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LOS ANGELES CITY COUNCIL 

200 North Spring Street 

Room 340, City Hall 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

 

Re: June 18, 2013 Hearing / Council File No. 06-0218 – Vacation of Lebanon Street 

 

Honorable Councilmembers: 

 

I am the owner of the property located at 1721South Flower Street, and I appeared at the 

Public Works Committee Hearing held on May 8, 2013, and the City Council hearing on 

May 14, 2013, to voice my continued and strong objection to the application of my 

neighbor, the Toyota dealership (“Applicant”), for vacation of a portion of Lebanon 

Street from Venice Boulevard to approximately 165 feet southwesterly thereof 

(“Impacted Portion”).  Other neighboring property owners also appeared to similarly 

voice their oppositions, however, despite the overwhelming concern and the testimony 

presented regarding 1) negative impact on the circulation in the immediate vicinity, 2) 

traffic congestion and resulting safety issues, and 3) failure of Applicant to comply with 

the requirements of CEQA, the motion was approved.  Prior to a vote by the full council, 

I’d like to again bring to your attention the following issues: 

 

 Despite Applicant’s adamant representations that for the past five years they have 

been working with and/or in contact with all parties whose businesses could be 

impacted by the proposed vacation of the Impacted Portion of Lebanon Street, as I 

previously indicated to the Public Works Committee, I was never granted an 

opportunity to meet with Applicant nor have they responded to my attempts in 

contacting them.  Applicant has my current contact information, yet has never – 

not in 2006 when they first filed their application for vacation with the City, not in 

2008 when they resubmitted said application, and not this third time – attempted to 

have a meaningful conversation with respect to their plans and how it will impact 
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my business.  This is especially important, in that one of the conditions on which 

the Department of Transportation based its approval of the Applicant’s motion on 

was “Outreach to the other property owners that abut the alley on the proposed 

redesign of the alley should be conducted by the applicant.” 

 

 Mr. Fred Gaines, attorney for the property owners of Anderson & Swanson, the 

owners of the property located at 1706 S. Figueroa Street – present at the May 8
th

 

hearing – argued that Applicant’s motion should be denied as the “Approval of the 

street vacation would be inconsistent with public policy and state law.”  His 

statements were supported by legal citations and based on the fact that A) “The 

Subject Portion of Lebanon Street is Necessary for Public Use;” B) “The Proposed 

Vacation is Inconsistent with the General Plan:” and C) “The Exemption is in 

Violation of CEQA.”  However, none of these issues were adequately addressed or 

reviewed. 

 

 Ms. Liz Culhane of Overland Traffic Consultants, Inc. has done a traffic study and 

presented detailed testimony, on May 8
th

, regarding the negative impact on traffic 

as a result of the vacation and the proposed realignment of Lebanon Street.  

However, no questions were presented to her about the work she’d done nor 

serious weight given to her testimony. 

 

It is troubling that despite the significance of the oppositions by neighboring property 

owners trying to keep their businesses (each running for over a decade) continuing in an 

uninterrupted and safe manner, the Public Works Committee didn’t even entertain the 

idea of continuing the matter so that the affected property owners and/or businesses could 

have a chance to meet with the Applicant and discuss their concerns and perhaps come up 

with an workable solution for all concerned.  Instead, the next hearing on this matter was 

scheduled a mere 7 days later, something not addressed at the subsequent May 14
th

 

hearing. 

 

This letter is a renewal of my strong and continuous opposition, on behalf of myself and 

my tenants, to a motion granting vacation of the Impacted Portion of Lebanon Street.  As 

a property owner, I voiced my opposition in 2006 and then again in 2008 but have never 

been approached by the Applicant to discuss the same.  Therefore I’m appealing to you. 

 

The basis for my opposition remains as follows: 

 

1) EMERGENCY/MAINTENANCE VEHICLES.  Lebanon Street (from 

Washington to Pico) is occupied by home and business owners, alike, who rely on 

the current ease and access of the street for purposes of sanitation, emergency 

and/or police business as needed.  Police cars, ambulances, fire trucks, garbage 

removal trucks, and Department of Transportation vehicles must be able to pass 
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through the Impacted Portion to have access to the homes and business in that 

area. 

 

2) DAILY USE.  Lebanon Street (from Washington to Pico) is constantly used for 

the ingress and egress of traffic as Flower Street is one-way (from North to South) 

and Figueroa Street is always busy and often closed for purposes of various 

parades and/or marathons. 

 

3) HOMELAND SECURITY CONCERNS.  With the addition of Staples Center, 

Nokia Center, and LA Live, the Figueroa Corridor has become even busier and the 

number of visitors using security personnel, i.e. secret service, private guards, etc. 

has risen accordingly.  These changes have a significant impact on traffic through 

Figueroa Street and the need for easy access of emergency/security cars. 

 

4) TRAFFIC CONGESTION/ BIKER SAFETY.  Figueroa Street will be dedicating 

one of its existing lanes, on each side, for exclusive use by bikes and as such will 

have one less lane, again negatively impacting the traffic through Figueroa Street.  

The street, once realigned, will dump more traffic onto an already congested 

Figueroa, just before the intersection of Venice and Figueroa, and into a bike lane. 

 

5) TENANTS USE OF STREET.  My business and the businesses of my tenants and 

their employees and/or guests will be hampered if the Impacted Portion of 

Lebanon Street is vacated.  We all use this street on a daily basis, and any 

interruption will considerably affect the use of our respective offices.  In light of 

the recession, none of us can afford to lose additional business as we surely will if 

Lebanon Street is vacated in part – specifically in that Lebanon Street, in relation 

to our businesses, works similar to a major artery. 

 

6) DECLINE IN PROPERTY VALUE.  My property value will go down as a result 

of any vacation of the Impacted Area.  Both Flower Street and 18
th

 Street which 

abut my property are one way.  If another street is limited in access, my tenants 

will not renew their lease. 

 

7) LIMITED ACCESS TO LOADING ZONES.  Additionally, Lebanon Street is 

used for loading and unloading, and its closure will handicap the day to day 

operation of businesses on that street and/or personal needs of the homeowners. 

The loading and unloading doors open to the back the properties that abut 

Lebanon Street or on Lebanon Street. 

 

Based on the foregoing, and in response to Applicant’s May 18, 2011 Application as set 

forth in the March 20, 2013 Notice re Request for vacation of the Impacted Portion of 

Lebanon Street (on the alleged basis that it is a public benefit) kindly note the following: 
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a) There is no public benefit to vacating the Impacted Portion. On the other hand, the 

vacation of the Impacted Portion of Lebanon Street will adversely impact traffic, 

prevent emergency vehicles from access same from a major street and as such be 

detrimental to public safety. 

 

b) The City will be exposed to more liability if the Impacted Portion of Lebanon 

Street is vacated.  Applicant suggests that once the Impacted Portion is vacated, 

the City will not be responsible for and therefore bear less liability for said street.  

However, the divergence of traffic and/or interruption in traffic because of said 

closure will actually increase the potential for liability for the City. 

 

c) Lebanon Street has been in existence and used for several decades.  Maintenance 

of same has not been a problem to date; neither are the costs so exorbitant as to 

cause problems with the City.  As such, maintenance costs should not be a factor 

in the Council’s determination of same.  Lebanon Street is currently used and 

needed for public use. 

 

d) The only person and/or business that will benefit from approval of Applicant’s 

Request is Applicant.  

 

HAS THE IMPACTED PORTION BEEN UP FOR A BID? 

 

HAS APPLICANT BEEN REQUIRED TO PAY CONSIDERATION FOR 

THEIR PROPOSED TAKEOVER OF THIS PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY? 

 

HAS THE APPLICANT BEEN ASKED TO INDEMNIFY THE CITY IN 

CASE OF A LAWSUIT SO THAT TAXPAYER MONIES ARE NOT 

SPENT ON DEFENDING A CHANGE THAT BENEFITS ONLY THE 

APPLICANT?  
 

e) The proposed replacement Caltrans alley will not alleviate the problems caused by 

vacation of the Impacted Portion of Lebanon Street.  If anything, it will be a 

temporary band-aid on a major wound. 

 

In conclusion, I’d like to bring to your attention that close to seven years have passed and 

there is still no acceptable reason provided by the Applicant that would amount to their 

request being for public benefit.  If we were to randomly close a street for the benefit of 

one, albeit large, of hundreds of property owners in and near the Figueroa Corridor, based 

on their self-serving representations that the closure is for “public benefit”, then we 

would be left with no car-accessible streets.  In addition, it is unreasonable and unjust for 

one business to be given permission to take over such an important and viable section of 
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a Downtown street in order to remodel and provide easier access for their employees, 

while prejudicing all other businesses and homeowners who rely and thrive from the use 

of the same portion of street. 

 

What’s more unjust is that not enough time has been devoted to the review of this matter 

even though serious concerns have been raised – most of which have been ongoing for 

close to 7 years now. 

 

I again respectfully request that the Honorable Members of the Council/Committee 

review this matter in detail, while considering all of the facts and all of the oppositions 

voiced, before voting and making your decision.  Also, it is imperative that an adequate 

number of months be allowed, prior to setting up a hearing, so that the affected 

businesses are afforded an opportunity to discuss alternatives that we are amenable to that 

would be beneficial to both sides.  One such compromise would be to have an opening to 

Flower Street similar to the realignment of the Street to Figueroa. 

 

The City has an instrumental role in ensuring that the proper steps are taken before a 

significant change such as the vacation of a constantly used public right of way is 

approved.  In that Applicant hasn’t deemed fit to give us a voice, I look to the City to 

provide same as to avoid the need for judicial intervention.  Thank you in advance for 

your time and consideration. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

Fred Yadegar 


