
HILL, FARRER & BURRILL LLP One California Plaza 
37th Floor ATIORNEYS. ESTABLISHED 1923 
300 South Grand Avenue 
Los Angeles, California 
90071-3147 

March 14, 2014 PHONE: (213) 620-0460 
FAX: (213) 624-4840 
DIRECT: (213) 621-0815 

Via E-mail (michael.espinosa@lacity.org) and Fax (213-978-1079) 
E-MAIL: kbrogan@hillfarrer.com 
WEBSITE: www.hillfarrer.com 

The Honorable City Council 
Attn: City Clerk 
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Public Works and Gang Reduction Committee 
Room 395, City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Response ofDuesenberg Investments to Notice of Hearing 
re Resolution of Necessity- Hearing Date: March 19,2014 
APN Nos. 5171-013-001 and -002 
Council File No. 11-1789-83 

Members of the City Council: 
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This firm is condemnation counsel to Duesenberg Investments which owns property at 
600 South Mission Road and 1600 East Sixth Street. While Duesenberg understands the 
importance of the proposed replacement of the Sixth Street Viaduct, it objects to what it believes 
is an excessive use of the condemnation power to take property not truly necessary for the 
project. The current proposed taking would prevent the use of the existing property for truck 
parking, an integral part of the operations of its sister companies Mission Beverage and Lowe 
which park approximately seventy trucks on the site on a regular basis. Without adequate truck 
parking, the business operations are severely impacted. 

Recently City representatives have said that they could modify the scope of the 
temporary taking to accommodate at least a portion of the property for continued truck parking 
and that they were in the process of obtaining an updated appraisal. But Duesenberg has not 
been provided with either document, and now it appears that the City intends to take the entirety 
of Duesenberg's property from 61

h Street to the existing viaduct, some 185,000 square feet. Such 
a large taking will substantially harm Duesenberg, Ace and Mission. 

As the City Attorney has no doubt instructed the Council, the Council cannot condemn 
private property for public use unless it finds the following: 

"(1) The public interest and necessity require the proposed project. 

(2} The proposed project is planned or located in the manner that will be most 
compatible with the greatest public good and the least private injury. 
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(3) The property described in the resolution is necessary for the proposed project." Code 
of Civil Procedure § 1245.230 

Because the City's employees and agents have thusfar refused to provide plans justifying 
the need to condemn Duesenberg's property, on March 12, 2014 we sent the attached public 
records request for copies of the plans and related materials showing the need for the takings. As 
of the date ofthis letter, we have not received any form of response from the City Clerk or the 
City Attorney to our public records request. 

Duesenberg cannot understand how the City can justify the condemnation of its private 
property when the City refuses to provide documents pUiporting to explain why the property is 
needed to rebuild the viaduct. It is the City's burden to establish that the property sought to be 
condemned is necessary for the project, and it has not done so, either informally or in the 
documents in the record purporting to justify this condemnation. 

It is not only unlaWful for the City to seek to condemn this property without justification; 
it is unfair and inequitable. If the City proceeds with the condemnation on this record, 
Duesenberg will assert its objections to the right of the City to take the property and seek all 
appropriate relief. 

Please make this response part ofthe record of the hearing. 

CC: John Minor, Deputy City Attorney 

HFB 1395037.1 86864002 . 

Ve~y/l~ 
KEVIN H. BROGAN 

OF 
HILL, FARRER & BURRILL LLP 


