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INTRODUCTION 

1. Catholic Charities of Los Angeles, Inc., a California nonprofit, public benefit 

corporation, is the charitable social service organization for the Archdiocese of Los Angeles, an 

archdiocese of the Roman Catholic Church.  Catholic Charities hereby petitions this Court for a 

writ of mandate pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure section 1085 because the City of 

Los Angeles refuses to issue a ministerial demolition permit for a deteriorated, unusable building.  

As the City has no legitimate basis under the law for refusing to issue Catholic Charities a 

demolition permit, a writ must issue commanding the City to do so.  

2. Since 2019, Catholic Charities has submitted repeated requests to the Department 

of Building and Safety to demolish the deteriorating building (the “Building”) located at 846 S. 

Union Avenue (the “Property”), immediately adjacent to Catholic Charities’ main office.  Catholic 

Charities has submitted two official applications for a demolition permit: one on December 19, 

2019, and another on January 29, 2020 and has made numerous requests to the City since that time 

to secure the demolition permit.  Each of these requests has fully complied with all applicable 

Department of Building and Safety regulations for issuance of a demolition permit.   

3. As part of the Department of Building and Safety’s ministerial process for issuing 

demolition permits, the Department of Building and Safety has asked the Department of City 

Planning to provide a “planning clearance.”  The Department of City Planning improperly refuses 

to issue this “planning clearance.”  The Department of City Planning asserts that, because the 

Building may be historic, discretionary review is required, and alternatively, because Catholic 

Charities may have a future project for the Property, Catholic Charities and the City must comply 

with the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) prior to the issuance of a demolition 

permit.   

4. The Department of City Planning wrongly argues that the Westlake Redevelopment 

Plan adopted in 1999 by the defunct Community Redevelopment Agency for the City of Los 

Angeles requires discretionary review prior to issuance of the demolition permit.  The Department 

of City Planning asserts that the Building was identified in 2009 on a form survey of potential 

historic resources within the now moribund Westlake Redevelopment Plan area.  In the more than 
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13 years since that form was completed no further action has been taken by the now dissolved 

Redevelopment Agency or City with respect to such assertion other than recently to reject an 

application to designate the Building as a City Historic Cultural Monument.   

5. The Building is not a designated historical or cultural monument.  The City has 

concurred that the Building cannot be designated as a City Historic Cultural Monument by 

operation of state law.  Cal.  Gov. Code Section 37361 subsection (c)(2).  The Westlake 

Redevelopment Plan does not require additional review prior to issuance of a demolition permit. 

6. The City then separately asserted that issuing a demolition permit for the 

dilapidated Building would constitute impermissible segmenting or piecemealing, and that in order 

to fulfill CEQA’s obligation to evaluate the “whole of the action,” Catholic Charities and the City 

must complete CEQA review for a “project” before demolishing the Building.  But there is no 

“project” for which Catholic Charities is seeking approval and certainly no “project” as defined by 

CEQA. 

7. Catholic Charities has informed the City that it does not have a proposed project.  

In connection with the demolition permit application, the City required submission of a form 

confirming that Catholic Charities had no proposed project. Monsignor Gregory Cox, the 

Executive Director of Catholic Charities, submitted the Notice and Owner’s Declaration required 

by the City, certifying under penalty of perjury that the demolition is not to facilitate the 

construction or development of a larger project at the Property or that no discretionary permits are 

required for the project.  See Exhibit 1.  Monsignor Cox also testified before the City Council on 

June 6, 2022 that Catholic Charities has no project for the Property.   

8. Catholic Charities acquired the Property when it became available because of its 

location adjacent to Catholic Charities’ headquarters and the Immaculate Conception parish hall, 

church, and school.  Catholic Charities did not have a specific project in mind for the Property 

other than to use it in furtherance of the charitable mission of the Catholic Church, which is deeply 

grounded in the religious faith of the Catholic Church.   

9. Catholic Charities has submitted no applications to the City for approval of a project 

to be developed on the Property.  The City claims that a theoretical vision once conceptualized by 
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Catholic Charities for the Property, which was articulated in 2019, is Catholic Charities’ true 

intention for the Property.  But Catholic Charities has not taken any steps towards the realization 

of that preliminary vision.  It has filed no requests for a general plan amendment, zone change, 

conditional use permit, or other City approvals that would be required to effectuate such a visionary 

concept.  And, in fact, any visionary concept at all for the Property has long since evaporated in 

light of budgetary limitations, the devastating impacts of COVID-19, and the current needs of 

Catholic Charities to engage in the most pressing public work consistent with its mission.  

10. If CEQA review were required, Catholic Charities would have to create a fictional 

project description for a project it has no intention of building.  Catholic Charities would then have 

to submit that fictional description to the City for a review of whether the made-up project complies 

with applicable environmental laws and plans, and how any environmental impacts can be avoided 

or mitigated.  This process of reviewing a project that does not exist would cost Catholic Charities 

many hundreds of thousands of dollars, including expenses for architects, engineers, and 

environmental and legal consultants, which would have to be diverted away from funding essential 

programs for the community Catholic Charities serves.  

11. Catholic Charities has repeatedly and consistently clarified that its intention is to 

simply demolish the Building, which is plagued by mold and structural and seismic insecurities 

that make the Building dangerous and financially unfeasible to use or maintain.  Catholic Charities 

incurs ongoing costs of hundreds of thousands of dollars a year to maintain and secure the building, 

which is vacant, deteriorated and unstable, and cannot be used by Catholic Charities.  These funds 

are being diverted from critical programs to help disadvantaged communities.  Despite the fact 

that Monsignor Cox has sworn under penalty of perjury that the demolition is not part of a larger 

project requiring CEQA review, the City continues to insist that Catholic Charities undergo an 

unreasonable, lengthy, and expensive discretionary review process (e.g., preparing an 

environmental impact report) for a project that does not exist.  

12. The City is taking the position that either Catholic Charities must never have 

contemplated a use of the Property or it must continue to incur costs and liability associated with 
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maintaining the Building until it decides on a specific project for the Property.  CEQA does not 

dictate such a false choice. 

13. The City has failed to perform its ministerial duties to issue the demolition permit.  

Instead, it is seeking to transform a ministerial permit issuance into a discretionary act by 

purporting to know Catholic Charities’ plans for Property development better than Catholic 

Charities does itself.   

14. The City is attempting to subject Catholic Charities’ ministerial demolition permit 

request to a discretionary process where none legally exists.  The Department of City Planning 

cannot base its permit denial on its own unfounded beliefs about the veracity of Catholic Charities’ 

statements, under penalty of perjury, that the demolition is not part of a larger project to develop 

the Property.  

15. A discretionary review process would subject Catholic Charities’ simple 

demolition plans to lengthy delays, public hearings, and the expenditure of Catholic Charities’ 

already scarce resources.  These limited resources should be spent furthering Catholic Charities’ 

mission of providing support to the most vulnerable members of our community, rather than being 

used to jump through the illegal and arbitrary hoops the City has inexplicably erected.   

THE PARTIES AND VENUE 

16. Petitioner Catholic Charities of Los Angeles, Inc. is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit, public 

benefit corporation and social service organization for the Archdiocese of Los Angeles, an 

archdiocese of the Roman Catholic Church.  Catholic Charities is duly existing under the laws of 

the State of California and the legal owner of the Property, i.e., the subject of this proceeding. 

17. Respondent City of Los Angeles is a municipal corporation and charter city, 

organized and existing under the laws of the State of California, with the capacity to sue and be 

sued.  As used herein, the term “City” includes, but is not limited to, City employees, officers, 

agents, boards, commissions, and departments and their members, all equally charged with 

complying with duties under the City Charter and with the Constitutions and laws of the State of 

California and the United States.   
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18. Catholic Charities does not know the true names or capacities, whether individual, 

corporate, associate or otherwise, of Respondent Does 1 through 25, inclusive, and therefore sues 

said Respondents under fictitious names.  Catholic Charities will amend this Petition to show their 

true names and capacities when and if the same have been ascertained. 

19. Venue is proper in this Court because the actions complained of in this Petition, the 

subject Property, and the proposed demolition are all in Los Angeles County.   

BACKGROUND 

20. The Property is located at 846 S. Union Avenue in the Westlake District of Los 

Angeles.  On the Property is a single structure: the original building, built in 1923-1924 for the 

B’nai B’rith Lodge Association, and an addition, built in 1946 for the American Federation of 

Labor (AFL) Teamsters.  The Building is three stories tall and occupies a rectangular parcel of 

20,773.3 square feet.  Since the Building was sold by the B’nai B’rith Lodge Association in 1933, 

the Building has been owned by various entities and has been occupied by various users including 

the Los Angeles Aerie 102 Fraternal Order of Eagles, Safeway Stores, the AFL, and most recently 

the Lighthouse Mission Church.   

21. The Property is zoned LA-C2 (commercial), which permits a broad range of uses.   

22. Catholic Charities purchased the Property in September of 2018.  Catholic Charities 

purchased the Property specifically because it was located next to Catholic Charities’ main office 

and Immaculate Conception parish hall and within a block of the Immaculate Conception Church 

and school.  The City’s Zoning Information and Map Access System states that the Building is not 

historic.  See Exhibit 2. 

23. On December 19, 2019, Catholic Charities, through its land use consulting firm, 

Bruce A. Miller & Associates, and Mercury Demolition, submitted to the City its application for 

a permit to demolish the Building.  The permit application was assigned the number 19019-10000-

06267.   

24. Catholic Charities submitted a fully compliant demolition plan that requires no 

variances, adjustments, or other discretionary approvals to the City for ministerial issuance of a 

demolition permit.   



 

 

  7  

 

ATTOR NEY S AT LA W  

LOS AN GE LES  

 

 

 

PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE 

 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 
 

5 
 

6 
 

7 
 

8 
 

9 
 

10 
 

11 
 

12 
 

13 
 

14 
 

15 
 

16 
 

17 
 

18 
 

19 
 

20 
 

21 
 

22 
 

23 
 

24 
 

25 
 

26 
 

27 
 

28 

25. On January 29, 2020, Catholic Charities submitted to the City a second application 

for a permit to demolish the Building.  The permit application was assigned the number 20019-

10000-0047.   

26. In spite of Catholic Charities’ fully compliant permit applications, the City 

informed Catholic Charities, on February 5, 2020, that the demolition permit would not issue on 

the grounds that “the site proposed for demolition is identified as eligible for the California 

Register [of Historical Resources] . . . Pursuant to Section 522 of the Westlake Redevelopment 

Plan … , special consideration shall be given to the protection of the building.  This demolition 

permit will not be cleared.”  See Exhibit 3.  The City directed Catholic Charities to contact the 

City’s Office of Historic Resources (“OHR”) for additional information.  Id. 

27. Disagreeing with the City’s initial response, and recognizing that the decrepit 

Building would continue to deteriorate and pose an increasing health and safety risk, on 

January 12, 2022, Catholic Charities renewed its efforts to get its 2020 application for a demolition 

permit cleared.  The City once again would not issue the permit, reiterating its position that the 

Property was potentially “eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources and 

as a potential locally-listed historic resource . . . through a historic resources survey of the Westlake 

Recovery Redevelopment Project Area.”  See Exhibit 4. 

28. Shortly thereafter, on May 11, 2022, the Building was nominated by a third party 

as a Historical-Cultural Monument.  Because the Building is owned by a faith-based and 

religiously affiliated institution, Catholic Charities objected to the classification of the Property as 

a Historical-Cultural Monument.  See Exhibit 5. 

29. Specifically, Catholic Charities asserted that pursuant to Gov. Code § 37361 (c), 

the Cultural Heritage Ordinance does not apply to “noncommercial property owned by any 

association or corporation that is religiously affiliated and not organized for private profit . . . 

provided that both of the following occur: (1) The association or corporation objects to the 

application of the subdivision to its property, [and] (2) The association or corporation determines 

in a public forum that it will suffer substantial hardship, which is likely to deprive the association 

or corporation of economic return on its property, the reasonable use of its property, or the 
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appropriate use of its property in the furtherance of its religious mission, if the application is 

approved.”  See Exhibit 6.  Catholic Charities stated that it would face substantial hardship if the 

property were classified as a Historical-Cultural Monument: 

Due to the dilapidated state of the existing building and the significant expenditures 
that are needed to bring the building into a usable condition, Catholic Charities will 
suffer a substantial hardship that will deprive it of the reasonable use of the property 
in furtherance of its mission if the proposed Historic-Cultural Monument 
designation is approved.  See California-Nevada Annual Conference of the United 
Methodist Church v. City and County of San Francisco, 173 Cal. App. 4th 1559 
(2009).  The building is in extremely poor condition; structural, seismic, mold and 
other issues makes use of the building financially infeasible for Catholic Charities.  
Id.  

Furthermore, at a hearing before the Los Angeles City Council on June 8, 2022, Catholic 

Charities stated: 

Catholic Charities objects to the proposed designation . . . Catholic Charities has 
determined that if the property is designated as an Historic-Cultural Monument, Catholic 
Charities will suffer substantial hardship which will deprive Catholic Charities of 
appropriate use of the property in the furtherance of our religious mission, reasonable use 
of the property, and economic return on the property.  See Exhibit 7. 

30. Monsignor Cox also delivered an additional letter to the OHR on June 6, 2022, 

clarifying that Catholic Charities’ objections to the Historical-Cultural Monument designation 

stemmed in part from a report from Nabih Youssef Associates, a structural engineering firm that 

performed an evaluation of the Building in June of 2022, which informed Catholic Charities’ 

understanding that “[d]ue to the dilapidated state of the existing building, millions of dollars are 

needed to address [its] serious deficiencies.”  See Exhibit 8. 

31. Among other things, Nabih Youssef Associates stated in its structural evaluation of 

the existing Building at 846 S. Union Ave. that: 

Significant building degradation was observed in the basement concrete walls and in the 
unreinforced masonry (URM) wall mortar above grade.  At certain locations throughout 
the basement, significant spalling in the bottom 1/3rd of the wall height was exposing the 
steel rebar that also showed deterioration due to loss of concrete cover.  Also, the mortar 
in the URM walls [was] observed to be crumbling away with a brush of the finger. 

The report also stated that “[t]he compressive strength results of the reinforced concrete walls are 

much lower than expected,” that “[i]n-place shear test results of the URM walls showed that when 

compared to numerous buildings tested by Accu-Test over 3 decades, the shear strength is in the 

lower 20th percentile,” and that “[t]he exploratory excavations revealed smaller footing sizes than 
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expected for the exterior wall and interior column supporting the most gravity load.”  See Exhibit 

9. 

32. On June 15, 2022, the Department of Planning, Office of Historic Resources, 

conceding that the City had no legal authority to designate the Property/Building as a Historic- 

Cultural Monument, officially informed Catholic Charities that “the Department of City Planning 

(Planning) is no longer processing the application for the proposed designation of the [Building] 

as an Historic-Cultural Monument.”  See Exhibit 7.  Nevertheless, the City refused to issue 

Catholic Charities’ requested demolition permit.   

33. Once it became clear that the Building was not going to be designated as a 

Historical-Cultural Monument, the City then asserted it could not issue the demolition permit 

because, contrary to the express representations of Catholic Charities, the City believed Catholic 

Charities not only intended to demolish the Building, but that it had plans for a “project” at the 

Property.  See Exhibit 10.  The City based this statement on what it referred to as “[t]he substantial 

publicly available information indicating that a replacement project is contemplated for this site,” 

and concluded that “it would not be appropriate for our Department to clear a stand-alone 

demolition permit for this structure.”  Id.  Because of this, the City argued, CEQA review was 

necessary and a “more complete project description” was required before any demolition permit 

could issue.  Id.  

34. Catholic Charities has no “complete project description” to provide.  As Catholic 

Charities has stated time and time again to the City, it has no such plans for a project.  While true 

that Catholic Charities has “engaged in some preliminary visioning of potential uses of the 

property,” see Exhibit 11, those visions were only theoretical concepts in keeping with Catholic 

Charities’ mission statement of “collaborating with diverse communities, providing services to the 

poor and vulnerable, promoting human dignity, and advocating for social justice.”1  Catholic 

Charities has not hidden these potential uses; indeed, some have been shared with the City itself.  

 

1 Available at: 

https://catholiccharitiesla.org/vision/#:~:text=Catholic%20Charities%20is%20committed%20to,and%20advocating

%20for%20social%20justice. 
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Id.  But Catholic Charities has not done an evaluation of permitted uses, operational issues, and 

costs that typically would inform plans for a property.  Id.  Catholic Charities has not initiated any 

sort of capital campaign in order to fund a construction project, and absolutely no decision has 

been made by Catholic Charities’ Board regarding any plans for development of the site.  Id.  

Preliminary visioning in no way constitutes the kind of project that is subject to CEQA review—

the environmental impact of plans cannot be evaluated when no plans exist.2  Further, without 

plans, it cannot even be known whether use of the Property would require any discretionary 

permits. 

35. Catholic Charities has, on numerous occasions, explained to the City that it has no 

building plans.  Its Board has not approved a project for the Property and has not allocated funds 

to construct a building.  It simply wants to demolish a dangerous old structure on the Property.  To 

that end, as required by the City, Monsignor Cox submitted a sworn Owner’s Declaration on 

July 26, 2022, confirming that “the demolition authorized by this permit is not to facilitate the 

construction or development of a larger project at the project site ….”  See Exhibit 1.  

36. Nevertheless, the City has remained inexplicably undeterred in its certainty that 

Catholic Charities intends to demolish the Building in order to erect a new building following 

demolition on the Property.  CEQA applies only where there is discretionary action to be taken by 

the permitting agency and does not apply to ministerial actions.  Cal. Code Regs. Tit. 14, 

Section 15268.  In this case, the permitting agency is the City.  Catholic Charities’ demolition 

plans fully comply with all applicable regulations and do not require any variances, adjustments, 

or other discretionary approvals from the City.  

 
2 Although there is no plan for any kind of future project on the Property that could even be subject to CEQA review, 

we note that California courts have held that demolition permits should be issued notwithstanding future plans for 

property development.  See Bottini v. City of San Diego, 27 Cal. App. 5th 281, 301 (2018) (“Assuming that the 

[Petitioners] intended to construct a residence on the lot when they purchased it, that fact does not change the result 

of this case.  That is because the demolition permit . . . was, as all parties agree, ministerial.  Whereas CEQA applies 

to certain nonexempt discretionary acts, it specifically excludes ministerial acts from its reach. (§ 21080, subd. (b) 

[excluding “[m]inisterial projects proposed to be carried out or approved by public agencies”].)”; see also Friends of 

Juana Briones House v. City of Palo Alto, 190 Cal. App. 4th 286, 292-293 (2010) (rejecting argument that CEQA 

required consideration of both demolition permit and anticipated construction because both projects were ministerial).  

Accordingly, even if there were reason to credit the City’s speculation regarding Catholic Charities’ future plans for 

the Property, the permit’s issuance would nevertheless be a ministerial act that falls outside the kind of discretionary 

review that would trigger CEQA.  
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37. Catholic Charities’ application for the Permit is straightforward: it is ministerial, 

and not subject to review under CEQA.  The City’s assertions regarding the redevelopment plan 

and Catholic Charities’ intentions for the Property is the City’s illegal, discriminatory, and 

arbitrary attempt to create an artificial excuse to apply CEQA to what is, under the City Municipal 

Code, a ministerial process. 

STANDING AND EXHAUSTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES 

38. Catholic Charities is the owner of the Property that is the subject of the Permit and 

is therefore beneficially interested in the subject of this Petition. 

39. Catholic Charities sought issuance of the Permit through the City’s approval 

process. 

40. Catholic Charities has no plain, speedy, or adequate remedy in the course of 

ordinary law unless this Court grants the requested writ of mandate.  In the absence of such remedy, 

the City’s application of CEQA to the review of Catholic Charities’ application for a ministerial 

demolition permit will form the basis for a decision taken in violation of law. 

41. Catholic Charities has exhausted all administrative remedies available to it.  

Catholic Charities has engaged the City in a lengthy and comprehensive dialogue concerning the 

applicability of CEQA to the Property, written numerous letters, and submitted voluminous 

evidence to the City supporting its statements about the Property.  To the extent that the City 

contends that any administrative appeals remain available to Catholic Charities, it would be futile 

in these circumstances to require Catholic Charities to engage in the lengthy and expensive process 

of complying with them given that the City has already expressed a final decision denying the 

demolition permit twice. 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Petition for Writ of Mandate Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure § 1085 Against All 

Respondents) 

42. Catholic Charities re-alleges each of the above allegations, which are incorporated 

herein by this reference.  
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43. The City’s issuance of the demolition permit at issue here is a ministerial act.

CEQA compliance is not required for ministerial actions such as the approval of a demolition 

permit.  Pub. Resources Code, § 21080(b)(1).  Catholic Charities has satisfied all preconditions, 

submitted all necessary information and applications, and paid all applicable fees for the issuance 

of a demolition permit for the Building.  

44. The City has no legal basis for refusing to issue the demolition permit.  The City’s

actions are in clear contravention of its ministerial duties and are unlawful, discriminatory, 

arbitrary, and capricious, and have denied Catholic Charities the exercise of its rights under the 

laws of the City and the State of California and the Constitution of the United States. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Catholic Charities respectfully requests that this Court enter judgment on 

its claims for relief as follows: 

1. For a writ of mandate to issue commanding the City to grant the pending demolition

permit regarding Catholic Charities’ Property at 846 S. Union Avenue forthwith; 

2. For an award of reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs, to the extent allowable by

applicable law; and 

3. For such other and further relief as the Court may deem just and proper.

Dated: January 26, 2023 Respectfully submitted, 

LATHAM & WATKINS LLP 

By 
NIMA H. MOHEBBI 
355 South Grand Avenue, Suite 100 
Los Angeles, California 90071-1560 
+1.213.485.1234
Attorney for Petitioner



Monsignor Gregory Cox
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ZIMAS PUBLIC Generalized Zoning 10/03/2022
City of Los Angeles

Department of City Planning

Address: 846 S UNION AVE Tract: E. K. GREEN TRACT Zoning: C2-2D

APN: 5142018007 Block: None General Plan: Highway Oriented Commercial

PIN #: 130-5A205 245 Lot: FR 7  

 Arb: None  
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LAND USE
RESIDENTIAL

Minimum Residential

Very Low / Very Low I Residential

Very Low II Residential

Low / Low I Residential

Low II Residential

Low Medium / Low Medium I Residential

Low Medium II Residential

Medium Residential

High Medium Residential

High Density Residential

Very High Medium Residential

COMMERCIAL

Limited Commercial

Limited Commercial - Mixed Medium Residential

Highway Oriented Commercial

Highway Oriented and Limited Commercial

Highway Oriented Commercial - Mixed Medium Residential

Community Commercial

Community Commercial - Mixed High Residential

Regional Center Commercial

INDUSTRIAL

Commercial Manufacturing

Limited Manufacturing

Light Manufacturing

Heavy Manufacturing

PARKING

PORT OF LOS ANGELES

General / Bulk Cargo - Non Hazardous (Industrial / Commercial)

General / Bulk Cargo - Hazard

Commercial Fishing

Recreation and Commercial

Intermodal Container Transfer Facility Site

LOS ANGELES INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
Airport Landside

Airport Airside 

Airport Northside

OPEN SPACE / PUBLIC FACILITIES

Open Space

Public / Open Space

Public / Quasi-Public Open Space

Other Public Open Space

Public FacilitiesFRAMEWORK
COMMERCIAL

Neighborhood Commercial

General Commercial

Community Commercial

Regional Mixed Commercial

INDUSTRIAL

Limited Industrial

GENERAL PLAN LAND USE

Light Industrial

Hybrid Industrial

GENERALIZED ZONING
OS, GW

A, RA

RE, RS, R1, RU, RZ, RW1

R2, RD, RMP, RW2, R3, RAS, R4, R5, PVSP

CR, C1, C1.5, C2, C4, C5, CW, WC, ADP, LASED, CEC, USC, PPSP, MU, NMU

CM, MR, CCS, UV, UI, UC, M1, M2, LAX, M3, SL, HJ, HR, NI

P, PB

PF

LEGEND
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Arterial Mountain Road

Collector Scenic Street

Collector Street

Collector Street (Hillside)

Collector Scenic Street (Proposed)

Major Scenic Highway

Major Scenic Highway II

Mountain Collector Street

Park Road

Parkway

Principal Major Highway

Private Street

Scenic Divided Major Highway II

Scenic Park

Scenic Parkway

Secondary Highway

Secondary Scenic Highway

Special Collector Street

Super Major Highway

MSA Desirable Open Space

Major Scenic Controls

Multi-Purpose Trail

Natural Resource Reserve

Park Road

Park Road (Proposed)

Quasi-Public

Rapid Transit Line

Residential Planned Development

Scenic Highway (Obsolete)

Secondary Scenic Controls

Secondary Scenic Highway (Proposed)

Site Boundary

Southern California Edison Power

Special Study Area

Stagecoach Line

Wildlife Corridor

CIRCULATION

Collector Street (Proposed)

Country Road

Divided Major Highway II

Divided Secondary Scenic Highway

Local Scenic Road

Local Street

Major Highway I

Major Highway II

FREEWAYS
Freeway

Interchange

Railroad

Scenic Freeway Highway

MISC. LINES
Airport Boundary

Bus Line

Coastal Zone Boundary

Coastline Boundary

Commercial Areas

Community Redevelopment Project Area

Commercial Center

Country Road

DWP Power Lines

Desirable Open Space

Detached Single Family House

Endangered Ridgeline

Equestrian and/or Hiking Trail

Hiking Trail

Historical Preservation

Horsekeeping Area

Local Street

20



POINTS OF INTEREST
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Lot Line
Tract Line

Lot Cut
Easement
Zone Boundary

Building Line
Lot Split

Community Driveway
Tract Map
Parcel Map

!(

Airport Hazard Zone

Census Tract

Coastal Zone
Council District

Downtown Parking
Fault Zone
Fire District No. 1

Flood Zone

Hazardous Waste

High Wind Zone
Hillside Grading
Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone
Wells

OTHER SYMBOLS

Building Outlines 2014
Building Outlines 2008

COASTAL ZONE
Coastal Commission Permit Area

Dual Permit Jurisdiction Area

Single Permit Jurisdiction Area

Not in Coastal Zone

CT Charter School

ES Elementary School

Other Facilities

Park / Recreation Centers

Parks

Performing /  Visual Arts Centers SP Span School

Recreation Centers

Senior Citizen Centers

OS Opportunity School

HS High School

SE Special Education School

MS Middle School

SCHOOLS/PARKS WITH 500 FT.  BUFFER

TRANSIT ORIENTED COMMUNITIES (TOC)

Tier 1

Tier 2

Tier 3

Tier 4

Note: TOC Tier designation and map layers are for reference purposes only. Eligible projects shall demonstrate compliance with Tier eligibility standards
prior to the issuance of any permits or approvals. As transit service changes, eligible TOC Incentive Areas will be updated.

WAIVER OF DEDICATION OR IMPROVEMENT
Public Work Approval (PWA)

Waiver of Dedication or Improvement (WDI) 

Existing School/Park Site Planned School/Park Site

Early Education CenterEEC

Aquatic Facilities 

Beaches

Child Care Centers

Dog Parks

Golf Course

Historic Sites 

Horticulture/Gardens 

Skate Parks
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CERTIFIED MAILING - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
 
 

May 24, 2022 
 

 
Catholic Charities of Los Angeles 
Inc. c/o Dan O’Brien  
1531 James M. Wood Blvd  
Los Angeles, CA  90015 

The Lighthouse Mission Church   
4311 Wilshire Boulevard, #615  
Los Angeles, CA  90010  

The Lighthouse Mission Church 
Corporation 
846 South Union Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

   
 

B’NAI B’RITH LODGE; 846 SOUTH UNION AVENUE; APN: 5142018007 
 
On May 11, 2022, the Los Angeles Department of City Planning received an application for the proposed 
designation of the above-referenced property as an Historic-Cultural Monument pursuant to Los Angeles 
Administrative Code Section 22.171.10, et seq. (Cultural Heritage Ordinance). The Office of Historic Resources 
is currently reviewing the application for completeness and will inform you when it is deemed complete. 
 
Because the subject property may be owned by a religious institution, the City hereby provides the owner with 
an opportunity to object to the designation pursuant to Government Code Sections 37361 (c) and (d). 
 
Please provide a response, in writing, as to whether your association or organization has any objections to the 
proposed designation by 10 Days after Mailing Date. Said response should be sent to the attention of the 
individuals listed below either via e-mail or to the address listed above. Absent receipt of a response by the 
date specified above, the application will continue to be reviewed by staff in accordance with the City's Cultural 
Heritage Ordinance. You will be notified of any public hearings related to the proposed designation of the 
subject property. 
 
If you have questions, please contact Melissa Jones, Office of Historic Resources at (213) 847-3679 or via 
email at melissa.jones@lacity.org or Lambert Giessinger, Architect, Office of Historic Resources at (213) 847-
3648 or via email at lambert.giessinger@lacity.org. 
 

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 

___________________________________________ 
Alice Inawat, Commission Executive Assistant 
Cultural Heritage Commission 

 
 
 

DEPARTMENT OF 
CITY PLANNING 

200 N. SPRING STREET, ROOM 532 
LOS ANGELES, CA  90012-4801 

 
CULTURAL HERITAGE COMMISSION 

 
BARRY A. MILOFSKY 

PRESIDENT 
 

GAIL KENNARD 
VICE PRESIDENT 

PILAR BUELNA 
DIANE KANNER 

RICHARD BARRON 
 
 

COMMISSION OFFICE  
(213) 978-1300 

 City of Los Angeles 
CALIFORNIA 

 

 
 
 

ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR 

 

 EXECUTIVE OFFICES 
200 N. SPRING STREET, ROOM 525 
LOS ANGELES, CA  90012-4801 

(213) 978-1271 
 

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
DIRECTOR 

 
SHANA M.M. BONSTIN 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
 

ARTHI L. VARMA, AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

LISA M. WEBBER, AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
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B’NAI B’RITH LODGE  Page 2 

Enclosure: Historic-Cultural Monument Nomination Form 
 

cc:  Gerald Gubatan, Planning Director, First Council District 
       Ken Bernstein, Principal City Planner, Office of Historic Resources 

Shannon Ryan, Senior City Planner, Office of Historic Resources 
Lambert Giessinger, Architect, Office of Historic Resources 
Melissa Jones, City Planning Associate, Office of Historic Resources 
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of the Roman Catholic Church. On behalf of the Archbishop, Catholic Charities is focused on advancing 

the social ministry of the Archdiocese, working with the community and parishes to provide services to 

individuals and families in crisis, persons in poverty, homeless adults and children, at risk youth, the elderly 

and special adult populations, and refugees and immigrants. Catholic Charities currently operates 18 

community centers and IO homeless shelters and provides a range of other community services throughout 

the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. The property at 846 S. Union Avenue (and the immediately adjacent 

parking lot) was purchased in furtherance of the mission of the Catholic Church. 

Due to the dilapidated state of the existing building and the significant expenditures that are needed 

to bring the building into a usable condition, Catholic Charities will suffer a substantial hardship that will 
deprive it of the reasonable use of the property in furtherance of its mission if the proposed Historic-Cultural 

Monument designation is approved. (See California-Nevada Annual Conference of the United Methodist 

Church v. City and County of San Francisco, 173 Cal. App. 4th 1559 (2009).) The building is in extremely 
poor condition; structural, seismic, mold and other issues makes use of the building financially infeasible 

for Catholic Charities. Our goal, consistent with our mission, is to ultimately use this property to house a 
community center with an indoor gymnasium and youth homeless housing. As you may be aware, this area 

is in desperate need of safe recreational spaces, housing, and social services for youth, the working poor 

and unhoused. We witness daily the needs of this community and are committed to providing these vital 
social services as part of our religious mission. 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 37361(c), Catholic Charities objects to the application 

designating the former B'nai B'rith Lodge as a Historic-Cultural Monument and respectfully asks the Office 

of Historic Resources to deny the application. 

Catholic Charities, along with our pro bono counsel, Latham & Watkins, would be happy to 
respond to questions or discuss this matter further at your convenience. Please do not hesitate to contact 

George Mihlsten or Maria Hoye at 213-485-1234 or me at (213) 251-3462. 

Sincerely, 

�,.,....,,....4.'� 
onsi or Gregory A. Cox 

Executive Director 

cc: Kevin Keller, Deputy Mayor, Mayor's Office of Economic Development 

Lisa Webber, Deputy Director of Planning, Department of City Planning 

Ken Bernstein, Principal City Planner, Office of Historic Resources 

Shannon Ryan, Senior City Planner, Office of Historic Resources 
Alice lnawat, Conunission Executive Assistant, Cultural Heritage Conunission 

Susan Wong, City Planner, Redevelopment Plan Unit 

Jane Choi, City Planner 

Gerald Gubatan, Planning Director, First Council District 

George Mihlsten, Partner, Latham & Watkins LLP 

Maria Hoye, Partner, Latham & Watkins LLP 

US-DOCS\ 132246185.2 
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CERTIFIED MAILING - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
 
 
June 15, 2022 
 
         
David A. Silvas and Pini Dunner 
113 N. San Vicente Boulevard 
Beverly Hills, CA  90211 
Transmitted via USPS and E-mail 
 

Steven Luftman 
1212 S. Orlando Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA  90035 
Transmitted via USPS and E-mail 

 
B’NAI B’RITH LODGE; 846 SOUTH UNION AVENUE; APN: 5142018007; CD 1 
 
Pursuant to Section 37361 of the California Government Code, this letter is to advise you that the 
Department of City Planning (Planning) is no longer processing the application for the proposed 
designation of the above-referenced property as an Historic-Cultural Monument. 
 
On May 11, 2022, the Los Angeles Department of City Planning received an application for the 
proposed designation of the above-referenced property as an Historic-Cultural Monument pursuant 
to Los Angeles Administrative Code Section 22.171.10, et seq. (Cultural Heritage Ordinance). In 
advance of the application being deemed complete, several actions were taken by the Catholic 
Charities of Los Angeles, Inc. that prevent it from being considered or designated as an Historic-
Cultural Monument. 
 
On May 27, 2022, Planning received a letter from the Pacific Southwest District, Catholic Charities 
of Los Angeles Inc. (Catholic Charities) stating its formal objection to the proposed designation, 
pursuant to California Government Code Section 37361 subsection (c)(2). On June 8, 2022, a 
representative of Catholic Charities appeared before the Los Angeles City Council, and stated that 
"Catholic Charities objects to the proposed designation…Catholic Charities has determined that if 
the property is designated as an Historic-Cultural Monument, Catholic Charities will suffer substantial 
hardship which will deprive Catholic Charities of appropriate use of the property in the furtherance 
of our religious mission, reasonable use of the property, and economic return on the property.” 
Therefore, Planning has ceased processing of the proposed designation of the above-referenced 
property as an Historic-Cultural Monument. 
 
If you have questions, please contact Melissa Jones, Office of Historic Resources at (213) 847-
3679 or via email at melissa.jones@lacity.org or Lambert Giessinger, Architect, Office of Historic 
Resources at (213) 847-3648 or via email at lambert.giessinger@lacity.org. 
 
 

DEPARTMENT OF 

CITY PLANNING 

 
OFFICE OF HISTORIC RESOURCES 
221 N. FIGUEROA STREET, SUITE 1350 

LOS ANGELES, CA  90012‐2639 
 

CULTURAL HERITAGE COMMISSION 
 

BARRY A. MILOFSKY 
PRESIDENT 

 
GAIL M. KENNARD 

VICE PRESIDENT 
 

RICHARD BARRON 
PILAR BUELNA 
DIANE KANNER 

 
COMMISSION OFFICE 

(213) 978‐1300 
 

 

City of Los Angeles 
CALIFORNIA 

 

 
 

ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR 

 

  EXECUTIVE OFFICES 
200 N. SPRING STREET, ROOM 525 
LOS ANGELES, CA  90012‐4801 

(213) 978‐1271 
 

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
DIRECTOR 

 
 

SHANA M.M. BONSTIN 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

ARTHI L. VARMA, AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

LISA M. WEBBER, AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
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B’NAI B’RITH LODGE; 846 SOUTH UNION AVENUE Page 2 of 2 
 
 
 

Sincerely, 
 

 
 

___________________________________________ 
Alice Inawat, Commission Executive Assistant 
Cultural Heritage Commission 

 
c:  Catholic Charities Los Angeles, Inc. 

George Mihlsten, Latham & Watkins 
Gerald Gubatan, Planning Director, First Council District  
Ken Bernstein, Principal City Planner, Office of Historic Resources  
Shannon Ryan, Senior City Planner, Office of Historic Resources  
Lambert Giessinger, Architect, Office of Historic Resources  
Melissa Jones, City Planning Associate, Office of Historic Resources 
Kimberly Huangfu, Deputy City Attorney, City Attorney’s Office 
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