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VIA EMAIL ONLY:  eng.landdev@lacity.org 
  
Bert Moklebust, PE 

Principal Civil Engineer 
Permit Case Management Division 
Bureau of Engineering 
Street Vacation Investigation Section 
  

            Re:  VAC-E1401394/Portions of Nicada Drive, Woodwardia Drive, and Angelo Drive 

  
Dear Mr. Moklebust: 
  
I am writing in response to your notice of July 20, 2021 in order to oppose the proposed vacation 

of the above-referenced streets on the following grounds: (1) the application does not comply 

with applicable City requirements; (2) the application does not support a categorical exemption 

under the California Environmental Quality Act; (3) as proposed, the vacation of the proposed 

streets will decrease public health and safety by materially increasing ambulance response time 

from Fire Station 99 which is approximately ¾ mile away from the now public Beverly Glen-

Angelo Drive entrance to Bel Air Glen; and (4) other procedural considerations specified below. 
  

The stated goal of the Application (Application) by the Bel Air Glen Homeowners’ Association 

(HOA) is to eliminate traffic and pedestrian hazards raised by cars cutting through the 

development from Beverly Glen to Briarwood then on to Angelo to Beverly Glen (through the 

Bel Air Ridge HOA) and from Beverly Glen to Nicada to Woodwardia to Beverly Glen. A more 

common sense and less deleteriously impactful approach would be to place “no right turn 

from 3-7 pm” signs at the corners of Beverly Glen and Briarwood, and Beverly Glen and 

Nicada, and strategically place more speed bumps along these driving routes since speeding 

is done more by residents than cut through traffic anyway. More importantly, the 

Application is infirm and must be rejected. 

  
1.  Equities and the Application’s facial non-compliance with City requirements warrants 

its disapproval 

  
The City’s application process requires affidavits in support of vacation of the streets by   

property owners that “abut” the gates that will cordon off the development. However, the only 

affidavit submitted is by members of the HOA Board of Directors based on the unsupportable 

contention that the HOA owns all property that abuts the proposed gate areas in the three 

relevant locations – Beverly Glen and Angelo Drive, Angelo Drive adjacent to the Bel Air Ridge 

property, and Nicada and Woodwardia where a guard gate is potentially proposed. There are 6 

Bel Air Glen houses that abut each of these gate areas.  Each unit is owned in fee simple 

(Application, p. 97). The HOA claims as common area the sidewalks between the units and the 

proposed gates. However, the Application does not provide any definition of “abut” under the 

City Code. “Abut” in the area of real property often includes property than not only adjoins or is 

adjacent to, but also property that is separated by no more than a small or inconsiderable 

distance, such as a sidewalk.  Even if there were a code provision that technically applies to 

exclude these landowners, which the Application does not demonstrate, the equities do not. The 
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absence of affidavits of support from these 6 homeowners within the Bel Air Glen development 

who would be directly impacted by the proposed gates and guard house warrants outright 

rejection of the Application. Moreover, the Application does not include an affidavit of support 

from the Bel Air Ridge HOA which directly abuts the proposed gate at the end of Angelo. In 

fact, the Bel Air Ridge HOA submitted a letter of opposition. The Application, therefore, must 

be denied. 
  

2. The Application violates CEQA and the traffic assessment is inadequate and does not 

support the goal of the application 
 

The Applications claims a categorical exemption under CEQA Guidelines section 15305 for 

minor alterations in land use limitations. To apply, the City must find under Guidelines section 

15300.2(c) that there is no reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant 

environmental impact due to unusual circumstances. The Application appears to rely on an pre-

Covid Traffic Assessment from February 2020 that conducted traffic counts only on 2 days, did 

not explain the 200 plus (approximate 20%) difference between the days, has two different 

definitions for afternoon rush hour traffic (3-6 and 3-7), and only examines the impact of traffic 

on Beverly Glen from the additional 200 cars that constituted cut-through traffic, but does not 

examine the impact on traffic entering Beverly Glen from eliminating the Angelo Drive 

entrance. See Traffic Assessment at pp. 178-180 of the Application.) Specifically, back-up traffic 

for left turns into Nicada during afternoon rush hour was not identified or assessed. Currently, at 

the worst of rush hour -- which is no longer a daily occurrence -- traffic is backed up on Beverly 

Glen below the signal at Nicada. For residents of Bel Air Glen and Bel Air Ridge turning left onto 

Angelo from the Valley at rush hour, cars are surprisingly courteous at not blocking the 

intersection (which says “do not block”) and letting cars turn. If that entrance is blocked, 

everyone will need to turn at Nicada with the signal (for Bel Air Glen) or 1 ½ miles further south 

on Briarwood without a signal. Drivers are far less courteous at these intersections and the 

likelihood of a meaningful back up and wait times are significant. This was not analyzed or 

factored into the LOS determination in the Traffic Assessment, rendering it inadequate. Personal 

observations of residents count as substantial evidence and therefore the categorial exemption as 

drafted cannot be relied on.  

  

As a longtime resident, the only relevant metric for cut through traffic is afternoon rush hour 

which extends from 3-7 or later and consists of north bound Beverly Glen traffic.  Since the first 

Covid lockdown, rush hour traffic has diminished on Beverly Glen, and cut through traffic is 

practically nonexistent. To inconvenience the 1000 plus trips from residents of Bel Air Glen and 

Bel Air Ridge by restricting entrances and creating wait times to enter these developments is 

unnecessary and makes no sense.    
  

3.  By cutting off the entrance closest to Fire Station 99, the Application endangers the 

health and safety of residents of both developments. 

  
By eliminating the Angelo Drive entrance to Bel Air Glen to “exit only,” emergency responders 

– namely police and fire/ambulance – response times will increase significantly. Fire Station 99 

near the corner of Mulholland and Beverly Glen is ¾ mile from Angelo Drive. When my parents 

lived in the Bel Air Glen development until they were in their early 90’s, the quick response time 



down Angelo Drive to Mossy Rock Circle, which occurred with increasing frequency as they 

aged, made a huge difference in their successful treatment and recovery. I have 2 neighbors in 

their 80s on Mossy Rock Circle alone, another whose property fronts Angelo Drive, and there 

are other aging residents down Angelo in Bel Air Ridge. Requiring first responders to drive all 

the way down and around and enter from Nicada or Briarwood could literally mean the 

difference between surviving a fall or stroke successfully or not at all. 
  

4.   The Application gives the impression that at the time the vote was taken, a majority of 

Bel Air Glen strongly supported the Application.   

 

Other residents have commented on procedural irregularities of the vote. But also important is 

that the members were told without substantiation that the gating of the community would 

lessen crime and increase property values. While there has been some inconvenience from the 

rudeness of cut-through drivers (no different from other parts of the Glen or the rest of LA), there 

hasn’t been any demonstration of accidents, endangering pedestrians, etc. The Board claims that 

the City has not been responsive to requests for signage (no right turn e.g.) or additional speed 

bumps. Is this really the case? It would be a sad commentary on the ineffectiveness of local 

government if applying to privatize streets is the only way to create some semblance of improved 

safety and inconvenience.  
  

For the reasons stated above, I strongly oppose the Application and ask that it be rejected. Also, 

please add me to your list of interested persons to contact with notices of any actions taken on 

this matter. Thank you for your consideration. 
  

Best regards, 
  

Lisabeth Rothman 
10215 Mossy Rock Circle 
Los Angeles, CA 90077 

310-990-0484 
  

   

cc:  Councilman Paul Koretz via email -  paul.koretz@lacity.org 
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