensure that whatever the future
project is can move forward without sacrificing our shared past.

It is hoped these comments and my brief peer review will assist staff, the EIR preparers and
decision-makers in understanding why the property at 1401 S. Brand Bl. property is so
important to our community. Please ensure that this letter is included in the Administrative
Record. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Francesea Smalth

Francesca Smith

cc: Suzie Abajian, PhD, City Clerk
Roubik Golanian, Acting Community Development Director, City Manager
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Ezzati, Vista

From: Ingrid Wilcox <ingrid.wilcox@glendalehistorical.org>

Sent: Friday, March 20, 2026 3:28 PM

To: Ezzati, Vista

Cc: Platt, Jay; Mnatsakanyan, Ani; Abajian, Suzie; Golanian, Roubik

Subject: Comment on Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact Report For Star
Mazda Vehicle Dealership Expansion Project located at 1401 S. Brand Blvd.

Attachments: Appendix B, pg. 9.pdf; pg.133 Glendale Historic Context .pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email was delivered from the Internet. Do not click links, open attachments, or
reply if you are unsure as to the sender.

City of Glendale

Community Development Department — Planning Division
633 East Broadway, Room 103

Glendale, CA 91206

Attn: Vista Ezzati, Principal Planner

Dear Ms. Ezzati,

It has come to the attention of the Glendale Historical Society that the Star Mazda Dealership located at
1401 Brand Blvd should be considered for the Glendale Historic Register.

The 2018 South Glendale Survey identified the property, 1401 S Brand, in
Appendix G - Historic Resources Survey, Appendix B Property Table on pg. 9 as
5S3. Designating that the property was recognized as historically significant by
the local government.

Please see the attachment below.

It was also described in Appendix |, Historic Context Statement on pg. 133
under the theme Auto Row and the Brand Boulevard of Cars.
Please see the attachment below.

The property is the only high-style Mid-Century automobile dealership remaining
in Glendale. The showroom is International style from the late 1950's and the
brick service building is Neoformalist in style and was completed in 1968.

The dealership's significance is its direct association with the development of
the Brand Blvd of Cars and the commercial development of Glendale. As well as
being a rare remaining example of Mid-Century Modern and Neoformalist styles
of architecture.



Also of note is that the City acknowledges that there are differing opinions. See

page 13 in the Initial Study:

“A Historic Resource Evaluation, dated March 12, 2021, and updated on May

26, 2022, was prepared for this project by Kaplan Chen Kaplan (see Appendix A

to this Initial Study). The evaluation determined that there are no historic

resources on the property, and it would not be eligible for designation at the Local, State, or Federal
level. The existing vehicle showroom and service reception building, which was built in 1958, was
evaluated in the City of Glendale's 2017 South Glendale Historic Resources Survey and assigned a
California Historical Resource (CHR) Status Code of 5S3, indicating that it appears eligible for listing in
the Glendale Register of Historic Resources. The survey finds the property to be eligible for listing in the
Glendale Register because it is a rare example of a remnant auto dealership from the 1950s, and itis a
good example of Mid-century Modern commercial architecture in South Glendale. The character-
defining features of the original design include the single-story height, expressed steel post-and-beam
construction with brick masonry, L-shaped plan with simple massing and asymmetrical composition,
flat roof, glass curtain walls, and a flat canopy suspended from a steel frame. The survey also identifies
that the property retains the integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and
association. The City's

preservation planner supports this finding. Because there is divergent expert opinion regarding the
showroom building's possible historic status, the proposed demolition could cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in State CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5. Therefore, the Project may have a potentially significant impact, and this issue requires further
analysis in the EIR.”

The Glendale Historical Society supports this property's historic significance being strongly reconsidered
and recommends that preservation alternatives be considered in the required alternatives analysis.

Sincerely,

Ingrid E Wilcox

Preservation Action Committee
The Glendale Historical Society



1958

Palmer Lincoln
Mercury; California
Motors

[Mason, Muntz &
|Associates

Mid-century Modern

[PERMIT: 1950, Toilet room added to
F.&. H. Motors Inc, by architect
Raymond Jones. PERMIT: 1955,
Istorage building addition for owner
ITommie Vaughn Motors. No
architect listed. PERMIT: 1958, Sales
and service of automobiles building
for California Motors; Architect
isted as Mason and Muntz and
contractor as Peter Kiewit and Son.

N/A

Palmer Lincoln Mercury dealership in 1957. Los Feliz _[553
Ford by 1984 per Los Angeles Times Ads. California
[Motors (1958, Mason, Muntz & Associates218) at
1401 5. Brand Boulevard is an example of a postwar
automabile dealership design. Opened in July of 1958,
the post-and-beam Mid-Century Modern style display
room was a “jewel box” building “encased in 3,000
square feet of twelve-foot high glass.” The $500,000
new facility enabled the company to consolidate all of
its previously scattered facilities at one location
(“Agency Opens New Facilities,” Los Angeles Times,
uly 27, 1958). Vernon-based Mason, Muntz &

[ Associates consisted of partners C. Keith Mason and
Donald D. Muntz 1916-unknown), AIA. Their
partnership lasted from 1951-1965. They are best
known for their commercial and institutional work
including a research lab for Shell Oil Company (1957)
and Charles MacLay High School {1959). Muntz was
educated at USC and worked under architect Hugh
Gibbs.

| Commercial Development: Post-World

Auto-related commercial

|War Il Commercial

& Design: Post-World
[ War Il Modernism: Mid-century
Modern

[Modern architecture

1401 s Brand
HISTORIC RESOURCES GROUP
January 4, 2018

South Glendale Community Plan - City of Glendale, CA

pendix
DRAFT 9 .an 2018

Appendix B: Page 9



Route 66 traveled through Glendale along Colorado Street. As a result, a small cluster of
motels developed in the 1500 block of E. Colorado in South Glendale. The best extant
example of this commercial cluster is the brick Ranch-style Rio Motel, constructed in 1948
and located at 1515 E. Colorado. The Mid-century Modern Astro Motel (1963) at 326 E.
Colorado Street is another example of roadside architecture in South Glendale. Its folded-plate
roof, bold signage, and L-shaped plan with plentiful parking attracted passing motorists.

Brand Boulevard of Cars

After World War II, new car sales began in 1945, launching a period of unprecedented
consumer growth indicated in part by the quadrupling of American car sales during the period
between 1946 and 1955. Dealerships everywhere took pains to upgrade their showrooms
and reintroduce consumers to the automobile. Most employed Mid-century Modern
architecture to convey modern technology and styling. The dealerships featured large glass
windows and distinctive signage for roadside visibility.

Post-war automobile showrooms included the R &H Motors Showroom, (1947, John Lautner;
demolished) on Colorado Street, and California Motors (1958, Mason, Muntz & Associates) at
1401 S. Brand Boulevard.2#7 Opened in July of 1958, the post-and-beam, Mid-century
Modern style display room was a “jewel box” building “encased in 3,000 square feet of
twelve-foot high glass.”2ss The $500,000 new facility enabled the company to consolidate all of
its previously scattered facilities at one location. Cadillac Modern Motors (demolished),
designed by Heinsbergen Decorating Company at 1225 S. Brand Boulevard, was featured in
the fall 1960 issue of Architectural Digest.

The ultramodern Modern Motors circa 1960 at 1225 R&H Motors (1947, John Lautner) on Colorado Street.
S. Brand Boulevard (Heinsbergen Decorating Photo: Julius Shulman. Source: the |. Paul Getty Trust,
Company) as featured in Architectural Digestin 1960. The Cetty Reseach Institute, Los Angeles.

Photograph: Maynard L. Parker. Source: The

Huntington Library Photo Archives.

287 Vernon-based Mason, Muntz & Associates consisted of partners C. Keith Mason and Donald D. Muntz (19 16-unknown), AIA.
Their partnership lasted from 1951-1965. They are best known for their commercial and institutional work including a research
lab for Shell Oil Company (1957) and Charles MacLay High School (1959). Muntz was educated at USC and worked under
architect Hugh Gibbs.

288 “Agency Opens New Facilities,” Los Angeles Times, July 27, 1958.
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South Glendale Historic Context
HISTORIC RESOURCES GROUP

South G Plan = City of Glendale, CA
Appendix A.1
DRAFT 9 Jan 2018






