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WEDNESDAY, JULY 25, 2018 

7:00 P.M. 

CITY HALL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

2200 HUNTINGTON DRIVE, SAN MARINO, CA 

 

The City of San Marino appreciates your attendance.  Citizens’ interest provides the Planning 

Commission with valuable information regarding issues of the community. 

 

Regular Meetings are held on the 4th Wednesday of every month. 

 

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, any person with a disability who requires a 

modification or accommodation in order to participate in a meeting should contact the City Clerk’s 

Office at (626) 300-0705 at least 48 hours prior to the meeting. 

 

CALL TO ORDER   

 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  

 

ROLL CALL: Shelley Boyle, Raymond Cheng, John Dustin, Se-Yao Hsu, Jeri Wright, James 

Okazaki, and Monte Ross. 

   

POSTING OF AGENDA  
 

The agenda is posted 72 hours prior to each meeting at the following locations:  City Hall, 2200 

Huntington Drive, the Crowell Public Library, 1890 Huntington Drive and the Recreation Department, 

1560 Pasqualito Drive. The agenda is also posted on the City’s Website:  

http://www.cityofsanmarino.org 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 

Section 54954.3 of the Brown Act provides an opportunity for members of the public to address the 

Planning Commission on any item of interest to the public, before or during the Planning Commission’s 

consideration of the item, that is within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Planning Commission.  

  

1. REORGANIZATION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION  

 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

 

2. APPEAL FOR DESIGN REVIEW NO. DRC17-38 

1715 WESTHAVEN ROAD, (ZHU/PDS STUDIO) 

This item is continued from the June 27, 2018 meeting. The Planning Commission will consider 

the appeal of the Design Review Committee’s decision to deny an application to construct a new 

two-story residence and a detached two-car garage. 

 

3. VARIANCE NO. V18-1 AND CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. CUP18-6 

 2549 HUNTINGTON DRIVE, (GE PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INC/SUN) 

The applicant requests to operate a school within an existing one-story commercial building 

with less than the required number of parking spaces. This requires a Conditional Use Permit 

and a Variance pursuant to City Code Sections 23.03.01(C) and 23.10.03.  

(Required Action Date: 8/31/18) 

 

4. VARIANCE NOS. V17-14, V17-15, MODIFICATION TO VARIANCE NO. V90-34, 

DESIGN REVIEW CASE NOS. DRC17-108, AND DRC17-109  

1803 VIRGINIA ROAD, (LIU/BALIWAG) 

The applicant requests permission to construct a new two-story residence with a basement. The 

project will exceed the maximum allowable livable area. The existing detached three-car garage 

will be retained and does not meet current minimum dimensions and setback requirements. 

This project requires two variances, one modification to a previously approved variance, and 

two design review actions pursuant to City Code Sections 23.02.22, 23.15.03(B) and 

23.15.03(E). 

(Required Action Date: 9/1/18) 

 

5. DESIGN REVIEW CASE NOS. DRC17-99, AND DRC18-49 

2445 ROANOKE ROAD, (HUANG/BALL) 

The applicant requests permission to construct a one-story residence with a basement, a 

detached three-car garage, and a driveway gate, fencing and wall adjacent to a street. This 

requires two design review actions pursuant to City Code Sections 23.15.03(B) and 

23.15.03(F).  

(Required Action Date: 9/10/18) 
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OTHER MATTERS 

 

 

6. REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

NO. CUP17-08, AND DESIGN REVIEW NO. DRC17-23 

 1335 OAK VIEW AVENUE, (LI/LCRA) 

 
7. REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE APPROVAL OF DESIGN REVIEW NO. DRC17-

35 

 616 WINTHROP ROAD, (YIP/SLSD, INC.) 

 
8. RESOLUTION OF FINDINGS FOR CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. CUP17-24, 

DESIGN REVIEW CASE NOS. DRC17-75, AND DRC17-76 

1591 VIRGINIA ROAD, (GANG/JAMES V. COANE AND ASSOCIATES) 

 

9. MEETING MINUTES FOR FEBRUARY 28, 2018 AND JUNE 27, 2018. 

 

ORAL PUBLIC APPEARANCES  

 

This is the time set aside for any person who desires to be heard on any matters not covered on this 

agenda.  No action is to be permitted except: 

 

1. Catastrophic Emergency as is described by majority vote; or        

2. The need for action arose within the last 72 hours as determined by a 4/5 vote. 

 

PUBLIC WRITINGS DISTRIBUTED 

 

All public writings distributed by the City of San Marino to at least a majority of the Planning 

Commission regarding any item on this agenda will be made available at the public counter at the San 

Marino Center located at 2200 Huntington Drive, San Marino, California. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

The next meeting of the Planning Commission is scheduled for Wednesday, August 22, 2018 at 7:00 

P.M. in the City Hall Council Chambers, 2200 Huntington Drive, San Marino, CA 91108. 

 

APPEALS 

 

There is a fifteen day appeal period for all applications.  All appeals should be filed with the City Clerk.  

Please contact the City Clerk for further information.  



 

 

ITEM 1 

 

REORGANIZATION OF  

THE PLANNING COMMISSION 



 

 

 

 

TO:  CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE 

 PLANNING COMMISSION 

 

FROM: ALDO CERVANTES 

 PLANNING AND BUILDING DIRECTOR 

 

BY: EVA CHOI, ASSOCIATE PLANNER  

 

DATE: JULY 25, 2018 

 

SUBJECT: APPEAL FOR DESIGN REVIEW CASE NO.17-38 

1715 WESTHAVEN ROAD, (ZHU/PDS STUDIO) 

            

 

BACKGROUND: 

 

At its May 16, 2018 meeting, the Design Review Committee denied a new two-story residence with a 

detached two-car garage project. The property owner filed a timely appeal of the decision.  

 

Due to legal noticing issue and at the request of the appellant, the Commission continued the appeal 

hearing from its June 27th meeting to the current meeting.  The appellant submitted the attached letter 

requesting to continue the appeal hearing to the August 22, 2018 meeting. 

 
 

RECOMMENDATION: 

 

Staff recommends the Planning Commission continue the appeal hearing to the August 22, 2018 

meeting.  

 

 

Attachment:  Appellant’s continuance request letter 
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TO:  CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE  

 PLANNING COMMISSION 

  

FROM: ALDO CERVANTES 

PLANNING AND BUILDING DIRECTOR 

 

BY: CHRISTINE SONG 

 ASSISTANT PLANNER 

 

DATE: JULY 25, 2018 

 

SUBJECT:  VARIANCE V18-1 

  CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CUP18-6  

  2549 HUNTINGTON DRIVE UNIT 101,  

(GE PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INC./SUN) 

 

 

STRATEGIC PLAN CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTORS 

 

 Engaged and Connected Residents 

 Efficient, Responsive, and Effective City Services 

 Fiscally Responsible and Transparent City Government 

 Attractive, Complementary Business District 

 

PROPOSAL: 
 

The applicant requests permission to operate a school within an existing one-story commercial building with 

less than the required number of parking spaces. This requires a Conditional Use Permit and a Variance 

pursuant to City Code Sections 23.03.01(C) and 23.10.03. 

 

REQUIRED ACTIONS: 

 

VARIANCE V18-01 – REDUCTION IN OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENT 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CUP18-6 – SCHOOL 

  

PRELIMINARY CONSULTATION: Pursuant to Code, upon receipt of a complete application the 

director or his/her designee shall meet with the applicant or the applicant's representative to explain to the 

applicant the applicable design guidelines, findings, and procedures that will apply to the project, and to 

informally discuss compliance of the project with the design guidelines and applicable regulations. None of 

the director's comments or suggestions shall constitute an actual or implied approval of the application. 
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AGENDA REPORT 

Raymond Cheng, Vice-Chair 

Se-Yao Hsu 

Jeri Wright 

Shelley Boyle 

John Dustin 

James Okazaki, Alternate 

Monte Ross, Alternate 
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6/4/18 – Staff advised the applicant that the minimum parking requirement for the proposed school use 

would not be met at this property and a Variance application would be required in addition to the 

Conditional Use Permit, subject to the Planning Commission’s approval. Applicant agreed to proceed with 

the application process.  

 

General Plan: General Commercial 

Zoning:    C-1, Commercial 

Location:  The subject property is located on the north side of Huntington Drive 

between and Kenilworth Avenue and Winston Avenue.  

Lot Size:    14,827 square feet 

Existing Use:    Single-Story Commercial Building (6,314 square feet) 

Surrounding Uses: The site is bordered to the north by existing single-family homes on 

lots zoned R-1 District V, Single-Family Residential.  Adjacent land 

uses include existing commercial buildings with retail and office uses.  

Parking Required:   27 parking spaces 

Parking Provided:   22 parking spaces 

Environmental Determination: Categorically exempt under Section 15301, Class 1(a) - Existing 

Facilities. 

   

ANALYSIS: 

 

Conditional Use Permit – School 
 

Magikid began with a digital presence on the mobile application market in Asia in 2011 and quickly became 

a well-known educational brand in China, winning several awards in recent years. In December 2015, 

Magikid opened their first Curriculum and Business Development Center in Silicon Valley and in February 

2016, they opened their first flagship Robotics Lab in Los Angeles. Since then, Magikid has opened several 

laboratories throughout the United States including but not limited to Irvine, Lake Forest, Arcadia, 

Claremont, and Boston. Magikid curriculum includes subjects on computer animation software 

development, robotics engineering, mobile application software development, computer programming tools, 

and various classes related to the latest STEAM (Science, Technology, Engineering, Art, Math) educational 

method.  

 

Pursuant to City Code Section 23.01.01, the definition of a school is an educational institution organized for 

the teaching and study of a curriculum at least equivalent to that required in corresponding grades of a 

public school, or an institution empowered to confer degrees equivalent to those conferred by public schools 

in special departments, such as engineering, theology, law, medicine and the arts. The applicant proposes to 

occupy an existing 1,782 square foot lease space within a 6,314 square foot one-story commercial building 

on an approximate lot area of 14,827 square feet. The main entrance to the business will front Huntington 

Drive and minor tenant improvements will be completed to accommodate four individual classrooms. The 

existing commercial building contains a total of three tenant spaces. The subject tenant space was last leased 

to Elysian Dental Center and is currently vacant. The other two tenant spaces are occupied by One West 

Bank and DeVista USA Inc., both of which are retail uses that operate traditional business hours ranging 

from 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM.  

 

Magikid’s proposed hours of operation are 2:00 PM to 6:00 PM, Monday through Thursday and 10:00 AM 

to 6:00 PM on Saturdays and Sundays; closed on Fridays. Two classes will be offered each day, Monday 

through Thursday and three classes will be offered on Saturdays and Sundays. Each class session runs for 

one hour and thirty minutes, with only one class offered during each time slot to a maximum of eight 
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students. Magikid will employ a total of four to six instructors to lead the classes, but only two instructors 

will be on-site at any given time.  

 

In examining a conditional use permit, the Planning Commission must ensure that all of the following legal 

findings can be met:  

 

1. That the establishment, maintenance or operation of the use or building applied for will not, 

under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, morals, 

comfort or general welfare of persons residing in or working in the area of such proposed use nor 

be detrimental or injurious to property or improvements in the neighborhood or to the general 

welfare of the City. 

 

The proposed school will not be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, morals, comfort or general 

welfare of persons residing in or working in the vicinity. The proposed use is a desirable use to the 

City in that it provides a social service of offering additional educational benefits to students within 

the community.  

 

2. That the site for the proposed conditional use is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the 

yards, walls and fences, parking and loading, landscaping and other development features 

prescribed in this Chapter or required by the Commission in order to integrate said conditional 

use with the land and uses in the neighborhood. 

 

The tenant space is 1,782 square feet; it contains a front lobby, an existing office area, an existing 

studio space, an existing restroom, and four proposed classrooms. Students will be dropped off and 

picked up by parents during business hours. Staff anticipates that the off-site public parking spaces 

along Huntington Drive can help effectively offset the parking deficiency, if necessary. However, 

staff finds that the on-site parking spaces at the rear should be sufficient to serve the proposed 

business. The proposed school use is expected to integrate with nearby existing commercial uses 

seamlessly without any major negative impacts.    

 

3. That the proposed conditional use will not have a detrimental effect upon the nature, condition 

and development of nearby uses and buildings. 

 

The proposed use will be conducted entirely indoors and will not generate any odor, dust, and light 

that could negatively impact adjacent businesses or nearby residential uses. Staff does not anticipate 

that the proposed school use will have a detrimental effect upon the nature, condition and 

development of nearby uses and buildings.  

 

4. That the site for the proposed conditional use will relate to streets and highways adequate in width 

and pavement to carry the kind and quantity of traffic such use would generate. 

 

The site is primarily served by Huntington Drive, an arterial street adequate for high-density general 

commercial uses. The service alley to the rear of the building will provide access to on-site parking; 

this is typical for the majority of the businesses on the subject block to access on-site parking. The 

proposed use will not generate additional traffic loads that are not already customary to Huntington 

Drive and the service alley.  
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Variance – Reduction in Off-Street Parking Requirement  

 

Per Municipal Code Section 23.10.03, the parking requirement for a school is three spaces per classroom 

and the parking requirement for retail use is one space for every 350 square feet of gross floor area. The 

proposed school is one of three occupants in the existing commercial building, thereby sharing the existing 

22 parking spaces behind the building. The existing retail uses and the proposed school use require a total of 

27 parking spaces. Staff has conducted several site visits to the project site at different times of the day and 

observed that the parking lot is often empty with only a few cars parked in the lot. Staff finds that there 

would not be any significant impacts to traffic and circulation at this location with the deficiency in required 

number of parking spaces. The nature of the proposed school use would allow for parents to drop off 

students in the rear parking lot and would result in quick parking space turnover. Student dismissal times are 

staggered in 30 minute intervals for each class, so there is limited overlap between parent pick-up times.  

 

The Municipal Code requires that four findings be met when considering the approval of a variance. The 

findings are as follows:  

 

1. That strict application of the regulations and standards of this Chapter will result in practical 

difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of said 

regulations and standards. 

 

The intent of the off-street parking requirement for a school is to provide sufficient parking for larger 

conventional schools that have a greater number of faculty staff and produce more on-site traffic. 

The proposed school operates on a smaller scale with four classrooms and alternating class times. 

Strict application of the parking requirement would create an undue hardship on the business as the 

business model does not necessitate the total 12 parking spaces required by Code and the existing 

parking lot appears to have a surplus number of parking spaces to be utilized.  

 

2. That the variance, if granted, will not constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent with the 

limitations upon other properties in the vicinity and zone in which the subject property is situated. 

 

Commercial uses have been well-established on the site and on all other properties in the C-1 zone. 

Shared parking is a common arrangement among businesses along Huntington Drive and many 

patrons usually utilize the public parking spaces more so than the designated parking at the rear of 

the properties. Granting of this variance will not constitute a special privilege as there are other 

businesses with similar non-conforming parking situations in the area.  

 
3. That, because of special circumstances applicable to the subject property, including size, shape, 

topography, location or surroundings, the strict application of this Chapter will deprive the 

applicant of a reasonable utilization of such property. 

 

The location of the proposed school in a one-story, multi-tenant commercial building with limited 

designated parking is not a conventional location for a school use. However, the shared usage of the 

rear parking lot constitutes a unique circumstance related to parking. Staff finds that the number of 

parking spaces required by City Code is not practical to apply to the proposed use since they will not 

all be utilized for extended periods of time and the size of the existing parking lot is sufficient to 

handle the proposed use. The existing retail uses on-site also do not appear to utilize each and every 

parking space that is allocated to them.    
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4. That the use or development applied for will not be materially detrimental to the public health, 

safety or general welfare or injurious to property or improvements in the zone or neighborhood in 

which the property is located.  

 

The proposed school will not be materially detrimental to the public health, safety or general welfare 

as it will not result in any upgrades or expansions of existing structures. There are no major tenant 

improvements proposed for the business that would result in negative impacts to the property or 

surrounding neighborhood.  

 

5. That, because of circumstances relating to or conditions applicable to the property in question, it 

would be unreasonable and a deprivation of any practical use of the property to deny such 

variance. 

 

Other businesses along Huntington Drive have previously been granted reductions in off-street 

parking requirements. Approval of this request will not result in a major impact to the current 

parking demand and therefore, a denial of the variance would be unreasonable and a deprivation of 

practical use of the property.  

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

 

Staff recommends approval of Variance V18-1 and Conditional Use Permit CUP18-6. If the Planning 

Commission concurs with this recommendation then, following the public hearing, the following actions 

would be:  

 

1. Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the City’s local CEQA Guidelines, 

the Planning Commission in the exercise of its independent judgment finds that V18-1 and CUP18-6 is 

categorically exempt from CEQA under Class 1(a) Existing Facilities.   

 

2. The Planning Commission in the exercise of its independent judgment hereby makes the findings listed 

on attached Data Sheet No. 1 for V18-1 and CUP18-6, which are incorporated herein by this reference.  

 

Attachments:  Application 

   Location/Radius Map 

   Data Sheet 1 
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DATA SHEET 1                       

FINDINGS 
 

Conditional Use Permit CUP18-6 

 

That the establishment, maintenance or operation of the use or building applied for will not, under the 

circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, morals, comfort or general 

welfare of persons residing in or working in the area of such proposed use nor be detrimental or injurious 

to property or improvements in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the City.  

 

That the site for the proposed conditional use is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the yards, walls 

and fences, parking and loading, landscaping and other development features prescribed in this Chapter or 

required by the Commission in order to integrate said conditional use with the land and uses in the 

neighborhood.  

 

That proposed conditional use will not have a detrimental effect upon the nature, condition and development 

of nearby uses and buildings.  

 

That the site for the proposed conditional use will relate to streets and highways adequate in width and 

pavement to carry the kind and quantity of traffic such use would generate.   

 

Variance V18-1 

 

That strict application of the regulations and standards of this Chapter will result in practical difficulties or 

unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of said regulations and standards. 

 

That the variance, if granted, will not constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent with the limitations 

upon other properties in the vicinity and zone in which the subject property is situated. 

 

That, because of special circumstances applicable to the subject property, including size, shape, 

topography, location or surroundings, the strict application of this Chapter will deprive the applicant of a 

reasonable utilization of such property. 

 

That the use or development applied for will not be materially detrimental to the public health, safety or 

general welfare or injurious to property or improvements in the zone or neighborhood in which the property 

is located. 

 

That, because of circumstances relating to or conditions applicable to the property in question, it would be 

unreasonable and a deprivation of any practical use of the property to deny such variance. 
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Introduction
For Vivi Wei Geng's use only for the purpose of 

applying for San Marino city permit.



Magikid, a well-known educational brand for mobile apps, 

focuses on building online learning platforms that connects 

the world. There are over 20 high-quality educational apps 

under this brand with over 30 million online users across the 

world. Magikid Chinese, Magikid Stage and many other 

Magikid products have achieved accolades, such as “learning 

2.0” World Education Award, App Store’s Best of 2011, and 

WWDC’s best app of 2013.  The Magikid brand and APP 

products were ranked amongst the top ten in China’s mobile 

market for 2013.

1. Introduction of Magikid Brand



Since 2014, Magikid has actively participated in internationally 

renowned educational and technological exhibitions like United 

States’ NCLC, DIDAC in Basel, Switzerland, London’s BETT, and GESS 

in Dubai. Our goal in participating in these exhibitions was to 

conduct in-depth market research, and build deeper relationships 

among the scientific educational community. After our research we 

learned that robotics will be a major catalyst for the future of 

innovative scientific and technological education. 

In June 2015, we started preparations for an R&D center in Silicon 

Valley. And in December of 2015 the Silicon Valley Curriculum and 

Business development center was formally established. During 

February 2016 the world’s first flagship Magikid Robotics Lab(MRL) 

had its soft open in Los Angeles. In two years, Magikid Robotics 

Lab’s curriculum was highly recognized and supported by local 

children, parents, and schools. We also received official recognition 

from Studio City, Los Angeles County, and the California State 

Legislature. 

As MRL moves to the future, and continues to grow so have our 

locations. We now have 10 laboratories through out the United 

States: San Jose, Fremont, Mountain View, Studio City, Irvine, Lake 

Forest, Arcadia, Claremont, Torrance and Michigan as well as our 

China locations in Shanghai, Beijing, Wuhan, Xiamen, and Zhuhai.

2. Magikid Robotics Lab Development Path



Country Lab Address

U.S.

Studio City Lab 11696 Ventura Blvd, Studio City, CA 91604

San Jose Lab 879 Coleman Ave, Suite 20,  
San Jose, CA 95110

Irvine Lab 4662 Barranca Parkway, Irvine, CA 92604

Lake Forest Lab
25421 Trabuco Road, #1,  
Lake Forest, CA 92630

Claremont Lab 578 E Baseline Rd, Claremont, CA 91711

Torrance Lab
22821 Hawthorne Blvd.,  

Torrance, CA 90505

Arcadia Lab
2549 Huntington Dr Suite 101,  

San Marino, CA 91108

Fremont Lab 42712 Albrae St, Fremont, CA 94538

Mountain View 
Lab 1172 Castro St, Mountain View, CA 94040

Michigan Lab 1588 Boulan Dr, Troy MI, 48084

China

Shanghai Lab No. 560 Shengxia Road, Pudong New 
District, Shanghai

Beijing Lab
8th Floor, Building B, Huaxia creative center, 

Fengtai District, Beijing

Wuhan Lab
18th Floor, Lianfa international building, No 

128 Xudong Street, Wuchang District, 
Wuhan

Xiamen Lab
3rd Floor Leduhui, Yunding middle road, Huli 

District, Xiamen

Zhuhai Lab 3333 Qinglv N Rd, Xiangzhou Qu, Zhuhai

List of Magikid Robotics Lab Locations



Magikid Robotics Lab San Marino is a licensed lab of Magikid 

Robotics Lab. Here, children aged 4 to 12 will learn about robotics, 

programming, logistics, structure building, sensors and 

controllers, and interdisciplinary knowledge in science, 

technology, engineering, arts, and mathematics (STEAM). They 

will also learn how to utilize robots to problem solve real world 

scenarios. This provides a great opportunity for students to learn 

STEAM subjects while simultaneously improving their 

comprehensive skills.  

  
We have meticulously chosen different age appropriate 

educational tools from around the world ranging from self-

developed animation software for humanoid robots, engineering 

robots, movable robots, drones, building block robots, maker 

robots, self-developed Magikid green screen movie production 

software, and AutoApp, a codeless app development software.

3. What we offer at Magikid Robotics Lab



We provide four different age levels: rookies, explorers, pioneers, 

and finally innovators.  Children will have the opportunity to learn 

about STEAM, Robotics, AI, VR, Interactive Design, Game Design, 

Multilingual Programming, Digital Media, and participate in 

international competitions. In 2017-2018 global Wonder League 

Robotics Competition, more than 7100 teams from around the 

world-63 countries in all were signed up for the competition. MRL 

had 7 competition teams participate and all of them were elected 

to the final round. They received a chance to visit Wonder 

Workshop headquarters and explore how Wonder’s robots are 

designed and produced.  Additionally, MRL’s VEX competition 

team won 2nd place in a Los Angeles county VEX Competition.

*Magikid Competition Team visited Wonder Workshop HQ



Magikid Robotics Lab Reviews 



The ability to develop unique technology and digital content has 

enabled Magikid to foster international relationships with leaders in 

technology and education.  In 2015, Magikid took the lead in 

developing Wonder Workshop’s Robotics course curriculum, and 

began teaching  this curriculum in labs both in China and the United 

States.  In 2016, Magikid jointly held a Chinese press conference with 

Wonder Workshop to showcase their new partnership. Magikid staff 

also received professional training from a prestigious Lego executive. 

We also have deep collaboration with humanoid robotics leaders, 

Robotis. The App for their newest robot was developed by Magikid.  

Magikid continues to strengthen its education brand by being the 

proud partner of Khan Academy in China.  We acted as localization 

partners, and helped bring the Khan Academy into China.  We are the 

sole distributor of leading maker robot company, Cubit. We brought 

this innovative hands-on robotics company to the Chinese market.

4. Magikid Robotics Lab  
Technology Partners



Magikid Robotics Lab has built close relationships with schools 

and educational organizations. We provide STEAM classes for 

after school programs as well as field trips that focus on robotics, 

programming, technology, etc. 

5. Magikid Robotics Lab  

Educational Partners

School Program Description

Carpenter 
Community 

Charter

Main Student 
Enrollment 

On/Off-Site field trip

Provide STEAM classes and field 
trip  for their K-5th grade 

students

Basis of 
Independent 
Fremont(BIF)

Afterschool program
Provide STEAM classes for their  

K-5th grade students

Leffingwell 
Elementary 

School
Off-Site Field trip

Provide off-site field trip for their 
4th and 5th grade GATE students

Loving Tree 
Academy

Afterschool program,  
Camps

Provide STEAM classes for their 
4-12 years old students

Girls’ Scout On-Site field trip
On-site field trip to explore 
building and programming 

robots and other technologies.

Kids First at 
Hamlin

Off-Site Field Trip 
Provide off-site field trip for their 

2nd and 3rd grade GATE 
students



MRL robotics after 
school classes in BIF

MRL robotics field 
trip for Carpenter 

students. 

MRL robotics field 
trip for Leffingwell 

GATE students. 



Organization Program Description

Khan Academy Localization Partner 

We localized  and recreated their 
Math content and official 

website for Chine’s educational 
market. 

Kidspace 
Museum 

STEAMING your 
SUmmer

We were invited to participate as 
one of their educational partners. 

Northeast 
School District

STEAM Fest 
We are a sponsor for their 2019 

event. 

Northeast 
School District

STEAM Institute for 
Educators

We are a sponsor for their 2018 
event and provide a workshop. 



MRL’s self-developed LMS cloud management platform allows 

children, parents, instructors, and lab managers to be connected. 

It gives a convenient and efficient experience for lab operations 

and management. Our LMS cloud platform, houses our exclusive 

STEAM curriculum, and distributes to all MRLs. Magikid’s 

experienced digital curriculum development team and global 

education experts have created and prepared more than 3000 

hours of interactive teaching content.

5. Magikid’s self-developed LMS cloud 

management platform



Magikid Robotics Lab’s future is focused and exciting.  We are 

establishing more Curriculum R&D Centers in the US, Europe, and 

Asia.  Because of our skilled team and in-depth industry 

collaborations we will connect with children, parents, instructors, 

and educational institutions globally.  We believe that digital 

education combined with a physical learning platform creates 

innovation. We strive to provide a stage for global learners, and 

ensure that they achieve excellence in their future. Magikid brings 

children from all over to discover the magic within themselves.

 6. Magikid’s future Outlook
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TO:  CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE  

 PLANNING COMMISSION 

  

FROM: ALDO CERVANTES 

PLANNING AND BUILDING DIRECTOR 

 

BY: CHRISTINE SONG 

 ASSISTANT PLANNER 

 

DATE: JULY 25, 2018 

 

SUBJECT:  VARIANCE NOS. V17-14, V17-15 

  MODIFICATION TO VARIANCE NO. V90-34 

  DESIGN REVIEW CASE NOS. DRC17-108, DRC17-109 

1803 VIRGINIA ROAD, (LIU/BALIWAG) 

 

 

STRATEGIC PLAN CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTORS 

 

 Engaged and Connected Residents 

 Efficient, Responsive, and Effective City Services 

 Fiscally Responsible and Transparent City Government 

 Beautiful, Preserved, Single-Family Residential Neighborhoods 

 

PROPOSAL: 
 

The applicant requests permission to construct a new two-story residence with a basement. The project will 

exceed the maximum allowable livable area. The existing detached three-car garage will be retained and 

does not meet current minimum dimensions and setback requirements. This project requires two variances, 

one modification to a previously approved variance, and two design review actions pursuant to City Code 

Sections 23.02.22, 23.15.03(B) and 23.15.03(E). 

 

REQUIRED ACTIONS: 

 

VARIANCE V17-14 – EXISTING LEGAL NONCONFORMING GARAGE SETBACK 

VARIANCE V17-15 – EXISTING LEGAL NONCONFORMING GARAGE DIMENSIONS  

MODIFICATION TO VARIANCE V90-34 – EXCEED MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE LIVABLE AREA 

DESIGN REVIEW CASE NO. DRC17-108 – NEW HOUSE 

DESIGN REVIEW CASE NO. DRC17-109 – ROOFING MATERIAL NOT ON THE CITY’S PRE-

APPROVED COLORS & MATERIALS LIST 

  

 

 

City of San Marino 

AGENDA REPORT 

Raymond Cheng, Vice-Chair 

Se-Yao Hsu 

Jeri Wright 

Shelley Boyle 

John Dustin 

James Okazaki, Alternate 

Monte Ross, Alternate 
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PRELIMINARY CONSULTATION: Pursuant to Code, upon receipt of a complete application the 

director or his/her designee shall meet with the applicant or the applicant's representative to explain to the 

applicant the applicable design guidelines, findings, and procedures that will apply to the project, and to 

informally discuss compliance of the project with the design guidelines and applicable regulations. None of 

the director's comments or suggestions shall constitute an actual or implied approval of the application. 

 

2/7/18: Staff met with the applicant’s representative to discuss the viability of the variance requests and a 

potential alternative project scope of work.  

 

General Plan: Very Low Density Residential (2-4 dwelling units per acre)   

Zoning:    R-1, Area District V 

Location:  The subject property is located along the south side of Virginia Road 

between Roanoke Road and Lorain Road.  

Lot Size:    12,266 square feet 

Existing Use:    Two-Story Single Family Residence (4,273 square feet) 

Surrounding Uses: The site is bordered in all directions by lots zoned R-1 District V, 

Single-Family Residential.   

Proposed Square-Footage:  4,228 square feet  

Parking Required:   3 parking spaces 

Parking Provided:   3 parking spaces 

Environmental Determination: The project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) per CEQA Guidelines Section 15302 (replacement or 

reconstruction). 

 

ANALYSIS: 

 

CRITERIA  REQUIRED PROVIDED 

ZONING:     

    Maximum Living Area/Lot Coverage 3,626 sq. ft.     4,228 sq. ft. / 3,281 sq. ft. 

HEIGHT:     

    Maximum Allowed 30’ 26’ -9”  

YARDS:     

    Front 40’ 40’ 

    Side 8’ 11’ (south) 19’-8” (north) 

    Rear 30’ 77’ 

PARKING AND DRIVEWAYS:     

    Garage Spaces 3 3 

    Driveway Width 9’ 11’ 

IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE:     

    Percentage N/A 1.5% 

DESIGN:     

    Architectural Style Italian Renaissance (Existing) Spanish Colonial (Proposed) 
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Variance – Existing Legal Nonconforming Garage and Exceeding Maximum Allowable Livable Area  

 

The subject property is an interior lot currently improved with a two-story 3,670 square foot Italian-

Renaissance style house and a detached 593 square foot three-car garage with an attached 603 square foot 

accessory dwelling unit (ADU). The existing house was constructed in 1927 by the Huntington Land and 

Improvement Company, with no architect listed on the original building permit. The applicant is proposing 

to demolish the existing 91-year old structure and has provided a historic resources assessment report 

indicating that the property is not eligible for listing under the National Register of Historic Places, the 

California Register of Historic Resources, nor any local historic landmark designation. The report evaluation 

shows that the existing structure and property were not associated with significant historic events, persons, 

and/or patterns of development.  

 

The applicant proposes to construct a new two-story, five-bedroom, 3,625 square foot Spanish Colonial style 

house while retaining the existing detached three-car garage and ADU. This will result in total lot coverage 

of 3,281 square feet and total livable area of 4,228 square feet. The project proposes to exceed the maximum 

allowed livable area by 602 square feet. Staff prepared a 300-foot radius survey of the neighborhood, which 

shows that the subject property would be developed with the second largest square footage of livable area if 

this project is approved. The property with the largest square footage of livable area within the 

neighborhood is almost double the size of the subject property. The existing ADU was first constructed as a 

guest unit in 1992 and was converted to an ADU in 2017.  

 

The proposed new two-story structure complies with zoning setbacks, maximum height, and maximum 

allowed lot coverage. However, the dimensions of the existing detached three-car garage (29’-5”W x 19’-

4”D) does not meet the current Code requirement for a three-car garage (30’W x 20’D).  Additionally, the 

existing garage only provides a side yard setback of 11 inches, while current City Code requires a minimum 

of two feet. City Code Section 23.02.22 states, No main building or accessory building shall be constructed 

or expanded, nor shall any residential building be reconstructed or altered to the extent of more than fifty 

percent (50%) of its replacement value, determined cumulatively over a consecutive five (5) year period, 

unless, together with all other buildings on the same lot (except for basements that do not contain livable 

area and open roof buildings such as pergolas), such building shall meet all requirements contained in this 

chapter.” Pursuant to this Code section, the applicant is required to address and correct all nonconforming 

aspects of the property. The applicant requests that this requirement be waived in order to retain the existing 

garage and the accessory dwelling unit.  

 

The Municipal Code requires that four findings be met when considering the approval of a variance. The 

findings are as follows:  

 

1. That strict application of the regulations and standards of this Chapter will result in practical 

difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of said 

regulations and standards. 

 

Strict application of the maximum allowed livable area square footage and garage development 

standards would not result in any practical difficulties or hardships for the applicant. Proposing to 

demolish an entire existing structure and construct a new building provides a great deal of flexibility 

in designing the new home in terms of how large it can be and what development standards are 

required. The general intent of the City’s zoning regulations is to avoid nonconforming and 

undesirable development patterns, which is why staff is unable to make this finding.  
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2. That the variance, if granted, will not constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent with the 

limitations upon other properties in the vicinity and zone in which the subject property is situated. 

 

The granting of these variance requests would constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent with 

the limitations and zoning restrictions that apply to the rest of the legal neighborhood as well as 

properties within a 300-foot radius of the project site. All other properties that are similar in size, 

shape, and orientation within the vicinity are required to comply with the same City Code sections. 

 
3. That, because of special circumstances applicable to the subject property, including size, shape, 

topography, location or surroundings, the strict application of this Chapter will deprive the 

applicant of a reasonable utilization of such property. 

 

The subject property is a flat, interior lot with no special circumstances regarding size, shape, 

topography, location, or surroundings.  

 
4. That the use or development applied for will not be materially detrimental to the public health, 

safety or general welfare or injurious to property or improvements in the zone or neighborhood in 

which the property is located.  

 

The proposed variance requests to maintain the existing nonconforming garage and to exceed 

maximum allowed livable area square footage would be materially detrimental to the general welfare 

of the city and properties in the neighborhood. Deviation from Code requirements is not a desirable 

development pattern and approval of such could potentially result in setting a dangerous precedent 

within the neighborhood as well as the city.   

 

5. That, because of circumstances relating to or conditions applicable to the property in question, it 

would be unreasonable and a deprivation of any practical use of the property to deny such 

variance. 

 

Denial of the variance requests would not be unreasonable nor a deprivation of practical use of the 

property, as there are alternative feasible design options that would comply with the City’s Code 

requirements and still allow the applicant to fully utilize the property.  

 

Design Review – New House 

 

The legal neighborhood consists of various traditional architectural styles including but not limited to 

Spanish and English Tudor influences. The new two-story Spanish Colonial house can be found compatible 

with the neighborhood in terms of massing, scale, and general design. However, the top plate height of the 

first floor at 10’-1” and the top plate of the second floor at 9’-1 is too tall and inconsistent with plate heights 

typically found in Area District V. Staff finds that there are an excessive number of windows throughout the 

house and the size of these windows may pose privacy concerns for both adjacent neighbors. The abundant 

use of precast concrete throughout the structure as well as the use of high density foam in the corbel at the 

front façade is inconsistent with traditional materials typically used for Spanish Colonial architecture. Staff 

would prefer to see the use of more natural materials for these design details. Overall, the proposed design 

has a boxy appearance and uncharacteristic features, so staff is unable to support the project. 

 

According to the San Marino City Code, the Planning Commission shall approve the application if it finds 

all of the following to be true:  
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 That the proposed structure is compatible with the neighborhood.   

 

 That the proposed structure is designed and will be developed in a manner which balances the 

reasonable expectation of privacy of persons residing on contiguous properties with the reasonable 

expectations of the applicants to develop their property within the restrictions of this Code.    

 

 In the case of a building addition, the proposal is compatible with the existing building which 

includes the rooflines.   

 

 That the colors and materials are consistent and match the existing building or structure.  

 

Due to the inability to satisfy conditions 2, 3, and 4, as stated above, staff cannot support the request for 

design review approval. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

 

Staff recommends denial of Variance Nos. V17-14, V17-15, Modification to Variance No. V90-34, Design 

Review Case Nos. DRC17-108, and DRC17-109. If the Planning Commission concurs with this 

recommendation then, following the public hearing, the following actions would be:  

 

1. Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the City’s local CEQA Guidelines, 

the Planning Commission in the exercise of its independent judgment finds that Variance Nos. V17-14, 

V17-15, Modification to Variance No. V90-34, Design Review Case Nos. DRC17-108, and DRC17-109 are 

categorically exempt from CEQA under Class 2, CEQA Guidelines Section 15302.   

 

2. The Planning Commission in the exercise of its independent judgment hereby makes the findings listed 

on attached Data Sheet No. 1 for Variance Nos. V17-14, V17-15, Modification to Variance No. V90-34, 

Design Review Case Nos. DRC17-108, and DRC17-109, which are incorporated herein by this reference.  

 

Attachments:  Application 

   Location/Radius Map 

   Legal Neighborhood Response Map 

   Variance V90-34 Approval Letter 

   Data Sheet 1 
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DATA SHEET 1                       

FINDINGS 
 

Variance Nos. V17-14, V17-15, and Modification to Variance No. V90-34 

 

That strict application of the regulations and standards of this Chapter will result in practical difficulties or 

unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of said regulations and standards. 

 

That the variance, if granted, will not constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent with the limitations 

upon other properties in the vicinity and zone in which the subject property is situated. 

 

That, because of special circumstances applicable to the subject property, including size, shape, 

topography, location or surroundings, the strict application of this Chapter will deprive the applicant of a 

reasonable utilization of such property. 

 

That the use or development applied for will not be materially detrimental to the public health, safety or 

general welfare or injurious to property or improvements in the zone or neighborhood in which the property 

is located. 

 

That, because of circumstances relating to or conditions applicable to the property in question, it would be 

unreasonable and a deprivation of any practical use of the property to deny such variance. 

 

 

Design Review DRC17-108, DRC17-109 

 

That the proposed structure is compatible with the neighborhood, and 

 

That the proposed structure is designed and will be developed in a manner which balances the reasonable 

expectation of privacy of persons residing on contiguous properties with the reasonable expectations of the 

applicants to develop their property within the restrictions of this code, 

 

In the case of a building addition, the proposal is compatible with the existing building which includes the 

rooflines, 

 

That the colors and materials are consistent and match the existing building or structure. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This report presents the results of a historic resource assessment for one parcel located at 1803 
Virginia Road (APN 5335-017-013). The property is situated on a residential street within the City 
of San Marino. One single-family Italian Renaissance-style residence and an accessory dwelling 
with garage are located at 1803 Virginia Road. 
 
The City of San Marino adopted a Historic Preservation and Design Review Regulations Ordinance 
(No. 0-18-1336) in April 2018 that expanded upon an earlier 1998 draft and adopted new criteria 
for eligibility. The proposed project would demolish one single-family dwelling. Sapphos 
Environmental, Inc. (Ms. Alexandra Madsen and Ms. Carrie Chasteen; Appendix A, Key Personnel 
Resumes) was retained to determine if the building located on the project site may be a historical 
resource in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The residence on 
this parcel was evaluated in this report using the eligibility criteria for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places and California Register of Historical Resources and for designation as a 
Historic Landmark using the guidelines for evaluation established in the Historic Preservation 
Ordinance.1 After careful research and evaluation, Sapphos Environmental, Inc. determined that 
the property does not possess sufficient historical or architectural significance to merit listing in the 
National Register, California Register, or for designation as a Historic Landmark. Because 1803 
Virginia Road does not appear eligible for listing, it is not considered to be a “historical resource” 
as defined in Section 15064.5(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. Therefore, demolition of the building 
would not result in a substantial adverse change to a historical resource as defined in Section 
15064.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. 

                                                 
1  City of San Marino. 24 January 2018. Planning Commission Agenda. Accessed May 16, 2018, at: http://www.ci.san-

marino.ca.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_01242018-1008; City of San Marino. 11 April 2018. City Council 
Agenda. Accessed May 16, 2018. Available at: http://www.ci.san-
marino.ca.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_04112018-1034 
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SECTION 1.0 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 
1.1 PROJECT LOCATION AND CURRENT SETTING 
 
This report presents the results of a historic resources assessment for one parcel located at 1803 
Virginia Road (APN 5335-017-013). The property is situated on a residential street within the City 
of San Marino (City) in Los Angeles County. The project site comprises one parcel located on the 
west side of Virginia Road just south of Roanoke Road. Development surrounding the project site 
is characterized by parcels with single-family residences and across from religious and educational 
facilities (Figure 1, Sketch Map for 1803 Virginia Road; Figure 2, Project Location Map for 1803 
Virginia Road). These residences primarily date from the late 1900s through the early 1930s.  
 

 
Figure 1. Sketch Map for 1803 Virginia Road 

SOURCE: Sapphos Environmental, 2018 
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Figure 2. Project Location Map for 1803 Virginia Road 

SOURCE: U.S. Geological Survey, 1991 
 
1.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The proposed project would demolish a single-family dwelling but retain an accessory dwelling 
with three-car garage.  
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SECTION 2.0 
METHODOLOGY 

 
In preparing this report, the following tasks were completed:  
 
1. Conducted a field inspection of the project site on May 17, 2018, to ascertain the general 

condition and physical integrity of the building thereon. Digital photographs were taken 
during the site inspection, which included only the exterior of the building due to lack of 
accessibility. Field notes were made. 

 
2. Obtained and reviewed the building permits for the parcel from the City of San Marino 

Planning and Building Department. Dates of construction and subsequent alterations were 
determined by the building permit record, as well as additional resources, such as the field 
inspection, Assessor information, Sanborn maps, and historic aerial photographs. 
 

3. Reviewed the Historic Preservation and Design Review Regulations Ordinance No. 0-18-
1336 as adopted on April 11, 2018.2 

 
4. Researched the project site and surrounding area at the San Marino Public Library and 

archives to establish the general history and context of the project site, including a review 
of the Historic Property Data File for Los Angeles County, newspapers, San Marino City 
Directories, books, and articles. 

 
5. Reviewed and analyzed ordinances, statutes, regulations, bulletins, and technical materials 

relating to federal, State, and local historic preservation assessment processes and programs 
to evaluate the significance and integrity of the buildings on the project site. 

 
 
  

                                                 
2  City of San Marino. 24 January 2018. Planning Commission Agenda. Accessed May 16, 2018. Available at: 

http://www.ci.san-marino.ca.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_01242018-1008; City of San Marino. 11 April 
2018. City Council Agenda. Accessed May 16, 2018. Available at: http://www.ci.san-
marino.ca.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_04112018-1034 
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SECTION 3.0 
REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

 
3.1  FEDERAL 
 
The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, defines the criteria to be considered 
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register): 
 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archeology, engineering, and 
culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity 
of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association and 
 
A. that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 

broad patterns of our history; or 
 
B. that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 
 
C.  that embody 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.  that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 

history (36 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Section part 63). 
 
According to National Register Bulletin No. 15, “to be eligible for listing in the National Register, a 
property must not only be shown to be significant under National Register criteria, but it also must 
have integrity.” Integrity is defined in National Register Bulletin No. 15 as “the ability of a property 
to convey its significance.”3 Within the concept of integrity, the National Register recognizes the 
following seven aspects or qualities that in various combinations define integrity: location, design, 
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. 
 
3.2  STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
 
Section 5024.1(c), Title 14 California Code of Regulations (CCR), Section 4852 of the California 
Public Resources Code defines the criteria to be considered eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources (California Register): 
 

A resource may be listed as an historical resource in the California Register if it meets any 
of the following [National Register] criteria: 
 
1.  Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 

patterns of California's history and cultural heritage; 
 
2.  Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 
 

                                                 
3  National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior. 2017. National Register Bulletin, How to Apply the National 

Register Criteria for Evaluation. Available at: https://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/ 
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3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or 
possesses high artistic values; or 

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

history. 
 
Section 4852(C) of the CCR4 defines integrity as follows: 
 

Integrity is the authenticity of an historical resource's physical identity evidenced by the 
survival of characteristics that existed during the resource’s period of significance. 
Historical resources eligible for listing in the California Register must meet one of the 
criteria of significance described in section 4852(b) of this chapter and retain enough of 
their historic character or appearance to be recognizable as historical resources and to 
convey the reasons for their significance. Historical resources that have been rehabilitated 
or restored may be evaluated for listing. 
 
Integrity is evaluated with regard to the retention of location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association. It must also be judged with reference to the 
particular criteria under which a resource is proposed for eligibility. Alterations over time 
to a resource or historic changes in its use may themselves have historical, cultural, or 
architectural significance. 

 
3.3  CITY OF SAN MARINO 
 
Section 23.18.030 of Article 18 of the Historic Preservation Ordinance No. 0-18-1336 defined the 
designation criteria for Historic Landmarks:5 
 

A. The Council may designate a historic resource a Historic Landmark if it meets the 
requirements of both paragraphs B and C of this section.  
 

B. Historic landmarks must meet at least one of the following criteria:  
 
3.  It is or was once associated or identified with important events or broad patterns of 

development that have made a significant contribution to the cultural, architectural, 
historical, and political heritage of the City, region, state, or nation; or  

 
4.  It is or was associated with an important person or persons who made a significant 

contribution to the history, development, or culture of the City, region, state, or 
nation; or  

 
5.  It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of 

construction; exemplifies the work of a well-recognized architect or builder, or 
possesses high artistic or aesthetic values; or it represents one of the last, best 
remaining examples of an architectural type or style in a neighborhood or the City 
that was once common but is now increasingly rare.  

                                                 
4 California Office of Historic Preservation. 1999. California State Law and Historic Preservation, 4853 (c), p. 66. 
5  City of San Marino. 11 April 2018. City Council Agenda. Accessed May 16, 2018. Available at: http://www.ci.san-

marino.ca.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_04112018-1034 
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C. Historic landmarks must retain integrity from their period of significance with respect to its 
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, association, or any combination 
of these factors. A proposed landmark need not retain all such original aspects, but must 
retain sufficient integrity to convey its historic, cultural, or architectural significance. 
Neither the deferred maintenance of a proposed landmark nor its dilapidated condition 
shall, on its own, be equated with a loss of integrity. Integrity shall be judged with 
reference to the particular characteristics that support the property’s eligibility 
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SECTION 4.0 
RECORD SEARCH 

 
4.1 RECORD SEARCH 
 
A cultural resource record search was not conducted at the South Central Coastal Information 
Center (SCCIC), located at California State University, Fullerton, due to time constraints. However, 
the Historic Resources Inventory (HRI) for Los Angeles County, available from the California Office 
of Historic Preservation, historic U.S. Geological Survey (ISGS) 7.5-minute series topographic 
maps, and aerial photographs were reviewed for the project site and adjacent properties. In 
addition to official maps and records, the following sources of information were consulted as part 
of the record search: 
 

• National Register of Historic Places—Listed (2018) 
• California Register of Historical Resources—Listed (2018) 
• California State Historical Landmarks (1996 and updates)  
• California Points of Historical Interest (1992 and updates)  
• Inventory of Historic Resources (2002) 

 
4.2  PREVIOUS EVALUATIONS/DESIGNATIONS SUMMARY 
 
It does not appear that the property was previously evaluated or found eligible for inclusion in a 
historical register. 
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SECTION 5.0 
HISTORY AND DESCRIPTION OF THE SURROUNDING AREA 

 
The following historic context is derived from the City of San Marino’s History page; San Marino: A 
Centennial History by Elizabeth Pomeroy; and William Hertrich’s Early San Marino.6 
 
5.1 HISTORIC CONTEXT 
 
National Register Bulletin 24, Guidelines for Local Surveys, states that the historic context 
developed in support of historic resource surveys should analyze and describe the “broad pattern 
of historical development in a community or its region that may be represented by historic 
resources.”7 Developing a historic context for survey areas is further described by the National 
Register as vital for providing a basis for a survey effort, helping researchers successfully identify all 
significant resources, and helping eliminate unintended biases. Through a review of the history and 
prehistory of the state and region under consideration, the historic context should define important 
patterns of development that may be reflected in the area’s historic resources. Because San Marino 
has not yet authored a Historic Context Statement, the following history is derived from the City 
and other resources regarding the City’s development and growth.8,9 
 
Early Settlement: The Mission and Rancho Years, 1810–1900  
 
The early years of the area that would become the City of San Marino were shaped by its proximity 
to the Mission San Gabriel Arcángel, which was founded in September 1771 and became one of 
the wealthiest missions in California. The mission’s “Stone Gristmill” was erected in the area that 
would become San Marino between 1810 and 1812 under the direction of Father Zalvedeo.10 
Following Mexican independence from Spain in 1821, calls for secularization of the mission 
system resulted in the 1833 proclamation, signed by Governor José Figueroa, to secularize 
California’s missions and distribute their vast land holdings. What would be San Marino was 
comprised of 10 ranchos, including Rancho Huerta de Cuati, Rancho San Pasqualito, and parts of 
Rancho San Pascual.11 
 
In the 1830s, the Mexican government granted a portion of land that would eventually be San 
Marino to an indigenous woman named Victoria Reid, a widow of Scotsman Hugo Reid. The land 
thereafter was named the rancho “Huerta de Cuati.” Other regions of San Marino, as well as large 

                                                 
6  “History of San Marino.” City of San Marino. Accessed May 16, 2018. Available at: http://ci.san-

marino.ca.us/196/History-of-San-Marino; Pomeroy, Elizabeth. 2012. San Marino: A Centennial History. San Marino, 
CA: San Marino Historical Society; Hertrich, William. 1933. Early San Marino. San Marino, CA: San Marino Garden 
Club. 

7  National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior. National Register Bulletin 24. Guidelines for Local Surveys: 
A Basis for Preservation Planning. Washington, DC. Accessed August 18, 2006.Available at: 
http://www.cr.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb24/chapter1.htm 

8  National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior. National Register Bulletin 24. Guidelines for Local Surveys: 
A Basis for Preservation Planning. Washington, DC. Accessed August 18, 2006.Available at: 
http://www.cr.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb24/chapter1.htm 

9  “History of San Marino.” City of San Marino. Accessed May 16, 2018. Available at: http://ci.san-
marino.ca.us/196/History-of-San-Marino 

10  Hertrich, William. 1933. Early San Marino. San Marino, CA: San Marino Garden Club. p.18. 
11  Pomeroy, Elizabeth. 2012. San Marino: A Centennial History. San Marino, CA: San Marino Historical Society. pp. 

24–25. 
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portions of Pasadena, Altadena, and South Pasadena, were granted by the governor to Juan Mariné, 
husband of Eulalia Pérez de Guillén, in compensation for his wife’s long service at Mission San 
Gabriel. Mariné named his land, originally referred to as El Rincón de San Pascual (the Corner of 
San Pascual), Rancho San Pasqual. After Mariné failed to build an improvement on the land as 
required by Mexican law to retain a land grant, Rancho San Pasqual was granted in 1843 to 
Manuel Garfias. In the United States period—after the 1848 conclusion of the United States-
Mexican War and California statehood in 1850—owners of many such ranchos were obliged to 
prove the validity of their property titles following the 1851 creation of the U.S. Land Commission.  
 
One early settler of the area was Michael White, an English sailor who adopted the name “Miguel 
Blanco” and who built an adobe circa 1845. This adobe still stands in San Marino and is listed in 
the National Register. Another early settler, Benjamin D. Wilson, also commonly referred to as 
“Don Benito,” took possession of the rancho Huerta de Cuati in 1852. Garfias’s claim to Rancho 
San Pasqual was confirmed by the U.S. Board of Land Commission in 1854. However, by 1858, 
Garfias’ cattle ranch had gone into debt, and he ceded ownership of Rancho San Pasqual to 
Benjamin D. Wilson as well. Wilson, a trapper and trader from Tennessee who traveled to 
California in 1841 as part of the Workman-Rowland Party, became an important figure in the early 
settlement of Southern California. Wilson served as the first clerk of Los Angeles County and, in 
1852, became Los Angeles’ second elected mayor. 
 
Wilson deeded a portion of his land to his daughter Maria de Jesus, or Sue, who married J. de Barth 
Shorb. The couple renamed the land “San Marino” after Shorb’s grandfather’s plantation in 
Frederick County, Maryland. The Shorbs built a mansion on the Rancho San Marino in 1877 and 
enlarged it in 1888. It was later demolished.12 The land was largely agricultural and filled with 
vineyards for much of the late 19th and early 20th century. Early development of San Marino 
begun in 1903 after some of the land was purchased from Shorb by Henry E. Huntington. 
 
Subdivision, Incorporation, and Growth 1900–1930 
 
Parts of the Ranchos of Benjamin D. Wilson were later inherited by his son-in-law George Smith 
Patton, a son of a colonel in the Confederate Army. Patton attended the Virginia Military Institute 
and later pursued a career in law. In 1878, Patton moved to Los Angeles. He married Benjamin D. 
Wilson’s daughter Ruth Wilson six years after her father’s death and moved into the Lake Vineyard 
home. This ranch, combined with the lands previously sold to Henry E. Huntington, were 
combined to create the city of San Marino.  
 
Many of the earlier, large estates were demolished and new, grand 20th-century residences were 
built. The most famous residence was that of Henry Huntington, which still remains at the 
Huntington Library and Garden of San Marino. This Beaux Arts-style residence was designed by 
Pasadena architect Myron Hunt at the location of the earlier Shorb house in 1909. Hunt’s other 
notable projects included the Rose Bowl, Pasadena Public Library, and the former Ambassador 
Hotel in Los Angeles.13 
 
Development soon took hold of San Marino in the early 20th century with the Pacific Electric 
Railway line from Los Angeles to Monrovia, bisecting San Marino in 1903 and expanded in 1906. 
Pacific Electric Railway was owned by Huntington, who increasingly saw the need to retire. In 

                                                 
12  Hertrich, William. 1933. Early San Marino. San Marino, CA: San Marino Garden Club. pp. 7–9.  
13  Pomeroy, Elizabeth. 2012. San Marino: A Centennial History. San Marino, CA: San Marino Historical Society. p. 76. 
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1911, he sold the Pacific Electric system to the Southern Pacific Railway.14 Increasingly, residents 
recognized the threat that their town could be pulled apart, and the need for incorporation grew. 
On April 25, 1913, the charter for the City was granted and the area was incorporated as a city. The 
City Council was formed, and George S. Patton was elected as the first mayor. Patton also served 
as the manager of the Huntington Land Development Company, where he oversaw the 
subdivisions of the City. Four trustees were responsible for much of the early days of the City, 
including Patton, Richard H. Lacy, William L. Valentine, Edward H. Groenendyke, and Edwin G. 
Hart. 
 
The 1920s were characterized by the subdivision of the new city, and residential growth as people 
from Los Angeles and elsewhere relocated to San Marino. The City was marketed as highly 
residential, moderately inexpensive, and only 25 minutes from downtown Los Angeles by fast 
Pacific Electric Railway. In the mid-and late-1920s, 70 acres of Huntington’s ranch and 55 acres of 
Patton’s property were developed.15 This growth continued in the 1930s, even with the onset of the 
Great Depression. 
 
World War II and Post-War Growth, 1940–Present  
 
In 1942, an Army anti-aircraft unit was installed in Lacy Park, serving as headquarters for a handful 
of soldiers. General George Patten, son of the town’s earlier George Smith Patton, visited the park 
when on leave from Europe. World War II brought economic boost to San Marino, as in much of 
the United States, and the end of the war ushered in a period of growth and prosperity. 
 
In the 1950s, San Marino neared its built-out capacity with over 13,500 residents. In 1952, the City 
established a Planning Commission to ensure the City would remain the residential haven citizens 
enjoyed.16 As well as a growth in population, the City also diversified. Early in the 20th century, 
there had been a relatively sizable population of Chinese and Japanese residents. With World War 
II and Franklin D. Roosevelt’s Executive Order 9066, these residents were sent to internment 
camps. Only in the 1970s did the San Gabriel Valley again experience what author Elizabeth 
Pomeroy calls “An Asian Renaissance in the Valley.”17 The growth of San Marino, emphasis on 
residential living, and growth of diverse residents has defined the City over time. 
 
  

                                                 
14  Pomeroy, Elizabeth. 2012. San Marino: A Centennial History. San Marino, CA: San Marino Historical Society. p. 69. 
15  Pomeroy, Elizabeth. 2012. San Marino: A Centennial History. San Marino, CA: San Marino Historical Society. p. 94. 
16  Pomeroy, Elizabeth. 2012. San Marino: A Centennial History. San Marino, CA: San Marino Historical Society. p. 

122. 
17  Pomeroy, Elizabeth. 2012. San Marino: A Centennial History. San Marino, CA: San Marino Historical Society. p. 

133. 
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SECTION 6.0 
DESCRIPTION OF EVALUATED RESOURCES 

 
6.1 1803 Virginia Road 
 
The Italian Renaissance-style residence at 1803 Virginia Road was built in 1927, is rectangular in 
plan, and is situated in the center of the lot. The property features a deep setback that is bisected by 
the public walkway and framed by palms. The driveway is accessible to the north of the building 
and includes a central brick path with concrete edges. The building has a concrete foundation, 
stucco exterior, and Spanish clay tile hipped roof. The building measures approximately 3,670 
square feet. Fenestration is comprised of single, paired, tripartite, and fixed two-over-five-light vinyl 
windows that were replaced at an unknown date. Two balconies are located on the second story, 
and the primary entrance includes a sheltered entry porch (Figure 3, General View of 1803 Virginia 
Road). 
 

 
Figure 3. General View of 1803 Virginia Road 
SOURCE: Sapphos Environmental, Inc., 2018 

 
Primary (Eastern) Façade 
 
The primary façade faces Virginia Road and includes the primary entrance. This entrance has an 
unoriginal door with metal filigree detailing under a Neoclassical-inspired 1.5-story sheltered entry 
porch. This sheltered entry porch includes a flat roof upheld by two columns and features a central, 
modern light sconce (Figure 2, View of Primary Façade, 1803 Virginia Road).  
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Figure 4. View of Primary Façade, 1803 Virginia Road 

SOURCE: Sapphos Environmental, Inc., 2018 
 

The entry porch is set beneath a central vinyl window with paired three-light casement windows 
beneath a fan light. To the left of the entrance are three two-over-five-light vinyl windows whereas 
a pair of similar windows is located to the right. Along the second story are two balconies with 
doors that match the windows below, and feature wrought iron railings. This entrance is accessed 
via a brick walkway that is perpendicular to the façade and winds to the driveway. Three steps clad 
in unoriginal pavers provide entrance to the porch. No windows or doors appear to be original; the 
originals appear to have been removed at an unknown date (Figure 5, View of Primary Façade, 
Entrance, 1803 Virginia Road). 
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Figure 5. View of Primary Façade, Entrance, 1803 Virginia Road 

SOURCE: Sapphos Environmental, Inc., 2018 
 

Southern Façade 
 
The southern façade features the enclosed brick chimney. Original to the building, the chimney 
received major improvements and seismic retrofitting in 1999.18 Windows along this façade appear 
to mimic those of the primary façade with their two-over-five light windows. Numerous palms and 
a metal gate that separates the rear of the property from the street are located at the southern corner 
of the building (Figure 6, View of Southern Façade, 1803 Virginia Road). 
 

                                                 
18  City of San Marino. 16 April 1999. Inspection Record.  
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Figure 6. View of Southern Façade, 1803 Virginia Road 

SOURCE: Sapphos Environmental, Inc., 2018 
 
Northern Façade 
 
The northern façade features a central bay window with clay tile roof and a side entrance with 
cloth awning shelter. This entrance is accessible by two-way concrete stairs with a metal hand 
railing and leads into the driveway. Four-light casement windows line this façade (Figure 7, View of 
Northern Façade, 1803 Virginia Road). 



1803 Virginia Road  Historic Resources Technical Report 
May 25, 2018  Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
W:\Projects\2083\2083-005\MFR\MFR.docx Page 15 

 
Figure 7. View of Northern Façade, 1803 Virginia Road 

SOURCE: Sapphos Environmental, Inc., 2018 
 
Garage 
 
The garage is located behind the main residence and features three car garage entrances as well as 
an accessory living unit. The garage has a stucco exterior, modern garage doors, and a hipped roof 
clad in red clay tiles (Figure 8, View of Garage, 1803 Virginia Road). 
 

 
Figure 8. View of Garage, 1803 Virginia Road 
SOURCE: Sapphos Environmental, Inc., 2018 
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Setting 
 
The subject property is located along Virginia Road. Virginia Road is lined on the west with 
residential properties, including the subject properties, and on the east by the San Marino 
Community Church and San Marino Community Church Nursery School (Figure 9, View of 
Virginia Road Facing North). Most residences in the area appear to have been constructed between 
the 1920s and 1940s. The properties are characterized by Revival-style residences with deep 
setbacks. Virginia Road is lined with palms, and sidewalks seem to bisect the deep front yards of 
residences (Figures 10A–B, Properties along Virginia Road). 
 

 
Figure 9. View of Virginia Road Facing North 
SOURCE: Sapphos Environmental, Inc., 2018 

 

 
Figure 10A–B. Properties along Virginia Road 
SOURCE: Sapphos Environmental, Inc., 2018 
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SECTION 7.0 
PROPERTY HISTORY 

 
7.1  CONSTRUCTION HISTORY 
 
The residence located at 1803 Virginia Road measures approximately 3,670 square feet. According 
to Assessor records, the residence was developed by the Huntington Land and Improvement 
Company in 1927.19 The residence was built in a very convenient location, as it was directly 
between the Pacific Electric Railway (now Huntington Drive) and the Southern Pacific Railway line 
(near present-day Lorain Road). The property also historically would have immediately abutted the 
early Henry E. Huntington School. 
 
On May 4, 1927, the Huntington Land and Improvement Company submitted plans and 
specifications for a residence to be erected for Mrs. Elizabeth Kruger.20 The original building permit 
for construction of the residence dates to May 6, 1927 and does not list an architect.21 Then-owner 
is listed as Elizabeth M. Kruger; the building was constructed with a concrete foundation, brick 
chimney, and stucco exterior. In 1970, tiles on the roof were repaired.22  
 
A second story addition to the building was added in 1980;23 that same year a swimming pool was 
installed in the rear yard.24 In 1990, the City approved a conditional use permit for a variance to 
exceed the maximum allowable livable area for the residence.25 An addition, including bedroom, 
study, bathroom, and three-car garage, was completed in 1992; this is likely the garage at the rear 
of the property.26 In 1999, the chimney was repaired from earthquake damage and enclosed in 
stucco.27 
 
Although the residence was not included in the 1929 Sanborn fire insurance maps, the residence’s 
footprint is generally the same as it was in 1927 (Figure 11, Current Footprint, 1803 Virginia Road).  
 
 

                                                 
19  County of Los Angeles Assessor. 1921–1927. Book 147, p. 60.  
20  Huntington Land & Improvement Company. 4 May 1927. Letter to Mrs. E. M. Kruger. On file at City of San Marino 

Permit Repositories. 
21  City of San Marino. 6 May 1927. Application for Building Permit. 
22  City of San Marino. 24 August 1970. Building Permit No. 12301. 
23  City of San Marino. 28 February 1980. Building Permit No. 35305. 
24  City of San Marino. 14 March 1980. Building Permit No. 35387; City of San Marino. 9 January 1980. Building 

Permit No. 35092. 
25  Saldana, David A. 3 December 1990. Letter to Gayle Young. Subject: Conditional Use Permit NO. CUP90-33 

Variance No. V90-34. 
26  City of San Marino. 7 February 1992. Building Permit No. 62643. 
27  City of San Marino. 16 April 1999. Inspection Record. 
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Figure 11. Current Footprint, 1803 Virginia Road 

SOURCE: Los Angeles County Assessor, Property Assessment Information System,  
May 17, 2018 

 
7.2 OWNERSHIP/OCCUPANT HISTORY 
 
Based upon a review of the Los Angeles County Assessor’s parcel data, the property was improved 
in 1927. The property changed ownership several times between 1921 and 1999 (Table 1, 
Assessor Data, APN 5335-017-013).  
 

TABLE 1 
ASSESSOR DATA, APN 5335-017-013 

 
Map Book No. Page No. Date Owners 

147 60 1921–1927 
Huntington Land and Improvement 

Company 
Elizabeth M. Kruger 

707 27 1927–1937 Elizabeth M. Kruger 
822 23 1951–1955 Elizabeth M. Kruger 
822 23 1956–1961 Elizabeth M. Kruger 
N/A N/A 1982 Gayle T. Young 
N/A N/A 1993 Gayle T. Young 
N/A N/A 1997 Jack M. and Gayle T. Young 
N/A N/A 1999 David and Joanne Liu 

KEY: * Denotes information obtained from the Los Angeles County Assessor’s public counter. 
 
The current owners of the property are David and Joanne Liu. 
 
Elizabeth M. Kruger was born Elizabeth Spinner in California circa 1883 to a mother from Oregon 
and father from the German territory of Alsace-Lorraine. She was listed as wife to Otto H. Kruger in 
1930 with three children: Harold, Theodore, and Louise.28 In 1930, her address was listed as 803 
Lorain Road, likely because of the property’s proximity to this intersection; in 1953 it appears as 

                                                 
28  Ancestry.com; Year: 1930; Census Place: San Marino, Los Angeles, California; Page: 6B; Enumeration District: 1433 
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1803 Virginia Road.29 Otto Kruger, not to be mistaken with the Hollywood actor, was a patent 
attorney.30 In 1945, the couple’s son, Theodore Kruger, was released from a German prison camp 
at the end of World War II.31 
 
 In 1966, the property was listed for sale; this was the first time the property was available for 
purchase since its construction in 1927.32 According to an article in the Los Angeles Times from 
1967, Mrs. William Enslie resided at the property that year. Mrs. Enslie was a member of the 
Toastmistress Club, which was dedicated to the art of speaking well.33 No additional information 
was available on the Enslies. 
 
7.3 USE HISTORY 
 
The building at 1803 Virginia Road was constructed as a single-family residence; the building 
retains this use and is currently occupied.  
 
  

                                                 
29  Ancestry.com. 2011. U.S. City Directories, 1822–1995 [database on-line]. Provo, UT: Ancestry.com Operations, Inc. 
30  “Patents, Patent Attorneys.” 15 February 1927. The Los Angeles Times. 
31  “Services Announce New Southland Casualties.” 8 June 1945. The Los Angeles Times.  
32  “1803 Virginia Road.” 21 August 1966. Independent Star-News (Pasadena, CA). 
33  “Toastmistress Club Members Will Gather.” 19 January 1967. The Los Angeles Times. 
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SECTION 8.0 
HISTORIC CONTEXT 

 
The property was evaluated using Section 23.18.030 of Article 18 of the Historic Preservation 
Ordinance No. 0-18-1336 which defined the designation criteria for Historic Landmarks.34 In order 
to best address B3, the property was considered as an example of Italian Renaissance-style 
architecture:35  
 
Italian Renaissance 
 
The Italian Renaissance style of architecture was popular in the United States from roughly 1890 to 
1935. This style borrows from original Italian styles, and includes classical elements such as 
recessed entry porches, columns, and arches. The style can be identified by its low-pitched hipped 
roof clad in ceramic tiles, with elaborate lower and more basic upper windows.  
 
There are four variations of this style:  
 

• Simple Hipped Roof,  
• Hipped Roof with Projecting Wing,  
• Asymmetrical, and 
• Flat Roof 

 
The simple hipped roof is the most common subtype of the Italian Renaissance style. It features a 
simple hipped roof, often clad in clay tiles, and a flat symmetrical front façade. Although full-width 
porches can be featured in this subtype, they are not always included. 
 
Character-defining features include:  
 

• One or two-stories  
• Hipped or flat roof 
• Spanish clay tile roofing 
• Symmetrical or asymmetrical façade 
• Recessed entry porch 
• Archways over doors 
• Columns 
• Large windows on first story and simpler windows on second story 

 
 
 
  

                                                 
34  City of San Marino. 11 April 2018. City Council Agenda. Accessed May 16, 2018. Available at: http://www.ci.san-

marino.ca.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_04112018-1034 
35  McAlester, Virginia and Lee. 2000. A Field Guide to American Houses, New York, NY: Alfred A. Knopf. 
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SECTION 9.0 
EVALUATION OF ELIGIBILITY 

 
9.1 EVALUATION 
 
The City of San Marino’s Historic Preservation Ordinance No. 0-18-1336, Section 23.18.030 of 
Article 18 has defined the designation criteria for Historic Landmarks:36 

 
3.  It is or was once associated or identified with important events or broad patterns of 

development that have made a significant contribution to the cultural, architectural, 
historical, and political heritage of the City, region, state, or nation; or  

 
4.  It is or was associated with an important person or persons who made a significant 

contribution to the history, development, or culture of the City, region, state, or 
nation; or  

 
5.  It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of 

construction; exemplifies the work of a well-recognized architect or builder, or 
possesses high artistic or aesthetic values; or it represents one of the last, best 
remaining examples of an architectural type or style in a neighborhood or the City 
that was once common but is now increasingly rare.  

 
Evaluation of 1803 Virginia Road 
 
The property located at 1803 Virginia Road represents a somewhat altered example of a middle-
class dwelling from the 1920s development of the City, after the community’s incorporation as a 
city in California. The property located at 1803 Virginia Road was built in the center of the city as 
one of many constructed in the 1920s. Residences immediately surrounding the subject property 
were also developed in this time frame; many were completed from the 1920s through 1940s. The 
property was not associated with an important event of broad pattern of significant development 
that made a contribution to the City, region, state, or nation. Therefore, the property is not eligible 
for listing under Criterion A/1/3 for the National Register, California Register, or as a Historic 
Landmark. 
 
1803 Virginia Road is not eligible for the National Register, the California Register, or as a Historic 
Landmark under Criteria B/2/4 for an association with persons significant in our past, as no one 
associated with this address can be documented to have significantly contributed to local, state, or 
national history to an extent significant enough to warrant designation. 
 
1803 Virginia Road was designed as an Italian Renaissance-style residence. However, the property 
lacks integrity and has undergone numerous alterations. Because of these alterations, the property 
no longer retains its original appearance. Therefore, 1803 Virginia Road is not eligible for the 
National Register, the California Register, or as a Historic Landmark under Criteria C/3/5 because 
the residence does not retain distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction 
and is not the work of a master.  

                                                 
36  City of San Marino. 11 April 2018. City Council Agenda. Accessed May 16, 2018. Available at: http://www.ci.san-

marino.ca.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_04112018-1034 
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Statement of Integrity for 1803 Virginia Road 
 
The property, 1803 Virginia Road, was evaluated against the seven aspects of integrity as outlined 
in the California Code of Regulations (Section 4852 [C]),37 and described in the National Register 
Program. The seven aspects of integrity include location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling, and association.  
 
The subject property retains its original location and has not been moved; the subject property 
therefore retains integrity of location. 
 
The design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association have been changed over time with 
various alterations. Many of the windows on the property were removed and replaced at an 
unknown date. The primary entrance’s door was also changed at an unknown date. Balconies on 
the second floor of the property are not original. The light sconce over the primary entrance does 
not appear to be original. The subject property therefore does not retain integrity of design, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association as the combination of these elements is different 
than at the time of construction, and the building no longer reflects historic technologies or 
aesthetics. 
 
The setting of the subject property has largely remained, and is comprised of a single-family 
residence in a generally uniform neighborhood, with many surrounding residences dating to the 
1920s through 1940s. The subject property therefore generally retains its setting, as the 
neighborhoods’ original appearance is much the same as it was at the time of the residence’s 
construction (Appendix B, DPR 523 Series Forms). 
 
9.2  RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Because 1803 Virginia Road, San Marino, Los Angeles County, California, does not appear eligible 
for listing in the National Register, California Register, or designation as a Historic Landmark, it is 
not considered to be a “historical resource” as defined in Section 15064.5(a) of the CEQA 
Guidelines. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a substantial adverse change to a 
historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. 
 
Should there be any questions regarding the information contained in this MFR, please contact  
Ms. Carrie Chasteen at (626) 683-3547, extension 102. 
 
  

                                                 
37  California Office of Historic Preservation. 1999. California State Law and Historic Preservation, 4853 (c), p. 66. 
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State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #  
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   

PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial   

       NRHP Status Code 6Z 
    Other Listings  
 Review Code   Reviewer  Date   

 

DPR 523A (9/2013) *Required information  

Page 1 of 9 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder): 1803 Virginia Road  

P1. Other Identifier: None 

 
*P2. Location: ☐ Not for Publication     ☒ Unrestricted  

*a. County: Los Angeles and (P2b and P2c or P2d. Attach a Location Map as necessary.) 

*b. USGS 7.5' Quad:  El Monte Date: 1994   T01S; R12W;     of     of Sec 3; SB    B.M. 

c. Address: 1803 Virginia Road City: San Marino  Zip: 91108  
d. UTM (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources)  Zone: 11,   397021   mE/   3775532   mN 

e. Other Locational Data:  (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., as appropriate): APN: 5335-017-013  
 
*P3a. Description (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and 

boundaries):  
 
The Italian Renaissance-style residence at 1803 Virginia Road was built in 1927, is rectangular 
in plan, and is situated in the center of the lot. The property features a deep setback that is 
bisected by the public walkway and framed by palms. The driveway is accessible to the north of 
the building and includes a central brick path with concrete edges. The building has a concrete 
foundation, stucco exterior, and Spanish clay tile hipped roof. The building measures 
approximately 3,670 square feet. Fenestration is comprised of single, paired, tripartite, and 
fixed two-over-five-light vinyl windows that were replaced at an unknown date. Two balconies are 
located on the second story, and the primary entrance includes a sheltered entry porch. The 
primary façade faces Virginia Road and includes the primary entrance. This entrance has an 
unoriginal door with metal filigree detailing under a Neoclassical-inspired 1.5-story sheltered 
entry porch. This sheltered entry porch includes a flat roof upheld by two columns and features a 
central, modern light sconce. (See Continuation Sheet page 4) 
 

*P3b.  Resource Attributes (List attributes and codes): HP2 Single-Family Property 
 
*P4.  Resources Present: ☒Building  ☐Structure  ☐Object  ☐Site  ☐District  ☐Element of District  ☐Other (Isolates, etc.) 

 
P5b.  Description of Photo (view, date, 

accession #): Facing west; May 18, 
2018; Photo No. DSCFR0251 (See 
Continuation Sheet page 4) 
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and Source:  

☒Historic   ☐Prehistoric   ☐Both 

 
*P7.  Owner and Address:   
David and Joanne Liu 
1803 Virginia Road 
San Marino, California 91108 
 
*P8.  Recorded by (Name, affiliation, and 

address): Alexandra Madsen 
Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
430 N. Halstead Street 
Pasadena, CA  91107 
 

*P9. Date Recorded: May 25, 2018 

 

*P10. Survey Type (Describe): Intensive 

 
 

*P11. Report Citation (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none"): Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 2018. 
Historic Evaluation for 1803 Virginia Road.  
 
 
 
 

Attachments: ☐ NONE  ☒ Location Map  ☐ Sketch Map  ☒ Continuation Sheet ☒  Building, Structure, and Object Record  

☐ Archaeological Record  ☐ District Record  ☐ Linear Feature Record  ☐ Milling Station Record  ☐ Rock Art Record  

☐  Artifact Record  ☐ Photograph Record ☐  Other (List): 

P5a. Photo or Drawing (Photo required for buildings, structures, and objects.) 
(Continued on Continuation Sheet page 4) 

 
 



State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #  
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   

BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD 
*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder):  *NRHP Status Code 6Z 
Page 2 of 9 

DPR 523B (9/2013) *Required information  

 

B1. Historic Name:  1803 Virginia Road 
B2. Common Name: 1803 Virginia Road  
B3. Original Use:  Single-Family Residence B4.  Present Use:  Single-Family Residence 

*B5. Architectural Style: Italian Renaissance 

*B6. Construction History: (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations)  
 

The residence located at 1803 Virginia Road measures approximately 3,670 square feet. According 
to Assessor records, the residence was developed by the Huntington Land and Improvement Company 
in 1927. The residence was built in a very convenient location, as it was directly between the 
Pacific Electric Railway (now Huntington Drive) and the Southern Pacific Railway line (near 
present-day Lorain Road). The property also historically would have immediately abutted the early 
Henry E. Huntington School. 
 
On May 4, 1927, the Huntington Land and Improvement Company submitted plans and specifications 
for a residence to be erected for Mrs. Elizabeth Kruger. The original building permit for 
construction of the residence dates to May 6, 1927 and does not list an architect. Then-owner is 
listed as Elizabeth M. Kruger; the building was constructed with a concrete foundation, brick 
chimney, and stucco exterior. In 1970, tiles on the roof were repaired. (See Continuation Sheet 
page 6) 
 

*B7. Moved? ☒ No     ☐ Yes     ☐ Unknown Date: N/A Original Location: N/A 

*B8. Related Features: N/A 

B9a.  Architect:  N/A b. Builder:  N/A 

*B10. Significance: Theme:  Residential Architecture Area:  San Marino  

Period of Significance: 1927 Property Type: Single-Family Residence Applicable Criteria: N/A 
(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope. Also 
address integrity.)   
 

See Continuation Sheet page 6. 
 
B11. Additional Resource Attributes (List attributes and codes): N/A 
 
*B12. References:  
 
California Office of Historic Preservation. 1999. California State Law and Historic 

Preservation, 4853 (c), p. 66. 
 
Los Angeles County Assessor’s public counter, 2018. 
 
McAlester, Virginia, and Lee McAlester. 2004. A Field Guide to American Houses. New York, NY: 

Knopf Doubleday Publishing Group. (See Continuation Sheet page 9) 
 

*B13. Remarks:  N/A 

 
*B14. Evaluator:   
Alexandra Madsen 
Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
430 N. Halstead Street 
Pasadena, CA 91107 
 

*Date of Evaluation: May 25, 2018 

 

(This space reserved for official comments.) 

(Sketch Map with north arrow required.) 

 



State of California  Natural Resources Agency  Primary #  
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#  

LOCATION MAP Trinomial  
 
Page 3 of 9 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder): 1803 Virginia Road  
*Map Name: San Marino   *Scale: 1: 24,000 *Date of map: 1995 

DPR 523J (Rev. 1/1995)(Word 9/2013)  * Required information 

 

 
 



State of California  Natural Resources Agency    Primary #  
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #  

CONTINUATION SHEET     Trinomial  

 

DPR 523L (9/2013) *Required information  
 

Page 4 of 9 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder): 1803 Virginia Road  

 

*P3a. Description: (Continued from Primary Record page 1) 
 
Primary (Eastern) Façade 
 
The entry porch is set beneath a central vinyl window with paired three-light casement windows 
beneath a fan light. To the left of the entrance are three two-over-five-light vinyl windows 
whereas a pair of similar windows is located to the right. Along the second story are two 
balconies with doors that match the windows below, and feature wrought iron railings. This 
entrance is accessed via a brick walkway that is perpendicular to the façade and winds to the 
driveway. Three steps clad in unoriginal pavers provide entrance to the porch. No windows or 
doors appear to be original; the originals appear to have been removed at an unknown date. 
 
Southern Façade 
 
The southern façade features the enclosed brick chimney. Original to the building, the chimney 
received major improvements and seismic retrofitting in 1999. Windows along this façade appear to 
mimic those of the primary façade with their two-over-five light windows. Numerous palms and a 
metal gate that separates the rear of the property from the street are located at the southern 
corner of the building. 
 
Northern Façade 
 
The northern façade features a central bay window with clay tile roof and a side entrance with 
cloth awning shelter. This entrance is accessible by two-way concrete stairs with a metal hand 
railing and leads into the driveway. Four-light casement windows line this façade. 
 
Garage 
 
The garage is located behind the main residence and features three car garage entrances as well 
as an accessory living unit. The garage has a stucco exterior, modern garage doors, and a hipped 
roof clad in red clay tiles. 
 
Setting 
 
The subject property is located along Virginia Road. Virginia Road is lined on the west with 
residential properties, including the subject properties, and on the east by the San Marino 
Community Church and San Marino Community Church Nursery School. Most residences in the area 
appear to have been constructed between the 1920s and 1940s. The properties are characterized by 
Revival-style residences with deep setbacks. Virginia Road is lined with palms, and sidewalks 
seem to bisect the deep front yards of residences. 
 

P5a. Photo or Drawing: (Continued from Primary Record page 1) 
 
SOURCE: Sapphos Environmental, Inc.  
 

   
Properties along Virginia Road  

 
(See Continuation Sheet page 5) 
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DPR 523L (9/2013) *Required information  
 

Page 5 of 9 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder): 1803 Virginia Road  

 

P5a. Photo or Drawing: (Continued from Continuation Sheet page 4) 
 
SOURCE: Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
 

 
View of Primary Façade, Entrance, 1803 Virginia Road  

 

 
View of Southern Façade, 1803 Virginia Road 

 

 
View of Northern Façade, 1803 Virginia Road  
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DPR 523L (9/2013) *Required information  
 

Page 6 of 9 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder): 1803 Virginia Road  

 

*B6. Construction History: (Continued from Building, Structure, and Object Record page 2)  
 
A second story addition to the building was added in 1980; that same year a swimming pool was 
installed in the rear yard. In 1990, the City approved a conditional use permit for a variance to 
exceed the maximum allowable livable area for the residence. An addition, including bedroom, 
study, bathroom, and three-car garage, was completed in 1992; this is likely the garage at the 
rear of the property. In 1999, the chimney was repaired from earthquake damage and enclosed in 
stucco. 
 
Although the residence was not included in the 1929 Sanborn fire insurance maps, the residence’s 
footprint is generally the same as it was in 1927.  
 
*B10. Significance: (Continued from Building, Structure, and Object Record page 2) 
 
HISTORIC CONTEXT 
 
National Register Bulletin 24, Guidelines for Local Surveys, states that the historic context 
developed in support of historic resource surveys should analyze and describe the “broad pattern 
of historical development in a community or its region that may be represented by historic 
resources.” Developing a historic context for survey areas is further described by the National 
Register as vital for providing a basis for a survey effort, helping researchers successfully 
identify all significant resources, and helping eliminate unintended biases. Through a review of 
the history and prehistory of the state and region under consideration, the historic context 
should define important patterns of development that may be reflected in the area’s historic 
resources. Because San Marino has not yet authored a Historic Context Statement, the following 
history is derived from the City and other resources regarding the City’s development and growth. 
 
Early Settlement: The Mission and Rancho Years, 1810–1900  
 
The early years of the area that would become the City of San Marino were shaped by its proximity 
to the Mission San Gabriel Arcángel, which was founded in September 1771 and became one of the 
wealthiest missions in California. The mission’s “Stone Gristmill” was erected in the area that 
would become San Marino between 1810 and 1812 under the direction of Father Zalvedeo. Following 
Mexican independence from Spain in 1821, calls for secularization of the mission system resulted 
in the 1833 proclamation, signed by Governor José Figueroa, to secularize California’s missions 
and distribute their vast land holdings. What would be San Marino was comprised of 10 ranchos, 
including Rancho Huerta de Cuati, Rancho San Pasqualito, and parts of Rancho San Pascual. 
 
In the 1830s, the Mexican government granted a portion of land that would eventually be San 
Marino to an indigenous woman named Victoria Reid, a widow of Scotsman Hugo Reid. The land 
thereafter was named the rancho “Huerta de Cuati.” Other regions of San Marino, as well as large 
portions of Pasadena, Altadena, and South Pasadena, were granted by the governor to Juan Mariné, 
husband of Eulalia Pérez de Guillén, in compensation for his wife’s long service at Mission San 
Gabriel. Mariné named his land, originally referred to as El Rincón de San Pascual (the Corner of 
San Pascual), Rancho San Pasqual. After Mariné failed to build an improvement on the land as 
required by Mexican law to retain a land grant, Rancho San Pasqual was granted in 1843 to Manuel 
Garfias. In the United States period—after the 1848 conclusion of the United States-Mexican War 
and California statehood in 1850—owners of many such ranchos were obliged to prove the validity 
of their property titles following the 1851 creation of the U.S. Land Commission.  
 
One early settler of the area was Michael White, an English sailor who adopted the name “Miguel 
Blanco” and who built an adobe circa 1845. This adobe still stands in San Marino and is listed in 
the National Register. Another early settler, Benjamin D. Wilson, also commonly referred to as 
“Don Benito,” took possession of the rancho Huerta de Cuati in 1852. Garfias’s claim to Rancho 
San Pasqual was confirmed by the U.S. Board of Land Commission in 1854. However, by 1858, 
Garfias’ cattle ranch had gone into debt, and he ceded ownership of Rancho San Pasqual to 
Benjamin D. Wilson as well. Wilson, a trapper and trader from Tennessee who traveled to 
California in 1841 as part of the Workman-Rowland Party, became an important figure in the early 
settlement of Southern California. Wilson served as the first clerk of Los Angeles County and, in 
1852, became Los Angeles’ second elected mayor. 
 
Wilson deeded a portion of his land to his daughter Maria de Jesus, or Sue, who married J. de 
Barth Shorb. The couple renamed the land “San Marino” after Shorb’s grandfather’s plantation in 
Frederick County, Maryland. The Shorbs built a mansion on the Rancho San Marino in 1877 and 
enlarged it in 1888. It was later demolished. The land was largely agricultural and filled with 
vineyards for much of the late 19th and early 20th century. (See Continuation Sheet page 7) 
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DPR 523L (9/2013) *Required information  
 

Page 7 of 9 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder): 1803 Virginia Road 
 

*B10. Significance: (Continued from Continuation Sheet page 6) 
 
Early development of San Marino begun in 1903 after some of the land was purchased from Shorb by 
Henry E. Huntington. 
 
Subdivision, Incorporation, and Growth 1900–1930 
 
Parts of the Ranchos of Benjamin D. Wilson were later inherited by his son-in-law George Smith 
Patton, a son of a colonel in the Confederate Army. Patton attended the Virginia Military 
Institute and later pursued a career in law. In 1878, Patton moved to Los Angeles. He married 
Benjamin D. Wilson’s daughter Ruth Wilson six years after her father’s death and moved into the 
Lake Vineyard home. This ranch, combined with the lands previously sold to Henry E. Huntington, 
were combined to create the city of San Marino.   
 
Many of the earlier, large estates were demolished and new, grand 20th-century residences were 
built. The most famous residence was that of Henry Huntington, which still remains at the 
Huntington Library and Garden of San Marino. This Beaux Arts-style residence was designed by 
Pasadena architect Myron Hunt at the location of the earlier Shorb house in 1909. Hunt’s other 
notable projects included the Rose Bowl, Pasadena Public Library, and the former Ambassador Hotel 
in Los Angeles. 
 
Development soon took hold of San Marino in the early 20th century with the Pacific Electric 
Railway line from Los Angeles to Monrovia, bisecting San Marino in 1903 and expanded in 1906. 
Pacific Electric Railway was owned by Huntington, who increasingly saw the need to retire. In 
1911, he sold the Pacific Electric system to the Southern Pacific Railway. Increasingly, 
residents recognized the threat that their town could be pulled apart, and the need for 
incorporation grew. 
 
On April 25, 1913, the charter for the City was granted and the area was incorporated as a city. 
The City Council was formed, and George S. Patton was elected as the first mayor. Patton also 
served as the manager of the Huntington Land Development Company, where he oversaw the 
subdivisions of the City. Four trustees were responsible for much of the early days of the City, 
including Patton, Richard H. Lacy, William L. Valentine, Edward H. Groenendyke, and Edwin G. 
Hart. 
 
The 1920s were characterized by the subdivision of the new city, and residential growth as people 
from Los Angeles and elsewhere relocated to San Marino. The City was marketed as highly 
residential, moderately inexpensive, and only 25 minutes from downtown Los Angeles by fast 
Pacific Electric Railway. In the mid-and late-1920s, 70 acres of Huntington’s ranch and 55 acres 
of Patton’s property were developed. This growth continued in the 1930s, even with the onset of 
the Great Depression. 
 
World War II and Post-War Growth, 1940–Present  
 
In 1942, an Army anti-aircraft unit was installed in Lacy Park, serving as headquarters for a 
handful of soldiers. General George Patten, son of the town’s earlier George Smith Patton, 
visited the park when on leave from Europe. World War II brought economic boost to San Marino, as 
in much of the United States, and the end of the war ushered in a period of growth and 
prosperity. 
 
In the 1950s, San Marino neared its built-out capacity with over 13,500 residents. In 1952, the 
City established a Planning Commission to ensure the City would remain the residential haven 
citizens enjoyed. As well as a growth in population, the City also diversified. Early in the 20th 
century, there had been a relatively sizable population of Chinese and Japanese residents. With 
World War II and Franklin D. Roosevelt’s Executive Order 9066, these residents were sent to 
internment camps. Only in the 1970s did the San Gabriel Valley again experience what author 
Elizabeth Pomeroy calls “An Asian Renaissance in the Valley.” The growth of San Marino, emphasis 
on residential living, and growth of diverse residents has defined the City over time. 

 
(See Continuation Sheet page 8) 
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #  
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DPR 523L (9/2013) *Required information  
 

Page 8 of 9 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder): 1803 Virginia Road 
 

*B10. Significance: (Continued from Continuation Sheet page 7) 
 
The property was evaluated using Section 23.18.030 of Article 18 of the Historic Preservation 
Ordinance No. 0-18-1336 which defined the designation criteria for Historic Landmarks. In order 
to best address B3, the property was considered as an example of Italian Renaissance-style 
architecture:  
 
Italian Renaissance 
 
The Italian Renaissance style of architecture was popular in the United States from roughly 1890 
to 1935. This style borrows from original Italian styles, and includes classical elements such as 
recessed entry porches, columns, and arches. The style can be identified by its low-pitched 
hipped roof clad in ceramic tiles, with elaborate lower and more basic upper windows.  
 
The simple hipped roof is the most common subtype of the Italian Renaissance style. It features a 
simple hipped roof, often clad in clay tiles, and a flat symmetrical front façade. Although full-
width porches can be featured in this subtype, they are not always included. 
 
Character-defining features include:  
 

• One or two-stories  
• Hipped or flat roof 
• Spanish clay tile roofing 
• Symmetrical or asymmetrical façade 
• Recessed entry porch 
• Archways over doors 
• Columns 
• Large windows on first story and simpler windows on second story 

 
EVALUATION 
 
The City of San Marino’s Historic Preservation Ordinance No. 0-18-1336, Section 23.18.030 of 
Article 18 has defined the designation criteria for Historic Landmarks: 

 
3.  It is or was once associated or identified with important events or broad patterns 

of development that have made a significant contribution to the cultural, 
architectural, historical, and political heritage of the City, region, state, or 
nation; or  

 
4.  It is or was associated with an important person or persons who made a significant 

contribution to the history, development, or culture of the City, region, state, 
or nation; or  

 
5.  It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of 

construction; exemplifies the work of a well-recognized architect or builder, or 
possesses high artistic or aesthetic values; or it represents one of the last, 
best remaining examples of an architectural type or style in a neighborhood or the 
City that was once common but is now increasingly rare.  

 
Evaluation of 1803 Virginia Road 
 
The property located at 1803 Virginia Road represents a somewhat altered example of a middle-
class dwelling from the 1920s development of the City, after the community’s incorporation as a 
city in California. The property located at 1803 Virginia Road was built in the center of the 
city as one of many constructed in the 1920s. Residences immediately surrounding the subject 
property were also developed in this time frame; many were completed from the 1920s through 
1940s. The property was not associated with an important event of broad pattern of significant 
development that made a contribution to the City, region, state, or nation. Therefore, the 
property is not eligible for listing under Criterion A/1/3 for the National Register, California 
Register, or as a Historic Landmark. 
 
(See Continuation Sheet page 9) 

 
  
  



State of California  Natural Resources Agency    Primary #  
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Page 9 of 9 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder): 1803 Virginia Road 
 

*B10. Significance: (Continued from Continuation Sheet page 8) 
 
1803 Virginia Road is not eligible for the National Register, the California Register, or as a 
Historic Landmark under Criteria B/2/4 for an association with persons significant in our past, 
as no one associated with this address can be documented to have significantly contributed to 
local, state, or national history to an extent significant enough to warrant designation. 
 
1803 Virginia Road was designed as an Italian Renaissance-style residence. However, the property 
lacks integrity and has undergone numerous alterations. Because of these alterations, the 
property no longer retains its original appearance. Therefore, 1803 Virginia Road is not eligible 
for the National Register, the California Register, or as a Historic Landmark under Criteria 
C/3/5 because the residence does not retain distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or 
method of construction and is not the work of a master. 
 
Statement of Integrity for 1803 Virginia Road 
 
The property, 1803 Virginia Road, was evaluated against the seven aspects of integrity as 
outlined in the California Code of Regulations (Section 4852 [C]), and described in the National 
Register Program. The seven aspects of integrity include location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association.  
 
The subject property retains its original location and has not been moved; the subject property 
therefore retains integrity of location. 
 
The design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association have been changed over time with 
various alterations. Many of the windows on the property were removed and replaced at an unknown 
date. The primary entrance’s door was also changed at an unknown date. Balconies on the second 
floor of the property are not original. The light sconce over the primary entrance does not 
appear to be original. The subject property therefore does not retain integrity of design, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association as the combination of these elements is 
different than at the time of construction, and the building no longer reflects historic 
technologies or aesthetics. 
 
The setting of the subject property has largely remained, and is comprised of a single-family 
residence in a generally uniform neighborhood, with many surrounding residences dating to the 
1920s through 1940s. The subject property therefore generally retains its setting, as the 
neighborhoods’ original appearance is much the same as it was at the time of the residence’s 
construction. 
 
*B12. References: (Continued from Building, Structure, and Object Record page 2) 
 
City of San Marino. 6 May 1927. Application for Building Permit. 
 
City of San Marino. 24 August 1970. Building Permit No. 12301. 
 
City of San Marino. 28 February 1980. Building Permit No. 35305. 
 
City of San Marino. 14 March 1980. Building Permit No. 35387; City of San Marino. 9 January 1980. 

Building Permit No. 35092. 
 
City of San Marino. 7 February 1992. Building Permit No. 62643. 
 
City of San Marino. 16 April 1999. Inspection Record. 
 
County of Los Angeles Assessor. 1921–1927. Book 147, p. 60. 
 
Hertrich, William. 1933. Early San Marino. San Marino, CA: San Marino Garden Club.  
 
Huntington Land & Improvement Company. 4 May 1927. Letter to Mrs. E.M. Kruger. On file at City of 

San Marino Permit Repositories. 
 
Pomeroy, Elizabeth. 2012. San Marino: A Centennial History. San Marino, CA: San Marino Historical 

Society. 
 
Saldana, David A. 3 December 1990. Letter to Gayle Young. Subject: Conditional Use Permit No. 

CUP90-33 Variance No. V90-34. 
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TO:  CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE  

 PLANNING COMMISSION 

  

FROM: ALDO CERVANTES 

PLANNING AND BUILDING DIRECTOR 

 

BY: EVA CHOI, ASSOCIATE PLANNER 
  

DATE: JULY 25, 2018 

 

SUBJECT:  DESIGN REVIEW CASE NOS. DRC17-99 AND DRC18-49  

  2445 ROANOKE ROAD, (HUANG/BALL) 

 

 

STRATEGIC PLAN CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTORS: 

 

• Engaged and Connected Residents 

• Efficient, Responsive, and Effective City Services 

• Fiscally Responsible and Transparent City Government 

• Beautiful, Preserved, Single-Family Residential Neighborhoods 

 

PROPOSAL: 
 

The applicant requests permission to construct a one-story residence with basement, a detached three-

car garage, and a driveway gate, fencing, and wall adjacent to a street. This requires two design review 

actions pursuant to San Marino City Code Sections 23.15.03(B) and 23.15.03(F). 

 

REQUIRED ACTIONS: 

 
DESIGN REVIEW DRC17-99 - NEW RESIDENCE  

DESIGN REVIEW DRC18-49 - DRIVEWAY GATE, FENCING, AND WALL ADJACENT TO A STREET 

  

PRELIMINARY CONSULTATION:  
 

Pursuant to Code, Upon receipt of a complete application the director or his/her designee shall meet 

with the applicant or the applicant's representative to explain to the applicant the applicable design 

guidelines, findings, and procedures that will apply to the project, and to informally discuss 

compliance of the project with the design guidelines and applicable regulations. None of the director's 

comments or suggestions shall constitute an actual or implied approval of the application. 

 

December 7, 2017 – Staff provided written comments on issues related the two-story appearance, front 

entry design, the ten-foot plate height not compatible with the legal neighborhood, and inconsistent 

application of shutters. 

 

 

City of San Marino 

AGENDA REPORT 

Raymond Cheng, Vice-Chair 

Shelley Boyle 

John Dustin 

Se-Yao Hsu 

Jeri Wright 

James Okazaki, Alternate 

Monte Ross, Alternate 
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BACKGROUND: 
 

General Plan: Very Low Residential 2-4 du/acres.  The proposed project is 

consistent with the goals and objectives of the General Plan.  The 

proposed project maintains the appropriate mass and scale as 

compared with the residential neighborhood.  

Zoning:    R-1, Area District V 

Location:  The subject property is located at the north side of Roanoke 

Road, west of Del Mar Avenue. The property is a through lot 

fronting Roanoke Road with driveway access from the alley 

behind the commercial properties on Huntington Drive.  

Lot Size:    13,020 square feet 

Existing Use:    One-story residence and a detached two-car garage 

Surrounding Uses: The site is bordered to the east, west, and south by existing 

single-family homes on lots zoned R-1 District V, Single-Family 

Residential.  Properties to the north are zoned C-1 Commercial 

and are improved with commercial buildings and related off-

street parking. 

Proposed Square-Footage:  First Floor: 3,007 square feet 

     Basement: 1,321 square feet (657 sq. ft. counts toward max. 

allowed) 

Parking Required/Provided:  3 parking spaces / 3 parking spaces 

Environmental Determination: The project is categorically exempt for the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Public 

Resources Code Section 15303(a) and Section 15300.2(f).  

 

The project involves demolition of the existing 1939 single-story structure and detached garage, 

therefore the project is subject to the recently adopted Historic Preservation Ordinance under which the 

applicant is required to submit a historic resource assessment report. The objective of the report is to 

evaluate whether the 1939 residence is eligible for listing under the National, State, and local 

guidelines as a historic resource. Additionally, the California Environmental Quality Act1 (CEQA) 

mandates the evaluation of the proposed project to determine whether the project would cause 

substantial adverse changes to any historical resources that may exist at the project site.  

 

The property owner retained Daniel S. Ryan of Historic Preservation Services, LLC. to conduct the 

historic assessment evaluation and prepare the historic resource assessment report. The assessment 

report is incorporated as Attachment 5 to this staff report. The assessment report concluded that the 

residence is ineligible for listing in the National, State, and local landmark registers. Further, the 

assessment report found that the residence is not a historical resource as defined by CEQA.  

 

NEIGHBOR APPROVAL/OBJECTION LETTERS 

 

The applicant submitted details on the neighbor notification effort and is provided as Attachment 3 to 

this report.  

Approve - 1 

Object – 0 

Neither approve nor object - 2 

No response – 11 

                                                           
1 Public Resources Code Chapter 2.6, Section 21083.2 and California Code Reg Title 145, Chapter 3, article 5, Section 

15064.5 
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ANALYSIS: 

 

CRITERIA  REQUIRED/ALLOWED  PROVIDED 

ZONING:     

    Maximum Living Area/Lot Coverage  3,702 square feet 

3,668 square feet (Living area) 

3,664 square feet (Lot coverage) 

HEIGHT:     

    Maximum Allowed 

 30’(Residence) 

16’ (Garage) 

23’- 1’  

15’-8” 

YARDS:     

    Front  40’   40’ 

    Side 

 8’ (Residence) 

 2’ (Garage) 

 8’ (Residence - Both side yards) 

 2’ (Garage) 

    Rear (Alley) 

30’ (Residence) 

2’ (Garage) 

 83’- 5’ (Residence) 

 25’ (Garage) 

PARKING AND DRIVEWAYS:     

    Garage Spaces  2 spaces  3 spaces  

    Turning Radius  23’  45’ (alley width plus setback)  

    Driveway Width  9’  30’ 

FRONT YARD IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE:     

    Percentage  35%  8% 

DESIGN:     

    Architectural Style  Cape Code Colonial (Existing)  French Farmhouse 

 

Design Review – New Residence 

 

The project architect designed the new residence with a French Farmhouse influence. The symmetrical 

front façade (south elevation) provides a one-story appearance with a recessed entryway at the center 

and full-casement windows with shutters. The proposed building height is similar to its immediate 

neighbors on both sides as demonstrated by the story poles installed on the existing structure. 

However, the proposed plate height at 10 feet appears to be taller than other structures in the legal 

neighborhood.  Detached garages in the legal neighborhood have similar or the same roof design as the 

main residences. The proposed residence has a steeply pitched hip roof and slightly flared roof eaves 

which is typical for the French Farmhouse/Eclectic style. The proposed detached garage has a flat roof, 

although one may argue that the detached garage is not visible from Roanoke Road and that one would 

not see the residence and the detached garage at the same time due the property’s upsloping 

topography towards the alley (north). However, the Residential Design Guidelines encourage 

consistent roof form and slopes for all structures on the property. Staff is unable to make the finding 

for compatibility due to the plate height being out of character for the neighborhood and the 

inconsistent roof design for the detached garage. 

  

New windows and doors along the east elevation will not have a direct view into the east neighbor’s 

structure. A series of doors and a balcony are proposed at the center portion of the structure along the 

west elevation, this area is setback 24 feet from the property line, and 29 feet from the west neighbor’s 

structure. The balcony will not provide a direct sightline into the west neighbor’s structure. Staff finds 

this setback to be adequate in order to avoid privacy impacts on the west neighbor. 
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The exterior materials and color scheme are common for the French styled structure, which include a 

light tan stucco wall cladding accents by wood shutters and wall lanterns in bronze color. The wall 

lantern fixtures are complimentary of the architectural style and the low wattage will not result in 

lighting pollution. 

 

The roofing material is a polymer slate material manufactured by DaVinci, the applicant proposed to 

install the EcoBlend product in multi-width slate in Castle Gray color. The EcoBlend product is a cool 

roof product that reflects sunlight away from the structure. The multi-width slate tiles mimic the 

stagger and natural appearance of true slate tiles. An installation listing submitted by the applicant 

contains one location in the City of Glendale that has the exact proposed product and color installed. in 

In November, 2017, the Design Review Committee approved the use of a DaVinci polymer slate tiles 

roof at 1430 Cambridge Road. The product installed at 1430 Cambridge Road is the same as the 

proposed product – manufactured by DaVinci, polymer slate roofing in multi-width, with the exception 

of the color. The proposed color is Castle Gray, which is a lighter shade due to its reflectiveness and 

the tiles installed at 1430 Cambridge Road is the Smokey Gray color. The proposed Castle Gray color 

has a reflective, semi-gloss appearance and the manufacturing process produces a long lasting color 

that will not fade with weatherization. Staff finds the Smokey Gray color to be compatible with the 

neighborhood that comprises of dark colors roofing materials.  

 

According to the San Marino City Code Section 23.15.08, the Planning Commission shall approve the 

application if it finds all of the following to be true:  

 

• That the proposed structure is compatible with the neighborhood.   

 

• That the proposed structure is designed and will be developed in a manner which balances the 

reasonable expectation of privacy of persons residing on contiguous properties with the 

reasonable expectations of the applicants to develop their property within the restrictions of 

this Code.    

 

•••• In the case of a building addition, the proposal is compatible with the existing building which 

includes the rooflines.   

 

•••• That the colors and materials are consistent and match the existing building or structure.  

Comments:  

 

Due to the inability to satisfy findings numbers 1 and 4 as stated above, staff cannot support the 

request for design review as submitted.  

 

Design Review – Driveway gate, wall and fencing  

 

San Marino City Code Section 23.13.04G identifies separate design review findings relating to the 

approval of fence, gates, walls and pilasters.  It also states that the Commission may reduce the 

maximum permitted height, increase the minimum required setback and decrease the maximum 

permitted opacity of any fence, gate, pilaster, yard wall or retaining wall located in the front yard.  

 

The Commission may not reduce the maximum permitted height, increase the minimum required 

setback or decrease the maximum permitted opacity of any fence, gate, yard wall or retaining wall 

located in a side yard adjacent to a street; except, that the Commission can increase the minimum 

setback for a gate providing access to a driveway in order to protect pedestrian or vehicular traffic. 
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Properties on the subject block utilize the alley behind the Huntington Drive commercial properties to 

access their garages and majority of the properties are improved with a driveway gate and wall. The 

project proposes to have the same driveway gate and walls features, which are minimal in design and 

are compatible with the proposed structure adjacent properties on the subject block. Staff can support 

the height of the driveway gate and wall, but not the location because they do not provide the required 

18-inches setback. Staff finds that the proposal will result in a cumulative visual impact that is 

different from the driveway gates and walls existing on adjacent properties. Given the open parking 

surface area behind the commercial properties to the north and the visual clearance of the alley, and the 

recommended adjustment to provide the required 18-inches setback, staff finds that the proposal will 

not cause a hazardous condition to pedestrian or vehicular traffic.   

 

The Commission shall approve the application for the fence, gate and pilasters if it finds all of the 

following to be true: 

 

• That the proposed fence, gate, pilaster, yard wall or retaining wall is architecturally 

compatible with the existing residence. 

 

• That the proposed fence, gate, pilaster, yard wall or retaining wall is consistent with the size 

and location of fences, gates, pilasters, yard walls and retaining walls on the block on which 

the property is located. 

 

The Municipal Code defines Block as the property abutting on one side of a street and lying 

between the two (2) nearest intersecting or intercepting streets or between the termination of 

such street and the nearest intersecting or intercepting street.  

 

• That the proposed fence, gate, pilaster, yard wall or retaining wall preserves site lines and is 

otherwise located in a manner not to create a hazard to pedestrian or vehicular traffic. 

 

Due to the inability to satisfy finding number 2 as stated above, staff cannot support the request for 

design review as proposed without the provision of the required 18-inches setback from the rear 

property line.  

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

 

Staff recommends continuance of DRC17-99 and DRC18-49. This will provide an opportunity for the 

applicant to address plate height, roof material color, roof design of the detached garage and driveway 

gate and wall setback issues.  

 

 

Attachments:  Application 

   Location/Legal neighborhood map 

   Neighbor notification map and declaration 

   Historic Resource Assessment Report by Daniel S. Ryan 

    

 















Historic Preservation Services LLC 

 

Daniel S. Ryan, Principle/Owner – 725 West Hillcrest Blvd, Monrovia, CA 91016  

Tel – 626.249.0054,  Fax – 626.605.5949   
DanRyan@HistoricPreservationServices.net 

    

 

Date:  May 18, 2018 

From:  Daniel Ryan, Principal 

Historic Preservation Services LLC 

To:    Mr. Philip Huang 

Subject: Historical Status 2445 Roanoak Road, City Of San Marino, CA  

 

Dear Mr. Huang: 

Historic Preservation Services (HPS) has completed this Historic Resource Assessment of 2445 Roanoak 

Road as a requirement under the San Marino’s 2018 newly adopted Historic Preservation Ordinance.  All 

building over 50-years of age undergoing significant change or demolition requires such an evaluation 

and determination of historical significance. 

The records search results indicated that your building had not been previously inventoried or evaluated 

for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR). The 

City of San Marino has conducted no Citywide Historic Surveys, so a determination as to eligibility for 

Local Landmark eligibility was also undertaken.  

The residence is modest Cape Cod Colonial residence, it is not a notable representation of this 

architectural style, and the residence does not distinguish itself in any meaningful way or possess high 

artistic values. Harold Bissner, the architect of record, was not listed as a Master Architect in the City of 

San Marino. An archival search of records found no cultural associations with events or persons 

important in San Marino history occurred at the property. The Residence does not appear to be 

associated with significant events or the productive lives of significant personages. 

Historic Preservation Services (HPS) has determined based on the whole of the record the 1939 Cape 

Cod Colonial styled residence is not a "historical resource" for purposes of the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA). The property is ineligible under all the applicable criteria for listing in the National 

and California Register or local landmark eligibility.  

As no Historical Resources have been identified; therefore the City of San Marino may reach a finding of 

no Impact regarding historic-period built environment resources.  HPS is recommending a California 

Historical Resource Status Code of 6Z, ineligible for National Register, California Register or Local 

designation through survey evaluation. These findings are documented on State of California 

Department of Parks, and Recreation DPR forms are included in the report. 

Sincerely,  

 

 

Daniel S. Ryan 

HPS LLC 

 



 

Historic Resource Assessment Report for Residential 
Property Located at 2445 Roanoak Road, San Marino, CA. 
 

 

 

 

Prepared by: 

Daniel S. Ryan,  M. A. H. P & P. H. 

Principal Architectural Historian 

Historic Preservation Services LLC 

725 West Hillcrest Boulevard, 

Monrovia, CA 91016 

 

 

 

Prepared for: 

Philip Huang 

DRC Applicant 

 

 

 

 

 

Submitted to: 

Aldo Cervantes 

Planning and Building Director 

City of San Marino  

 

May, 18, 2018 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This Historic Resource Assessment has been completed for the City of San Marino as a 
requirement under the City’s 2018 adopted Historic Preservation Ordinance for a 
determination of historical significance on demolition of buildings over 50-years of age. The 
owner and applicant Mr. Huang is requesting to demolish his 1939 Cap Cod Colonial styled 
residence and construct a new compatible one-story residence and garage at 2445 Roanoak 
Road. 

Mr. Philip Huang retained Historic Preservation Services LLC to document and evaluate the 
federal, state, and local significance and eligibility of the property located at Roanoak Road,, 
San Marino, Los Angeles County, California ("subject property"). The Report includes a 
discussion of the survey methods used, a brief historical context of the property and 
surrounding area, and the identification and evaluation of the subject property. 

The property is at 2445 Roanoak Road (Assessor’s ID Number 5328-030-0069) in the City of San 
Marino. It is a rectangular shaped lot (Lot 26 Tract 8700) located mid-block on Roanoak Road 
east of Del Mar Avenue, and west of Kenilworth as shown in Figure 2, Aerial Photograph.  

The subject property is improved with a one-story Cape Cod Colonial style residence, with a 
detached garage was designed by architect Harold J. Bissner, and built by owner/contractor 
Harold Lee Smith in the Cape Cod Colonial style in 1939. The period of significance associated 
with the subject property is 1939, its original date of construction. 

The architectural history evaluation was based on photography and description of the exterior 
architectural characteristics of the building and focused archival and historical research. The 
records search results indicated that the building had not been previously inventoried or 
evaluated for the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) or the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP). The City of San Marino has conducted no Citywide Historic Surveys.  

The property and the surrounding neighborhood were evaluated against Historic Contexts identified by 
Arroyo Resources, and others, and found to be historically insignificant. This residential track 
encompasses both pre/post World War II designed homes and is not significant in the formation of the 

City of San Marino. Additionally, the property and neighborhood does not meet the NR/CA Register 
eligibility under Criterion “A” (City Planning and Development). 

The residence is modest Cape Cod Colonial residence. Even though it is a custom home it has 
few distinctive details and does not individually convey an association with significant periods 
of early development in San Marino. It is not a notable representation of the Cape Cod Colonial 
style, and the residence does not distinguish itself in any meaningful way or possess high 
artistic values. Harold Bissner,  the architect of record, was not listed as a Master Architect in 
the City of San Marino. Although the residence retains most aspects of integrity from the 1939 
period of significance; it does not appear to be a distinctive or otherwise influential example of 
Bissner’s work. 
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An archival search of records found no cultural associations with events or persons important in 
San Marino history occurred at the property. The Residence does not appear to be associated 
with significant events or the productive lives of significant personages. 

Findings  

Historic Preservation Services (HPS) has determined based on the whole of the record that the 
residence 2445 Roanoak Road, is not a "historical resource" for purposes of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The property is ineligible under all the applicable criteria for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), California Register of Historical 
Resources (California Register) or local landmark criteria and  

Recommendation 

 No Historical Resources have been identified; therefore the City of San Marino may reach a 
finding of no Impact regarding historic-period built environment resources.  Historic 
Preservation Services recommends a California Historical Resource Status Code of 6Z, ineligible 
for National Register, California Register or Local designation through survey evaluation 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1.  Project Location  

The project is in the City of San Marino in Los Angeles County. The City is located in the San 
Rafael Hills, west of Arcadia and Temple cities, south of Pasadena, north of Alhambra, and East 
of South Pasadena. 

The project is located mid-block at 2445 Roanoak Drive south of Huntington Drive between Del 
Mar on the east and Kenilworth on the west; this corresponds to lot 26 of Tract 8700, a 1928 
residential subdivision in the City of San Marino. The subject property Assessor Parcel Number 
is 5332-030-006. Del Mar Avenue the east boundary of the 2400 Block of Roanoak was 
originally named Winston Avenue on the 1928 subdivision map. Development of this residential 
area is characterized by gently curved streets and mostely single-story homes. Styles include 
Ranch, Cape Cod and French, among other eclectic but compatible stylesi. The property is 
within the East Lorain Road Neighborhood located north of Lorain and east of Del Mar 

1.2. Property Description 

The subject property contains a single-family home on a .29 acre parcel. The home is a one-
story Cape Cod Colonial styled residence built in 1939 The residence is located mid-block within 
a row of other single-story, single-family residences constructed from 1939 to 1952. The front 
elevation faces south and is set back on a raised lawn. The residence exhibits a wide horizontal 
elevation with a low pitched side-facing gable roof.  An alley at the rear of the lot provides 
access to a two-car detached garage. 

 

Figure 1. Subject Property Primary South-Facing Facade 
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Figure 2. Subject Project Location 

 

 

 

Figure 3.  Aerial View of Property -Google Earth 
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Figure 4.  USGS El Monte Quadrangle, 1994 

 

1.3. Proposed Project Description  

A new 3,000 square-foot, four-bedroom, four bath, single-story contemporary residence with a 
basement, and a detached three-car garage is proposed for the property. The proposed design 
meets the City of San Marino’s development standards and design guidelines.  
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2. HISTORIC CONTEXT  

A cultural resource records search was conducted at the South Coastal Information Center 
(SCIC), along with a review of local and regional archives sed in assessing and evaluating the 
property and adjoining ¼ mile area for historical significance.  

The following historical context provides information relevant to the property and the single-
story, single-family residence. Historic contexts are defined as "those patterns or trends in 
history by which a specific occurrence, property, or site is understood and its significance is 
made clear." A context may be organized by theme, geographic area, or chronology; a historic 
context is associated with a defined area and an identified period of significance. A property's 
historic significance must be explained against its associated context. 

The historical context is necessary to evaluate the building for its historical significance. The 
context includes a local history of the City of San Marino to identify historic themes of 
importance in the City. It also includes an architectural context in order to assist in the 
evaluation of the importance of the building relative to its architectural style as well as the local, 
state, and national trends of that style. 

A review of previous Historic Resource  Assessment Report submitted to the City identified one 
local historic context or theme important to residential development in San Marino. Arroyo 
Resources identified the “Garden Estate Theme” as an important context for large residential 
Properties exhibiting significant landscape features. This theme would have merit in 
designation of similar residential estate sized properties in meeting the criteria for forming a 
Historic District. Arroyo Resources identified the period of this theme as 1921 to 1941.   

However, even though subject property at Roanoak Road and the surrounding East Lorain Road 
Neighborhood was constructed during this time frame, it does not represent this “Garden 
Estate Theme” and therefore this pre-and-post World War II neighborhood would not would 
eligible designation as a Historic District. 

2.1.   Local Historic Resources  

The records search results indicated that property had not been previously inventoried or 
evaluated on either the National Register or the California Register, and the property and its 
neighborhood context did not contain any historical resources. A records search was made of 
any historical surveys that may have been completed within one mile radius of the subject 
property.  

The following Designated Historical resources were listed in the SCIC data base for San Marino  

 El Molino Viejo, California Landmark No. 302, placed in 1939. 

 Governor Stoneman Adobe, California Landmark No. 669. 

 Edwin Hubble House, placed on the National Register of Historic Places. 

 Michael White Adobe, placed on the National Register of Historic Places. 

 Emery Estate, placed on the National Register of Historic Places. 

 Thurnher House, designated Local Historical Landmark by the City Council in 2002. 

The City of San Marino currently does not have a historic resource survey program. 
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2.2. Ethnographic Context  

The following discussion of the history of the City of San Marino is adapted from “A San Marino 
Overview” prepared by the San Marino Historical Society. The City of San Marino is located in 
an area that was once inhabited by the Gabrielino Indians. This area was part of the vast 
California mission system, including Mission San Gabriel Arcangel, which was the fourth mission 
constructed in 1771. The area provided rich yields of tallow, hides, and food including grain. As 
the San Gabriel Mission grew, a need arose for a grist mill to process the grains. Such a mill was 
built about 1816 and is the El Molino Viejo - the Old Mill - the oldest building in San Marino. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   
Figure 5. "Plat of Place Called Cuati"). 

San Marino's present area of just 3.7 square miles once held more land grants of the Mexican 
era, or parts of them, than any of the other cities around it. Much of San Marino came from 
“Cuati” a large Rancho The modern sketch map above shows ten ranchos within the present 
city limits, along with the cattle brands issued to their owners. The map is undated, but it 
appears to show ownerships in the 1850s. From west to east, the grants are:  

1) Rancho San Pascualito, the Little San Pascual, was about 700 acres. It was bought by 
Benjamin D. Wilson from the original grantee, Don Gallardo. In 1872, Wilson sold 400 acres of it 
to General George Stoneman who created his estate called Los Robles.  
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2)  Part of Rancho San Pascual appears on the map next. Once over 13,000 acres, it was first 
granted to Don Juan Marine in 1835 and later obtained by Don Manuel Garfias. This rancho had 
an enormously complicated chain of title, with part of it being sold by John Griffin and Benjamin 
D. Wilson in 1874 to the Indiana colony to establish the future city of Pasadena.  

3) Rancho Huerta de Cuati was granted in 1838 to Victoria Reid, the gracious Indian wife of 
Hugo Reid, as a reward for her services to the San Gabriel Mission. It was sold in 1854 to 
Benjamin D. Wilson. Pomeroy 

2.3.  Local History and Civic Context  

The story of San Marino is a rich part of California's history. The site of San Marino once 
consisted of large fruit ranches and vineyards owned by early day pioneers whose names were 
known to all Californians, such as Benjamin Wilson, James DeBarth Shorb, L. J. Rose, Edward J. 
Kewen, and General George Stoneman. Michael White young English sailor arrived in 1817; his 
adobe home still stands on the high school campus. Wilson played a pivotal role in historical 
events through the Mexican period and well into American statehood. 

San Marino's most famous resident was Benjamin D. Wilson, who, in 1854, established his Lake 
Vineyard Ranch home on what is now Euston Road. He served as state Senator for two terms.  
When Wilson's daughter Maria Jesus married James DeBarth Shorb, they received the top knoll 
of the estate as part of her inheritance. The Shorbs built a home where the Huntington mansion 
now stands, and named their 600 acre ranch "San Marino." Henry E. Huntington often visited 
the Shorb estate he later purchased the Shorb property in 1903, and the three story ranch 
house became the Huntington mansion. Wilson's daughter Ruth married George S. Patton, who 
not only became the first mayor of San Marino after incorporation in 1913 but was the father of 
another famous figure in world history – General George S. Patton, Jr. 1

 

2.4. City of San Marino 

On April 25, 1913, the Wilson and Huntington Ranchos, along with the property of George S. 
Patton Sr., and subdivided areas of other ranchos, were incorporated into San Marino. 
According to the account of William Hertrich, "the idea of the founders was to build a city of 
well-planned homes, of better than average homes, a city free of manufacturing, a city free of 
slums and even free of semi slums." A petition to incorporate was circulated in spring of 1913, 
and 519 signatures were collected, just enough to surpass the minimum requirement.  

2.5.  Residential Development  

Residential development in the early 20th century evolved from Huntington's vision for the City. 
From its inception, San Marino attracted some of the wealthiest families from nearby Pasadena. 
Early residential development followed the electric railway system, which was subsidized by 
developers to encourage access to the new communities they promoted. Based on a 1938 
USDA –ASCS Ariel Map the prior use of the property was agricultural. A 1948 Aerial photograph 
shows development along Roanoak Road.  

 San Marino Historical Society, "History: San Marino," accessed March 9,2016,  
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The Sierra Madre Line to San Marino carried about 300,000 passengers annually before World 
War II, reaching a peak in 1944 of 625,000 passengers. As the popularity of the automobile 
increased, access was available to developments not adjacent to the electric railways. 
Beginning in the 1930s the increased need for improved streets and plans for a system of 
motorways to connect major communities resulted in the Arroyo Seco (Pasadena Freeway) in 
1939). Between 1920 and 1930, the population of San Marino grew 600%, to over 3000 people. 
Huntington Drive and Sierra Madre Boulevard continue to be principal arterials for movement 
within and through San Marino. During the 1940s and 1950s, residential development 
continued in the eastern and southern neighborhoods of the City.  

Its single-family residential neighborhoods characterize San Marino. Residential development is 
the overwhelming land use in the City, comprising 85% of the land area. The majority of the 
City's housing stock was built between 1920 and 1950. The upscale nature of San Marino, 
originally envisioned by Henry Huntington, resulted in the construction of excellent examples of 
period architectural styles designed by master architects. 

2.6. Identified Residential Context  

The City of San Marino does not have an established Citywide Historic Context Statement, 
efforts to identify important context themes have recently been developed by independent 
architectural historians. In December of 2016, a Historical Resource Assessment Report by 
Arroyo Resources1 identified the following Residential Context for San Marino: 2 

ESTATE HOME BUILDING (1921 to 1941) 

From 1921 through 1941, development standards mirrored the early estate standards that had 
been set forth not only by the upper-class estates of Patton and Huntington, but also by the 
vision decided upon by the City’s founders.  According to (Arroyo Resources 2016) the “Garden 
Estate Home Building” from 1921 to 1941, one of the most important development periods in 
the City’s history”. This theme or Period of Significance in the City’s residential development 
consisted of grand architectural designs by Master Architects and Landscape Architects for 
single-family estates. Such estates would reflect a park-like environment in the fashion of Henry 
Huntington’s home and gardens. 

3. Architectural Context   

3.1. Architectural Setting  

The residence is located mid-block within a row of other single-story, single-family residences 
constructed from 1939 to 1952. The residences on the block have similar massing and 
rectangular building forms, on lots less than .29 acre in size. The north and south sides of the 
block are equally divided between pre and post-World War II construction. Development of this 
residential area is characterized by gently curved streets and single-story Ranch, Cape Code and 
French Styles. 

 

                                                      

2 Arroyo Resources Historic Resource Assessment Report for 1470 Virginia Road, dated December 20, 2016. 
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Figure 6. 1948 Aerial Map 

3.2. Architectural Style 

Cape Cod Colonial Style 

The New England styled Cape Cod house is a low, broad, single-story frame building with a 
moderately steep pitched gabled roof, a large central chimney, and very little ornamentation. 
The simple 17th century design was constructed of local materials to withstand the stormy, 
stark weather of Cape Cod. The Reverend Timothy Dwight IV (1752–1817), president of Yale 
University from 1795–1817, coined the term "Cape Cod House" after a visit to the Cape in 1800. 
His observations were published posthumously in Travels in New England and New York (1821–

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/New_England
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gable
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Roof
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chimney
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cape_Cod
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Timothy_Dwight_IV
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Yale_University
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Yale_University
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22).[3]  

Usually 1- to the 1-1⁄2-story house with wooden shutters and clapboard or shingle exterior. It 
features a central front door flanked by multi-paned windows. The space above the 1st floor 
was often left unfinished, with or without windows on the gable ends. The style was 
popularized more broadly in a slightly more elaborate Colonial Revival variant popularized in 
the 1930s–1950s. To increase living space owner’s added dormers and winged additions to the 
side or rear of the dwelling. 

 

 

Figure 7. Example of Cape Cod Style (Google) 

Colonial Revival Cape Cod houses are very similar to Cape Cod houses but have the chimney at 
the gable end (living room on the side of the house), and the entrances were recessed, and 
more elaborate with paneling and sidelights.  Adaptations of this style proliferated throughout 
suburbs which emerged after World War II, and planned communities like Levittown, New York 
offered Cape Cod styled tract housing. 4 

3.3. Defining Characteristics  

The H. L. Smith residence was described on the original Building Permit as a “Cape Cod Colonial” 
residence, by its designer Architect Harold J. Bissner. Today this residence could be considered 
to have early Ranch style attributes, this in part to Bissiner’s philosophy “to borrow classical 
designs from the past and adapt them to today’s needs.”  During late 1930, the interest for 

                                                      
3
 Pilgrim Hall Museum, The Cape Cod House Archived May 27, 2010, at the Wayback Machine. 

 
4
 Wilson, Richard. The Colonial Revival House,  New York, NY: Harry N. Abrams, Inc., 2004. 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cape_Cod_(house)#cite_note-1
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Window_shutter
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Clapboard_(architecture)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wood_shingle
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Colonial_Revival_architecture
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Levittown,_New_York
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/New_York_(state)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tract_housing
http://www.pilgrimhall.org/cchse2.htm
https://web.archive.org/web/20100527063610/http:/www.pilgrimhall.org/cchse2.htm
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wayback_Machine
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building Spanish Colonial homes in San Marino waned in favor of building this eclectic styled 
Cape Cod Colonial and early Ranch Styled homes in new tracks such as the East Lorain Road 
Neighborhood. 

The H. L. Smith residence exhibits the following character defining features:  

 Symmetrical appearance with centered front entry  
 Spreading, horizontal orientation 
 Small roof overhang  
 One-story  
 Logical, floor plan in a rectangular, L- shaped configuration  
 Chimney located at gable end of the house 
 Multi-paned, double-hung picture windows  
 Wood frame, stucco exterior with brick, stone or wood accents  
 Shutters  
 Simple exterior ornamentation 
 Good quality construction using natural materials  

3.4.  Architectural Description 

The 2,257 square foot residence, faces south on a 13,063 square foot parcel that is 62’ wide 
and 210’ deep. The wood-framed raised foundation building has an “L’ plan footprint and 
measures 50’ x 52’, with a cross gable wing on the east that extends north. The residence 
originally had two bedrooms, den, family-room, and 1-3/4 baths. An alley at the rear of the lot 
provides access to a two-car detached garage. An outdoor 15’ x 14’ wood Pergola was 
constructed on the west-side of the rear yard in 1947. The one-story wood framed residence is 
finished in smooth stucco, with period accent treatments consisting red brick wainscoting, and 
horizontal wood lap siding. A concrete masonry wall is located at the sides, rear yard, at the 
garage and the alley at the north property line. 

South Elevation 

The front elevation faces south and exhibits a wide horizontal elevation with a low pitched side-
facing gable roof with a boxed over-hang.  The residence is set back on a raised lawn; the east-
west facade extends 52’ of the 62’ wide lot. The front facade has equally divided fenestration of 
windows, divided by a formal recessed entry porch. Three large 12 x 12 divided light double-
hung wood picture windows and one full height bay window are situated on the front facade 
divided equally on each side of the entrance. The sides and ceiling of the recessed porch entry 
are finished in raised paneling as is the lower side-lights flanking the entry door. The top half of 
the side-lights has divided light casement windows with screens. All of these elements including 
the six-panel wood entry door are a typical Colonial Revival features.  The raised entry porch 
has red brick steps and landing with period wrought iron railings and is accessed by a brick 
walkway leading to the sidewalk. Boxed hedges provide foundation planting, framed by tall 
shrubs at the east and west ends of the front façade. A mature tree is placed on the west side 
of the front yard, and more boxed hedges, align on both sides of the walkway leading to the 
porch. 

North Elevation 
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The east-west gable roof at the rear of the residence extends over a rear patio; the elevation 
has two divided light wood French doors separated by a large divided light picture window. An 
enclosed patio now obscures this elevation. In 1970 a permit was issued to enclose the north 
and west sides of the existing recessed rear patio. A four-foot high brick wall with an angled 
brick cap provides a base for six screened windows on the north elevation. A single light 
Hollywood style wood door is centered between the six windows. Two fixed 6’ X 5’ wood 
windows rest on the brick wall on the west elevation. Outside the enclosed patio is an outdoor 
area with matching red brick pavers. 

East Elevation 

The east elevation has a service entry with raised concrete steps, wrought iron railing, and a 
cantilevered over-hang. The side wood entry door is original with two-panels a solid lower 
panel and a top divided light panel.  At the south end of the facade just below the roof is a six-
inch projecting square boxed bay window, topped with crown molding. The bay window has 
two wood casement windows with two divided lights. The remaining fenestration on east 
elevation consist of original wood divided light double-hung windows for the living and 
bedroom areas, smaller double-hung windows for bath and utility rooms. 

West Elevation 

At the center of the gable end of the west elevation an exposed brick fireplace extends above 
the roof ridge of the residence. The upper side of the gable is finished in six-inch horizontal 
wood lap siding; the base is brick. The same brick treatment for the base of the patio enclosure 
was used on the lower east elevation of the interior north wing. Three wood double-hung 
windows with divided lights are equally space along the facade. 

3.5.  Architect Harold Bissner 

A 1977 oral interview by Ann Scheid provides background on the career and work of Harold J. 
Bissner (1901-1988). He was born in San Francisco and moved to Long Beach in 1918, where he 
began his career as a draftsman. He stated his design office in Pasadena in 1922. During the 
1920s he specialized in designing Spanish Colonial and Mediterranean Revival homes for 
upscale clients in Pasadena. Bissner obtained his architectural license in 1938. After this, time 
Bissner designed new homes for clients new sub-divisions in San Marino including the H. L. 
Smith residence on Roanoak Road. Although Bissiner is not listed and or considered a Master 
Architect in San Marino, some of his noted Revival residences are the 1924 Lane House at 2385 
Monterey Road, the 1926 O’Neil House at 2787 Fleur Drive, and the 1929 Bissner House at 250 
Bonita Avenue. 

4. METHODOLOGY 

The methods for this cultural resources assessment and building evaluation included a records 
search, historical research, and a field visit to photograph the building. An archaeological field 
survey of the property was not undertaken due to its former agricultural use and that the 
property was previously graded in the late 1920s. 

4.1.  Personnel Qualifications  
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In April 2018, the owner retained Daniel Ryan, an Architectural Historian with Historic 
Preservation Services LLC to conduct an intensive level survey of the residence. Mr. Ryan 
exceeds the qualifications required for Architectural History under Federal Requirements 36 
CFR 61 (A) per The Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards. Daniel 
Ryan of Historic Preservation Services is listed in the California Resource Information Center 
(CHRIS) as a Qualified Architectural Historian. Mr. Ryan holds an M.A. degree in (Public History 
and Historic Preservation and has 34 years' experience specializing in historic resources and 
preservation of the built environment. He is skilled in carrying out historical research at 
repositories such as city, state, and private archives, libraries, CHRIS information centers, and 
local historical societies. Mr. Ryan conducted the field visit and photographed the building and 
completed extensive archival and historical research to prepare the report. 

4.2.  Field Survey Methods  

On April 28, 2018, HPS conducted an intensive-level historic resources survey of the property. 
The architectural history evaluation was based on photography and description of the exterior 
architectural characteristics of the buildings. During the survey, digital photographs were taken 
of the visible elevations, character-defining features, and context views. Detailed notes 
regarding the architectural features, integrity, and condition of the property were taken. A 
reconnaissance survey analyzing the historic context of the surrounding area was completed.  

4.3.  California Office of Historical Preservation Survey Methodology 

The evaluation instructions and classification system prescribed by the California Office of 
Historic Preservation in its Instructions for Recording Historical Resources provide a three digit 
evaluation rating code for use in classifying potential historic resources. The first digit indicates 
one of the following general evaluation categories for use in conducting cultural resources 
surveys: 

1. Listed on the National Register or the California Register; 
2. Determined eligible for listing in the National Register or the California Register; 
3. Appears eligible for the National Register or the California Register through survey 

evaluation; 
4. Recognized as Historically Significant by Local Government; 
5. Not eligible for any Listing or Designation; and 
6. Not evaluated for the National Register or California Register or needs re-evaluation. 

The second digit of the evaluation status code is a letter code indicating whether the resource is 
separately eligible (S), eligible as part of a district (D), or both (B). A third digit is a number that 
is used to specify significance further and refine the relationship of the property to the National 
Register and California Register. Under this evaluation system, categories 1 through 4 pertain to 
various levels of National Register eligibility. The California Register, however, may include 
surveyed resources with evaluation rating codes through level 5. Also, properties found 
ineligible for listing in the National Register, California Register, or for designation under a local 
ordinance are given an evaluation status code of 6. 
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4.4.  Records Search Methods  

Cultural resources records search was conducted on May 2, 2018, at the South Coastal 
Information Center (SCIC) located at California State University Fullerton. The purpose of the 
records search was to determine the extent of previous cultural resources investigations within 
a 1-mile (1,600-meter) radius of the Project area, and whether any previously recorded 
archaeological sites or other historical resources exist within or near the Project area. Materials 
reviewed included reports of previous cultural resources investigations, archaeological site 
records, historical maps, and listings of resources on the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP), California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), and California Points of Historical 
Interest, California Landmarks, and National Historic Landmarks. 

4.5.  Archival Research Methods 

Archival research on the history and development of the property and surrounding area was 
undertaken to determine the construction, use, and ownership history of the building, as well 
as important themes in history that may have been associated with the property. Both primary 
and secondary sources of information such as historical maps and photographs, newspaper 
articles, and written histories of San Marino were utilized in this endeavor. Records research 
was conducted at the San Marino Public Library’s History Collection, San Marino Historical 
Society, and the Pasadena Museum of History Archives. Additional research was conducted on-
line including Historical USGS Maps and Aerials, Title Search records and review of 
Ancestry.com. 

5. FRAMEWORK FOR EVALUATION 

Historic resources fall within the jurisdiction of several levels of government. Federal laws 
provide the framework for the identification, and in certain instances, protection of historic 
resources. The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), of 1966 as amended, and the 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), are the primary federal, state, and local laws 
and regulations governing the evaluation and significance of historic resources of national, state, 
and regional importance. Additionally, local jurisdictions play active roles in the identification, 
documentation, and protection of such resources within their communities. A description of 
these relevant laws and regulations are presented below. 

In analyzing the historic significance of the subject property, criteria for designation under 
federal, State and Local landmark programs were considered. Additionally, the Office of Historic 
Preservation (OHP) survey methodology was used to survey and rate the relative significance of 
the property.  

5.1.  FEDERAL LEVEL 

National Register of Historic Resources (National Register) 

The National Register is the nation’s official list of historical and cultural resources worthy of 
preservation. Authorized under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, the 
National Register is part of a national program to coordinate and support public and private 
efforts to identify, evaluate, and protect the country’s historical and archaeological resources. 
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Properties listed in the National Register include districts, sites, buildings, structures, and 
objects that are significant in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and 
culture. The National Register is administered by the National Park Service (NPS), which is part 
of the U.S. Department of the Interior. As defined in National Register Bulletin #15, “How to 
Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation,” resources are eligible for the National 
Register if they: 

A) are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history; or 

B) are associated with the lives of significant persons in or 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) have yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in history or prehistory.” 

Once a resource has been determined to satisfy one of the above-referenced criteria, then it 
must be assessed for “integrity.” Integrity refers to the ability of a property to convey its 
significance, and the degree to which the property retains the identity, including physical and 
visual attributes, for which it is significant under the four basic criteria. The National Register 
recognizes seven aspects or qualities of integrity: location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association. To retain historic integrity, a property must possess 
several, and usually most, of these historical aspects. 

5.2.  STATE  

California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) 

The California Register was established to serve as an authoritative guide to the state’s 
significant historical and archaeological resources (PRC §5024.1). State law provides that for a 
property to be considered eligible for listing in the California Register, it must be found by the 
State Historical Resources Commission to be significant under any of the following four criteria; 
if the resource: 

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

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

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

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

The California Register also includes properties which: have been formally determined eligible 
for listing in, or are listed in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register); are 
registered State Historical Landmark Number 770, and all consecutively numbered landmarks 
above Number 770; points of historical interest, which have been reviewed and recommended 
to the State Historical Resources Commission for listing; and city and county-designated 
landmarks or districts (if criteria for designation are determined by OHP to be consistent with 
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California Register criteria). PRC §5024.1 states: 

(g) A resource identified as significant in an historical resource survey may be listed in the 
California Register if the survey meets all of the following criteria:  

(1) The survey has been or will be included in the State Historical Resources Inventory. 

(2) The survey and the survey documentation were prepared in accordance with [OHP]… 
procedures and requirements. 

(3) The resource is evaluated and determined by the office to have a significance rating of 
category 1-5 on DPR [Department of Parks and Recreation] form 523. 

(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 which have become 
eligible or ineligible due to changed circumstances or further documentation and those 
which have been demolished or altered in a manner that substantially diminishes the 
significance of the resource. 

In addition to meeting one of the four above criteria, California Register-eligible properties 
must also retain sufficient integrity to convey historic significance.  

INTEGRITY 

In addition to meeting the criteria of significance, property eligibility for the California and 
National Register must have integrity. “Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its 
significance.”ii According to National Register Bulletin 15, within the concept of integrity, the 
National Register criteria recognize seven aspects or qualities that, in various combinations, 
define integrity. To retain historic integrity a property will always possess several, and usually 
most, of these seven aspects. The retention of specific aspects of integrity is paramount for a 
property to convey its significance.iii The seven factors that define integrity are location, design, 
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. The following is excerpted from 
National Register Bulletin 15, which provides guidance on the interpretation and application of 
these factors. 

• Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where 
the historic event occurred. 

• Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and 
style of the property. 

• Setting is the physical environment of a historic property. 
• Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a 

particular period of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic 
property. 

• Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people 
during any given period in history or prehistory. 

• Feeling is property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period 
of time. 

• Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and a 
historic property. 

5.3.  LOCAL LEVEL 
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The subject property is being evaluated to determine historic significance and eligibility by the 
City of San Marino Municipal Code and General Plan. 

5.4. General Plan  

The San Marino General Plan was adopted in 2003. The Land Use Chapter of the General Plan 
includes three sections, 1) Land Use Designations, 2) Economic Development, and 3) 
Preservation. The Land Use Designation section includes a listing of the City’s cultural treasures 
including the El Molino Viejo and the Huntington Library and Botanical Gardens. The 
Preservation section of the General Plan provides policies and objectives to recognize historic 
resources in the City. General Plan objectives center on the identification of significant 
architectural, cultural, and historic resources. Implementation of a historic preservation 
program in the City would include ordinance development, protection measures for designated 
properties, adoption of State Historic Building Code, and implementation of tax incentives. 

5.5.  Historic Preservation Ordinance   

 Chapter 25.45, Subsection 25.45.010 – Procedures for Demolition - Section “G”: 

Requests for demolition of any residential or commercial structure at least fifty (50) years or 
older shall submit a report detailing the structure(s) historical significance, architectural design, 
and ownership history, which shall be prepared by qualified preservation professional.  The 
Director of Building and Planning, in his or her sole discretion, may require such a report for any 
request related to the demolition of any residential or commercial structure forty-nine (49) 
years or less.” 

California Environmental Quality Act - Section 7 

This Ordinance is exempt from California Environmental Quality Act, Cal. Pub Res. Code § 21000 
et seq. (“CEQA”) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15305, minor alterations in land use, and 
section 15061(b)(3) which is the general rule that CEQA applies only to projects which have the 
potential for causing a significant effect on the environment, and CEQA does not apply where it 
can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity may have a significant 
effect on the environment.  Adoption of this Ordinance will enact only minor changes in land 
use regulations and it can be seen with certainty that its adoption will not have a significant 
effect on the environment because it will not allow for the development of any new or 
expanded facilities anywhere other than where they were previously allowed under existing 
federal, state, and local regulations. 

San Marino OMC 25.454)18 Procedures for Demolition 

The following procedures shall be applied to all historic structures listed on the historic register 
and those structures listed on the historic resources list, which are located in commensal zones: 

(A) Demolition permits are subject to compliance with the provisions (of Title 14 of this code. 

(B) Applicants for demolition (of historic buildings which appear on the city's historic register or 
as required in this chapter shall make application for a demolition permit with the 
department of community development. 
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(C) Upon receipt of the application to demolish, the department of community development 
shall, within twenty days, schedule the request for public hearing before the design review 
board and shall solicit input from die heritage committee. Public noticing shall be as 
specified in Section 25.03.065(C). 

(D) Design Review Board Action. The design review board shaft receive a recommendation from 
the heritage committee and shall address and mitigate the cumulative impacts of allowing 
the demolition of structures that contribute to the overall neighborhood character or 
streetscape, but which may be individually insignificant. After conducting the public hearing, 
the design review board shall take one (of the following actions: 

(1) Approve Permit. The design review board may approve the demolition permit in 
conformance with the provisions of subsection (E) (Findings) of this section. 

(2) Approve permit, subject to a waiting period of up to ninety calendar days to consider 
relocation and/or 

(a) During the waiting period, the applicant shall advertise the proposed demolition in a 
paper of general circulation in the city once a month for the first two months 
following the design review board's hearing. Such advertisement shall be one-
quarter page in size and shall include a photograph of the structure, the address at 
which the structure proposed for demolition is located, information as to how 
arrangements can be made for relocation and the date after which a demolition 
permit may be issued. Evidence of this publication must be submitted to the 
department rtf community development prior to issuance of a demolition permit 

(b) Any application for relocation of the structure shall be filed within the specified 
waiting period as determined by the design review board. 

(c) The design review board may extend the waiting period up to one hundred eighty 
days if it determines that relocation is imminent 

(d) During the continuance period, the heritage committee may investigate relocation 
of the building or modification of the building for future uses in a way which 
preserves die architectural and historical integrity of the building. 

(e) During the continuance period, the applicant may pursue plan approval. 

(E) Findings. Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, the design review board shall make 
one of the following findings: 

(1) The action proposed is consistent with the purposes of the ordinance and the historic 
resources element of the general plan; or 

(2) There are no reasonable alternatives to demolition. (Old. 1179 § 5 (pail), 1989). 
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6. RESULTS 

6.1. County Assessor and Ownership Records 

The Los Angeles County Assessor maintains building records for property tax assessment and 
reassessment purposes. According to the Los Angeles County Assessor website the house was 
built in 1939. A record search of Los Angeles County Assessor tax records was conducted 
electronically by a third party title service to determine ownership history. However, no 
electronic records are available before 1983. Ownership, information before 1982 came from 
other primary sources including City Directories and City of San Marino Building Permit records. 
The subject property Assessor Parcel Number is 5332-030-006, which is Lot 26 of Tract Number 
8700 subdivided in 1928.  

Table 1. Property Ownership – 2445 Roanoak Road 

YEAR BOOK PAGE LOT OWNER'S NAME TRANSFER DATE 

1938 147 51-53 26 Smith, Harry 1938 

1945 147 51-53 26 Beery,  Lloyd 1945 

1982 147 51-53 26 Huang Chang 9/21/1982 

2016 147 26 5 Huang Chun Hui Chang 9/01/ 2016 

 

 Figure 8. Assessor Parcel Map 

6.2. Property Developer and Owner Profile 
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Harry Smith who resided in San Marino, was the owner contractor who built this spec house. 
He commissioned Architect Harold Bissner in 1938 to design this 2,021 square-foot home which 
costs $8,000. The house was a rental property until purchased by Lloyd Beery in 1945.  Mr. 
Beery was a cement salesman, he and his wife Elizabeth resided at the property for 37, till 1982 
when it was sold to the current owner Mr. Huang. He was a businessman who traveled 
between San Marino and Taiwan. 

6.3. City Directory Research 

City directories list all households and business within the City of San Marino from 1939 - 1970 
are archived in the Historical collections at San Marino Public Library. HPS LLC researched City 
directories as to tenants and owners of the property at 2445 Roanoak Road to determine 
whether or not any persons of potential historic significance may have been associated with the 
subject property. 

Table 2. Occupant Listing for 225 Roanoak Road 

 

YEAR ADDRESS OCCUPANT 

1938 2445 Roanoak Road  States property is under construction 

1939 2445 Roanoak Road No Listing 

1940 2445 Roanoak Road Michal, Henry A. (Tenant) 

1945 2445 Roanoak Road Beery, Lloyd 

1984 2445 Roanoak Road Huang, Chang 

1998 2445 Roanoak Road No Listing 

Besides review of historical track and Sanborn maps, aerial photographs were used to 
determine the features of the site that pre-date the construction of the 1939 home.  

6.4.  Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps 

Sanborn fire insurance maps are large-scale maps that depict the commercial, industrial, and 
residential sections of approximately 12,000 cities and towns in the United States. These 
specialized maps were prepared for the exclusive use of fire insurance companies and 
underwriters to provide accurate, current, and detailed information about the buildings they 
were insuring. Descriptions often included commercial/industrial uses, type of construction 
(Wood Frame or Masonry), the location of fire hydrants, and fire stations. A review of Sanborn 
Maps for San Marino was conducted at the Pasadena Historical Museum on May 2, 2018. 
Volume 7, contained a 1930 San Born Base Map, with a 1941 overlay update of the property 
located at 2445 Roanoak Road. 
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Figure 9. 1952 Sanborn Map (Volume 7, Pasadena History Museum) 

 

7. ARCHITECTURAL EVALUATION 

7.1.  City Building Permit Records 

Copies of the original 1939 building permit, and other permits for 14’ x 15’ Pergola enclosing 
the rear patio, re-roofing, electrical, plumbing work were reviewed.  

7.2. Builder of Record 

The owner/builder of the residence was Harold Lee Smith, a contractor who resided in San 
Marino. He built this 2,021 square-foot home for $8,000 in 1938. The property was rented until 
it was purchased by Lloyd Beery in 1945.   
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Figure 10. 1941 Real-estate Photograph of 2445 Roanoak Road 

 

7.3.  Alterations and Additions 

The residence originally, had two-bedrooms and 1-3/4 baths, today has three bedrooms and 
two-baths, and the rear covered patio has been enclosed. A matching brick chase on the east 
end of the roof has been removed, and the original wood shake roof has been replaced with 
concrete tile. Brick accents were applied to the residence when the patio was enclosed in 1948. 
A brick pony wall enclosed the north and west sides of the original open patio; the same 
treatment was applied over the existing stucco on the west and east elevations of the residence. 
The original wide shutters on the front façade that was proportional to the window size were 
replaced with small shutters. The general condition of the residence is good. However the 
exterior wood lap siding has some evidence of cupping, termite, and dry rot damage. The 
changes made were minor and to the rear elevation, no changes were made to the front facade 
which has remained unchanged from its 1939 period of significance. 

7.4.  Character Defining Features 

Based on tan eminiation of the 1941 photograph the building has retained its original character-
defining features. These features include:  one-story height, rectangular “L” plan, horizontal 
massing, low-pitched side-facing gable roof, boxed eaves, symmetrical composition, stucco 
exterior wall cladding, with wood lap accents,  exterior brick chimney, recessed entrance, and 
multi-paned divided light picture and bay windows. 
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7.5.  Evaluation of Integrity 

Though minor alterations have been made to the residence 2445 Roanoak Road still retains 
character-defining features of its original Cape Cod Colonial and early Ranch design and 
therefore retains all seven aspects of integrity: 

• Location: The building remains in its original location and therefore retains the integrity of 
location. 

• Design: The building has retained its original character-defining features: one-story height, 
rectangular “L” plan, horizontal massing, low-pitched side-facing gable roof, boxed eaves, 
symmetrical composition, exterior wood lap accents, exterior brick chimney, recessed 
entrance, and multi-paned divided light picture and bay windows.  Therefore, the building 
retains the integrity of design. 

• Setting: The setting of the property and its landscaping has remained consistent with its 
period of development. Therefore, the residence and garage retains integrity of setting. 

• Materials: The building has retained its original materials, including, stucco exterior wall 
cladding, and wood lap accents,  brick chimney, original divided light wood picture windows, 
and wrought-iron porch railings. Therefore, the buildings retain integrity of materials. 

• Workmanship: The building retains the physical evidence of period construction techniques 
and therefore retains integrity of workmanship. 

• Feeling: The building(s) retain significant physical features that convey their historic 
character as late 1930s single-family residence, and therefore retain integrity of feeling. 

• Association: There are no direct associations with the building as to historical events, or 
persons of significance. 

Based on the evaluations and assessment in this report, the property was found to have 
retained its historic integrity based six of the above seven aspects. 

8. SIGNIFICANCE AND ELIGIBILITY EVALUATION 

CRHR Criterion 1 / NRHP Criterion A: The pre-World War II residence is not associated with a 
singular event important in history, nor does it appear to reflect broad trends or patterns of 
development. The residence is also not directly associated, in a significant way, to the 
development of the City or its incorporation. The single-story residence 2445 Roanoak Road 
was constructed as a rental property and to serve the growing residential needs within San 
Marino. Therefore, the single-family residence is not related to the broad patterns of regional 
or national history and is not significantly associated with the history of the development of San 
Marino, California. The building is evaluated as not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. 

CRHR Criterion 2 / NRHP Criterion B: The property owners, the architect and builder of record 
were not significant persons. Therefore, the single-family residence is not associated with the 
lives of persons significant in the past and is, therefore, not eligible under CRHR Criterion 2 or 
NRHP Criterion B. 
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CRHR Criterion 3 / NRHP Criterion C: Harold Bissiner the architect of 2445 Roanoak Road noted 
on the building permit that the architectural design on the Building Permit a “Cape Cod 
colonial.” He obtained his architectural license one-year before designing this residence in 1939: 
he was not considered and listed as a Master Architect in San Marino. Bissiner was known for 
his Monterey and Spanish Colonial Revival designed homes in San Marino and Pasadena during 
the early 1920s. The custom designed 1939 home is eclectic in design; it does possess high 
artistic values, or possess any significant distinguishable components. The material and features 
of the residence are common and lack distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction.  Although the exterior of the house retains its character-defining, it does not 
represent an excellent or distinctive example of Cape Cod, or Cape Cod Colonial styled 
architecture. The owner/builder H. L. Smith was not a prominent builder in San Marino.  

In addition to completing an intensive windshield survey of the property and neighborhood, 
HPS evaluated the residential contexts as previously identified by Arroyo Resources (2016). The 
property and neighborhood context did not fall within any identified historic contexts and was 
found to be historically insignificant. The property and residential track that encompasses both 
pre/post World War II designed homes is not significant in the formation of the City of San 
Marino in the context of City Planning and Development. Therefore, the single-story duplex 
building is not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 or NRHP Criterion C. 

CRHR Criterion 4 / NRHP Criterion D: The single-family residence does not have potential to 
yield information important in prehistory or history. Archival research potential for the building 
has been exhausted, and there is no potential for the building to provide additional information 
that is not already represented in the archival record. Therefore, the single-family residence is 
not eligible under CRHR Criterion 4 or NRHP Criterion D.  

Regardless of integrity, the building is evaluated as not eligible for the CRHR, NRHP and Local 
Landmark Status. 
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8.1. Records Search Results  

Archival research on the history and development of the property and surrounding area was 
undertaken to determine the construction, use, and ownership history of the building, as well 
as important themes in history that may have been associated with the property. Both primary 
and secondary sources of information such as historical maps and photographs, newspaper 
articles, and written histories of San Marino were utilized in this endeavor. 

A cultural resource records search was conducted at the South Coastal Information Center 
(SCIC), and a review of local and regional historical archives was used in assessing and 
evaluating the property and adjoining ¼ mile area for historic significance.  

The records search results indicated that property had not been previously inventoried or 
evaluated on either the National Register or the California Register, and the property and its 
neighborhood context did not contain any historical resources. Additionally, no historical 
surveys have been Records Search - City of San Marino. 

9. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

CONCLUSION 

Historic Preservation Services (HPS) has completed the evaluation of 2445 Roanoak Road, City 
of San Marino. HPS has determined based on the whole of the record the single-family 
residence does not meet any criteria for listing in the National, California or local landmark 
registers and is not a "historical resource" for purposes of the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). Additional information is provided below and in the attached State of California 
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) forms.  

The property and the surrounding neighborhood were evaluated against Historic Contexts identified by 
Arroyo Resources, and others, and found to be historically insignificant. This residential track 
encompasses both pre/post World War II designed homes and is not significant in the formation of the 

City of San Marino. Additionally, the property and neighborhood does not meet the NR/CA Register 
eligibility under Criterion “A” (City Planning and Development). 

The residence is modest Cape Cod Colonial residence. Even though it is a custom home it has 
few distinctive details and does not individually convey an association with significant periods 
of early development in San Marino. It is not a notable representation of the Cape Cod style 
and the residence does not distinguish itself in any meaningful way or possess high artistic 
values. Harold Bissner, the architect of record, was not listed as a Master Architect in the City of 
San Marino. Although the residence retains most aspects of integrity from the 1939 period of 
significance; it does not appear to be a distinctive or otherwise influential example of Bissner’s 
work. The Residence does not appear to be associated with significant events or the productive 
lives of significant personages. 

Recommendation 

 No Historical Resources have been identified; therefore the City of San Marino may reach a 
finding of no Impact regarding historic-period built environment resources.  Historic 
Preservation Services recommends a California Historical Resource Status Code of 6Z, ineligible 
for National Register, California Register or Local designation through survey evaluation.  
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EXHIBIT 1 HISTORIC PRESERVATION ORDINANCE 
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION ORDINANCE ORDINANCE NO. O-18-1336 

 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SAN MARINO REGARDING HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND 
DESIGN REVIEW REGULATIONS AND AMENDING THE SAN MARINO CITY CODE REGARDING THE 
SAME. 

THE SAN MARINO CITY COUNCIL HEREBY ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1.        Article 12 “Designation of Historic Landmarks” of Chapter 2 “Administration” of 
the City Code is hereby repealed in its entirety. 

Section 2.        A new Article 18 entitled “Historic Preservation” is hereby added to Chapter 23 
“Zoning and Development, Advertising and Signs, Fences and Walls” of the City Code to read as 
follows: 

“Article 18  HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

23.18.010        Purpose 

The purpose of the Historic Preservation Ordinance is to promote the public health, safety, and 
general welfare by providing for the identification, designation, protection, enhancement, and 
ongoing use of historical resources that represent the City’s cultural, architectural, social, 
economic, and political heritage.  It is the intent and purpose of the San Marino City Council in 
passing this article to: 

A.        Preserve, maintain, and safeguard the City’s heritage and character for the enjoyment of 
present and future generations, by providing for the protection and thoughtful management of 
historic resources as defined in this article; 

B.        Foster awareness, recognition, and stewardship of the City’s historic resources; 

C.        Encourage public knowledge and appreciation of the City’s heritage, and foster civic and 
neighborhood pride and sense of identity through the recognition of historic resources; 

D.        Encourage the maintenance and preservation of cultural landscapes that contribute to 
the historic character of our neighborhoods and built environment; 

E.         Recognize the City’s historic resources as economic assets; 

F.         Stabilize and improve property values within the City, and increase the economic and 
financial benefits to the City and its inhabitants through the preservation, rehabilitation, and 
ongoing use of historic resources; 

G.        Integrate the conservation of historic resources into the public and private development 
process; 

H.        Implement the General Plan by protecting the historical and culturally significant 
resources that contribute to community identity and a sense of history; 

 I.         Facilitate the City’s compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and their provisions for cultural and historical 
resources; 
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J.          Preserve diverse and significant architectural styles and property types reflecting the 
City’s history and encourage complementary new construction and design, to maintain the 
City’s historic scale and character; and 

K.        Adopt and encourage the use of historic preservation incentives, both regulatory and 
economic, that promote the retention, rehabilitation, and protection of historic resources. 

23.18.020        Definitions 

The following words and phrases shall be defined as set forth in this section, for the purpose of 
this article. 

“Alteration” means any act or process that modifies a historic landmark that either: (1) requires 
a building permit and changes one or more of the features of a landscape or structure including, 
without limitation, the erection, construction, reconstruction, or relocation of any structure or 
any part of a structure; or (2) significantly changes any feature of a landscape or exterior of a 
structure that relates to its status as a historic landmark, regardless of whether such act or 
process requires a building permit. 

“Architectural feature” means an exterior design element of a historic resource embodying the 
style thereof, including, but not limited to, the kind, color, texture of building materials; tile and 
iron work; the type, style, and arrangement of windows, doors, lights, signs and other fixtures 
appurtenant to such structure; and, on a larger scale, includes siting, composition and massing 
(the number, placement and size of improvements). 

“Council” means the City Council of the City of San Marino. 

“Commission” means the City of San Marino Planning Commission. 

“Director” means the Planning and Building Director, or his or her designee. 

“Demolition” means any act or process that destroys, in whole or in part, a building, structure, 
or site or permanently impairs the structure’s integrity or historical significance. 

“Historic landmark” means any structure, any site, sign, structure, building, landscape, object, 
area, place, or feature designated as a historic landmark pursuant to this article. 

“Historic resource” means any improvement, historic landmark or district, or other object of 
cultural, architectural or historical significance to the citizens of the City, the region, the state or 
the nation, which is designated or eligible for designation and determined to be appropriate for 
historic preservation by the Director, the Commission, or by the Council pursuant to the 
provisions of this article. 

“Improvement” means any structural element, architectural features, plaque, light standard, 
light fixture, street furniture, porch and steps, structure, sign, fence, wall, mature tree or other 
specified object constituting a physical feature of real property. 

“Inventory of historic resources” means the inventory adopted by the Commission of 
potentially historic sites, structures, buildings, object, and places in the City. 

“Secretary’s Standards” means the Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties adopted 
by the United States Secretary of the Interior, and all guidelines adopted for the 
implementation of the same, as may be amended from time to time. 
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“State Historical Building Code” means California Health & Safety Code, Section 18950 et seq. 
and the California Historical Building Code, codified at Part 8, Title 24 of the California Code of 
Regulations, as either of these may be amended from time to time. 

23.18.020        Designation of Historic Landmarks 

A.                Automatic Designation.  Any property within the City that is listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places or the California Register of Historic Places is automatically 
designated as a historic landmark for purposes of this article. 

B.                 Prior Designations.  Any historic landmark previously designated as such by the City on 
or before the effective date of this article shall continue to be a historic landmark as previously 
designated for purposes of this article and shall be subject to all provisions herein. 

C.                 New Designations.  The Council may designate any structure, property, or properties as 
a historic landmark or historic resource subject to criteria in this section. 

D.                Amendment or Rescission.  The Council may amend or rescind the designation of any 
historic landmark, for the purposes of this article, subject to the same procedures required for 
their designation, including without limitation, hearing and recommendation of the Director. 

1.                  Criteria for Amendment.  Once a historic landmark has been designated, the 
designation shall not be amended unless the City Council determines the findings required 
under Section 23.18.030 can still be made. 

2.                  Criteria for Rescission.  Once a historic landmark has been designated, the designation 
shall not be rescinded unless the City Council finds that: (1) the evidence supporting the 
designation was erroneous; or (2) the findings required under Section 23.18.030 can no longer 
be made. 

23.18.030        Designation Criteria for Historic Landmarks 

A.                The Council may designate a historic resource a historic landmark if it meets the 
requirements of both paragraphs B and C of this section. 

B.                 Historic landmarks must meet at least one of the following criteria: 

3.                  It is or was once associated or identified with important events or broad patterns of 
development that have made a significant contribution to the cultural, architectural, historical, 
and political heritage of the City, region, state, or nation; or 

4.                  It is or was associated with an important person or persons who made a significant 
contribution to the history, development, or culture of the City, region, state, or nation; or 

5.                  It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of 
construction; exemplifies the work of a well-recognized architect or builder, or possesses high 
artistic or aesthetic values; or it represents one of the last, best remaining examples of an 
architectural type or style in a neighborhood or the City that was once common but is now 
increasingly rare. 

C.                 Historic landmarks must retain integrity from their period of significance with respect 
to its location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, association, or any combination 
of these factors.  A proposed landmark need not retain all such original aspects, but must retain 
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sufficient integrity to convey its historic, cultural, or architectural significance.  Neither the 
deferred maintenance of a proposed landmark nor its dilapidated condition shall, on its own, be 
equated with a loss of integrity.  Integrity shall be judged with reference to the particular 
characteristics that support the property’s eligibility. 

23.18.040        Designation Requirements and Procedures for Historic Landmarks 

A.                Application.  The Council, Commission, Director, or the owners of the subject property 
or their authorized agents may apply for a historic landmark designation.  A third party who 
believes that a property or structure should be designated may submit a written request for the 
Commission or Director to initiate an application.  In the event the Council, Commission, or 
Director initiates the application, the Director shall complete the required application.  All 
applications shall be made on a form prescribed by the Director and shall include the following 
data: 

1.                  The assessor’s parcel number and legal description of site; 

2.                  A description of the historic landmark, including its current condition and its special 
aesthetic, cultural, architectural, or engineering interest, or value of a historic nature; 

3.                  Sketches, drawings, photographs, or other descriptive material; 

4.                  The written consent of the property owner(s) or authorized agent to the proposed 
historic landmark designation; 

5.                  Such other information as requested by the Director; and 

6.                  Required filing fees, as set by Council Resolution.  City initiated nominations are not 
subject to filing fees. 

B.                 Except as necessary to correct an unsafe or dangerous condition pursuant to section 
23.18.130, it shall be unlawful for any person to carry out or cause to be carried out any activity 
requiring a Certificate of Appropriateness on a proposed historical landmark for which an 
application has been filed until the Council has taken final action. 

C.                 Survey.  Within 45 days of when a designation application is deemed complete, the 
Director shall conduct a survey to document all potentially historic features of the subject 
property and prepare a report to the Commission. 

D.                Commission Review and Recommendation. 

1.                  The Commission shall consider each application for designation at a public hearing. The 
Director shall set the time and place of such hearing. Any such hearing may be continued from 
time to time. 

2.                  The Director shall give, in writing, notice not less than ten (10) days of the time, place 
and purpose of such hearing to the owners and occupants of the subject and adjacent 
properties. 

3.                  Following the hearing, the Commission shall adopt a resolution to recommend to the 
Council approval or disapproval of the application for designation. 

E.                 Council Determination.  The sole authority to designate a historic resource as a historic 
landmark shall be vested in the Council in accordance with the following: 
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1.                  Within ten (10) days of the Commission recommendation, the Director shall send a 
copy to the City Clerk. The City Clerk shall set a hearing at which the Council shall consider the 
recommendation of the Commission. The applicant and owner of the property shall be given 
notice of the time and place of the Council hearing at least ten (10) days prior to the hearing 
date, together with a copy of the Commission’s recommendation to the Council. 

2.                  Following the hearing, the Council shall adopt or reject the designation recommended 
by the Commission. In the alternative, the Council may continue its consideration of the matter, 
or refer the proposed designation to the Commission for further consideration within a period 
of time designated by the Council.  If the Council has not taken any action on the application 
within 180 days of the Commission’s recommendation, then the application shall be deemed 
denied. 

3.                  The designation of a historic landmark shall be made by Resolution of the Council. 

4.                  Within ten (10) days of the Council’s decision, notice thereof shall be mailed by the City 
Clerk to the applicant and record owner of the property proposed for designation. 

5.                  The Resolution designating the property as a historic landmark shall be filed with the 
Los Angeles County Recorder’s office by the City Clerk. 

F.                  Public Agencies.  The Director shall take appropriate steps to notify all public agencies 
and public utilities which own or may acquire property, including easements and public rights-
of-way in the city, of the existence of historic landmarks.  The Director shall forward a copy of 
the any resolution approving the designation of a historic landmark to any department or 
agency that the director deems appropriate. 

G.                Local Official Register.  Resolutions adopting designations of historic landmark shall 
collectively be known as the San Marino Register of Historic Landmark.  The Local Official 
Register shall be kept on file with the City Clerk, who shall transmit copies, updated annually, to 
the Director of Planning and Building, the Director of Parks and Public Works, and the Crowell 
Public Library. 

H.                Upon designation by the Council, the Director shall record the location, characteristics, 
and significance of the historic landmark on a California Department of Parks and Recreation 
Historic Resources Inventory Form 523, and include therewith a description of the particular 
features that are to be preserved and the legal description of the historic landmark. 

I.                   A designated historic landmark may be identified by an approved city marker, but such 
a marker is not required. 

J.                   Deletion of demolished or rescinded landmark.  When a listed historic landmark has 
been demolished or has had its historic landmark designation rescinded pursuant to the 
provisions of this Code, the Director, upon notice thereof, shall cause such structure to be 
deleted from the San Marino Official Register. Upon such deletion, the provisions of this article 
shall have no further application to such property. 

23.18.050        Maintenance of Historic Landmarks 

A.                The owner, occupant, lessee, or other person having legal custody and control of a 
historic landmark shall keep in good repair all exterior portions thereof, all interior portions 
thereof regulated by the applicable designation statement or adopted conservation plan, and 
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all interior portions thereof whose maintenance is necessary to prevent deterioration and 
decay of any exterior architectural feature. 

B.                 The owner, occupant or other person having legal custody and control of a historic 
landmark shall promptly repair such building or structure consistent with all other applicable 
local, state, and federal laws, if it is found to have any of the following defects: 

1.                  Facades that may fall and injure a member of the public or property; 

2.                  Deteriorated or inadequate foundation, defective or deteriorated flooring or floor 
supports, deteriorated walls or other vertical structural supports; 

3.                  Members of ceilings, roofs and roof supports or other horizontal members which age, 
split or buckle due to defective material or deterioration; 

4.                  Deteriorated or insufficient waterproofing of exterior walls, roofs, foundations or floors, 
including broken windows or doors; 

5.                  Defective or insufficient weather protection for exterior wall covering, including lack of 
paint or weathering due to lack of paint or other protective covering; and 

6.                  Any fault or defect which renders it not properly watertight or structurally unsafe. 

C.                 Nothing in this article shall be construed to prevent the ordinary maintenance or repair 
of any exterior architectural feature in or on any property covered by this article that does not 
involve a change in design, material, or external appearance thereof. 

D.                A Certificate of Appropriateness shall not be issued for the demolition of a historic 
landmark because of the failure of the owner to comply with the provisions of this section. 

23.18.060        Certificate of Appropriateness Requirement 

No person shall carry out or cause to be carried out any alteration, restoration, rehabilitation, 
construction, removal, relocation, or demolition of any historic landmark unless the City has 
first issued a Certificate of Appropriateness or Certificate of Economic Hardship in accordance 
with the requirements in this article. 

23.18.070        Certificate of Appropriateness Procedures 

A.                Application.  An application for a Certificate of Appropriateness shall be filed with the 
Planning and Building Department upon a form prescribed by the Director and shall include the 
following information, excepting such information the Director deems unnecessary on a case-
by-case basis in light of the proposed work: 

1.                  A description of the proposed work and an explanation of how it is compatible with the 
Secretary’s Standards and other applicable standards, where appropriate; 

2.                  Detailed architectural plans and specifications, including floor plans and scaled 
elevations and drawings, illustrating the scale, massing, and appearance of the proposed work, 
including existing and proposed elevations and plans;  

3.                  A description the specifications and appearance of existing and proposed replacement 
materials and features; 

4.                  A site plan showing all existing buildings and structures and the relationship of the 
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proposed work to the surrounding environment; 

5.                  Relationship to the existing scale, massing, architectural style, site and streetscape, 
landscaping, and signage for new construction in Historic Districts’ 

6.                  Any other information determined to be necessary for review of the proposed work by 
the Director. 

7.                  Required fee(s), as set by Council Resolution. 

B.                 Director Review.  An application for a Certificate of Appropriateness shall be eligible for 
Director review if the application meets either of the following requirements: 

1.                  The proposed work would not result in a change of design, material, or appearance of 
the historic landmark’s character defining features, which may include but is not limited to: 

a.                   Repair or replacement of deteriorated materials with applications or materials of the 
same kind, type, and texture already in use for roofs, windows, siding material, chimneys and 
fireplaces, accessory structures, or fencing; 

  

b.                  Addition or deletion of awnings, canopies, and similar incidental appurtenances that do 
not alter the integrity of the historic landmark. 

2.                  The proposed work is limited a minor addition of square footage which does not 
exceed one hundred fifty (150) square feet, as determined by the Director, and where such 
additions are on the rear elevation and not visible from the public right-of-way and would not 
remove, change, or obstruct any of the historic landmark’s character-defining features. 

3.                  Notwithstanding the above, the Director shall have the discretion to refer any 
application for a Certificate of Appropriateness to the Commission for review. 

C.                 Commission Review.  The Commission shall conduct a public hearing on all applications 
for a Certificate of Appropriateness not eligible for Director review under Section 23.18.060.B 
above or referred to the Commission by the Director. 

D.                Findings Required. 

1.                  Standard Findings. No Certificate of Appropriateness shall be approved unless the 
following findings are made: 

a.                   The project will not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic 
landmark within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act as determined by the 
Commission and the Council; 

b.                  The project is consistent with the provisions of this article; and 

c.                   The project is consistent with the Secretary’s Standards and any applicable design 
guidelines adopted by the City. 

2.                  Additional Findings for Demolitions.  No Certificate of Appropriateness to allow 
demolition of part or all of a historic landmark shall be approved unless the following findings 
are made in addition to all other required findings: 

a.                   All efforts to restore, rehabilitate, or relocate the historic landmark would be futile; 
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b.                  Restoration or rehabilitation would require extensive alterations  that would render 
the historic landmark unworthy of preservation or make such preservation infeasible; 

c.                   Failure to demolish the historic landmark would adversely affect or detract from the 
character of the neighborhood; and 

d.                  The deterioration of the historic landmark is not the result of the failure of the owner 
to maintain the property in accordance with this article. 

E.                 Issuance of Certificate.  Following review of an application for a Certificate of 
Appropriateness, the Director or Commission shall adopt a resolution approving, conditionally 
approving, or denying the application.  The applicant shall be notified of the decision by mail 
within ten (10) days.  Upon approval, copies of the Certificate of Appropriateness shall be 
forwarded to the applicant, the Director, and any other department or agency that requests 
one. 

F.                  Appeal.  Decisions of the Director and Commission regarding a Certificate of 
Appropriateness are subject to appeal in accordance with Section 23.18.150.  No Certificate of 
Appropriateness shall become effective until the time to appeal its issuance has expired. 

23.18.080        Certificate of Economic Hardship 

A.                The Commission may issue a Certificate of Economic Hardship to allow alteration or 
demolition of a historic landmark where denial of a Certificate of Appropriateness would create 
an extraordinary and severe hardship upon the owner.  No action shall be taken to demolish a 
historic landmark for a period thirty (30) days following the issuance of a Certificate of 
Economic Hardship. 

B.                 Application.  All applications shall be filed with the planning and building department 
with the proscribed form. The applicant is encouraged to confer with the planning and building 
department prior to application submittal.  All applications should include: 

1.                  Cost estimate of the proposed construction, addition, alteration, demolition or 
relocation; 

2.                  Cost estimate of the additional cost(s) that would be incurred to comply with the 
recommendations of the Commission for issuance of a Certificate of Appropriateness; 

3.                  A rehabilitation report from a licensed engineer or architect with expertise in 
rehabilitation as to the structural soundness of any structures on the property and their 
suitability for rehabilitation; 

4.                  The estimated market value of the property in its current condition; 

5.                  The estimated market value of the property after completion of the proposed 
construction, alteration, demolition or relocation; 

6.                  The estimated market value of the property after any condition recommended by the 
Commission; 

7.                  In the case of demolition, the estimated market value of the property after renovation 
of the existing property for continued use; 

8.                  In the case of demolition, an estimate from an licensed architect, state certified 
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appraiser and other real estate professional with experience in rehabilitation as to the 
economic feasibility of rehabilitation or reuse of the existing structure on the property; 

9.                  For income-producing properties, information on annual gross income, operating and 
maintenance expenses, tax deductions for depreciation and annual cash flow after debt service, 
current property value appraisals, assessed property valuations and real estate taxes; 

10.              Remaining balance on any mortgage or other financing secured by the property and 
annual debt service, if any, for the previous two years; 

11.              All appraisals obtained within the previous two (2) years by the owner or applicant in 
connection with the purchase, financing or ownership of the property; 

12.              The amount paid for the property if purchased within the previous thirty-six (36) 
months, the date of purchase and the party from whom purchased, including a description of 
the relationship, if any, between the owner of record or applicant and the person from whom 
the property was purchased, and any terms of financing between the seller and buyer; 

13.              Any listing of the property for sale, rent, price asked and offers received, if any, within 
the previous two (2) years; 

14.              Any other information considered necessary by the Commission to determine whether 
or not the property does or may yield a reasonable return to the owners; and 

15.              Required fee(s), as set by Council Resolution. 

23.18.090        Certificate of Economic Hardship – Procedure and Findings 

If a Certificate of Economic Hardship is required for a historic resource, the procedure for a 
Certificate of Appropriateness shall apply, with the exception that the previous requirement for 
findings enumerated in Section 23.18.080 shall be substituted with the following findings: 

A.                Denial of the application will diminish the value of the subject property so as to leave 
substantially no value; 

B.                 Sale or rental of the property is impractical, when compared to the cost of holding such 
property for uses permitted in this zone; 

C.                 An adaptive reuse study has been conducted and found that utilization of the property 
for lawful purposes is prohibited or impractical; 

D.                Rental at a reasonable rate of return is not feasible; 

E.                 Denial of the Certificate of Appropriateness would damage the owner of the property 
unreasonably in comparison to the benefit conferred on the community; and 

F.                  All means involving City-sponsored incentives, such as transfer of development rights, 
tax abatements, financial assistance, building code modifications, changes in the zoning 
ordinance, loans, grants and reimbursements, have been explored to relieve possible economic 
disincentives. 

23.18.100        Extensions for Certificate of Appropriateness or Economic Hardship 

A Certificate of Appropriateness or Economic Hardship shall lapse and become void one (1) year 
from the date of approval, unless a building permit (if required) has been issued and work 
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authorized by the certificate has commenced prior to such expiration date and is diligently 
pursued to completion. 

Upon request of the property owner, the Director shall have discretion to extend a Certificate 
of Appropriateness or Certificate of Economic Hardship provided such extension shall not 
exceed one (1) year.  In the event a Certificate of Appropriateness or Certificate of Economic 
Hardship lapses, a new application shall be required. 

23.18.110        Mitigation/Conditions of Approval 

Whenever any decision under this article by the Council, Commission, or Director to approve an 
application has the potential to diminish or destroy the historic, cultural, or architectural value 
of a historic landmark, the Council, Commission or Director may impose conditions to mitigate 
the loss of a historic landmark.  Such conditions may include, but shall not be limited to the 
following: 

A.                Documentation of the historic features of the property including, but not limited to, site 
plans, floor plans, elevations, detailed drawings of character defining features, photographic 
records of the exterior, interior, and any character defining features, title deed of the original 
owners, any historical information of person and events associated with the site. 

B.                 Requiring salvage, relocation, donation, or adaptive reuse of significant items or 
features within or on the property. 

23.18.120        Demolition of Historic Resources 

A.                Demolition, in whole or in part, of a historic landmark without issuance of a Certificate 
of Appropriateness or Certificate of Economic Hardship is prohibited. 

B.                 A Certificate of Appropriateness or Certificate of Economic Hardship shall not be issued 
for the demolition, in whole or in part, for a historic landmark unless a plan for a replacement 
has been approved through the appropriate development review process. 

C.                 No permit shall be issued for the demolition, in whole or in part, of a historic landmark 
unless a permit has been issued for a replacement improvement, unless demolition is required 
in conformance with section 23.18.130 because of unsafe or dangerous conditions. 

23.18.130        Unsafe or Dangerous Conditions 

A.                None of the provisions of this article shall be construed to prevent any construction, 
alteration, removal, demolition or relocation of a historic landmark necessary to correct unsafe 
or dangerous conditions of any structure or feature, or part thereof where the Director has 
declared such condition unsafe or dangerous and the proposed construction, alteration, 
removal, demolition or relocation necessary to correct the unsafe or dangerous condition.  Only 
such work as is necessary to correct the unsafe or dangerous condition may be performed 
pursuant to this section. 

B.                 Prior to the City authorizing any work pursuant to this section, the Director shall inform 
the Commission unless he or she determines that such work is immediately necessary to 
correct the unsafe or dangerous condition; in which case, the Director shall report his or her 
actions to the Commission at its next regular meeting. 

23.18.140        Environmental Review 
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If any action required or taken pursuant to this article is subject to the provisions of the 
California Environmental Quality Act, the time in which such action must be taken shall be 
extended in order to allow time to comply with said Act, provided, however, that such action is 
taken within the time limits imposed by the Permit Streamlining Act. 

23.18.150        Appeals 

A.                Any interested party may appeal any decision by the Director under this article to the 
Commission, and any decision by the Commission to the Council, not later than fifteen (15) days 
following the giving of notice of decision.  Such appeal shall be taken by filing a written notice 
of appeal with the Director, along with an appeal fee as set by Council resolution. 

B.                 The Director shall cause the appeal to be set for hearing before the Commission or 
Council within sixty (60) days of receipt of the notice of appeal.  The City Clerk shall give the 
appellant and all persons requesting the same at least ten (10) days’ written notice of the time 
and place of the appeal hearing. 

C.                 All appeals shall be decided de novo following a public hearing. 

23.18.160        Preservation Incentives 

To encourage owners to designate, maintain, preserve, rehabilitate, and improve historic 
landmarks, the City provides the incentives set forth in this section.  Only properties designated 
as historic landmarks are potentially eligible to apply for preservation incentives. 

A.                Mills Act Contracts.  Pursuant to and consistent with California Government Code, 
Section 50280, the Council may enter into Mills Act contracts with the owner of a historic 
landmark for the purpose of preservation, rehabilitation, and maintenance of designated 
historic landmark, which shall allow the owner to receive a reduction in property taxes in 
exchange for a commitment to specific repair, restoration, or rehabilitation improvements and 
satisfactory maintenance of the property.  The agreement shall include, but not be limited to, 
the contract provisions required under state law, and shall extend for a minimum period of ten 
(10) years, renewed annually, until and unless a notice of non-renewal or cancellation is 
filed.  The application process, review procedures, and required contract provisions for Mills Act 
Agreements shall be established at the sole discretion of the Council based on the 
recommendations of the Commission in a form to be approved by the City Attorney.  The 
program shall be implemented by the Director or his or her designee.  The council may adopt a 
policy by resolution governing which properties are eligible for Mills Act contracts. 

B.                 Public Recognition:  The Commission or Council may establish a program to publicly 
recognize historic resources with plaques, signage, and other appropriate forms of recognition. 

C.                 State Historical Building Code (SHBC):  Any alteration made for preservation, 
rehabilitation, restoration or relocation of historic resources may be made according to the 
requirements of the State Historical Building Code.  The SHBC shall be used for any historic 
resource in the City’s building permit procedure. 

D.                Fee Relief and Waivers: Historic landmarks are eligible for the following fee waivers, 
refunds, and reductions provided that the work is consistent with the historic criteria under 
which the property was designated a historic landmark. 

1.                  A 50% refund of applicable building permit fees at time of issuance for projects found 
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to be in compliance with the Secretary’s Standards. 

E.                 Preservation Easements.  Preservation easements on the facades of buildings 
designated as historic resources may be acquired by the City, or on the City’s behalf, by a 
nonprofit group designated by the City through purchase, donation, or condemnation pursuant 
to California Civil Code 815. 

23.18.170        Enforcement Authority 

The Director, with the advice and consent of the City Manager, shall have the authority to 
enforce the provisions of this article. 

23.18.180        Violations and Penalties 

A.                It is unlawful for any person, firm, partnership, or corporation to violate any provision 
or to fail to comply with any of these requirements of this article.  Any person, firm, partnership, 
or corporation that violates a requirement of this article or fails to obey a resolution issued by 
the Commission or Council comply with a condition of approval of any certificate or permit 
issued under this article shall be guilty of a misdemeanor pursuant to 01.04.01 of the City 
Code.  Each day that such failure continues shall constitute a separate violation. 

B.                 Any alteration or demolition of a historic resource in violation of this article is expressly 
declared to be a nuisance pursuant to 01.04.10 of the City Code and shall be abated by 
restoring or reconstructing the property to its original condition prior to the violation.  Any 
person or entity that demolishes or substantially alters or causes substantial alteration or 
demolition of a structure, in violation of the provisions of this article, shall be liable for a civil 
penalty. 

C.                 Alteration or demolition of a historic resource in violation of this article shall authorize 
the City to issue a temporary moratorium for the development of the subject property for a 
period not to exceed twenty-four (24) months from the date the City becomes aware of the 
alteration or demolition in violation of this article.  The purpose of the moratorium is to provide 
the City an opportunity to study and determine appropriate mitigation measures to restore the 
historic resource, and to ensure measures are incorporated into any future development plans 
and approvals for the subject property are followed pursuant to Code.  Mitigation measures as 
determined by the planning and building department and/or Commission shall be imposed as a 
condition of any subsequent permit for development of the subject property. 

D.                In the case of an unauthorized demolition, the civil penalty shall be equal to the 
assessed value or the cost of reconstruction, restoration, or repair of the historic resource prior 
to the demolition.  In the case of alteration, the civil penalty shall be equal to the cost of 
restoration of the altered portion of the historic resource.  Once the civil penalty has been paid, 
building and construction permits and/or a certificate of occupancy may be issued. 

E.                 The city attorney may maintain an action for injunctive relief to restrain a violation or 
cause, where possible, the complete or partial restoration, reconstruction or replacement of 
any structure demolished, partially demolished, altered or partially altered in violation of this 
article.  In any civil action brought pursuant to this article, a court of competent jurisdiction may 
award reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs to the prevailing party. 

23.18.220        Permit Application Filing Fees 
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Before accepting for filing any application described in this article, the Director shall charge and 
collect such administrative fees as may be set by resolution of the Council. 

Section 3.        Section 1.06.01.B of Article 6 “Administrative Procedures and Penalties for Code 
Violations” of Chapter 1 “General Provisions” of the City Code is hereby amended by the 
addition thereto of a new subsection 16, which shall read as follows: 

“16.     Chapter XXIII, article 18, "Historic Preservation".” 

Section 4.        Section 23.15.03 of Article 15 “Design Review Committee” of Chapter 23 “Zoning 
and Development, Advertising and Signs, Fences and Walls” of the City Code is hereby amended 
by the addition thereto a new subsection C and the renumbering of all existing subsections 
accordingly.  The new subsection C shall read as follows: 

“C.       The modification, expansion, or alteration of more than 50% of the exterior of a 
residential or commercial structure.” 

Section 5.        Section 23.15.04 of Article 15 “Design Review Committee” of Chapter 23 “Zoning 
and Development, Advertising and Signs, Fences and Walls” of the City Code is hereby amended 
by the addition thereto of a new subsection D to read as follows: 

“D.      All applications for design review approval shall be reviewed in the first instance by the 
committee excepting applications subject to design review under Section 23.15.03 B or C, which 
shall be reviewed in the first instance by the Planning Commission.” 

Section 6.        Section 23.15.12 of Article 15 “Design Review Committee” of Chapter 23 “Zoning 
and Development, Advertising and Signs, Fences and Walls” of the City Code is hereby amended 
by the addition thereto of a new subsection G and renumbering of all existing subsections 
accordingly.  The new subsection G shall read as follows: 

“G.      Requests for demolition of any residential or commercial structure at least fifty (50) 
years or older shall submit a report detailing the structure(s) historical significance, 
architectural design, and ownership history, which shall be prepared by a qualified preservation 
professional.  The Director of Building and Planning, in his or her sole discretion, may require 
such a report for any request related to the demolition of any residential or commercial 
structure forty-nine (49) years or less.” 

Section 7. This Ordinance is exempt from California Environmental Quality Act, Cal. Pub Res. 
Code § 21000 et seq. (“CEQA”) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15305, minor alterations in 
land use, and section 15061(b)(3) which is the general rule that CEQA applies only to projects 
which have the potential for causing a significant effect on the environment, and CEQA does 
not apply where it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity may 
have a significant effect on the environment.  Adoption of this Ordinance will enact only minor 
changes in land use regulations and it can be seen with certainty that its adoption will not have 
a significant effect on the environment because it will not allow for the development of any 
new or expanded facilities anywhere other than where they were previously allowed under 
existing federal, state, and local regulations. 

Section 8.        Severability.  If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or word of this 
Ordinance is, for any reason, deemed or held to be invalid or unconstitutional by the decision of 
any court of competent jurisdiction, or preempted by legislative enactment, such decision or 
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legislation shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance.  The City 
Council of the City of San Marino hereby declares that it would have adopted this Ordinance 
and each section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or word thereof, regardless of the fact 
that any one or more sections, subsections, clauses, phrases, or word might subsequently be 
declared invalid or unconstitutional or preempted by subsequent legislation. 

Section 9.        The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Ordinance and cause the same 
to be published as required by law. PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 11th day of April, 
2018. 

VERONICA RUIZ, CMC 

CITY CLERK  
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EXHIBIT 2 SUBJECT TRACT MAP  
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EXHIBIT 2. Subject Property Tract Map 
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EXHIBIT 3 San Marino Building Permits 
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Exhibit 3. Building Permits 
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ATTACHMENT “A” Photographs 
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South Elevation North View 

 

North Elevation South View
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Southeast Elevation View North 1 

West Elevation North View 
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East Elevation North View 
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West Elevation North Wing  

 

Rear Patio South View 
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South Elevation Entrance 
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Garage Southwest Elevation North View  

 

 

Rear Yard North View  
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Figure 1. 1941 Photograph South Elevation 
 
 

      
  

 
 
 
 
  

 
Figure 2. South Elevation 
 
 

      
 
 
 

 
Figure 3. Southeast  Elevation 
 
 

 
Figure 4. Southwest  Elevation 

 
Figure 5. South Elevation Entrance 
 

 
Figure 6.North Elevation Enclosed Patio 
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RESOLUTION NO. PCR18-09 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SAN MARINO PLANNING 

COMMISSION DENYING CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

NUMBERS CUP17-24 AND DESIGN REVIEW CASE NUMBERS 

DRC17-75 AND DRC17-76, REQUEST TO CONSTRUCT A FIRST 

AND SECOND STORY ADDITION TO AN EXISTING TWO-

STORY RESIDENCE WITH AN ADDITION TO AN EXISTING 

DETACHED THREE-CAR GARAGE AT THE PROPERTY 

LOCATED AT 1591 VIRGINIA ROAD, AND LEGALLY 

DESCRIBED TRACT NO. 6012 NE 50 FEET OF LOT 40 AND ALL 

OF LOTS 46 AND 47, CITY OF SAN MARINO, COUNTY OF LOS 

ANGELES. 

 

THE SAN MARINO PLANNING COMMISSION DOES HEREBY FIND, ORDER, 

AND RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 

 

SECTION 1. On September 5, 2017, an application for a Conditional Use Permit and 

Design Review was submitted to the City of San Marino by Leo Chuang, on behalf of the 

property owner. The applicant requests to construct a 4,358 square foot first and second-

story addition at the property located at 1591 Virginia Road. The proposal includes a 

request to add a parking space to an existing detached three-car garage. This requires one 

conditional use permit and one design review action in accordance with Sections 

23.06.05(I), 23.15.03(A)(2), and 23.15.03(C). 

 

SECTION 2. The Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing on the 

application on June 27, 2018.  

  

SECTION 3. The Planning Commission received and considered both oral and written 

testimony during the public hearing and considered all the evidence in the record of the 

City’s proceedings on the application as well as the evidence received and presented at 

the hearings. The following facts were presented to the Planning Commission: 

 

A. The property is zoned R-1 Single-Family Residential, Area District II.  The 

property is located on the south side of Monterey Road, west of Virginia 

Road. The site is bordered in all directions by single family homes in Area 

Districts II, IV, and V.  

 

B. The property contains 60,028 square feet of land and is improved with a two-

story residence and a detached three-car garage constructed in 1928.  

 

C. The applicant submitted an application for Conditional Use Permits CUP17-

24 and Design Review Case No. DRC17-75 and DRC 17-76 on September 5, 

2017. The application was deemed complete on June 6, 2018. 

 

D. The applicant proposes to construct a first and second-story addition to an 

existing two-story residence. The proposal includes a request to add a parking 

space to an existing detached three-car garage. 
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SECTION 4. The Planning Commission hereby finds as follows with respect to the 

application for Conditional Use Permit Case Nos. CUP 17-24:  

 

A. Pursuant to San Marino City Code Section 23.06.05(I), the Planning 

Commission finds that the proposed garage addition will have a detrimental 

effect on the general welfare of the City. The proposed garage addition is a 

request in relation to the proposed addition to the existing residence. Allowing 

for an oversized garage would not be a desirable improvement on the property 

when unable to make the findings to approve the proposed addition to the 

residence.  

 

B. The site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate development features 

typically associated with a four-car garage. The existing garage has a legal 

nonconforming side yard setback, but the proposed additional parking space 

would not further exacerbate that circumstance.  

 

C.  The request to construct an addition to a garage in relation to a proposed 

addition to the existing house is inappropriate when the findings to approve 

the addition to the house cannot be made. Allowing this development pattern 

would impact the peace, morals, and comfort of nearby properties.  

 

D.  The proposed addition will not generate any additional traffic than what is 

typical for a residential use.  

 

SECTION 5. The Planning Commission hereby finds as follows with respect to the 

application for Design Review Case No. DRC17-75 and DRC17-76: 

 

A. Pursuant to San Marino City Code Sections 23.15.03(A)(2) and 23.15.03(C), 

the Planning Commission finds that the proposed first and second-story 

addition would be incompatible with the neighborhood in terms of functional 

design and overall layout. The proposed project would be inconsistent with 

the legal neighborhood with respect to massing and scale.  

 

B. The proposed project would result in privacy impacts to adjacent neighbors in 

that the proposed addition creates a significant amount of additional massing 

and visibility into neighbors’ properties.   

 

C. The proposed project is found to be exempt from the provisions of the 

California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15301(e)(1), because the project is an addition to an existing structure.  

 

SECTION 6. Based upon the foregoing findings in Sections 4 and 5, the Planning 

Commission hereby denies Conditional Use Permit Nos. CUP17-24 and Design 

Review Case No. DRC17-75 and DRC17-76. 
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SECTION 7.  Pursuant to the Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6, any legal 

challenge to the decision of the Planning Commission, after a formal appeal to the City 

Council, must be made within 90 days after the final decision by the City Council. 

 

 

VOTE: AYES: CHAIR BRODY, VICE-CHAIR CHENG, 

COMMISSIONER WRIGHT, COMMISSIONER HSU,  

COMMISSIONER VELAYOS 

   NOES: NONE 

   ABSTAIN: NONE 

   ABSENT: NONE 

 

CERTIFICATION 

 

I hereby certify the foregoing Resolution No. PCR18-09 is a true and complete record of 

the action taken by the Planning Commission of the City of San Marino, California at its 

regular meeting of July 25, 2018. 

 

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED on this 25th day of July, 2018. 

 

 

 

      _________________________ _  

       

Vice-Chair, San Marino Planning 

Commission 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

       

ALDO CERVANTES,    

Secretary, San Marino Planning Commission 



 

 

 

REGULAR MEETING  

OF THE SAN MARINO PLANNING COMMISSION 

FEBRUARY 28, 2018 - 7:00 P.M. 

 

CALL TO ORDER: Vice-Chair Brody called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:  
 

ROLL CALL  PRESENT: Vice-Chairman Howard Brody, Commissioner 

Raymond Cheng, Commissioner Wright, and Alternate 

Commissioner James Okazaki  

 

 ABSENT: Commissioner Se-Yao Hsu, Commissioner Marcos 

Velayos. 

 

City Attorney Flower was present at the meeting.  

 

PUBLIC COMMENTS  

 

The following persons spoke:  

Stella Abrahan, 2260 Brentford Road   

Shirley Jagels, 1404 Wilson Avenue 

Dr. Vallota, 2260 Brentford Road 

 

1. OATH OF OFFICE FOR NEW COMMISSIONER JERI WRIGHT  
 

2. REORGANIZATION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION  

 

 Commissioner Wright motioned to nominate Commissioner Brody as Chair of the 

Planning Commission. Second by Commissioner Cheng. The motion carried 

unanimously by the following vote: AYES: Commissioner Brody, Commissioner 

Cheng, Commissioner Wright, and Alternate Commissioner Okazaki. NOES: None. 

 

Commissioner Wright motioned to nominate Commissioner Cheng as Vice-Chair of 

the Planning Commission. Second by Alternate Commissioner Okazaki. The motion 

carried unanimously by the following vote: AYES: Chair Brody, Commissioner 

Cheng, Commissioner Wright, and Alternate Commissioner Okazaki. NOES: None. 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

3. AN AMENDMENT TO THE CITY CODE REGARDING HISTORIC 

PRESERVATION 

  

Planning and Building Director Cervantes presented the staff report. 

 

The following persons spoke:  

Laurie Barlow, 2434 Sherwood Road 

Dr. Vallota, 2260 Brentford Road 

Miriam Nakamura, xxx Kewen Place  
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John Dustin, 2815 Devonport Road 

Shirley Jagels, 1404 Wilson Avenue 

Dale Pederson, 2140 Lorain Road 

Richard Haserot, 2365 Sherman Road 

Marcello Vavala, Los Angeles Conservancy 

Stella Abrahan, 2260 Brentford Road   

 
Hearing no further public comments, Chairman Brody closed the public hearing. 

 

Chair Brody moved to present the ordinance to the City Council and with a strong 

recommendation that the City to conduct a historic survey as soon as possible. Second 

by Vice-Chair Cheng. AYES: Commissioner Wright, Vice-Chair Cheng, and Chair 

Brody. NOES: Alternate Commissioner Okazaki. ABSTAINED: None  

 
4. DESIGN REVIEW CASE NO. DRC17-08 

1400 CIRCLE DRIVE, (HE/JAMES V. COANE AND ASSOCIATES) 

 

Chair Brody announced a statement into the record and recused himself from this 

item. At 20:09, Chair Brody stepped down from the dais and left the Council 

Chamber. Vice-Chair Cheng chaired the hearing for this item.  

 

Planning and Building Director Cervantes presented the staff report, stated that the 

project meets all the required design review findings and recommended approval of 

the project.   

 

Vice-Chair Cheng opened the hearing for public comments. 

 

The following persons spoke about the project:  

Richard McDonald, Legal counsel for the applicant, Pasadena, introduced himself 

and the project team in attendance.  

James Coane, Project architect, Pasadena, explained design modifications since the 

original proposal. 

Tim Gregory, Preservation consultant, Pasadena, answered questions about the 

original architect, Robert Finkelhor.  

Liz Gleason, 1380 Circle Dr., stated her concerns with privacy impacts. 

Steve Gleason, 1380 Circle Dr., questioned the property owner’s absent at the 

meetings.  

Stella Abrahan, 2260 Brentford Rd., opposed the project and stated that further 

research on the original architect is needed. 

Shirley Jagels, 1404 Wilson Ave., noted that she submitted a letter to the Commission 

and read part of the City Codes, Chapter 2 into the record. She urged the Commission 

to protect the architectural legacy in the City. She requested that the existing structure 

be consider for local landmark status. 

 

Richard McDonald, Legal counsel for the applicant, Pasadena, commented on 

iPetition document submitted to the Commission. He stated that the architect can 
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provide explanations on privacy issues from the project before closing the public 

comment period. Requested that the Commission consider substantial evidence 

submitted by Mr. Gregory. 

James Coane, Project architect, Pasadena, stated that the project does not exceed the 

allowed maximum square footage, answered questions on privacy concerns and the 

landscape plan. 

Richard McDonald, Legal counsel, Pasadena, explained that the applicant is willing 

to accept condition to ensure landscaping is provided to mitigate privacy concerns. 

Stella Abrahan, 2260 Brentford Rd., stated that she felt that the architect’s comments 

are insulting and that citizen’s comments should be taken seriously 

Shirley Jagels, 1404 Wilson Ave., stated that the iPetition was signed by San Marino 

residents and provided additional information on Robert Finkelhor. 

Stella Abrahan, 2260 Brentford Rd., urged the Commission to require property 

owners to attend meetings. 

Tim Gregory, Preservation consultant, Pasadena, stated that information provided by 

the previous speaker on Robert Finkelhor is included in his report.   

 

Hearing no further public comments, Vice-Chair Cheng closed the public hearing. 

 

It was the consensus of the Planning Commission that the project met all of the 

required design review findings.  

  

Alternate Commissioner Okazaki moved to approve the project with the following 

conditions: 

 

1. Prior to the issuance of Building permits, a revised landscaping plan shall be 

submitted to ensure no privacy impacts to the adjacent properties.  

2. Applicant shall provide color and material details of proposed architectural 

elements including but not limited to windows, eaves, and façade elements.  

 

Second by Commissioner Wright. AYES: Vice-Chair Cheng, Commissioner Wright, 

Alternate Commissioner Okazaki. NOES: None. ABSTAINED: None  

 

At 21:19, Chair Brody returned to the dais. 

 

5. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. CUP17-18, & DESIGN REVIEW NO. 

DRC17-57 

1942 WELLESLEY ROAD, (CHU/OVERHAUL ARCHITECTURE) 

 

Associate Planner Choi presented the staff report and the recommended conditions of 

approval for the Commission’s consideration. 

 

The following persons spoke: 

Mary Chou, Project architect 

Bill Gardner, 1918 Wellesley Road 

Stella Abrahan, 2260 Brentford Road 
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Shao Yao Ying, 1953 Wellesley Road 

 

Hearing no further public comments, Chairman Brody closed the public hearing. 

 

Vice-Chair Cheng moved to approve the project with the following condition: 

 

1.  Exterior lighting fixtures shall be down cast. 

 

Second by Alternate Commissioner Okazaki. AYES: Alternate Commissioner 

Okazaki, Vice-Chair Cheng, and Chair Brody. NOES: None. ABSTAINED: 

Commissioner Wright. 

 

6. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NOS. CUP17-23, CUP17-34, & DESIGN 

REVIEW NO. DRC17-104 

1230 WINSTON AVENUE, (MARRONE) 

 

Assistant Planner Song presented the staff report and recommended approval of the 

project.   

 

The following person spoke: 

Frank Marrone, Applicant 

 

Hearing no further public comments, Chairman Brody closed the public hearing. 

 

Commissioner Wright moved to approve the project as submitted. Second by Vice-

Chair Cheng. AYES: Commissioner Wright, Alternate Commissioner Okazaki, Vice-

Chair Cheng, and Chair Brody. NOES: None. 

 

7. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. CUP17-22, DESIGN REVIEW NOS. 

DRC17-62, DRC17-105, AND DRC17-106 

2240 LORAIN ROAD, (YANG/THE CODE SOLUTION) 

 

Assistant Planner Song advised that the applicant has submitted a request to withdraw 

the project and that the applicant is available to answer questions.  

 

Hearing no public comments, Chairman Brody closed the public hearing. 

 

Alternate Commissioner Okazaki moved to accept, receive and file the applicant’s 

request to withdrawn the project. Second by Vice-Chair Cheng. AYES: 

Commissioner Wright, Alternate Commissioner Okazaki, Vice-Chair Cheng, and 

Chair Brody. NOES: None. 

 

OTHER MATTERS 

 

8. AN AMENDMENT TO THE PRE-APPROVED ROOFING MATERIALS 

LIST 
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Planning and Building Director Cervantes presented the staff report. City Fire Chief 

Rueda provided background information the flammability of untreated wood roofs 

and answered questions from the Commission.   

 

The following persons spoke: 

John Dustin, 2815 Devonport Road 

 

Commissioner Wright moved to amend the Pre-Approved roof materials list as 

presented. Second by Chair Brody. AYES: Commissioner Wright, Alternate 

Commissioner Okazaki, Vice-Chair Cheng, and Chair Brody. NOES: None. 

 

9. REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE 

PERMIT NOS. CUP16-25, CUP16-27, AND DESIGN REVIEW NO. DRC16-72 

1100 AVONDALE ROAD (YEH) 

 
Commissioner Wright moved to approve the extension request. Second by Vice-Chair 

Cheng. AYES: Commissioner Wright, Alternate Commissioner Okazaki, Vice-Chair 

Cheng, and Chair Brody. NOES: None. 

 
10. RESOLUTION OF FINDINGS FOR MODIFICATION TO DESIGN REVIEW 

CASE NO. DRC15-37 AND DESIGN REVIEW CASE NO. DRC17-89  

1750 CHELSEA ROAD, (ST. LOUIS)   

 

Commissioner Wright stated that she listened to the audio recording of the January 

24, 2018 meeting when the Commission took action on the project. 

 

Commissioner Wright moved to approve Resolution No. PCR17-13 as presented. 

Second by Vice-Chair Cheng. AYES: Commissioner Wright, Alternate 

Commissioner Okazaki, Vice-Chair Cheng, and Chair Brody. NOES: None. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

With no further items to consider, the Planning Commission adjourned to the next regular 

meeting on Wednesday, March 28, 2018, at 7:00 P.M. in the City Hall Council 

Chambers, 2200 Huntington Drive, San Marino, CA 91108. 

 

 

      __________________________ 

ALDO CERVANTES, 

SECRETARY 



 

 

 

REGULAR MEETING  

OF THE SAN MARINO PLANNING COMMISSION 

JUNE 27, 2018 - 7:00 P.M. 

 

CALL TO ORDER: Chair Brody called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:  
 

ROLL CALL  PRESENT: Chairman Howard Brody, Vice-Chair Raymond 

Cheng, Commisisoner Marcos Velayos, Commissioner Se-Yao 

Hsu Commissioner Wright, and Alternate Commissioner James 

Okazaki.  

 

 ABSENT: None. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENTS  

 

There were no public comments at this time. 

  

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

1. APPEAL FOR DESIGN REVIEW NO. DRC17-38 

1715 WESTHAVEN ROAD, (ZHU/PDS STUDIO) 

 

 Associate Planner Choi stated that the appellant has requested to continue the appeal 

hearing to the July 25, 2018 meeting.  

 
Chair Brody moved to continue the appeal hearing to the July 25, 2018 meeting.  

Second by Commissioner Wright. AYES: Commissioner Hsu, Commissioner 

Velayos, Commissioner Wright, Vice-Chair Cheng, and Chair Brody. NOES: None. 

 

2. AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SAN MARINO AMENDING ARTICLE 

02 OF CHAPTER 23 (THE ZONING CODE) OF THE SAN MARINO CITY 

CODE PERTAINING TO BASEMENTS AND PROCEDURES FOR 

CONSTRUCTION VALUATION. 

 
Planning and Building Director Cervantes presented the staff report. 

 
Hearing no public comments, Chairman Brody closed the public hearing. 

 

The Planning Commission unanimously agreed that the amendment is consistent with 

the intent of the zoning code pertaining the basement development. 

 

Commissioner Velayos moved to approve the ordinance relating to amending the City 

Code as it pertains to basements. Second by Commissioner Wright. AYES: 

Commissioner Hsu, Commissioner Velayos, Commissioner Wright, Vice-Chair 

Cheng, and Chair Brody. NOES: None. 
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3. ZONE CHANGE NO. ZC17-01 

375 HUNTINGTON DRIVE, (HUNTINGTON LP) 

  

 Associate Planner Choi presented the staff report.  

 

The following persons spoke:  

Thomas Siciliano, Applicant 

Dale Pederson, 2140 Lorain Road 

Laurie Barlow, 2434 Sherwood Road 

Helen Cheng, 1725 Westhaven Road 

Hector Gutierrez, 2235 Ridgeway Road 

Linda Gutierrez, 2235 Ridgeway Road 

 
Hearing no further public comments, Chairman Brody closed the public hearing. 

 

The Commission was unable to support the zone change request without a complete 

evaluation of potential impacts in uses and maximum building envelope resulting 

from the zone change.  

 

Commissioner Wright moved to deny the zone change request. Second by Vice-Chair 

Cheng. AYES: Commissioner Hsu, Commissioner Velayos, Commissioner Wright, 

Vice-Chair Cheng, and Chair Brody. NOES: None. 

 

4. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. CUP18-03 

2521 HUNTINGTON DRIVE, (YAU) 

 

Planning and Building Director Cervantes presented the staff report. 

 

The following persons spoke:  

 Dolly Yau, Applicant 

 Linda Gutierrez, 2235 Ridgeway Road 

 
Hearing no further public comments, Chairman Brody closed the public hearing. 

 

It was the consensus of the Planning Commission that the project met all of the 

required findings. 

  

Commissioner Velayos moved to approve the project with conditions provided in the 

staff report. Second by Vice-Chair Cheng. AYES: Commissioner Hsu, Commissioner 

Velayos, Commissioner Wright, Vice-Chair Cheng, and Chair Brody. NOES: None. 

 
5. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. CUP17-24, DESIGN REVIEW CASE 

NOS. DRC17-75, AND DRC17-76 

1591 VIRGINIA ROAD, (GANG/JAMES V. COANE AND ASSOCIATES) 

 

 Assistant Planner Song presented the staff report.  
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The following persons spoke: 

James Coane, Project architect 

Suzanne Wilcox, 1569 Virginia Road 

Ron Wilcox, 1569 Virginia Road 

 Sue Chandler, 1592 Virginia Road 

 

Hearing no further public comments, Chairman Brody closed the public hearing. 

  

It was the consensus of the Commission that the project failed to meet the required 

findings due to privacy impact, massing and design issues. 

 

Chair Brody moved to deny the project. Second by Vice-Chair Cheng. AYES: 

Commissioner Hsu, Commissioner Velayos, Commissioner Wright, Vice-Chair 

Cheng, and Chair Brody. NOES: None. 

 

OTHER MATTERS 

 

6. RESOLUTION OF FINDINGS FOR CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NOS. 

CUP17-31, CUP18-01, DESIGN REVIEW CASE NO. DRC17-98, AND 

MASTER SIGN PROGRAM NO. MSP18-01 

PROPERTY IDENTIFIED AS ASSESSOR PARCEL NUMBER 5324-027-036, 

VACANT LOT LOCATED BETWEEN 2459 AND 2481 MISSION STREET, 

(KHERADMANDAN/DAHL) 

 

Commissioner Wright pointed out a clarification for Section 5D. 

 

AYES: Commissioner Hsu, Commissioner Velayos, Commissioner Wright, Vice-

Chair Cheng, and Chair Brody. NOES: None. 

 

7. RESOLUTION OF FINDINGS FOR CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NOS. 

CUP17-33, CUP17-37, DESIGN REVIEW CASE NOS. DRC17-110, DRC17-111 

AND DRC17-112 

2395 ADAIR STREET, (WONG/TAM STUDIO ARCHITECTS) 

 

AYES: Commissioner Hsu, Commissioner Velayos, Commissioner Wright, Vice-

Chair Cheng, and Chair Brody. NOES: None. 

 

8. RESOLUTION OF FINDINGS FOR CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NOS. 

CUP17-30, CUP17-38, AND DESIGN REVIEW CASE NO. DRC17-107  

 2920 DUARTE ROAD, (LAI/OSUCH) 

 

AYES: Commissioner Hsu, Commissioner Velayos, Commissioner Wright, Vice-

Chair Cheng, and Chair Brody. NOES: None. 
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9. RESOLUTION OF FINDINGS FOR CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 

CUP17-29 AND DESIGN REVIEW CASE NO. DRC17-113  

 1055 SHERWOOD ROAD, (REPETTO, FIGUEROA/SMITH) 

 

AYES: Commissioner Hsu, Commissioner Velayos, Commissioner Wright, Vice-

Chair Cheng, and Chair Brody. NOES: None. 

 

10. RESOLUTION OF FINDINGS FOR APPEAL OF DESIGN REVIEW CASE 

NO. DRC18-07 

 1225 OAKWOOD DRIVE, (OBAID-SCHMID/DUBON) 

 

AYES: Commissioner Hsu, Commissioner Velayos, Commissioner Wright, Vice-

Chair Cheng, and Chair Brody. NOES: None. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

With no further items to consider, the Planning Commission adjourned to the next regular 

meeting on Wednesday, July 25, 2018, at 7:00 P.M. in the City Hall Council Chambers, 

2200 Huntington Drive, San Marino, CA 91108. 

 

 

      __________________________ 

ALDO CERVANTES, 

SECRETARY 
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