
333 W. Ocean Boulevard Long Beach, CA 90802 (562) 570-6194 FAX (562) 570-6068 

October 21, 2004 

CHAIRMAN AND PLANNING COMMISSIONERS 
City of Long Beach 
California 

SUBJECT: Conditional Use Permit request to allow the Sales of Beer and Wine 
for Off-premises Consumption at a 7-Eleven Convenience Store. 
(Council District 7). 

LOCATION: 

APPLICANT: Colomia Investment Company LTD. 
James Shabani 
122 Robertson Boulevard 
Suite 200 
Los Angeles, Ca. 90048 

3410 N. Long Beach Boulevard 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approve the Conditional Use Permit subject to conditions. 

REASON FOR RECOMMENDATION 

1. Operational conditions of approval relating to maintenance, loitering, hours, etc., will 
ensure that the proposed project will have minimal negative impacts on adjacent 
land uses. 

2. Positive findings can be made to support the Conditional Use Permit. 

BACKGROUND 

The subject site is located within a new retail strip center located at 3410 Long Beach 
Boulevard, at the northeast corner of Long Beach Boulevard and Wardlow Road. The 
applicant is proposing to occupy a 2,106 sq. ft. tenant space located at the northwestern 
most corner of the strip center. The subject site has a zoning designation of CCA 
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(Community Automobile Oriented), which allows alcoholic beverage sales subject to the 
approval of a Conditional Use Permit. Surrounding land uses include commercial uses to 
the north, south and west, and residential uses to the east. Currently, there are 51 off- 
street parking on the subject site. 

The applicant is seeking to operate a 7-Eleven convenience store. The store will offer a 
variety of convenience items such as fresh produce, daily delivered deli items and baked 
goods, ready to eat foods and groceries, and beer and wine for off-premise consumption. 

In considering a Conditional Use Permit application for the sale of alcoholic beverages, 
staff evaluates the number of existing alcohol licenses in the subject site Census Tract as 
well as the total number of reported crimes in the subject Police Reporting District. The 
subject site is within Reporting District 224, which is not a high-crime reporting district. 
According to the most recent crime statistics, Reporting District 244 had 181 reported 
crimes, which is lower than the number that defines high crime, (high crime is defined as 
more than 212 reported offenses). The Police Department reviewed the application and 
had no objection to the granting of the alcohol licenses provided that the applicant abide 
with the attached operational conditions as noted in attachment 1. (Conditions # 14 a. - 
m.). 
The second criterion is the concentration of alcohol licenses in the subject census tract. 
The subject site is within Census Tract 5720.02, which has a population of 4,519 persons. 
Based on the ratio of one license per 1,177 residents, the Department of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control recommends 3 off-sale alcohol licenses. Currently, 2 off-sale licenses 
are active in the census tract. Therefore, the tract is not over concentrated for off sale 
licenses. 

CURRENT ACTION REQUESTED 

Approve the Conditional Use Permit request, subject to conditions 

In order to approve the abovementioned request, the Planning Commission is required to 
make certain findings in support of an approval decision. These findings along with staff 
analysis are presented below for consideration, adoption and incorporation into the record 
of proceedings. 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FINDINGS 

A. THE APPROVAL IS CONSISTENT WITH AND CARRIES OUT THE GENERAL 
PLAN, ANY APPLICABLE SPECIFIC PLANS SUCH AS THE LOCAL COASTAL 
PROGRAM AND ALL ZONING REGULATIONS OF THE APPLICABLE DISTRICT; 
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The subject site has a General Plan designation of LUD #8, major commercial 
corridor, which allows retail uses. A retail convenience store is consistent with the 
uses allowed in LUD #8R. 

The subject site has a zoning designation of CCA, which allows the proposed use 
subject to a Conditional Use Permit. Conditional Use Permit requests are 
considered "consistent" when it is determined that they can operate in a manner that 
is compatible with the surrounding land uses. 

THE PROPOSED USE WILL NOT BE DETRIMENTAL TO THE SURROUNDING 
COMMUNITY INCLUDING PUBLIC HEALTH, SAFETY OR GENERAL WELFARE, 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY OR QUALITY OF LIFE; AND 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA 
Guidelines, a Categorical Exemption (CE 04-160) was prepared for this project and 
is attached for your review. 

With the conditions of approval incorporated, the use will not be detrimental to the 
surrounding community. The conditions of approval incorporate a number of 
operational requirements that address potential negative impacts from the proposed 
use. Such conditions include, but are not limited to: 

B. 

Limited hours of operation for alcohol sales (Cond. # 14 a,). 
The applicant shall be required to provide a security guard to prevent 
loitering and vandalism (Cond # 14 c.). 
The display of alcoholic beverages shall be limited to not more than 5% of 
the Gross Floor area (Cond # 14 e.). 
The sale of individual cans of beer and single servings of wine shall be 
prohibited (Cond. # 14 i.). 
Advertisement of alcoholic beverages in storefront windows shall be 
prohibited (Cond.# 14 I.). 
Check cashing operations shall be prohibited prior to the approval of a 
conditional use permit for such operations (Cond. # 14 m.). 

Approval of the requested Conditional Use Permit will enable the City to enforce 
these approval conditions and address potential nuisances that may arise in the 
future. 

THE APPROVAL IS IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE SPECIAL CONDITIONS FOR 
SPECIFIC CONDITIONAL USES, AS LISTED IN CHAPTER 21.52. 

C. 

In addition to the above general findings, the following specific conditions pursuant 
to Zoning Code Section 21 52.201 apply to alcoholic beverage sales use: 
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A. The operator of the use shall provide parking for the use equivalent to the 
parking required for new construction regardless of the previous use as to 
legal nonconforming rights. 

The subject site has 51 off-street parking spaces on site, providing a surplus to 
the required 47 parking spaces. Per current zoning code requirements, a 
commercial retail strip center of this size (9,292 sq. ft.) requires 47 on-site 
spaces. 

measures to the satisfaction of the Chief of Police. 
E. The operator of the use shall provide night lighting and other security 

The requirement for night lighting and security measures has been incorporated 
as a condition of approval for the proposed project. 

C. The operator of the use shall prevent loitering or other activity in the 
parking lot that would be a nuisance to adjacent uses andlor residential 
neighborhoods. 

This requirement has been incorporated as a condition of approval for the 
proposed project. 

D. The use shall not be in a reporting district with more than the 
recommended maximum concentration of the applicable on or off-premise 
sales use, as recommended by the Long Beach Police Department, except: 
(1) locations in the greater downtown area: or (2) stores of more than 
20,000 square feet floor area, and also providing fresh fruit, vegetables, 
and meat, in addition to canned goods. 

The reporting district serving the subject site is not one that contains more than 
the recommended maximum concentration of the applicable off-premise sales 
use as recommended by the Long Beach Police Department. The site is located 
within Census Tract 5720.02 where the number of licenses allowed is 3. The 
number of existing licenses within the Tract is 2. 

E. The use shall not be located within 500 feet of a public school or public 
park, except: (1) locations in the greater downtown area; or (2) stores of 
more than 20,000 square feet of floor area, and also providing fresh fruit, 
vegetables, and meat in addition to canned goods. 

No school or park is within 500 feet of the subject site 
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PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE 

A total of 123 Public Hearing Notices were mailed on August 17, 2004 to all owners of 
properties within a 300' radius of the p r o p t  site, as required by Zoning Code section 21.31 
and; the elected representative of the 7 Council District. 

REDEVELOPMENT REVIEW 

The project site is not located in a Redevelopment Project Area. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA 
Guidelines, a Categorical Exemption (CE-04-160) has been prepared for this project, and 
is attached for your review. 

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION: 

Approve the Conditional Use Permit, subject to conditions. 

Respectfully submitted, 

By: X,UP &L7,4 Approved: 
VIMIE BECKER 

I _ I  

PLANNER REAU MANAGER 

GC:vb 

Attachments: 

1. Conditions of Approval 
2. Site PlanlFloor Plan 
3. Photographs 
4. Letters in opposition 
5. Categorical Exemption 



CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Case No. 0408-05 
Date: October 21, 2004 

1. This permit and all development rights hereunder shall terminate one 
year from the effective date (final action date or, if in the appealable area 
of the Coastal Zone, 21 days after the local final action date) of this permit 
unless construction is commenced or a time extension is granted, based 
on a written and approved request submitted prior to the expiration of the 
one year period as provided in Section 21.21.406 of the Long Beach 
Municipal Code. 

The use permitted on the subject site (3410 Long Beach Blvd), in addition 
to other uses permitted in the CCA district, shall be a retail convenience 
store with the sale of beer and wine for off-premise consumption. 

This permit shall be invalid if the owner(s) and/or applicant(s) have failed 
to return written acknowledgment of their acceptance of the conditions 
of approval on the Conditions of Approval Acknowledgment Form supplied 
by the Planning Bureau. This acknowledgment must be submitted within 
30 days form the effective date of approval (final action date or, if in the 
appealable area of the Coastal Zone, 21 days after the local final action 
date). Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit 
a revised set of plans reflecting all of the design changes set forth in the 
conditions of approval to the satisfaction of the Zoning Administrator. 

If, for any reason, there is a violation of any of the conditions of this 
permit or if the use/operation is found to be detrimental to the surrounding 
community, including public health, safety or general welfare, 
environmental quality or quality of life, such shall cause the City to initiate 
revocation and termination procedures of all rights granted herewith. 

In the event of transfer of ownership of the property involved in this 
application, the new owner shall be fully informed of the permitted use and 
development of said property as set forth by this permit together with all 
conditions that are a part thereof. These specific requirements must be 
recorded with all title conveyance documents at time of closing escrow. 

This approved land use is required to comply with these conditions of 
approval as long as the use is on the subject site. As such, the site shall 
be available for periodic re-inspections, conducted at the discretion of 
City officials, to verify compliance. The property owner shall reimburse the 
City for the inspection cost as per the special building inspection 
specifications established by the City Council. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 
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7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

All operational conditions of approval for this permit must be posted in a 
location visible to the public in such a manner as to be readable when the 
use is open for business. 

All conditions of approval must be printed verbatim on all plans submitted 
for plan review to the Planning and Building Department. These 
conditions must be printed on the site plan or a subsequent reference 
page. 

The Director of Planning and Building is authorized to make minor 
modifications to the approved design plans or to any of the conditions of 
approval if such modifications shall not significantly changelalter the 
approved designlproject. No substantial changes shall be made without 
the prior written approval of the Site Plan Review Committee and/or 
Planning Commission. 

Site development, including landscaping, shall conform to the approved 
plans on file in the Department of Planning and Building. At least one set 
of approved plans containing Planning, Building, Fire, and, if applicable, 
Redevelopment and Health Department stamps shall be maintained at  
the job site, at all times for reference purposes during construction and 
final inspection. 

The property shall be developed and maintained in a neat, quiet, and 
orderly condition and operated in a manner so as not to be 
detrimental to adjacent properties and occupants. This shall 
encompass the maintenance of exterior facades of the building, 
designated parking areas serving the use, fences and the perimeter of the 
site (including all public parkways). 

Exterior security bars and roll-up doors applied to windows and pedestrian 
building entrances shall be prohibited. 

Any graffiti found on site must be removed within 24 hours of its 
appearance. 

The operator of the use shall be subject to the following conditions subject 
to the review and approval of the Director of the Planning and 
Building Department and the Chief of Police. 

a. The hours of alcohol sales shall be limited to 11:OO a.m. thru 1O:OO 
p.m. only. 
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b. All display areas and coolers containing alcoholic beverages 
shall be locked andlor secured from access by the public between 
the hours of 1O:OO p.m. and 11:OO a.m. 

The operator of the use shall provide a uniformed and licensed 
security guard on-site between the hours of 11:OO a.m. and 
1O:OO p.m. to prevent loitering and vandalism. 

Prior to the issuance of any building permits it shall be required that 
the applicant provide an on-site security lighting and surveillance 
plan for approval from the Long Beach Police Department. 

The display of beer and wine and alcohol related products shall 
be limited to 5% of the Gross Floor Area, or not more than 80 
square feet. Prior to the issuance of any building permits the 
applicant shall be required to submit a revised floor plan indicating 
that the display area designated for such use does not exceed this 
requirement. 

Prior to the issuance of any building permits it shall be required that 
the applicant submit a new parking layout plan to include an 
increased landscaped buffer at the Long Beach Boulevard 
entryway, adjacent to the proposed lease area. It shall be required 
that the landscape buffer be a minimum of 20' wide to allow for an 
increased on-site stacking area for incoming cars. 

There shall be no can or cabinet signs permitted on site. 

Prior to establishment of this use, the driveway apron entering 
from Long Beach Boulevard shall be expanded to 28' in width. 
All necessary submittals and permits shall be obtained from the 
Department of Public Works. 

The sale of individual cans of beer and/or single servings of wine 
shall be prohibited. 

There shall be no exterior payphones permitted on-site. 

Storefront windows shall remain free of obstruction to allow for 
visibility throughout the store from the exterior of the building. 

Advertisement of alcoholic beverages in storefront windows 
shall be prohibited. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

i, 

j. 

k. 

1. 
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15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

m. Check cashing operations shall be prohibited prior to the 
approval of a conditional use permit for such operations. 

The operator of the approved use shall prevent loitering and loud 
noises around the project site, and in all parking areas serving the use 
during and after hours of operation. No loitering signs shall be posted 
around the property to the satisfaction of the Long Beach Police 
Department. Failure to comply with this condition shall be grounds for 
permit revocation. If loitering and/or noise problems develop, the Director 
of Planning and Building may require additional preventative measures 
such as, but not limited to, additional lighting, private security guards 
andlor alteration of business hours. 

The operator of the approved use shall remove all litter and debris from 
the public sidewalk abutting the subject site, and from the parking lot on 
the site, on a daily basis to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning and 
Building. 

Energy conserving equipment, lighting and construction features shall 
be utilized on the buildings. 

An adequately sized trash enclosure shall be designed and provided for 
this project as per Section 21.45.167 of the Long Beach Municipal Code. 
The designated trash area shall not abut a street or public walkway and 
shall be placed at an inconspicuous location on the property to the 
satisfaction of the Director of Planning and Building. 

All structures shall conform to the Long Beach Building Code 
requirements. Notwithstanding this subject permit, all other required 
permits from the Building Bureau must be secured. 

Separate building permits are required for any signs, fences, retaining 
walls, trash enclosures, flagpoles, pole-mounted yard lighting foundations 
and planters, as applicable. 

Approval of this project is limited to the sale of beer and wine for off- 
premise consumption. The sale of other alcoholic spirits for on or 
off-premise consumption shall be prohibited. 

Approval of this project is expressly conditioned upon payment 
(prior to building permit issuance or prior to Certificate of 
Occupancy, as specified in the applicable Ordinance or Resolution 
for the specific fee) of impact fees, connection fees and other similar 
fees based upon additional facilities needed to accommodate new 
development at established City service level standards, including, 
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but not limited to, sewer capacity charges, Park Fees and 
Transportation Impact Fees. 

The applicant shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City of Long 
Beach, its agents, officers, and employees from any claim, action, or 
proceeding against the City of Long Beach or its agents, officers, or 
employees brought to attack, set aside, void, or annul an approval of the 
City of Long Beach, its advisory agencies, commissions, or legislative 
body concerning this project. The City of Long Beach will promptly notify 
the applicant of any such claim, action, or proceeding against the City of 
Long Beach and will cooperate fully in the defense. If the City of Long 
Beach fails to promptly notify the applicant of any such claim, action or 
proceeding or fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall 
not, thereafter, be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the 
City of Long Beach. 

23. 
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Case no: 0408-05 
J O H R  R. BEATS 

3600 Pacific Avenue 
Long Beach, California 90807 

(562) 424-6896 

October 7,2004 

Planning Commission 
City of Long Beach 
333 West Ocean Boulevard - 7“ Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Subject: Appiicaiion for Conditional Use Permit for the sale of Beer and Wine (for 
off-site consumption) Case Number: 0408-05 

Dear Chairman Greenberg and Planning Commissioners: 

It is with extreme regret that I fmd myself unable to attend the hearing on the 
aforementioned case and am therefore, unable to give sworn oral testimony. 

The issue is not whether 7-1 1 has the right open a store at 3410 Long Beach Boulevard or 
whether they have the right to operate 24 hours per day, 7 days per week. I understand 
that both of these are absolutely allowed “by right.” 

The real issue for me and my neighbors is whether 7-1 1 should be granted a Conditional 
Use Permit (CUP) to facilitate the sale of beer and wine for off-site consumption. While 
the applicant will argue that based on certain factors the State of California Alcoholic 
Beverage Control (ABC) will allow an additional license in our census tract, I fmd no 
merit in the argument that this in any way is a mandate for local government to have to 
accommodate this. The Planning Commission and the City Council have the discretion 
to deny the CUP that would be required for licensing this establishment based on findings 
that it would be detrimental to public safety and quality of life. 

My wife and I spent an evening surveying “Greater Bixby Knolls” to ascertain just how 
thoroughly the area is presently served by establishments selling beer and wine for offsite 
consumption. Before I go any farther, let me give the commonly accepted boundaries of 
“Greater Bixby Knolls.” They are: Wardlow Road on the south, Cherry Avenue on the 
east, Del Am0 on the north and the LA River on the west. We found that there are at 
least twenty-four (24) such establishments at the present time, well dispersed throughout 
Greater B k b y  Knolls. There may be another six (6) such outlets in the form of mini- 
marketdconvenience stores associated with gasoline stations (I did not get out of the car 
and enter those six stores to investigate whether they sold beer and wine.) This survey 
proved to me that the residents of Greater Bixby Knolls are already very adequately 
served by the existing establishments. There is plenty of competition so no one is being 
“gouged” on prices. These businesses are well dispersed geographically so no one is 
inconvenienced by excessive travel. Based on the prolific window banners displayed by 
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virtually all existing establishments (probably in gross violation of Long Beach’s signage 
ordinance) there is very adequate brand selection (at least in beer). Three corporate 
entities had two store fronts each; only 7-1 1 was represented by three (3) storefronts. If 
you deny the CUP, 7-1 1 certainly can not claim they are being deprived of market share. 

The data from our survey is  go^ appended to this letter, but will be provided to the City 
Council should an appeal be necessary. 

The argument that this use would be detrimental to quality of life stems from existing 
aggressive panhandling at the intersection of Long Beach Boulevard and Wardlow Road 
which would be greatly exacerbated if beer and wine were available right at said 
intersection. I have personally been fighting this problem since former Councilwoman 
(and former Mayor) Eunice Sat0 was in office. The City of Long Beach and/or Cal Trans 
have not been able to get control of this situation for over twenty years. The idea that not 
selling “singles” will somehow mitigate this is foolish. All the “drunks” already know 
that the most cost effective way to get soused is by consuming “40 ouncers” or the like. 
A good many of “our panhandlers” live under the freeway over crossings and some pilfer 
our recyclables and/or trash; others have been bold enough to steal from our porches and 
yards. Frankly, I ceased calling the Long Beach Police Department to report aggressive 
panhandling because my calls were never dispatched or were assigned such a low priority 
that if they ever did get dispatched it was not on the same day that I called the 
Communications Center. 

The argument that this use would be detrimental to public safety derives from its 
proximity to both Interstate 405 and 710 and the extreme ease in going in either direction 
on either freeway. While I am concerned that this will contribute to an appreciable 
increase in drinking and driving, I am far more concerned that this provide the best of all 
possible “escape routes” and serve as an invitation for armed robbery. There have 
already been homicides at the 7-11 at San Antonio and Long Beach Boulevard 
perpetrated so no witness would be left. My best friend is an Orange County Deputy 
Sheriff fraud investigator. Before being assigned to fraud, he was exposed to other duties 
including the retrieval of dead bodies (the Orange County Sheriff is also the Coroner). In 
referring to convenience stores in general that sell alcoholic beverages and to 7-11’s in 
particular, he says, and I quote “We don’t call them ‘Stop and Robs‘ for nothing.” He has 
also shared his knowledge with me that the better the available “escape routes”, the 
greater the number of times an establishment will be robbed. 

My basic request is that you, the Planning Commission, deny the CUP outright. 
However, I am aware of a staff recommendation for a security officer to be on site, but I 
am vague in details for lack of having the staff report. Should you choose not to deny the 
CUP, I certainly hope that you will support the staff recommendation for an armed 
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security guard and that said officer be mandated to be present any time the 7-1 1 is open 
for business. In my mind this officer need not be dedicated exclusively to the 7-11; 
hdshe could be cost shared on an hours-weighted basis by all the tenants in the new 
development. If the developer is determined to create a robbery magnet, the least the 
Planning Commission can do is to see to it that this risk is mitigated to the greatest extent 
possible. 

Rumor also has it that staff is recommending a lOPM “curfew” on the sale of beer and 
wine (if the CUP is to be granted). While not at all in keeping with my fundamental 
request for denial of the CUP, again I hope you will support this staff recommendation 
should you choose to approve the CUP. Anything that will make this critical gateway 
intersection safer will benefit all who reside in Greater Bixby Knolls and the city as a 
whole. 

In closing I again ask you to deny the CW for the sale of beer and wine (for off-site 
consumption) at 3410 Long Beach Boulevard. 

As always I know this issue will receive thoughtful debate and consideration by the 
Planning Commission, and for that I am grateful. 

Thank you, 
\ .... , , . 

..- 
L~ _ _  i <FL. 

John Deats 



September 13, 2004 

Planning Commission 
City of long Beach 
333 West Ocean Boulevard 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Subject: Application for Conditional Use Permit for the sale of Beer and Wine 
(For off-site consumption) case number: 0408-05. 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

Please note for the record, my objection to the granting of a Conditional Use 
Permit (CUP) for the sale of beer and wine at the proposed 7-Eleven store at 3410 
long Beach Boulevard. 
of the detrimental impacts on nearby neighborhoods. 

Reduce Quality of Life 
Increase Aggressive Panhandling (which includes disrupting traffic) 
Increase litter discarded in residential areas 
Increase traffic congestion at key gateway intersection 
Disrupt orderly movement of traffic onto and off of 1-405 Freeway 
Reduce Public Safety (Increased Crime: likelihood of armed robberies) 

I am asking the Planning Commission to deny the CUP because 
Some of these impacts are: 

Your thoughtful consideration in this matter i s  greatly appreciated 

'Respectfully submitted, 

LB, CA 9 0 8 8 4  

I 1  _I 

Phone number 

Case Number: 0408-05 



Cm Am Mm Cm S E R V I C E S ~  INC. 
Community Association Management Consking 

3423-3425 Orange Avenue Long Beach, CA 90807 
1-888-312-CAMC Tel. 562/424-4026 Fax 6521424-9292 E-Mail camcservices@Aol.com 

. ~ ~~~~~~~ ~ . . ~  . . ~ ~  ~~ ~~~ ~ 

~ ~~~.~ . . ~  ~~~~~ 

~ ~~ . . ~  

6:aW No : 0~41')8-05 
Neqorst Sour cnnditiond UYL' permit 
for qule of Fleer and Wine 
(for nff-site consumption) 

Sincerely, 

Si-m yoirr nume 



FEE $133.13 

Categoncal Exemption CE- l@-W 

NOTICE OF EXEMPTION 

To: I office of Planning & Research 
1400 Tenth street, Room 521 
Sacramento. CA 95814 

I X L. A. County Clerk 
Environmental Filings 
12400 E. Imperial Hwy. 2nd Floor, Rm. 2001 
Nonvalk. CA 90650 

From: Department of Planning & Building 
333 W. Ocean Blvd., 5th Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Name of Public Agency Appromng Projecl w l-W6 -. 
J 

Name of Person or Agency Carrying Out Project: ' 7 -WIN z u e  
(Pnnted Name) 

LONG BEACH CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

in accordance with the State Guidelines Section 

fe. 

+.- Signed by Applicant U 
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RAFT 
Commissioner Sramek made a motion to continue the item to the Planning 
Commission hearing of November 18, 2004. Commissioner Winn seconded the 
motion, which passed 6 - 0 .  Commissioner Rouse was absent. 

CONTINUED ITEMS 

2. Case No. 0 4 0 8 - 0 5 ,  Conditional Use Permit, CE 04-160 
I 

Applicant: Colonia Investment Company, Ltd. 
Subject Site: 3410 Long Beach Boulevard 
Description: Request for the approval of a Conditional Use 
Permit for the sale of beer and wine fo r  off-premise consumption 
at a 7-Eleven convenience store. 

Vickie Becker presented the staff report recommending approval of the 
Conditional Use Permit at a 7-Eleven convenience store. Ms. Becker also 
stated that a change to Condition #14C had been recommended to provide 
for an alternative security plan subject to review and approval from 
the Long Beach Police Department, rather than providing a uniformed 
security guard. 

In response to a query from Commissioner Greenberg regarding the number 
of limitations placed on the business in the Conditions of Approval, 
Mr. Carpenter responded that while the project meets criteria for 
approval, staff had received approximately 165 letters in opposition to 
the approval of the project. Staff therefore took a conservative 
approach in coming up with conditions that addressed the community's 
reasons why the project should be denied. 

In response to a query from Commissioner Sramek regarding the removal 
of a parking space, Mr. Carpenter responded that by removing the 
parking space it would allow cars to enter and exit the parking lot 
without causing traffic to back up on the street. 

Ira Handelman, representative for the applicant, 20528 Vista de Oro 
Place, Woodland Hills, commented that they accepted the conditions 
recommended by staff. 

Mr. Handelman stated that the proposed interactive security plan would 
be more effective than a security guard. Westec Security was able to 
monitor the store 24 hours a day, provide interactive voice control to 
make audible announcements and if necessary call the police if there 
was a problem. The plan for this site would also include eight security 
cameras. 

In response to a query from Commissioner Greenberg regarding 
panhandlers, Mr. Handelman stated that the conditions prohibited the 
sale of individual cans of beer and wine bottles under 750 ml. and that 
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through good management and the interactive voice control people would 
be encouraged to move on. 

Steve Bigelow, 1449 Bryant Avenue, Tustin, loss prevention manager for 
7-Eleven, stated that the interactive security system was present in 5 
other Southern California locations and 25 locations nationwide. The 
security plan keeps store employees from having to leave the store and 
get involved in situations through the use of two-way speakers and 
cameras that put them in direct contact with Westec Security. 

Mr. Handelman commented that the program would be reviewed after 6 
months to see if there were any problems or areas that needed work. He 
also remarked that they would be working with the Police Department on 
the locations of camera placement in the parking lot to determine the 
most effective spots for capturing license plate information. 

Mike Weber, Long Beach Police Department, Planning & Research Section, 
stated that he initially had concerns with the project due to its close 
proximity to the freeway, however after discussing the interactive 
security plan with the applicant's representative he was willing to 
preliminarily accept this plan over a security guard. 

Officer Weber remarked that having security guard intervention 
sometimes causes small incidents to escalate into larger situations. He 
further stated that the amount of cameras and the angles of cameras 
could provide information regarding vehicles coming to and from the 
property and provide good descriptions of people on the site. The 
interactive system could also pick up statements made by perpetrators 
during crimes and later be used for prosecution. 

Mike Cole, 3756 Pine Avenue, Board Member of the Los Cerritos 
Improvement Association, stated that there was a lot of anxiety and 
concern over having another liquor outlet in his neighborhood. Although 
meetings with Mr. Handelman and Mr. Bigelow addressed many concerns of 
the community, no neighborhood group or business was willing to endorse 
the project. 

Richard Ivey, 242 E. Bixby Road, stated that he was against the project 
because of its proximity to the 710 and 405 freeway onramps. He 
commented that the council office had been working to keep alcohol 
sales away from that particular intersection and that an alcohol permit 
had previously been denied to a gas station at the Same intersection. 

Mr. Ivey also stated that it was his understanding that the North Long 
Beach Police Substation was so understaffed that they could not respond 
to panhandling calls the same day that they were received. 

Christine Stangeland, 3423 Orange Avenue, representing the Kensington 
Green Condominium Owners Association, presented petitions from tenants 
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that objected to the sale of alcohol at that location. She stated that 
the tenants enjoyed the fact that the crime statistics were considered 
low in their neighborhood and didn’t want to see that change because of 
alcohol sales at that site. 

Mr. Attiyah, owner of Liquor Land at 2580 Long Beach Boulevard, stated 
that in the seven years that he had owned his business, he had seen the 
demographics of the location change. He remarked that his business had 
been broken into 5 times and held up twice, one of which was near 
fatal. He stated that he was concerned that adding more alcohol 
licenses in the area would cause an increase in crime. 

In response to a query from Commissioner Greenberg, Mr. Attiyah 
remarked that his business did not have much of a problem with 
loitering. 

In response to a query from Commissioner Winn, Mr. Attiyah stated that 
alcohol sales made up 30-40% of his business, however he dealt mainly 
in high-end wines. 

In response to a query from Commissioner Greenberg, Mr. Attiyah, stated 
that approximately 30% of his floor area was comprised of alcohol 
display. 

Samir Rosca, 4446 Linden Avenue, employee of Liquor Land, stated that 
he got shot during a hold-up at Liquor Land. He stated that he did not 
think that another alcohol license in the neighborhood was good for the 
community and asked that the Commission deny the request. 

Albert Gerra, 900 E. 36‘” Street, President of the Cal Heights 
Neighborhood Association, stated that he did not have a problem with a 
7-Eleven at the site, but he was against a liquor license. He remarked 
that in his neighborhood there were 4 bars, 2 liquor stores and a Sav- 
on and a Rite Aid, which also sold alcohol. The consensus in his 
neighborhood was that they did not need another outlet for alcohol. 

Mr. Handelman, responded that alcohol constituted only 15% of store 
sales at 7-Eleven and only 5% of the store’s display area was for 
alcohol. 

In response to a query from Commissioner Stuhlbarg, Mr. Handelman 
stated that almost all 7-Eleven stores had alcohol licenses and many of 
those stores did not have the strict conditions that were required for 
this project. 

In response to a query from Commissioner Gentile regarding why the gas 
station was denied a permit to sell alcohol, Mr. Carpenter stated that, 
to the best of his knowledge, the operator had made inquiries to the 
City and to the neighborhood associations, but never filed an 
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application for the alcohol license due to negative feedback from the 
neighborhood groups. 

In response to a query from Commissioner Gentile, Officer Weber stated 
that a combination of proximity to the freeway, hours of operation and 
alcohol sales made it necessary for the store to have a security plan 
in place. 

Commissioner Greenberg made a motion to approve the Conditional use 
Permit with a chanqe in the conditions of Approval regardinq the 
interactive security plan. 

Commissioner Sramek stated that he understood the neighborhood's 
concern that a 7-Eleven located near freeway onramps would create an 
attractive nuisance for transients and therefore could not support the 
project. 

Commissioner Winn remarked that it was not the Commission's job to 
determine the market conditions of the area and that the ABC's criteria 
regarding alcohol sales had been met for that site. He also remarked 
that conditions were provided to address the concern of loitering. 

The question was called and Commissioner Winn seconded the motion, 
which passed 5-1. Commissioner Rouse was absent. 

REGULAR AGENDA 
__ 

3 .  Case No. 0303-35, Site Plan Review, Vesting Tentative Tract Map, 
Finding of General Plan Conformity for Right-of-way Vacation, 
ND 07-04  

Applicant: Ben Besley, The Olson Company 
Subject Site: 133 The Promenade North 
Description : Request for approval of Site Plan Review, Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map No. 61304, and Finding of General Plan 
Conformity for Vacation of Right-of-way, to construct a five- 
story mixed-use development with 97 residential condominium 
units, 13,133 square feet of commercial space and 322 parking 
spaces in a two-level subterranean garage. 

Carolyne Bihn presented the staff report, recommending approval of the 
mixed-use development. MS. Bihn explained that the Redevelopment Agency 
Design Review Subcommittee was acting as the lead agency in reviewing 
the design of the project, while the Planning Commission was assuming a 
supporting role in the design review when considering the encitlements. 
She further stated that the agency had previously approved the 
schematic design of the project on August 23, 2004. 
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J O H N  R. BEATS 
3600 Pacific Avenue 

Long Bcach, Californii 90807 
( 5 6 2 )  424-6896 

Decemba 6,2004 

Mayor Beverly O”iel1 
Ciry of Long Reach 
333 W. Ocean Boulevard 
Long Beach, California 90802 

RE: 

Deal- Mayor O’Neill: 

Item #3 on Council Agenda for Dcccmbcr 7,2004 

:ir ’ 

To he perfectly honest T do nor know whether I should be pleascd or pwvcd that the 
above referenced irem was ngendized ;IS: 

3. ADVISORY BODY: PLANNTNG COMMISSION 
SUBJECT: Appc.ak of John Dcats, ct a1 .... .. 

It is imponant 10 note this is nul  a John Dcals issuc. but rather a Greater Bixhy 
Knolls neighhnrhiiiids ivsue. For the record, 1 can claim pa t& authorship for both 
versions of the form letrer that many people (1 have heard &at il was o v a  150) submirtcd 
to the Planning Commission. At the outside I might bc rcspoilsiblc for at inost one-fourth 
of those letters being signed and sent to city hall. 1 did explain to lhosc pcoplc whom I 
asked to sign ii letter that this wtiuld earn them “Aggrieved Status” should thcy wish to 
file an appeal if t h q  did not agree with the decirion of the Pluming Commission. 

It is my understanding that over line dozen individual.$ havc filcd appeals. The only 
appeal for which 1 am responsihle is my own. 1 was out of the statc ar Ihc rimc of thc 
Planning Commission hcaring and did not ret.urn until well alter thc cut-off for filing 
appeals. Anticipating that the Planning Commission would make a dwisiun that I w u l d  
objcct to, I packcd a blank appcal form in my luggage. [Jpon confirming Ihc outcomc of 
the Planning Commission hearing by n long-disrmce phone call, T tiompleted my appcal 
form and submitted it by lax; thc “ink-signcd” origilal followed by U. S. mail. 

There is ahsolutely no way that 1 can tike credit for Lhc other pcoylc who fdcd appeals. 
Since returning to Lung Reuch I have heciirne awarc 0 1  thc idcnrity of a few of the othex 
appcllants. Thc iumcs that I do recognize ‘are known to me as hright. intelligenl. smony- 
wllled, articulate and caring cirizcns of Long Beach. Their appeuls and their righLr xj 
appclluits should bc ivcn the same wcight and consideration as mine. Everyone of them 
who attends on the 7 deserves IO k k a r d  in idl. i? 
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Pagc 2 
RE: Item #3 on agcndii 
Dwemhcr G, 2004 

Reflecting iin recent pracliccs in conducting appeal hearings kfore the City Council. il is 
apparent that you prefer to havc only one individual dzlivc,r thc rebuttill I'm thc 
nppellant's side. Whilc it cat1 probably be argued that each and every appellant has a 
right to rebuttal under prevailing law, your method h u  cenainly kco more efficienl. 
Thcrcforc. I iim volunteering to dclivcr the appellant rehut td  il' you dccide thar only one 
will sufficc. 

I t  iq ccrtainly cncouraging to me that so many of my fcllow citizens from so many 
neighborhoods havc sccn fit to weigh in  on [hi$ niatter. It has bccn a long and arduous 
process. I hopc: an3 pray that the City Council will haw the wisdom and the fortitude to 
make the proper decision aiid thc appropriate findings. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Shannon, City Attorney 
uc' Larry Herrera, City Clerk 

P: 2'2 
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