
 
 
 
April 1, 2015 
 
Chairperson Vartanian and  
Members of the Historic Preservation Commission 
City of Glendale 
613 E. Broadway 
Glendale, CA 91206 
 
Re:  Agenda Item 7a – Masonic Temple, 234 S. Brand (GR 15)  
 
Dear Chairperson Vartanian and Commissioners Gharpetian, Morgan, Shier and Vidor: 
 
On behalf of the Board of Directors of The Glendale Historical Society and its more than 
six hundred members, I would like to thank you for the opportunity to provide 
comments on the proposed plans for the Masonic Temple. We are grateful to Caruso 
Affiliated for reaching out to TGHS to discuss this project and for hiring a historic 
preservation consultant. One of our core missions is to advocate for the adaptive reuse 
of our historic resources, and we are eager to see this important landmark occupied and 
vital again. 
 
We are enthusiastic about certain features of the project: the restoration of the black 
granite base and the preservation of the fire escape at the rear façade, which now 
appears in the rendering of proposed changes. We look forward to hearing more details 
about the storefronts and sales counter in particular, as well as plans for the public 
lobby. While the position of the elevators so close to the south storefront is not ideal, we 
understand the need for a new elevator, and it is an improvement over what was 
originally proposed. 
 
We do have concerns with the amount and kind of proposed fenestration. We 
understand that alterations to the north and south elevations were approved a few 
years ago and that such a project is in principle and in fact already acceptable to the 
commission. But we also need to be clear about the extent of the changes proposed here 
to one of Glendale’s most important historic resources. We must respectfully disagree 
with the assessment of staff and the historic preservation consultant regarding the 
historic inconsequence of the secondary elevations. While the building’s ornamentation 
is relegated to the front façade, the side and rear elevations are notably, even 
extravagantly, plain. Their plainness and in particular the irregular fenestration—a 



hallmark of this building’s exterior—are certainly a part of its historic character; indeed, 
as the staff report notes: “the haphazard window patterns at the side facades apparently 
were driven largely by the interior uses associated with the building’s early years.” The 
historic exterior reflects the historic function. And even if the speculation were true that 
the lack of ornamentation at the side elevations was due to unrealized expectations for 
Glendale’s growth at the end of the 1920s, that too is a feature of the building’s and the 
city’s history. 
 
The National Park Service document, “New Openings in Secondary Elevations or 
Introducing New Windows in Blank Walls,” which are part of the guidelines for 
interpreting the Standards, focuses on adaptive reuse of commercial buildings. It 
clarifies that secondary elevations, even when they are blank or meagerly fenestrated, 
“can contribute to the historic character of buildings” and that “the integration of new 
openings requires careful consideration.” This is especially true when they are “highly 
visible” as is the case with the Masonic Temple, whose side elevations are prominent 
features along Brand Boulevard. New openings, furthermore, should not “make such a 
strong architectural statement as to radically change the appearance of the building or 
overwhelm the composition of the historic façade.” Less is definitely more when it 
comes to their examples of appropriate and inappropriate treatment. 
 
However, we recognize the need to adapt this building for twenty-first-century uses, 
and that changes in fenestration are essential to finding an occupant. We would like the 
HPC to consider the following suggestions to minimize the impact of these changes on 
the side and rear elevations and to maintain more of the texture and character of the 
original building. 
 

1. We agree with the staff report suggestion that windows that are eligible for retention 
should be identified as part of the window condition survey. While we always prefer 
restoration and repair over replacement, any steel windows that have deteriorated 
beyond repair should be replaced with new steel sash, rather than aluminum sash, to 
match the original (Standard 5 and 6). 
 

2. As part of the window condition survey, we would like to see an assessment of the 
leaded glass entry windows to confirm whether or not they are original.  
 

3. On the side facades, we accept that larger window openings are desired to meet the 
project goals, particularly on the showcase upper level. On the lower levels, however, 
we would like to see the size of the proposed new windows gradually reduced as they 
descend a level. That is, the new windows as proposed for levels 7-8 should be larger 
than the windows on levels 5-6, which would be larger than the windows on levels 3-4. 
One of the most distinctive features of the side facades are their radical asymmetry; our 
suggestion would alleviate the intense symmetry of the proposed fenestration, which 
would become their dominant feature. Put another way, the windows would not, in the 
cautionary words of the National Park Service, “make such a strong architectural 
statement” and would do less to “overwhelm the composition of the historic façade.” 
As many original windows and openings on the side elevations as possible should be 



retained (Standard 2 and 9). Our strong preference is that the windows be 
manufactured in a compatible, contemporary and differentiated steel to better 
complement the existing windows (Standard 9). Also we would like to see the ghost 
signs retained to the extent possible (Standard 4). 
 

4. On the rear façade we understand that the Nanawall folding glass doors with a 
European-style balcony are a signature feature for the top floor; however we request 
that the folding glass door and balcony be limited to level seven only (not levels five 
and three) because it will be far less visible from the ground level. The plans are 
unclear, but we would like the Nanawall to be placed so as to allow the glass barrier to 
be flush with the exterior or slightly recessed to minimize the visual impact. With the 
exception of the windows and the fire escape, the building’s side and rear elevations are 
strikingly flat because of the absence of ornamentation. We would like to preserve that 
texture by not having intrusive balconies projecting from the building. The remaining 
new windows on the lower levels of the rear elevation should be more consistent with 
what has been previously approved or more closely match the window pattern that we 
have suggested for the north and south facades. As many original windows and 
openings on the rear elevation as possible should be retained (Standard 2 and 9). Our 
preference here too is that the windows be manufactured in a compatible, 
contemporary and differentiated steel rather than aluminum (Standard 9). We would 
like to see more details about the proposed glass balconies. 
 
We appreciate Caruso Affiliated’s willingness to invest in this historic building and look 
forward to it being rehabilitated in a way that appropriately addresses the quirky 
eccentricity of its side and rear facades while making it an inviting and functional space 
for new tenants. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Greg Grammer 
 
Greg Grammer, President 
The Glendale Historical Society 
 
 
cc: Jay Platt, Senior Urban Planner/Historic Preservation Planner 


