
 
 
May 20, 2015 
 
Chairperson Vartanian and 
Members of the Historic Preservation Commission 
City of Glendale 
613 E. Broadway 
Glendale, CA 91206 
 
Re:  Agenda Item 6a – Masonic Temple, 234 S. Brand (GR No. 15) 
 
Dear Chairperson Vartanian and Commissioners 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 additional 
comments on the Masonic Temple. 
 
We are grateful to Caruso Affiliated for reaching out to TGHS to discuss this project.  The 
Masonic Temple is one of Glendale’s most iconic buildings;; it is no. 15 on the Glendale Register 
of Historic Resources and was found to be eligible for the National Register in the historic 
resources survey undertaken as part of the Glendale Downtown Specific Plan, which was 
formally adopted by the City Council in 2006. 
 
We are pleased that Caruso Affiliated proposes to reconstruct the original front façade. The 
narrative of the Masonic Temple project presented to us has been that this façade is the one 
historically significant exterior, and its restoration works to mitigate the radical alterations—
primarily the addition of many large new windows and glass walls, and infill of most of the 
original windows—to what have been deemed by staff and the Commissioners to be historically 
less significant side and rear elevations. It was argued that these alterations, which have already 
been approved, with work now underway, are commercially necessary to lease the upper floors 
as office space for a tenant whose occupation of the building in December 2015 is essential for 
the sale of the building and for the rehabilitation to go forward. 
 
There are several things to admire in the proposal before you today, including the 
reconstruction of many features of the entry arch area, based on evidence from early 
photographs: namely, the doors, wrought-iron grilles, and black granite cladding around the 
base. The design for the side arches also appears to be historically sensitive and appropriate. We 
are pleased that Caruso Affiliated has decided to remove the “arrow” design for the awning 
supports and to replace the brick at the entryway with scored concrete. We suggest the entry be 
designed to match the small-block pattern evident on the ground before the south storefront, 
which is likely the original design. The concrete should be dyed to match, swept with horsehair, 
and have Topcast (or equivalent) applied to dull the new surface. 
 
We ask the HPC to insist the storefronts be reconstructed closer to their original condition than 
Caruso Affiliated and staff propose to do at this time and with greater sensitivity to what is 



appropriate for a building from the late 1920s. The Masonic Temple is a locally designated and 
nationally eligible historic landmark, not simply an old building that everyone likes, and it is in 
the process of losing (and has already lost) a tremendous amount of its historic fabric. We 
remind the Commissioners and the applicants that the California Historical Building Code gives 
developers great leeway when rehabilitating historic buildings;; many changes that are 
mandatory in new construction are not required for historic resources. 
 

1) The proposal calls for insulated (dual-paned) glass at the front facade, which would 
give an incompatibly modern and massive look to the windows and doors. The glass 
should be single-glazed. The desire to control temperature and noise does not 
outweigh the incompatibility of the non-historic window treatment. Single-glazed 
glass with low-E coating can help to control them. 
 

2) We strongly disagree with the staff report’s assertion that the proposal for the 
“central entrance of the north storefront recalls the original configuration.” The 
proposal adds a modern double-door to the center of the storefront, which is wholly 
incompatible with the historic design, contrary to what is argued in the Page & 
Turnbull memorandum. The applicants should reconstruct a single door. Likewise, 
the single door should be reconstructed at the south storefront. Reusing the interior 
behind the south storefront as an elevator lobby in no way requires alterations to the 
original storefront design. The door can be fixed in place without a handle to avoid 
confusion;; this happens all the time. We further note that as part of the new 
“contemporary” look of the rear façade, a double-door entrance to the restaurant has 
already been approved. Thus its contemporary equivalent in the front should be 
rejected on the façade the Commissioners have accepted as historically significant. 
 

3) While we welcome the recreation of the storefront surrounds, we request that the 
original material—cast iron—be required instead of steel and plastic, to match both 
the original and the grilles at the arched entryway. Please remember that a 
justification offered last month for substituting new materials for old at the 
secondary elevations is that the new windows are supposed to look new;; furthermore, 
they are well above street level and located along the sides of the buildings, where 
the difference in material will be less apparent. The Memorandum from Page & 
Turnbull offers four grounds on which a rehabilitation project can use substitute 
materials and be compliant with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards (p. 7), none 
of which apply in this case. Cast iron is still available;; there has been no evidence 
offered that the expertise no longer exists, or that the original material was of poor 
quality, or that the Code requires the change. Therefore we request that cast iron be 
used. The Memorandum raises the issue of affordability, which is not related to the 
Standards. Nor has any financial hardship been demonstrated. Thus a cheaper 
substitute, even it has been used on some other historic building, at some point, is 
not appropriate when the original material is readily available.  
 

4) The narrow windows atop the storefronts should be multiple light on both sides 
(this appears to be an error in the rendering). 

 
5) Currently Page & Turnbull “recommend[s] limiting penetrations” (p. 12) into the 

concrete for signage and lighting “as much as possible.” As proposed, “the sign,” 
which is actually four signs, one for each letter, requires twenty penetrations. We 
note that no tenant is permanent, that signs change all the time, and care must be 
taken that the building is damaged as little as possible. The HPC should consider 
requesting that the sign be redesigned to allow for fewer penetrations. 



 
We would like to raise a few additional matters beyond the west elevation, primarily as 
clarifications of work that has already been approved and is ongoing but for which 
specifications were not previously provided. 
 

1) New windows along the side and rear elevations should match the depth of the 
existing windows. Windows that are flush with or inadequately recessed from the 
exterior have no place in a rehabilitation and are incompatible. We believe the 
windows are set back at least to a depth of 6”. We point out that surface mounted 
new windows or even those that are nearly so are the hallmark of an insensitive 
remodel and “are not recommended” specifically in the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Guidance regarding rehabilitation. 

 
2) The nanawall should be recessed from the wall so that this ultra contemporary 

addition intrudes upon the cityscape as little as possible. If the goal of adding a glass 
wall is to provide expansive views of the park, the reverse of that view is also a 
consideration in how the design details are handled. We’ve been told that it will be 
recessed approximately 4.5” less than the frame, but the Nanawall frames are 
massive.  

 
3) The glass balconet should not be fixed to the exterior of the building;; virtually the 

only protrusion at the side and rear elevations is the historic fire escape, and the 
Temple’s historic texture should be maintained. Drainage from the new balcony will 
be required either way, and putting the glass balcony on the outside doesn’t 
promote drainage and will just call far more attention to it. The finish of the base 
shoe, which holds the balconet in place, should be color-coated to match the exterior. 

 
4) We would once again like to ask that the ghost signs be maintained to the extent 

possible. These are an important feature of Glendale’s historic skyline and have over 
the years come to be part of the Masonic Temple’s history. Their retention would 
help to mitigate the loss of so much historic fabric along the side and rear elevations 
for the community. The paint can be encapsulated rather than stripped, which deals 
with the problem of lead abatement and preserves the old, handpainted advertising 
signage. 

 
5) We note that the proposal includes new walls in the main part of the lobby that will 

be clad either in stone or painted concrete. These are part of what was considered a 
historic lobby and will be very visible from the street. We would like to suggest that 
rusticated plaster, in small rather than in large blocks (in size more like the ones in 
front of the south storefront), would be more appropriate as a treatment, and far less 
expensive than stone.  

 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Greg Grammer 
 
Greg Grammer, President 
The Glendale Historical Society 


