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VIAE-MAIL 

Cultural Heritage Commission 
Los Angeles City Hall 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
Attn: Fely C. Pingol (fely.pingol@lacity.org) 

Victor De Ia Cruz 
Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 

Direct Dial: (310) 312-4305 
E-mail: vdelacruz.com@manatt.com 

Client-Matter: 62311-030 

Re: Proposed Consideration of Singleton Estate Redevelopment While 
Monument Designation is Pending- April 7, 2016 Commission Meeting: Agenda 
Item No. 3 ("Informational Presentation on Proposed Rehabilitation and Major 
Addition to the Property") 

Dear President Barron and Honorable Commissioners: 

This firm represents Mr. Bryan Lourd, the owner of 1071 N. Brooklawn Drive, which is 
located immediately northeast of the Singleton Estate across a steep, wooded canyon. On behalf 
of our client, we want to express our concerns regarding the above-referenced Informational 
Presentation to the Cultural Heritage Commission ("Commission") concerning the 
redevelopment of the Singleton Estate proposed by Mr. Adrien Labi. As this presentation will 
occur prior to the City Council's decision on the pending Historic-Cultural Monument 
("Monument") designation and without Mr. Labi's having made plans or other materials 
available to the public or conducted any environmental review under the California 
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), it both lacks transparency and public disclosure and 
jeopardizes the integrity of the Monument designation process. 

Like the Singleton Estate, our client's home was designed by Wallace Neff, and the 
existing dense, natural landscape buffer between the two homes was an integral component of 
Neff's design for both homes. Due to both the proximity and topography of the respective 
properties, our client's Wallace Neff home will also be directly impacted by the redevelopment 
ofthe Singleton Estate proposed by Mr. Labi. Not only are we concerned about how Mr. Labi's 
proposed destruction of the hillside and removal of densely wooded vegetation will impact the 
historic setting of the Singleton Estate, impacts to both properties need to be considered. 
Moreover, both the scale and impacts of Mr. Labi's auto gallery project present issues of 
community-wide concern, as do his present tactics likely aimed at weakening the Monument 
designation process for the Singleton Estate. 

Specifically, it is important that the Commission know that during the pendency of the 
proposed designation, in violation of City law, Mr. Labi has engaged in significant alteration of 
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the Singleton Estate, including extensive hillside tree removal and other clearance activities on 
the perimeter of the site (See Exhibit A.) Such site disturbance, which occurred during the first 
two weekends in March and as recently as last week, can only be intended to modify the status 
quo at the site before the City Council even has a chance to impose protections under the 
Cultural Heritage Ordinance. Thus, if and when the City designates the site as a Monument, 
there will less of the hillside to protect, thereby allowing Mr. Labi to engage in the large-scale 
grading, excavation, and removal of mature trees that will be necessary to build his massive auto 
gallery. 

We respectfully urge the Commission not to express any viewpoints on the project's 
consistency with the proposed Monument designation pending final consideration and approval 
by the City Council of that designation, which has already been delayed at Mr. Labi's request 
presumably so that he can attempt to weaken the designation through advance tree removals and 
this Commission meeting. Mr. Labi has not even filed an application for his proposed project, 
which is no doubt also part of a strategy geared at having this Commission weigh in on his 
project without public notice and community input. To even informally weigh in on Mr. Labi's 
project now is putting the cart before the horse. Once again, this "informational presentation" is 
nothing more than a strategy aimed at weakening the Monument's landscaping designation while 
it is pending before the City Council. 

As this matter was described on the Commission agenda as a solely informational 
presentation, and no plans or other relevant materials have been made available to the public in 
advance, it would also not be fair, or compliant with the Brown Act, to turn this "informational 
presentation" into a meeting which Mr. Labi can use to weaken the landscape designation when 
it goes to the City Council. The Commission has already recommended that the City Council 
designate the entire Singleton Estate, including the site's historic landscape, as a Monument. 
Accordingly, jurisdiction of such designation now solely resides with the City Council. In 
addition, any action by the Commission in consideration of the project at this time, which is 
clearly premature, risks a potential violation of CEQA by the City. It essentially makes the 
proposed auto gallery project part of the Monument designation process, which undermines the 
integrity of the City's Cultural Heritage Ordinance. 

I. ILLEGAL SITE ALTERATION HAS OCCURRED AT THE SINGLETON 
ESTATE IN VIOLATION OF THE CULTURAL HERITAGE ORDINANCE. 

Since the Commission's January 7, 2016 recommendation to designate the Singleton 
Estate as a Monument, Mr. Labi has engaged in substantial site alteration, including tree removal 
and other significant hillside clearance activities. (See Exhibit A.) As the City has not been 
granted access to the Singleton Estate, the photos showing the site alteration were taken from a 
neighboring property and may only document a portion of the alteration activity. Thus, it is 
likely that the scope of clearance is actually much greater than what our client and others have 
been able to document. 
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The findings and recommendations adopted by the Commission on January 7 highlight 
the importance of the Singleton Estate's landscape to its designation as a Monument. Moreover, 
the Los Angeles Conservancy's nomination is clear that the natural vegetation on the perimeter 
of the site and on the hillside/canyon is a key element of the setting and the Shipley/Church 
design ofthe site as a whole. For example, the natural landscape is a central component of the 
Singleton Estate's character-defining features identified in the nomination: (i) the estate setting, 
including multiple acres of sprawling open space; (ii) the informal arrangement of mature shade 
trees around the residence and perimeter of the property, providing privacy as well as shelter 
from the elements; and (iii) the location of the tennis court near the edge of the property and 
surrounded by foliage, ensuring uninterrupted views of the estate's natural scenery. 
(Nomination, p. 5.) 

The nomination, upon which the Commission acted, also discusses the importance of the 
Singleton Estate's natural landscape elsewhere, including the following: 

• "The designed landscape is directly reflective of the work of master landscape architect 
Thomas Church. A comparison of Church's schematic drawings ofthe estate and aerial 
imagery oftoday's landscape indisputably shows Church's design. The placement ofthe 
pool and tennis courts were planned by Church to provide the maximum amount of 
privacy and so as to not obstruct the view of the natural landscape from the house. 
Formal gardens and terraces were placed directly adjacent to the house, providing 
exterior living space, while the remaining acreage has the appearance of a natural 
landscape. The placement and appearance of the pond, at a distance from the house but 
within view, is a Church hallmark. The dense cluster of trees around the property's rear 
perimeter provides a natural boundary between the estate and neighboring properties. 
Church was chagrined at the infill of the natural canyon which had to occur in order for 
the Singleton Estate to be constructed; however, he proceeded with the commission and 
succeeded in creating a landscape that looked as though it had been untouched in the 
creation of the estate." (Nomination, p. 1.) 

• Together, [landscape architects] Church and Shipley created a cohesive and seemingly 
effortless landscape design that was appropriate to the lifestyle of the Singleton family 
and could hold its own against the immense scale of [architect] Wallace Neffs mansion. 
The natural appearance of the landscape belies the tremendous feat that went into its 
creation - the infill of a canyon, and years of design, correspondence and planning - and 
serves as a testament to the genius of its creators. (Nomination, p. 13.) 

We understand that this site clearance activity, which occurred as recently as last week, 
has been brought to the attention of the City's Office of Historic Resources ("OHR"). However, 
we respectfully disagree with staffs assessment that such activity does not constitute a violation 
of the Cultural Heritage Ordinance. Specifically, Los Angeles Administrative Code ("LAAC") 
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Section 22.171.12 (Temporary Stay of Demolition, Substantial Alteration or Removal Pending 
Determination to Designate a Monument) provides, in relevant part, as follows: 

Upon initiation by the Council, the Commission or the Director of a proposed 
designation of a Monument, or upon the Commission's determination that an 
application for a proposed designation merits further consideration, no permit 
for the demolition, substantial alteration or removal of that site, building, or 
structure shall be issued, and the site, building or structure, regardless of whether 
a permit exists or does not exist, shall not be demolished, substantially altered or 
removed, pending final determination by the Council that the proposed site, 
building or structure shall be designated as a Monument. (Emphasis added.) 

Thus, under the Cultural Heritage Ordinance, the substantial alteration of any site subject 
to a pending Monument designation is expressly prohibited until the City Council makes a final 
determination on the designation. As shown through the various "before and after" photographs 
comprising Exhibit A, Mr. Labi has substantially altered the Singleton Estate site while 
Monument designation is pending. This is a clear violation of the express terms of LAAC 
Section 22.171.12. 

Although we believe the dense perimeter landscape is a character-defining feature of the 
Singleton Estate and is an important element of the proposed designation, the scope of LAAC 
Section 22.171.12 is not limited to prohibiting the alteration of the character-defining features of 
a proposed Monument, but instead grants much broader protection. This is consistent with the 
objective of ensuring the strictest preservation of the historic site pending the City Council's 
ultimate determination concerning exactly what should be protected under the proposed 
designation. Limiting the scope of the temporary stay mandated under LAAC Section 22.171.12 
prior to final Council action on the designation, sets a very dangerous precedent and creates a 
strong incentive for property owners to engage in pre-emptive alteration, as Mr. Labi has. 

Notwithstanding that Mr. Labi refused to provide the Commission and OHR staff access 
to the Singleton Estate in order to evaluate the site for the proposed designation (purportedly 
because his tenants did not want to be disturbed), Mr. Labi nevertheless had no qualms about 
repeatedly allowing crews of workers to enter the Singleton Estate to chop down trees. Rather 
than patiently maintaining the status quo pending City Council consideration of the Monument 
designation, Mr. Labi has instead elected to significantly alter the Singleton Estate site before the 
City Council has even had a chance to act. This site clearance, which has not been subjected to 
any review under CEQA, is simply paving the way for the future large-scale grading, excavation 
and hauling necessary to build Mr. Labi's proposed auto gallery. 

We believe that Mr. Labi' s conduct at the site is disrespectful of established City 
processes and law, and can only be intended to prevent the City Council from fully weighing in 
on what is character-defining at the Singleton Estate, thereby allowing for the scope of the 
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pending Monument designation to be substantially weakened by the time the City Council acts 
on the designation. Likewise, we believe this "informational presentation" is geared at getting 
the Commission to make statements that would weaken the administrative record while the 
Monument designation is pending before the City Council. Please do not indulge such tactics. 
Any action by the Commission on Mr. Labi's proposed project would be premature given that 
the designation is still pending before the City Council and would ultimately impair the integrity 
the Monument designation process for the Singleton Estate by facilitating, if not encouraging, 
development based on plans that have not been subjected to public scrutiny and the normal 
historic review, entitlement and CEQA review processes. 

II. ANY COMMISSION ACTION- EVEN "CONCEPTUAL REVIEW"- ON THE 
PROJECT WOULD VIOLATE CEQA. 

We expect that at the April 7 Commission meeting, Mr. Labi will ask the Commission to 
determine that the proposed auto gallery project is consistent with the Commission's 
recommended designation. The objectives ofthis strategy are to manipulate the City Council's 
pending review and approval of the Monument designation, and to obtain some form of 
Commission pre-approval, advisory opinion or other "sign-off' on conceptual or specific 
elements ofthe auto gallery project. In light of the irregular procedural context in which the 
Commission may be asked to act, any consideration of the proposed project by the Commission 
puts the City at risk of violating CEQA. Ironically, it could even be used by the Applicant to 
subsequently challenge the CEQA clearance on the Monument designation. 

To-date, no environmental review has been performed under CEQA in connection with 
Mr. Labi's project, and the Monument designation currently pending before the City Council is 
proposed for approval pursuant to a Categorical Exemption. Specifically, OHR staff has 
recommended that designation is eligible for exemptions under CEQA Guidelines Section 15308 
(actions taken by regulatory agencies, as authorized by state or local ordinance, to assure the 
maintenance, restoration, enhancement, or protection of the environment where the regulatory 
process involves procedures for protection of the environment) and CEQA Guidelines Section 
15331 (maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, or 
reconstruction of historical resources in a manner consistent with the Secretary of Interior's 
Standards). The proposed Notice of Exemption states that "[d]esignation of the Singleton Estate 
as a Historic-Cultural Monument will assure the protection of the environment by the enactment 
of project review regulations based on the Secretary of Interior's Standards to maintain and 
preserve the historic site." 

Mr. Labi appears to be trying to surreptitiously amend the scope of the Council's pending 
action on the Monument designation. Any action by the Commission even suggesting that Mr. 
Labi's project is consistent with the pending designation is entirely premature, because the 
designation is subject to review and approval by the City Council, which may modify and 
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expand the scope of the designation at its discretion without approval ofthe Commission. If the 
Commission takes any action favoring Mr. Labi's project, including without limitation providing 
any indication that the project is consistent with the recommended Monument designation, then 
Mr. Labi will likely introduce evidence of such "pre-approval" into the administrative record for 
the City Council's designation in order to the modify the scope of the designation, thereby 
circumventing the typical designation process. At that point, the City Council's Monument 
designation, if made with even the implied insinuation that construction of the auto gallery is 
consistent with the Monument designation, could be construed as one component of the project's 
approval, which would not be eligible for a Categorical Exemption. In order to avoid 
jeopardizing the CEQA clearance for the designation by the City Council, the Commission must 
avoid making any comments that could be later taken by Mr. Labi to use the Monument 
designation as a means of back-door project approval. 

In addition, any de facto pre-approval of any segment of Mr. Labi' s project through the 
Monument designation will result in impermissible project segmentation. Mr. Labi is 
affirmatively taking the first step toward the development of a project that will cause a physical 
change in the environment. Accordingly, the Commission may not act in any way on Mr. Labi's 
project without first completing CEQA review. 

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15378 (a), a project is the "whole ofthe action, which 
has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably 
foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment." Accordingly, CEQA prohibits 
"piecemeal" review of a project in order to minimize or avoid environmental review. Berkeley 
Keep Jets Over the Bay Com. v. Board of Port Com 'rs. (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1358. 
Instead, CEQA applies to the first "step in a series of activities that may or may not occur[,] but 
these activities may culminate in a project which will change and affect the environment." 
People ex rel. Younger v. Local Agency Formation Commission (1978) 81 Cal.App.3d 464, 479. 

If the Commission offers any indication of consent to Mr. Labi's auto gallery project as 
part of the Monument designation process, Mr. Labi will undoubtedly try to use such 
Commission blessing of his project to weaken the pending Monument designation in a manner 
that could be construed as a form of de facto project approval. Mr. Labi may then argue that the 
discretion ofthe Commission and other decision-making bodies is constrained when they review 
any requested permits or entitlements for the project. Such actions are reasonably calculated as 
the first steps of Mr. Labi's auto gallery project, which will culminate in significant changes to 
the environment. In this way, Mr. Labi is attempting to piecemeal approval of the project so as 
to minimize, or wholly avoid, comprehensive CEQA review for the project. 

III. CONCLUSION. 

Mr. Labi has actively resisted designation of the Singleton Estate as a Monument and has 
refused to provide the Commission or OHR staff access to the site during the designation process 
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on the grounds that such access would disturb his tenants. Nevertheless, Mr. Labi has brought 
work crews onto the site on numerous occasions to engage in significant (and loud) alteration of 
the Singleton Estate landscape while Monument designation has been pending. Such site 
alteration, which was clearly aimed at ensuring that any City Council designation would not 
ultimately impede Mr. Labi's planned hillside excavation, is antithetical to both the letter and the 
spirit of the Cultural Heritage Ordinance. In order to protect the underlying integrity of the 
Monument designation process, these illegal acts should not be rewarded with the Commission's 
consideration of Mr. Labi's project before the City Council has a chance to complete its 
designation process by the established procedure, particularly when no project plans or other 
materials have been made available to the general public in advance of the Commission's 
meeting. In addition, any action taken by the Commission at this time will constitute a CEQA 
violation by the City. 

For these reasons, we respectfully request that the Commission reaffirm its commitment 
to the landscaping designation and not make any comments that could be construed as supportive 
of Mr. Labi's project until Monument designation is complete. 

Thank you very much for your consideration of these issues. I would be happy to answer 
any further questions at your Commission meeting tomorrow. 

Cc: Honorable Councilman Paul Koretz, Council District 5 
Ms. Linn Wyatt, Dept. of City Planning, Chief Zoning Administrator 
Mr. Ken Bernstein, Dept. of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources, Manager 
Ms. Terry Kaufmann-Macias, Office of the City Attorney, Land Use Division, 

Supervising Attorney 
Mr. Lambert Giessinger, Dept. of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources, 

Historic Preservation Architect 
Ms. Shannon Ryan, Dept. of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources, 

Planning Associate 
Mr. Faisal Alserri, Council District 15, Interim Director of Land Use and Planning 
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Ms. Linda Dishman, Los Angeles Conservancy, President and CEO 
Mr. Adrian Scott Fine, Los Angeles Conservancy, Director of Advocacy 
Mr. William 0. Fleischman, Holmby Hills Homeowners Association, President 
Mr. C.J. Laffer, Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 
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