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PROJECT: Historic-Cultural Monument Application for the  

 CASE STUDY HOUSE #16 
  
REQUEST:  Declare the property a Historic-Cultural Monument 
 
OWNER: Norton, Muriel A., Trustee, Muriel A. Norton Trust 
 1811 Bel Air Road 
 Los Angeles, CA 90077 
      
APPLICANT: Kit Boss 
 2337 Hill Street 
 Santa Monica, CA  90405 
 
PREPARERS:  Katie Horak and Mickie Torres-Gil 

Architectural Resources Group 
    8 Mills Place, Ste. 300 

Pasadena, CA  91105 
 

   
RECOMMENDATION  That the Cultural Heritage Commission: 
 

1. Take the property under consideration as a Historic-Cultural Monument per Los Angeles 
Administrative Code Chapter 9, Division 22, Article 1, Section 22.171.10   because the 
application and accompanying photo documentation suggest the submittal warrants further 
investigation. 

 
2. Adopt the report findings. 

 
VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of PlanningN1907 
 
[SIGNED ORIGINAL IN FILE]  [SIGNED ORIGINAL IN FILE] 
    
Ken Bernstein, AICP, Manager  Lambert M. Giessinger, Preservation Architect 
Office of Historic Resources  Office of Historic Resources 
 
[SIGNED ORIGINAL IN FILE] 
   
Melissa Jones, Planning Assistant  
Office of Historic Resources   
 
Attachment: Historic-Cultural Monument Application 

CULTURAL HERITAGE COMMISSION 
 
 
HEARING DATE: May 18, 2017 
TIME:  10:00 AM 
PLACE:  City Hall, Room 1060 
  200 N. Spring Street 
  Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 

CASE NO.: CHC-2017-1702-HCM 
                     ENV-2017-1703-CE   
 
Location: 1811 North Bel Air Road 
Council District: 5 - Koretz 
Community Plan Area: Bel Air - Beverly Crest 
Area Planning Commission: West Los Angeles 
Neighborhood Council: Bel Air - Beverly Crest 
Legal Description: Tract TR 10798, Lot 6 
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SUMMARY 
 
Case Study House #16 is a Mid-Century Modern single-family residence located at 1811 Bel Air 
Road, at the crest of a hill near the Stone Canyon Reservoir in the Bel Air neighborhood of Los 
Angeles. Completed in 1953, the subject property was designed by master architect Craig Ellwood 
as the first of three properties that he designed for the Case Study House Program. This is the only 
one of the three to remain intact; Ellwood’s designs for Case Study House #17 (1956) and Case 
Study House #18 (1958) have been substantially altered to the extent that their original designs are 
unrecognizable. 
 
The Case Study House Program was an internationally recognized, experimental post-World War II 
housing program initiated by John Entenza’s Arts & Architecture magazine. Running between 1945 
and 1966, the program was one of the most significant efforts to bring affordable, mass-producible, 
and technologically advanced housing to America’s growing middle class. The program publicized 
the planning and development of 36 dwellings designed by a number of prominent architects and 
firms and was pivotal in the development of Southern California’s regional modern architecture. 
 
The one-story subject property is of steel post-and-beam construction and has a predominantly 
rectangular plan with a small volume extending to the north for a two-car carport. It is fronted by 
abundant landscaping and foliage of mature trees, bushes and foundation plantings. A broad lawn 
sits at the rear, northwest corner of the property, while low, masonry block retaining walls surround 
the perimeter of the site. The dwelling’s steel frame is composed of square steel tubing constructed 
on an eight-foot module. The frame supports exterior walls of glass and grooved Douglas fir siding, 
while walls of hollow clay tile block or obscure glass serve to delineate exterior spaces. The 
dwelling is capped by a flat, plastered concrete roof with wide eaves. The primary façade faces 
northeast and is dominated by an open carport and a translucent wall of obscure glass, which 
screens a private courtyard along the street. The primary entrance is approached through the 
carport and features a grooved wood front door that is flush with the face of the building. 
Fenestration is abundant and consists of sliding glass doors and fixed, floor-to-ceiling windows 
along the remaining elevations. A large, rectangular block clad with Palos Verdes stone is 
positioned along the southwest corner of the building, containing the chimney for the living room 
fireplace and one for an exterior barbecue. Exterior terraces are located along the southwest and 
southeast elevations. A steel pergola shades the southwest terrace, where a tiled patio follows the 
modular articulation of the house. Interior features include an open floor plan, interior walls of 
plaster and grooved Douglas fir panels, floating screens used to define communal spaces, a Palos 
Verde stone-clad fireplace in the living room, and built-in storage and furniture.  
 
Craig Ellwood (1922-1992), born Jon Nelson Burke, was an influential Los Angeles-based 
modernist architect whose career spanned the early 1950s through the mid-1970s. He was 
recognized professionally for fusing of the formalism of Mies Van der Rohe with the informal style of 
California modernism. Craig Ellwood and his firm had successful commissions outside of the Case 
Study House Program, and in 1954 the designer earned first place at the International Exhibition of 
Architecture in Sao Paulo, Brazil, for his design of a four-unit, steel-framed apartment house. Other 
works by Ellwood include the Broughton Residence in Beverly Crest (1949), the Andersen 
Residence in Pacific Palisades (1955), the Smith House in Brentwood (1958), the Scientific Data 
Systems building (now Xerox Data Systems) in El Segundo (1966), the Security Pacific National 
Bank in Beverly Hills (1973), and the Bridge Building for the Art Center College for Design in 
Pasadena (1976). In 1977, Ellwood closed his firm and moved to Italy, where he died in 1992. 
 
The subject property appears to be largely unaltered from its original construction. While no 
alteration permits were found for the property, current photos and a recent National Register 
nomination confirm that there were several minor and cosmetic alterations. These include the 
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replacement of original flooring on the interior and exterior terraces with tile, and the removal of a 
reflecting pool near the outdoor chimney. 
 
The citywide historic resources survey, SurveyLA, identified the subject property as individually 
eligible for listing or designation at the national, state and local levels as an excellent example of 
Mid-Century Modern residential architecture. The subject property is listed on the National Register 
of Historic Places (ref# 13000515) and the California Register of Historical Resources.  
 
 
CRITERIA 
 
The criterion is the Cultural Heritage Ordinance which defines a historical or cultural monument as 
any site (including significant trees or other plant life located thereon) building or structure of 
particular historic or cultural significance to the City of Los Angeles, such as historic structures or 
sites in which the broad cultural, economic, or social history of the nation, State or community is 
reflected or exemplified, or which are identified with historic personages or with important events in 
the main currents of national, State or local history or which embody the distinguishing 
characteristics of an architectural type specimen, inherently valuable for a study of a period style or 
method of construction, or a notable work of a master builder, designer or architect whose individual 
genius influenced his age. 
 
 
FINDINGS 
 
Based on the facts set forth in the summary and application, the Commission determines that the 
application is complete and that the property may be significant enough to warrant further 
investigation as a potential Historic-Cultural Monument. 
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3. STYLE & MATERIALS

CITY OF LOS ANGELES

HISTORIC-CULTURAL MONUMENT
NOMINATION FORM

Proposed Monument Name:

Other Associated Names:

Street Address: 

Range of Addresses on Property:

Assessor Parcel Number:

/ĚĞŶƟĮĐĂƟŽŶ�ĐŽŶƚ͛Ě͗

Zip: Council District:

Community Name:

Tract: Block: Lot:

Proposed Monument
Property Type: Building Structure Object Site/Open Space Natural

Feature

1. PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION

�ĞƐĐƌŝďĞ�ĂŶǇ�ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ�ůŽĐĂƚĞĚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŶŽŵŝŶĂƟŽŶ͕�ŚĞƌĞ͗�

Year built: Factual EƐƟŵĂƚĞĚ Threatened?

Architect/Designer: Contractor:  

Original Use: Present Use:

Is the Proposed Monument on its Original Site? Yes UnŬŶŽǁŶ�;ĞǆƉůĂŝŶ�ŝŶ�ƐĞĐƟŽŶ�ϳͿ

2. CONSTRUCTION HISTORY & CURRENT STATUS

EŽ�;ĞǆƉůĂŝŶ�ŝŶ�ƐĞĐƟŽŶ�ϳͿ
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4. ALTERATION HISTORY

>ŝƐƚ�ĚĂƚĞ�ĂŶĚ�ǁƌŝƚĞ�Ă�ďƌŝĞĨ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĂŶǇ�ŵĂũŽƌ�ĂůƚĞƌĂƟŽŶƐ�Žƌ�ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶƐ͘�dŚŝƐ�ƐĞĐƟŽŶ�ŵĂǇ�ĂůƐŽ�ďĞ�ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚ�ŽŶ�Ă�ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞ�ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ͘�
/ŶĐůƵĚĞ�ĐŽƉŝĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƉĞƌŵŝƚƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŶŽŵŝŶĂƟŽŶ�ƉĂĐŬĞƚ͘�DĂŬĞ�ƐƵƌĞ�ƚŽ�ůŝƐƚ�ĂŶǇ�ŵĂũŽƌ�ĂůƚĞƌĂƟŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ĂƌĞ�ŶŽ�ƉĞƌŵŝƚƐ͕�ĂƐ�ǁĞůů͘

5. EXISTING HISTORIC RESOURCE IDENTIFICATION ;ŝĨ�ŬŶŽwn)

^ƵrveǇ�EĂŵĞ;ƐͿ͗

ListĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ��ĂůŝfŽƌŶŝĂ�RegistĞƌ�ŽĨ�,ŝstŽƌŝcĂů�RĞƐŽƵrces

�ĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚ�ĞůŝŐŝďůĞ�ĨŽƌ�ŶĂƟŽŶĂů͕�ƐƚĂƚĞ͕�Žƌ�ůŽĐĂů�ůĂŶĚŵĂƌŬ�
ƐƚĂƚƵƐ�ďǇ�ĂŶ�ŚŝstŽƌŝĐ�rĞƐŽƵrĐĞƐ�ƐƵrveǇ;ƐͿ

ListĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�EĂƟŽŶĂů�RegistĞƌ�ŽĨ�,ŝstŽƌŝc�WůĂĐĞƐ

&ŽƌŵĂůůǇ�ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚ�ĞůŝŐŝďůĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�EĂƟŽŶĂů�ĂŶĚͬŽƌ��ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ�ZĞŐŝƐƚĞƌƐ

>ŽĐĂƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ĂŶ�,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐ�WƌĞƐĞƌǀĂƟŽŶ�KǀĞƌůĂǇ��ŽŶĞ�;,WK�Ϳ
�ŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŶŐ�ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞ

EŽŶͲĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŶŐ�ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞ

KƚŚĞƌ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů�Žƌ�ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƟŽŶƐ͗

6. APPLICABLE HISTORIC-CULTURAL MONUMENT CRITERIA

ZĞŇĞĐƚƐ�ƚŚĞ�ďƌŽĂĚ�ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů͕�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ͕�Žƌ�ƐŽĐŝĂů�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĂƟŽŶ͕�ƐƚĂƚĞ͕�Žƌ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ

��ŶŽtĂďůĞ�wŽƌŬ�ŽĨ�Ă�ŵĂstĞƌ�ďƵŝůĚĞr͕ �ĚĞƐŝŐŶĞr͕ �Žƌ�ĂrĐŚŝtĞĐƚ�ǁŚŽƐĞ�ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵaů�gĞŶŝƵƐ�ŝnŇƵĞŶĐĞĚ�ŚŝƐ�Žƌ�ŚĞƌ�Ăge

/Ɛ�ŝĚĞŶƟĮĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂŐĞƐ�Žƌ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ�ĞǀĞŶƚƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŵĂŝŶ�ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚƐ�ŽĨ�ŶĂƟŽŶĂů͕�ƐƚĂƚĞ͕�Žƌ�ůŽĐĂů�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ

�ŵďŽĚŝĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝƐƟŶŐƵŝƐŝŶŐ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƟĐƐ�ŽĨ�ĂŶ�ĂƌĐŚŝƚĞĐƚƵƌĂůͲƚǇƉĞ�ƐƉĞĐŝŵĞŶ͕�ŝŶŚĞƌĞŶƚůǇ�ǀĂůƵĂďůĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ŽĨ
Ă�ƉĞƌŝŽĚ͕�ƐƚǇůĞ͕�Žƌ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƟŽŶ

dŚĞ�ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ�ŵŽŶƵŵĞŶƚ�ĞǆĞŵƉůŝĮĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ��ƵůƚƵƌĂů�,ĞƌŝƚĂŐĞ�KƌĚŝŶĂŶĐĞ��ƌŝƚĞƌŝĂ�;^ĞĐƟŽŶ�ϮϮ͘ϭϳϭ͘ϳͿ͗�



8. CONTACT INFORMATION

Name: Company:

Street Address:

Zip: Phone Number:

City: State:

Email:

Applicant

Name: Company:

Street Address:

Zip: Phone Number:

City: State:

Email:

EŽŵŝŶĂƟŽŶ�WƌĞƉĂƌĞƌͬ�ƉƉůŝĐĂŶƚ͛Ɛ�ZĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƟǀĞ

CITY OF LOS ANGELES

HISTORIC-CULTURAL MONUMENT
NOMINATION FORM

7. WRITTEN STATEMENTS

dŚŝƐ�ƐĞĐƟŽŶ�ĂůůŽǁƐ�ǇŽƵ�ƚŽ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐ�Ăƚ�ůĞŶŐƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ�ŵŽŶƵŵĞŶƚ�ĂŶĚ�ǁŚǇ�ŝƚ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�
ĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƚĞĚ�ĂŶ�,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐͲ�ƵůƚƵƌĂů�DŽŶƵŵĞŶƚ͘�dǇƉĞ�ǇŽƵƌ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ�ŽŶ�ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞ�ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƩĞĐŚ�ƚŚĞŵ�ƚŽ�ƚŚŝƐ�
ĨŽƌŵ͘

�͘�WƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ�DŽŶƵŵĞŶƚ��ĞƐĐƌŝƉƟŽŶ�Ͳ��ĞƐĐƌŝďĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ�ŵŽŶƵŵĞŶƚ Ɛ͛�ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƟĐƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ƌĞůĂƟŽŶƐŚŝƉ�ƚŽ�ŝƚƐ�ƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐ�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͘��ǆƉĂŶĚ�ŽŶ�ƐĞĐƟŽŶƐ�Ϯ�ĂŶĚ�ϯ�ǁŝƚŚ�Ă�ŵŽƌĞ�ĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉ-
ƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƐŝƚĞ͘��ǆƉĂŶĚ�ŽŶ�ƐĞĐƟŽŶ�ϰ�ĂŶĚ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƟŽŶͬĂůƚĞƌĂƟŽŶ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ�ŝŶ�ĚĞƚĂŝů�ŝĨ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�
ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ�ƚŽ�ĞǆƉůĂŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ�ŵŽŶƵŵĞŶƚ Ɛ͛�ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ�ĨŽƌŵ͘�/ĚĞŶƟĨǇ�ĂŶĚ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞ�ĂŶǇ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌ-
ĚĞĮŶŝŶŐ�ĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕�ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐ͕�ŝŶƚĞƌŝŽƌ�ƐƉĂĐĞƐ͕�Žƌ�ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ�ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐ͘

�͘�^ƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�^ŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶĐĞ�Ͳ��ĚĚƌĞƐƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ�ŵŽŶƵŵĞŶƚ Ɛ͛�ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐ͕�ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů͕�ĂŶĚͬŽƌ�ĂƌĐŚŝƚĞĐ-
ƚƵƌĂů�ƐŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶĐĞ�ďǇ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŶŐ�ŚŽǁ�ŝƚ�ƐĂƟƐĮĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�,�D�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂ�ǇŽƵ�ƐĞůĞĐƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�^ĞĐƟŽŶ�ϲ͘�zŽƵ�ŵƵƐƚ�
ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ�ǇŽƵƌ�ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƟĂů�ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͘�dŚĞ�^ƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�^ŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶĐĞ�ŝƐ�ǇŽƵƌ�
ŵĂŝŶ�ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ�ĨŽƌ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƟŽŶ�ƐŽ�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ�ƚŽ�ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƟĂƚĞ�ĂŶǇ�ĐůĂŝŵƐ�ǇŽƵ�ŵĂŬĞ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƟŶŐ�
ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ͘

Name: Company:

Street Address:

Zip: Phone Number:

City: State:

Email:

WƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ�KǁŶĞƌ zes No hŶŬŶoǁŶ/Ɛ�ƚŚĞ�ŽǁŶĞƌ�ŝŶ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŶŽŵŝŶĂƟŽŶ͍
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9. SUBMITTAL

Name: Date: Signature:

APPLICATION CHECKLIST

tŚĞŶ�ǇŽƵ�ŚĂǀĞ�ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚ�ƉƌĞƉĂƌŝŶŐ�ǇŽƵƌ�ŶŽŵŝŶĂƟŽŶ͕�ĐŽŵƉŝůĞ�Ăůů�ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŽƌĚĞƌ�ƐƉĞĐŝĮĞĚ�ďĞůŽǁ͘��ůƚŚŽƵŐŚ�ƚŚĞ�ĞŶƟƌĞ�
ƉĂĐŬĞƚ�ŵƵƐƚ�ŶŽƚ�ĞǆĐĞĞĚ�ϭϬϬ�ƉĂŐĞƐ͕�ǇŽƵ�ŵĂǇ�ƐĞŶĚ�ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂů�ŽŶ�Ă����Žƌ�ŇĂƐŚ�ĚƌŝǀĞ͘

ϭ͘�� EŽŵŝŶĂƟŽŶ�&Žƌŵ

Ϯ͘�� tƌŝƩĞŶ�^ƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐ���ĂŶĚ��

ϯ͘�� �ŝďůŝŽŐƌĂƉŚǇ

ϰ͘�� dǁŽ�WƌŝŵĂƌǇ�WŚŽƚŽƐ�ŽĨ��ǆƚĞƌŝŽƌͬDĂŝŶ�&ĂĐĂĚĞ
� ;ϴǆϭϬ͕�ƚŚĞ�ŵĂŝŶ�ƉŚŽƚŽ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ�ŵŽŶƵŵĞŶƚ͘��ůƐŽ��
� ĞŵĂŝů�Ă�ĚŝŐŝƟĂů�ĐŽƉǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŵĂŝŶ�ƉŚŽƚŽ�ƚŽ͗�� �
� ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ͘ŽŚƌΛůĂĐŝƚǇ͘ŽƌŐͿ

ϱ͘�� �ŽƉŝĞƐ�ŽĨ�WƌŝŵĂƌǇͬ^ĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇ��ŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ

ϲ͘�� �ŽƉŝĞƐ�ŽĨ��ƵŝůĚŝŶŐ�WĞƌŵŝƚƐ�ĨŽƌ�DĂũŽƌ��ůƚĞƌĂƟŽŶƐ
� ;ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�ĮƌƐƚ�ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƟŽŶ�ƉĞƌŵŝƚƐͿ

ϳ͘�� �ĚĚŝƟŽŶĂů͕��ŽŶƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇ�WŚŽƚŽƐ�

ϴ͘�� ,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů�WŚŽƚŽƐ

ϵ͘�� �ŝŵĂƐ�WĂƌĐĞů�ZĞƉŽƌƚ�ĨŽƌ�Ăůů�EŽŵŝŶĂƚĞĚ�WĂƌĐĞůƐ
� ;ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ�ŵĂƉͿ

WůĞĂƐĞ�read each Ɛƚatement and check the corrĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐ�ďoǆĞƐ�to indicate that you agrĞĞ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�Ɛƚatemenƚ͕�ƚŚĞŶ�ƐŝŐŶ�ďĞůŽǁ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�
ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ�ƐƉĂĐĞ͘��ŝƚŚĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƉƉůŝĐĂŶƚ�Žƌ�ƉƌĞƉĂƌĞƌ�ŵĂǇ�ƐŝŐŶ͘

10. RELEASE

/�ĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�Ăůů�ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ�ƐƵďŵŝƩĞĚ�ǁŝůů�ďĞĐŽŵĞ�ƉƵďůŝĐ�ƌĞĐŽƌĚƐ�ƵŶĚĞƌ�ƚŚĞ��ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ�WƵďůŝĐ�ZĞĐŽƌĚƐ��Đƚ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ�ǁŝůů�ďĞ�ŵĂĚĞ�ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ�ƵƉŽŶ�ƌĞƋƵĞƐƚ�ƚŽ�ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƵďůŝĐ�ĨŽƌ�ŝŶƐƉĞĐƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽƉǇŝŶŐ͘

/�ĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�/�ŚĂǀĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƌŝŐŚƚ�ƚŽ�ƐƵďŵŝƚ�Žƌ�ŚĂǀĞ�ŽďƚĂŝŶĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞ�ƉĞƌŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ�ƚŽ�ƐƵďŵŝƚ�Ăůů�ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ�ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶĞĚ�
ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĂƉƉůŝĐĂƟŽŶ͘

/�ĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�Ăůů�ƉŚŽƚŽŐƌĂƉŚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŵĂŐĞƐ�ƐƵďŵŝƩĞĚ�ĂƐ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĂƉƉůŝĐĂƟŽŶ�ǁŝůů�ďĞĐŽŵĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�>ŽƐ�
�ŶŐĞůĞƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉĞƌŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ�ŝƐ�ŐƌĂŶƚĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŚŽƚŽŐƌĂƉŚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŵĂŐĞƐ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ��ŝƚǇ�ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ�ĂŶǇ�ĞǆƉĞĐƚĂƟŽŶ�
ŽĨ�ĐŽŵƉĞŶƐĂƟŽŶ͘

DĂŝů�ǇŽƵƌ�,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐͲ�ƵůƚƵƌĂů�DŽŶƵŵĞŶƚ�^ƵďŵŝƩĂů�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�KĸĐĞ�ŽĨ�,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐ�ZĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͘

KĸĐĞ�ŽĨ�,ŝƐtoric RĞƐŽƵrĐĞƐ
Departmenƚ�ŽĨ��ŝƚǇ�WůĂŶŶŝŶŐ

ϮϬϬ�E͘�^ƉƌŝŶŐ�^ƚreeƚ͕�RŽŽŵ�ϲϮϬ
>ŽƐ��ŶgĞůĞƐ͕����ϵϬϬϭϮ

WŚŽŶĞ͗�ϮϭϯͲϵϳϴͲϭϮϬϬ
tĞďƐŝƚĞ͗�ƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĂƟŽŶ͘ůĂĐŝƚǇ͘ŽƌŐ



 
 
 

 
Case Study House #16 HCM Nomination    November 28, 2016 

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES GROUP   1 

Case Study House #16 – Historic-Cultural Monument Nomination Continuation Sheet 

*NOTE: The following property description and assessment of character-defining features were prepared 

using historic and current photographs, original building permits, and primary and secondary sources, 

since the property was not accessible during the drafting of this nomination. 

 

A. Property Description 

Site 

The property at 1811 Bel Air Road (Case Study House #16) occupies an irregular-shaped parcel of 8,408 

square feet, located on the west side of Bel Air Road. It is situated at the crest of a hill near the Stone 

Canyon Reservoir, and surrounded by large single-family residences in the Bel Air neighborhood of Los 

Angeles. It is oriented slightly askew of the cardinal directions, affording optimum views towards the 

south and west. The one-story dwelling is sited near the street and occupies the majority of the parcel. It 

is fronted by abundant landscaping and foliage of mature trees, bushes and foundation plantings. A 

broad lawn sits at the rear, northwest corner of the property, while low, masonry block retaining walls 

surround the perimeter of the site. The property is entered via a concrete driveway from Bel Air Road. 

The topography of the site is flat, though the area immediately surrounding it is characterized by steep 

hills, canyons, and winding roads. 

Residence – Exterior  

The subject property was completed in 1953 and designed by Craig Ellwood in the Post and Beam style. 

Its plan is predominately rectangular, with a small volume extending to the north for a two-car carport. 

The building’s steel frame is composed of square steel tubing constructed on an eight-foot module. The 

frame supports exterior walls of glass and grooved Douglas fir siding, while walls of brick (actually 

hollow clay block throughout) or obscure glass serve to delineate exterior spaces. The building is capped 

by a flat, plastered concrete roof with wide eaves accommodating recessed, circular light fixtures. Five 

rectangular wire-glass skylights are “punched” into the roof of the carport and entry interior to provide 

natural light through the walkway and front entrance area.  

The primary façade faces northeast and is dominated by the open carport to the right and a translucent 

wall of obscure glass to the left, which screens a private courtyard along the street. The primary 

entrance is approached through the carport and faces north. A partial-height brick wall under the 

carport roof separates the cars from the walkway leading to the front door, and the glass wall at the end 

of the walkway guides visitors to the door. The grooved wood front door, flush with the face of the 

building, is seamlessly integrated with the adjacent wood siding. A wall of obscure glass separates the 

carport from a rear service yard. Fenestration is abundant and consists of sliding glass doors and fixed, 

floor-to-ceiling windows along the remaining elevations. All fenestration extends clear to the ceiling. A 

large, rectangular block clad with Palos Verdes stone is positioned along the southwest corner of the 

building, containing the chimney for the living room fireplace and one for an exterior barbecue.  
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Exterior terraces are located along the southwest and southeast elevations. A steel pergola shades the 

southwest terrace, where a tiled patio follows the modular articulation of the house. A service yard 

(originally a child’s play yard) is tucked between the carport and rear lawn, and is enclosed by a 

southwest-facing brick wall with built-in metal climbing bars in a composition of verticals and 

horizontals, designed by landscape architect Eric Armstrong.  

Residence – Interior 

The interior of the building features a predominately open floor plan adhering to a four-foot module. 

Interior spaces include two bedrooms, two bathrooms, kitchen, dining room, living room and den, nearly 

all of which are directly accessible to the centralized entrance hall. Interior walls echo those on the 

exterior, and are of plaster or grooved Douglas fir panels. The ceiling plane is generally kept open, with 

partitions and cabinets stopping short of the ceiling and connected to it by thin rods or columns. Walls 

defining communal spaces were designed as “floating screens” composed of interchangeable panels 

that are lifted from the floor slab by a black, recessed wooden base and separated from the ceiling by 

glazing or empty space. The living room’s Palos Verdes stone-clad fireplace sits opposite a den that 

features built-in cabinetry and an operable accordion wall. Open counters demarcate the dining room, 

which can also be closed off from the living room by an accordion wall. Vertical glass-front cabinets 

serve as a partial barrier between the dining room and kitchen, which is outfitted with white-enameled 

steel cabinets. 

Two bedrooms are paired at the northeast end of the dwelling. Private courtyards positioned off the 

bedrooms are accessed by sliding glass doors. Douglas fir-paneled interior walls continue from the 

interior spaces to the exterior, with the other sides of the court fenced by obscure glass panels framed 

in steel. The master bedroom features a built-in dresser and vanity. Non-original tile flooring is located 

throughout. 

Alterations 

Case Study House #16 appears to be largely unaltered from its original construction. While no alteration 

permits were found for the property, current photos and a recent National Register nomination confirm 

that alterations are minor and cosmetic. They include the replacement of original flooring on the interior 

and exterior terraces with tile, and the removal of a reflecting pool near the outdoor chimney.   

Therefore, the building retains a high level of physical integrity. 
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Character-Defining Features 

Site 

 Graded hillside site and setting  

 Angled, northwest-southeast orientation of the house, affording optimum views to the south 

and west 

 Positioning of the building along the street with separation from a glass screen wall 

 Abundant landscaping and foliage surrounding the property, including mature trees, bushes, 

and foundation plantings 

 Brick masonry retaining walls along the perimeter of the property 

 Broad lawn, located at the northwest corner of the property 

 

Residence – Exterior 

 Predominately rectangular footprint, with a small volume (carport) extending to the north 

 Two-car carport on the primary (east) façade  

 Steel structural system of square steel tubing constructed on an eight-foot module 

 Flat, plastered concrete roof with a wide eave accommodating recessed, circular light fixtures 

 Exterior walls of clear and obscure glass; brick (hollow clay block) and grooved Douglas fir siding 

 Seamless relationship of interior and exterior spaces, with exterior walls penetrating the interior 

of the residence and vice versa 

 Exterior courtyard spaces, delineated by translucent obscure glass walls 

 Wire-glass skylights “punched” into the roof of the carport and main entrance hall 

 Primary entrance facing north and located at the rear of the carport, hidden from the street 

 Brick wall delineating passage to the primary entrance under the carport 

 Grooved wood primary entrance door, flush with the face of the building and seamlessly 

integrated with adjacent wood siding 

 Extensive glazing of sliding glass doors and fixed, floor-to-ceiling windows, which enhance the 

harmony between indoor and outdoor spaces 

 Palos Verdes stone-clad block along the southwest corner of the building in the form of a heavy, 

rectangular volume that anchors the southwest corner of the building, incorporating living room 

fireplace and exterior barbeque. 

 Built-in metal climbing bars and low, brick wall (“jungle gym”) along the southwest elevation, 

bordering the children’s play yard/service yard and facing the rear lawn 

 Children’s play yard/service yard along the northwest elevation, set between the carport and 

“jungle gym” 

 Exterior terraces, located along the southwest and southeast elevations 

 Steel pergola along the southwest elevation 
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Residence – Interior  

 Open floor plan, constructed on a four-foot module 

 Interior walls of plaster and grooved Douglas fir panels 

 Relationship of the primary entrance hall to the rest of the dwelling, with all rooms directly 

accessible to the centralized entry space 

 Floating “screens” that delineate primary communal spaces, comprising walls that are lifted 

from the floor slab by a black recessed base and separated from the ceiling by strips of glazing or 

empty space 

 Built-in features including cabinetry in the TV room and dresser/vanity in the master bedroom 

 Operable accordion walls  

 Palos Verdes stone fireplace  

 Location of private spaces (bedrooms) along the northeast portion of the dwelling 

 Private courtyards positioned off the bedrooms, enclosed by semi-translucent glass panels 

encased with steel and Douglas fir walls which transcend the interior spaces 

 White-enameled steel kitchen cabinets 

 Vertical, glass-fronted dining room cabinet
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B. Statement of Significance 

Summary 

Case Study House #16 meets the following criteria for designation as a Los Angeles Historic-Cultural 

Monument (HCM): 

It reflects the broad cultural political, economic, or social history of the nation, state, or 

community. 

It embodies the distinguishing characteristics of an architectural-type specimen, inherently 

valuable for a study of a period, style, or method of construction. 

It is a notable work of a master builder, designer, or architect whose individual genius influenced 

his or her age. 

Built in 1953, the property at 1811 Bel Air Road (Case Study House #16) is significant for its direct 

association with the Case Study House Program, an internationally recognized, experimental post-World 

War II housing program initiated by John Entenza’s Arts & Architecture magazine. Running between 

1945 and 1966, the program was one of the most significant efforts to bring affordable, mass-

producible, and technologically advanced housing to America’s growing middle class. The Case Study 

House Program was pivotal in the development of Southern California’s regional modern architecture 

movement. Case Study House #16 embodies the distinctive characteristics of the Post and Beam style, 

and is inherently valuable to the study of Los Angeles’s internationally-acclaimed mid-century modern 

tradition. Furthermore, the subject property is a notable work of master architect Craig Ellwood, who 

designed three houses for the Case Study House Program. It is the only one of the three to remain 

intact; the architect’s designs for Case Study House #17 (1956) and Case Study House #18 (1958) have 

been substantially altered in such a way that their original designs are unrecognizable.  

 

Historical Background 

Case Study House Program 

The Case Study House Program was an internationally recognized program of single-family residences 
created by Arts & Architecture magazine’s editor, John Entenza. Begun in 1945 and culminating in 1966, 
the program publicized the planning and development of 36 dwellings designed by a number of 
prominent architects and firms, including Julius Ralph Davidson; Sumner Spaulding and John Rex; 
William Wurster and Theodore Bernardi; Ralph Rapson; Whitney R. Smith; Richard Neutra; Thornton 
Abell; Charles and Ray Eames; Eero Saarinen; Kemper Nomland and Kemper Nomland, Jr.; Rodney 
Walker; Ralphael Soriano; Craig Ellwod; Conrad Buff III, Calvin Straub, and Donald Hensman; Pierre 
Koenig; Edward Killingsworth; and A. Quincy Jones and Frederick E. Emmons. Of the 36 residences 
designed, 25 were ultimately constructed. The program is considered to be one of the most significant 
and influential experimental post-World War II housing efforts attempted in the United States. 
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In anticipation of a housing shortage resulting from wartime restrictions on residential development and 
a projected population boom following the conclusion of World War II, American architects predicted an 
increased need for affordable and mass-producible housing. In 1945, just months before the end of the 
war, Arts & Architecture magazine’s editor John Entenza announced an experimental housing program 
in which eight nationally renowned architects would be commissioned to study, plan, design and 
ultimately construct residential prototypes that could be further developed and (theoretically) mass 
produced in the postwar years. Anticipating the changing needs of the American public, the program 
strongly encouraged the use of new materials and techniques in the design and construction of the 
houses, but required designs to be “capable of duplication and in no sense be an individual 
‘performance.’”1 While the dwellings were to be built for the magazine (the “client”), they would be 
open to the public for several weeks to expose the program’s ideas about architecture to the public, 
encourage tenancy and gain a sense of overall success. Though Entenza foresaw the program as a 
solution to a potential postwar housing problem, he also believed in reinventing the idea of the house 
altogether: 
 

Not only in very practical changes of materials and techniques but in the distribution 
and financing of those materials lie factors that are likely to expand considerably the 
definition of what we mean when we now say the word ‘house.’ How long it will take for 
the inevitable social and economic changes brought about by the war years to affect our 
living standards, no one can say. But, that ideas and attitudes will continue to change 
drastically in terms of man’s need and man’s ability to satisfy that need, is inevitable.2 
 

During the first three years of the program, six houses were completed and opened to the public, 
though several acclaimed designs were never constructed. During this period, many of the houses were 
designed in an emerging style and construction technique often referred to as Post and Beam. This 
design aesthetic is representative of the adaptation of early European and American modern 
architectural precedents to the climate, material palette, economy, and topography of postwar 
Southern California. The hallmark of the Post and Beam style is the direct expression of structural 
framing (most often wood), consisting of beams supported by posts rather than load-bearing walls, 
which allowed for large expanses of glass, flexible and open floor plans, and the seamless integration of 
indoor and outdoor living space, heightening the building’s connection with its site. Inspired by Europe’s 
International Style, Southern California’s early 20th century Arts and Crafts movement, and the work of 
early modernists such as Frank Lloyd Wright, Rudolf Schindler, and Harwell Hamilton Harris, Post and 
Beam became incredibly influential in the development of a regional modernism in the mid-twentieth 
century.3  
 

                                                           
1 John Entenza, “Announcement: the case study house program,” Arts & Architecture (January 1945), 37.  
2 Ibid. 
3 Elizabeth A.T. Smith, “Introduction,” in Blueprints for Modern Living: History and Legacy of the Case Study Houses, 
ed. Elizabeth A.T. Smith (Los Angeles: The Museum of Contemporary Art, 1989), 13. 
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Architectural critic Esther McCoy speculated that a notable success of early Case Study Houses was the 
integration of gardens and stylish interiors.4 Landscape architects such as Garrett Eckbo, Dean and 
Williams, and Eric Armstrong designed unique, low-maintenance landscapes that contrasted in style to 
the curves and flow of romantically-inspired gardens of earlier years. Similarly, the nation’s top modern 
interior design manufacturing companies, including Knoll International and the Herman Miller Company, 
were regularly used to decorate interiors of the dwellings. Furnishings by the nation’s most notable 
interior designers such as Charles and Ray Eames, George Nelson, Isamu Noguchi and Florence Knoll 
were paired with artisanal textiles, floor coverings, appliances and accessories to create an unfamiliar, 
yet intriguing, image of future home life for the average American family. 
 
Though the program’s early residential models were largely successful, the Case Study Program is 
perhaps best known for the steel-and-glass, machine-age residences that emerged in its later years. By 
the late 1940s, a greater availability of industrial materials initiated a new wave of technological 
experimentation. Case Study architects during this period believed that the use of steel would foster 
mass-produced residential development, more so than the wood-framed designs of their predecessors.5 
The Eames House (Case Study House #8, 1949), its successor, the Entenza House (Case Study House #9, 
1949), and Raphael Soriano’s Case Study House (unnumbered, 1950), were some of the program’s first 
attempts at steel construction. Soriano, a disciple of renowned architect Richard Neutra, became closely 
associated with the development of Southern California modernism, adopting a machine-based 
aesthetic through the application of modular, prefabricated materials and forms. His experimentation 
with industrialized materials such as steel and aluminum framing exemplified his commitment to the 
machine aesthetic of Europe’s International Style and greatly influenced later Case Study architects such 
as Craig Ellwood and Pierre Koenig; Koenig’s steel-frame Stahl House (Case Study House, #22, 1959) 
became the epitome of postwar modern living in Los Angeles.6 Though the Case Study Houses of this 
period shared many of the design characteristics of the program’s early models, those constructed 
during and after 1949 “most closely approximated the rationalism of the International Style that had 
evolved in 1920s Europe.”7 Of those constructed during the 1950s, all but one were experiments in steel 
construction.8  
 
Though the underlying premise of the Case Study Program was to create quality modern dwellings that 
were mass-producible and affordable to the growing middle class, it became clear that the stark, metal 
and glass boxes that defined the program were ultimately too progressive for the average American 
family. While steel construction lent itself to many of the ideals propagated by the Case Study Program 
and adopted by modernists – prefabrication, modularization, open plan, and relationship between 
indoor and outdoor – the steel frame itself was “too strict” and the margin of error too narrow to be 

                                                           
4 Esther McCoy, “Arts & Architecture Case Study Houses,” in Blueprints for Modern Living: History and Legacy of 
the Case Study Houses, ed. Elizabeth A.T. Smith (Los Angeles: The Museum of Contemporary Art, 1989),23. 
5 Esther McCoy, Case Study Houses 1945-1962 (Santa Monica: Hennessey + Ingalls, 1977), 69. 
6 McCoy, “Arts & Architecture,” 25. 
7 Peter Moruzzi, “The Case Study House Program: 1945-1966,” National Register of Historic Places Multiple 
Property Documentation, Los Angeles Conservancy Modern Committee, Section E, page 8. 
8 McCoy, Case Study Houses, 69. 
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capable of mass production.9 Steel was also expensive, and as the Case Study Program grew more 
popular, the participation of wealthy clients increasingly resulted in designs that the working middle 
class could not afford. Instead, the general public became more interested in simply adding the latest 
technologies pioneered by the program to their own dwellings. As historian Thomas Hine notes, “The 
house as a single, convincing aesthetic statement is something few Americans have ever been able to 
afford.”10 The concept of adding new and modern features that offer an array of comforts is more in 
tune with America’s consumerist culture. In this sense, the program failed in its attempt to quell the 
country’s anticipated housing shortage. Notably, the few designs for multi-family housing, which would 
have made greater strides towards solving Los Angeles’s affordable housing problem, were never built. 
 
While the program failed to create a modern home that was both affordable for and widely accepted by 
the middle-income American, it nonetheless had a major impact on shaping modern living in postwar 
Southern California. As historian Kevin Starr has noted, “Los Angeles provided the context, personnel, 
design tradition, and, most importantly, the occasion and the energy for the Case Study House 
Program.”11 Though the average American did not aspire to live in a Case Study House, the program 
initiated a “public acceptance of experimental design” that caused banks to become more lenient in the 
financing of contemporary houses.12 Furthermore, the program fostered and popularized Southern 
California’s modern movement, and in particular, the regional dialect of Mid-Century Modernism that 
emerged from the prewar International Style through the work of the program’s talented architects. 
 

Craig Ellwood 

Craig Ellwood, born Jon Nelson Burke, was a Los Angeles-based architect who had a great impact on the 

Modern architecture movement of the twentieth century. Ellwood became involved in building design 

and construction after graduating from the U.S. Army Air Corps in 1946. During this time, Ellwood 

worked as a cost estimator in a building contractor’s office, working on buildings for Richard Neutra and 

Raphael Soriano.13 In 1948, Ellwood (still identified by the moniker of Jon Nelson Burke), his brother, and 

two friends entered into a joint construction enterprise under the name “Craig Ellwood.” Though the 

venture would last only two years, it had a lasting effect on Ellwood and his career; in 1948, Burke 

legally adopted the name Craig Ellwood, for which is he best known today. 

Following the closure of his business, Ellwood was introduced to John Entenza of Arts & Architecture 

magazine through Lamport Cofer Salzman (LCS), a contracting firm which built several early Case Study 

Houses. During his time at the firm, Ellwood enrolled in civil engineering classes at the University of 

                                                           
9 Ibid, 33. 
10 Thomas Hines, “The Search for the Postwar House,” in Blueprints for Modern Living: History and Legacy of the 
Case Study Houses, ed. Elizabeth A.T. Smith (Los Angeles: The Museum of Contemporary Art, 1989), 173.  
11 Kevin Starr, “The Case Study House Program and the Impending Futures: Some Regional Considerations,” in 
Blueprints for Modern Living: History and Legacy of the Case Study Houses, ed. Elizabeth A.T. Smith (Los Angeles: 
The Museum of Contemporary Art, 1989), 131.  
12 McCoy, Case Study Houses, 10. 
13 McCoy, “Arts & Architecture,” 30. 
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California, Los Angeles (UCLA), but never earned a formal degree. Architecture and design came 

naturally to Ellwood, who would later teach and lecture at USC, Cal Poly Pomona, and Yale.14 In 1949, 

Ellwood established Craig Ellwood Associates, and in 1951, he completed his first steel framed house 

(Hale House, 1951). He was subsequently invited by Entenza to design a residence for the Case Study 

House Program, becoming the first designer under thirty years old to participate. During his time with 

the program, Ellwood was not a licensed architect; though he had no formal architectural training, his 

education in engineering and early experience in cost estimating, job supervision and drafting 

contributed to a well-rounded skillset that enabled him to manipulate industrial materials in residential 

architecture. 

Ellwood constructed three houses for the program (#16 in 1953, #17 in 1956, and #18 in 1958), and it 

was through these opportunities that he was able to experiment with steel construction.15 The houses 

followed three of the program’s first steel dwellings, Case Study House #8 (the Eames House, 1949, 

Charles and Ray Eames), Case Study House #9 (the Entenza House, 1949, Charles Eames and Eero 

Saarinen), and an unnumbered Case Study House (1950, Raphael Soriano). While the Eameses, arguably, 

had more creative freedom in the design of their own home, “Soriano was sensitive by force to the 

amount of exposed steel a client would accept, and in the 1940s and 1950s that was not very much.”16  

Ellwood (along with his Case Study House colleague Pierre Koenig) was greatly influenced by Soriano’s 

experiments in working with steel, which were conveyed through his own steel designs; according to 

McCoy, “two things were at work in all the Ellwood houses: the perfection of a body of detailing that 

was both handy and elegant, and the adjustment of steel to meet public acceptance.”17  

Ellwood adopted a steel structural frame and paneling system as a solution to working with steel in the 

designs of the Case Study Houses. Though he found inspiration in Soriano’s handling of steel, Ellwood’s 

Case Study House designs show an affinity for dividing interior spaces with walls that was not shared by 

Soriano. In Soriano’s unnumbered Case Study House (1949), the architect “de-emphasized” the wall by 

using only cabinet partitions to separate spaces, with the exception of the bathrooms.18 Through 

Ellwood’s use of the panel system in Case Study House #16, “there was an immediate awareness of the 

textures of the materials used as infilling in the steel frame,” which was further enhanced by the 

transcendence of panels between interior and exterior spaces.19 Furthermore, Ellwood treated the wall 

as a “freestanding unit” as a means to stress “the overall sculptural massing of space.”20 In the vain of 

another of his influences, Mies Van der Rohe, Ellwood strived to minimize detailing by skillfully 

                                                           
14 “Craig Ellwood.”  
15 McCoy, “Arts & Architecture,” 30. 
16 Ibid, 29. 
17 Ibid, 31. 
18 McCoy, Case Study Houses 74 and 81. 
19 McCoy, Case Study Houses, 81. 
20 Amelia Jones and Elizabeth A.T. Smith, “The Thirty-Six Case Study Projects,” in Blueprints for Modern Living: 
History and Legacy of the Case Study Houses, ed. Elizabeth A.T. Smith (Los Angeles: The Museum of Contemporary 
Art, 1989), 63. 
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combining building materials into a single mass. Described McCoy for the Los Angeles Times: “Craig 

Ellwood…has a style which is based on a search for technique. He feels poor architecture is the result of 

imitation or of trying to do something ‘different.’”21  

Ellwood’s firm also had successful commissions outside of the Case Study House Program, and in 1954 
the designer earned first place at the International Exhibition of Architecture in Sao Paulo Brazil, for his 
design of a four-unit, steel-framed apartment house. However, the visibility and acclaim afforded by the 
Case Study House Program earned Ellwood many residential and commercial commissions following his 
participation. Though he continued designing Modern homes throughout Los Angeles, he also 
completed the Scientific Date Systems building (now Xerox Data Systems) in El Segundo (1966), the 
Security Pacific National Bank in Beverly Hills (1973), and the Bridge Building for the Art Center College 
for Design in Pasadena (1976). In 1977, Ellwood closed his firm and moved to Italy, where he died in 
1992.  
 
Case Study House #16 
 
Case Study House #16, completed in 1953, was the first of three houses designed by Craig Ellwood for 

Art & Architecture’s Case Study House Program. Though constructed as a display house, the dwelling 

was commissioned by Ellwood’s former employer, Henry Salzman of LCS.22 It is unclear if Salzman ever 

lived in the house, since voter registration records indicate that he lived at 8082 Mulholland Drive by 

1954. The first known resident of Case Study House #16 is Muriel Norton, who has lived in the house 

since at least 1958.23 Located in the Los Angeles neighborhood of Bel Air, the house’s site ensured full 

advantage of spectacular city views. As explained by Arts & Architecture magazine, “the limited lot size, 

with certain restricting deed requirements, and the selection of view exposures governed the plan 

layout and the site orientation.”24 Upon completion in 1953, the one-story house resembled “a glowing, 

floating glass pavilion,” composed of an exposed steel structural frame and floor-to-ceiling glass walls of 

varying translucencies.25  

In keeping with the tenets of the Case Study Program’s manifesto, Ellwood sought to bring residential 

development to the masses through the manipulation of steel in residential architecture. His solution to 

this challenge was manifested through a panel system, in which he infilled a steel frame of 2½-inch 

square tubing with panels of wood, glass or brick. The panel system gave his buildings a “friendly” 

aesthetic, while the steel tubing, which had historically been employed in scaffolding, “did much to 

                                                           
21 Esther McCoy, “What I Believe,” Los Angeles Times, June 26, 1955, i28. 
22 Colin Davies, Key Houses of the Twentieth Century: Plans, Sections and Elevations (New York: W.W. Norton & 
Company, Inc., 2006), 120. 
23 Westwood-Brentwood-Bel-Air City Directory, Los Angeles, CA, 1958-1959. 
24 “The New Case Study House,” Arts + Architecture (June 1953), 21. Research did not indicated why the Bel Air site 
was chosen specifically, other than the views it affords its residents. 
25 Regina O’Brien, National Register of Historic Places. Case Study House #16. Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, 
California, National Register #13000515, 3. 
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domesticate steel.”26 His choice of the square column instead of the often-used steel H-section 

addressed several structural issues. First, it simplified the detailing of the dwelling’s structure, so that 

the building’s “section was no more than a shadow line and no plates or angles were required as 

fasteners,” and glazing fit neatly into the steel frame.27 By leaving the square columns exposed, Ellwood 

was also able to simplify flashing on the building’s exterior walls. Reflecting Ellwood’s experience as a 

cost estimator, the decision to use square tubing also offered cost savings in both material and labor, 

and reduced the weight of the structure by 3,000 pounds.28 To support the roof, Ellwood used 36-foot, 

6-inch I-beam sections, leaving the bottom 2 ½ inches exposed to align with the steel columns. 

Ellwood did much to achieve comfortable living conditions in spite of his extensive use of steel. 

Following a 4-by-8 foot module – a standard size that was familiar to the eye – the designer hoped “to 

achieve ease of construction, economy, and design harmony.”29 The 1,750 square foot building includes 

two exterior courtyards adhering to the modular plan. The extension of interior walls to the exterior of 

the building, visible through the walls of glass, provide “house-garden interpenetration, thereby not 

confining space to room boundaries.”30 The spatial qualities of the house were further increased by the 

wide-reaching roof, which covers approximately 3,200 square feet. On the building’s interior, Ellwood 

utilized a system of “floating screens,” in which non-structural walls are lifted from the floor slab by 

recessed wooden bases, painted black, and detached from the ceiling by glazing or empty space. The 

floating appearance of the walls emphasizes the open plan, providing visual freedom and creating “the 

impression of unrestricted space.”31 

In keeping with the desire to blur the distinction between indoor and outdoor, Ellwood opted to keep 

the landscaping simple and incorporate “the luxury of rich forms and textures” directly into the design 

of the house.32 For these reasons Case Study House #16 features walls of grooved Douglas fir siding and 

brick in addition to walls of glass. The vertical paneling of the wood siding, which was used as both an 

exterior and interior material, was characteristic of Ellwood, who believed wood should never be used 

horizontally and “should stand upright as a tree.”33 The use of Palos Verdes stone in the cladding of the 

fireplace also helped facilitate the transfer of natural textures into the house.  

Today, Case Study House #16 remains as the only surviving, intact example of a Case Study House design 

by Craig Ellwood, whose designs for #17 and #18 have both been substantially altered.  

 

                                                           
26 McCoy, “Arts & Architecture,” 30. 
27 Ibid, 30-31. 
28 McCoy, Case Study Houses, 81. 
29 “The New Case Study House,” 21; McCoy, “Arts & Architecture,”31. 
30 “The New Case Study House,” 21. 
31 Ibid. 
32 Ibid, 22. 
33 McCoy, “What I Believe.” 
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Period of Significance 

The period of significance for Case Study House #16 is defined as 1953, reflecting the year of the 

building’s construction.
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Exhibit 1. Parcel Profile Report 



City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning

 
4/26/2017

PARCEL PROFILE REPORT
 Address/Legal Information

 PIN Number 147B149    42

 Lot/Parcel Area (Calculated) 8,408.1 (sq ft)

 Thomas Brothers Grid PAGE 592 - GRID A4

 Assessor Parcel No. (APN) 4370014025

 Tract TR 10798

 Map Reference M B 377-36/37

 Block None

 Lot 6

 Arb (Lot Cut Reference) 1

 Map Sheet 147B149

 Jurisdictional Information

 Community Plan Area Bel Air - Beverly Crest

 Area Planning Commission West Los Angeles

 Neighborhood Council Bel Air - Beverly Crest

 Council District CD 5 - Paul Koretz

 Census Tract # 2621.00

 LADBS District Office West Los Angeles

 Planning and Zoning Information

 Special Notes None

 Zoning RE40-1-H-HCR

 Zoning Information (ZI) ZI-2467 HCR Hillside Construction Regulation Supplemental Use
District

  ZI-2462 Modifications to SF Zones and SF Zone Hillside Area
Regulations

  ZI-2438 Equine Keeping in the City of Los Angeles

 General Plan Land Use Minimum Residential

 General Plan Footnote(s) Yes

 Hillside Area (Zoning Code) Yes

 Specific Plan Area None

 Special Land Use / Zoning None

 Design Review Board No

 Historic Preservation Review Yes

 Historic Preservation Overlay Zone None

 Other Historic Designations None

 Other Historic Survey Information None

 Mills Act Contract None

 CDO: Community Design Overlay None

 CPIO: Community Plan Imp. Overlay None

      District None

      Subarea None

 CUGU: Clean Up-Green Up None

 NSO: Neighborhood Stabilization Overlay No

 POD: Pedestrian Oriented Districts None

 SN: Sign District No

 Streetscape No

 Adaptive Reuse Incentive Area None

 Ellis Act Property No

PROPERTY ADDRESSES

1811 N BEL-AIR ROAD

 

ZIP CODES

90077

 

RECENT ACTIVITY

None

 

CASE NUMBERS

CPC-2016-4087-ZC

CPC-2016-4085-CA

CPC-1994-214-CPU

CPC-1986-829-GPC

CPC-18760

ORD-184828

ORD-184827

ORD-183497

ORD-171408-SA22

ORD-167564-SA2460

ORD-132416

ORD-129279

ORD-128730

ENV-2016-4086-ND

 

This report is subject to the terms and conditions as set forth on the website.  For more details, please refer to the terms and conditions at zimas.lacity.org
(*) - APN Area is provided "as is" from the Los Angeles County's Public Works, Flood Control, Benefit Assessment.

zimas.lacity.org    |    planning.lacity.org



 Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO) No

 CRA - Community Redevelopment Agency None

 Central City Parking No

 Downtown Parking No

 Building Line None

 500 Ft School Zone No

 500 Ft Park Zone No

 Assessor Information

 Assessor Parcel No. (APN) 4370014025

 Ownership (Assessor)  

      Owner1 NORTON,MURIEL A TR MURIEL A NORTON TRUST

      Address 1811  BEL AIR RD 
LOS ANGELES CA 90077

 Ownership (Bureau of Engineering, Land
Records)

 

      Owner NORTON, MURIEL A. (TR) MURIEL A. NORTON TRUST EST. 1-3-02

      Address 1811  BEL AIR ROAD 
LOS ANGELES CA 90077

 APN Area (Co. Public Works)* 0.101 (ac)

 Use Code 0100 - Residential - Single Family Residence

 Assessed Land Val. $59,335

 Assessed Improvement Val. $84,051

 Last Owner Change 01/23/2002

 Last Sale Amount $0

 Tax Rate Area 67

 Deed Ref No. (City Clerk) 2060

  172238

 Building 1  

      Year Built 1953

      Building Class D95B

      Number of Units 1

      Number of Bedrooms 2

      Number of Bathrooms 2

      Building Square Footage 1,664.0 (sq ft)

 Building 2 No data for building 2

 Building 3 No data for building 3

 Building 4 No data for building 4

 Building 5 No data for building 5

 Additional Information

 Airport Hazard None

 Coastal Zone None

 Farmland Area Not Mapped

 Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone Yes

 Fire District No. 1 No

 Flood Zone None

 Watercourse No

 Hazardous Waste / Border Zone Properties No

 Methane Hazard Site None

 High Wind Velocity Areas No

 Special Grading Area (BOE Basic Grid Map A-
13372)

Yes

 Oil Wells None

 Seismic Hazards

 Active Fault Near-Source Zone  

      Nearest Fault (Distance in km) 0.91696032

      Nearest Fault (Name) Hollywood Fault

This report is subject to the terms and conditions as set forth on the website.  For more details, please refer to the terms and conditions at zimas.lacity.org
(*) - APN Area is provided "as is" from the Los Angeles County's Public Works, Flood Control, Benefit Assessment.

zimas.lacity.org    |    planning.lacity.org



      Region Transverse Ranges and Los Angeles Basin

      Fault Type B

      Slip Rate (mm/year) 1.00000000

      Slip Geometry Left Lateral - Reverse - Oblique

      Slip Type Poorly Constrained

      Down Dip Width (km) 14.00000000

      Rupture Top 0.00000000

      Rupture Bottom 13.00000000

      Dip Angle (degrees) 70.00000000

      Maximum Magnitude 6.40000000

 Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone No

 Landslide Yes

 Liquefaction No

 Preliminary Fault Rupture Study Area No

 Tsunami Inundation Zone No

 Economic Development Areas

 Business Improvement District None

 Promise Zone No

 Renewal Community No

 Revitalization Zone None

 State Enterprise Zone None

 Targeted Neighborhood Initiative None

 Public Safety

 Police Information  

      Bureau West

           Division / Station West Los Angeles

                Reporting District 806

 Fire Information  

      Bureau West

           Batallion 9

                District / Fire Station 71

      Red Flag Restricted Parking YES

This report is subject to the terms and conditions as set forth on the website.  For more details, please refer to the terms and conditions at zimas.lacity.org
(*) - APN Area is provided "as is" from the Los Angeles County's Public Works, Flood Control, Benefit Assessment.

zimas.lacity.org    |    planning.lacity.org



CASE SUMMARIES
Note: Information for case summaries is retrieved from the Planning Department's Plan Case Tracking System (PCTS) database.

Case Number: CPC-2016-4087-ZC

Required Action(s): ZC-ZONE CHANGE

Project Descriptions(s): THE ESTABLISHMENT OF AN ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HILLSIDE AREA  (ESHA)SUPPLEMENTAL USE DISTRICT. THE
ESHA DISTRICT WILL ESTABLISH DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS REGULATING RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA, HEIGHT, AND
GRADING LIMITS. THE ESHA DISTRICT REGULATIONS WILL REQUIRE SINGLE-FAMILY HOME DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS TO
GO THROUGH A REVIEW PROCESS AND WILL MANDATE STANDARD HAULING OPERATIONS AS CONDITIONS OF PROJECT
APPROVAL.

Case Number: CPC-2016-4085-CA

Required Action(s): CA-CODE AMENDMENT

Project Descriptions(s): THE ESTABLISHMENT OF AN ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HILLSIDE AREA  (ESHA)SUPPLEMENTAL USE DISTRICT. THE
ESHA DISTRICT WILL ESTABLISH DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS REGULATING RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA, HEIGHT, AND
GRADING LIMITS. THE ESHA DISTRICT REGULATIONS WILL REQUIRE SINGLE-FAMILY HOME DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS TO
GO THROUGH A REVIEW PROCESS AND WILL MANDATE STANDARD HAULING OPERATIONS AS CONDITIONS OF PROJECT
APPROVAL.

Case Number: CPC-1994-214-CPU

Required Action(s): CPU-COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE

Project Descriptions(s): BEL AIR-BEVERLY CREST COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE PROGRAM (CPU) - THE BEL AIR-BEVERLY CREST COMMUNITY PLAN
IS ONE OF SIX COMMUNITY PLANS THAT ARE PART OF THE COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE PROGRAM PHASE 1 (5-1-94 TO 12-
31-95)   

Case Number: CPC-1986-829-GPC

Required Action(s): GPC-GENERAL PLAN/ZONING CONSISTENCY (AB283)

Project Descriptions(s): AB-283 PROGRAM - GENERAL PLAN/ZONE CONSISTENCY - BEL AIR-BEVERLY CREST AREA- COMMUNITY WIDE ZONE
CHANGES AND COMMUNITY PLAN CHANGES TO BRING THE ZONING INTO CONSISTENCY WITH THE PLAN.  INCLUDES
CHANGES OF HEIGHT AS NEEDED.  REQUIRED BY COURT AS PART OF SETTLEMENT IN THE HILLSIDE FEDERATION
LAWSUIT.  (DON TAYLOR)  

Case Number: ENV-2016-4086-ND

Required Action(s): ND-NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Project Descriptions(s): THE ESTABLISHMENT OF AN ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HILLSIDE AREA  (ESHA)SUPPLEMENTAL USE DISTRICT. THE
ESHA DISTRICT WILL ESTABLISH DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS REGULATING RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA, HEIGHT, AND
GRADING LIMITS. THE ESHA DISTRICT REGULATIONS WILL REQUIRE SINGLE-FAMILY HOME DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS TO
GO THROUGH A REVIEW PROCESS AND WILL MANDATE STANDARD HAULING OPERATIONS AS CONDITIONS OF PROJECT
APPROVAL.

 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE
CPC-18760

ORD-184828

ORD-184827

ORD-183497

ORD-171408-SA22

ORD-167564-SA2460

ORD-132416

ORD-129279

ORD-128730

This report is subject to the terms and conditions as set forth on the website.  For more details, please refer to the terms and conditions at zimas.lacity.org
(*) - APN Area is provided "as is" from the Los Angeles County's Public Works, Flood Control, Benefit Assessment.

zimas.lacity.org    |    planning.lacity.org



ZIMAS INTRANET 2014 Digital Color-Ortho 04/26/2017
City of Los Angeles

Department of City Planning

Address: 1811 N BEL-AIR ROAD Tract: TR 10798 Zoning: RE40-1-H-HCR

APN: 4370014025 Block: None General Plan: Minimum Residential

PIN #: 147B149    42 Lot: 6  

 Arb: 1  

Streets Copyright (c) Thomas Brothers Maps, Inc.
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Exhibit 2. Tract Maps 
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Exhibit 3. Original Building Permits 
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Exhibit 4. 1954 Voter Registration Index 
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Exhibit 5. 1958-1959 Los Angeles City Directory 
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Exhibit 6. “The New Case Study House,” Arts & Architecture Magazine 
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Exhibit 7. Existing Conditions Photos, Larry Underhill, National Register of 

Historic Places Registration Form, 2013 
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