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26 September 2008

Scott Fitzgerald
3716 Elm Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90807

Attn: Members of The City Council of Long Beach
District 1 Bonnie Lowenthal

District 2 Suja Lowenthal

District 3 Gary DeLong

District 4 Patrick Q'Donnell

District 5 Gerrie Schipske

District 6 Dee Andrews

District 7 Tonia Reyes Uranga

District 8 Rae Gabelich

District 9 Val Laerch

Re: Senior Housing at 3635 Elm Avenue. Case No. 0803-05
Dear Councit Members,

My name is Scott Fitzgerald, an appellant to the project proposed for 3635 Elm Avenue.
My family and | have lived at 37 16 Elm Avenue since 1970 {approximately 200" from the
proposed Senior Housing). We appellants are all residents living in close proximity to
the proposed project and-are enthusiastically in favor of the project use but in complete
opposition to the height, mass and density of the proposed building. The proposed
buiiding is to be 65" high and includes 65 living units or 75 beds (for required parking].

The building site is at the corner of Eim Avenue and 37th Street. Included in this
submittal package is a site plan that includes Beth Shalom Temple and its adjacent
presently-owned building site south of 37th Street pilus Elm Avenue north of 37th Street
up to Bixby Road at the north end of the block. The plan includes a number keyed to a
numbered photo of the area that is also included in this submittal. The photo has
superimposed yel. lines that depict the proposed building to illustrate the size in relation
to the neighborhood. The residents on and between Eim Avenue and Linden Avenue
from 37th Street North are almost unanamously opposed to the size of the project
which would only be accomplished by the City granting a leap of 5 zone changes from

. R3S to R4U. The definition of R4U as presented by Long Beach Development Services is:
HIGH DENSITY, MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL, INTENDED TO PROVIDE HOUSING
OPPORTUNITES IN AN URBAN CONTEXT AND DESIGN STYLE TO SUPPORT
DOWNTOWN ACTIVITY CENTER EMPLOYMENT WITH ADJOINING HOUSING. THIS
IMPLEMENTS LAND USE DISTRICT NO. 5 OF THE GENERAL PLAN. I have also included
several photos of similar 5 story housing projects in downtown Long Beach in close
proximity to City Hall for your use in comparing to the proposed project size.




In the recent Planning Commission Hearing, the Commission’s reaction to the project
was unanimously of concern for the “height and mass™ of the building in relation to the
scale of our R1 residential properties yet it was still approved. For comparison of iot
size to density: our R1 lots are 12,600 sq. ft. or 3.5 units per acre. The proposed project
lotis 24,300 sq. ft. (less than twice the size of our R1 lots) or 117 units per acre, made
possible by granting the spot zoning change from R3S to R4U. This not only sets a

~ precedent for our neighborhood but sets a dangerous precedent and would require
an amendment to the City’s General Plan.{Would Council Members approve this size
building on the edge of their neighborhoods)? '

I don’t know of one neighbor who lives within the boundaries of Linden & Elm,
North of 37th that approves of this project as presented. There will be compeliing
evidence supporting the neighborhood’s strong opposition to this 5-story
building in our R1 neighborhood that will be provided at the appeal hearing.

I have hopes that you will take these facts and assertions into consideration and come
to our common conclusion that the existing R3S zoning shouid be the guideline that
must be adhered to for this project. The compelling precedent factor will hopefully
weigh heavily in your decision. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Scott Fitzgerald
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RESPONSE TO THE
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION ND 11-08

FOR SENIOR COMMUNITY HOUSING
3635 ELM AVENUE
LONG BEACH, CA 90807

PREPARED BY
SCOTT FITZGERALD
3716 ELM AVENUE

LONG BEACH, CA 90807

| PREFACE THIS NEG. DEC. RESPONSE BY SAYING
THAT THE FOLLOWING COMMENTS ARE MINE ALONE
BUT GENERALLY REFLECT THE VIEWS OF MOST OF
THE RESIDENTS IN THE GENERAL VICINITY OF THIS
PROPOSED PROJECT. | WOULD ALSO LIKE TO MAKE
IT VERY CLEAR THAT NONE OF THE PEOPL:E MENTIONED
ABOVE ARE AGAINST THE PROJECT EXCEPT FOR THE
MASSIVE SIZE AND THE SPOT ZONING CHANGE FROM R3S
TO R4U (WHICH IS URBAN OR “CITY” IN SCALE. IT IS NOT
COMPATIBLE WITH THE R1 SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE
 SCALE THAT THE CITY IMPOSED ON WE FORMER R2
HOME OWNERS ON ELM AVENUE & LINDEN AVENUE
IN THE 1990's.. THE FOLLOWING ARE RESPONSES
TO SOME OF THE CITY- PLANNING-APPROVED
NEG. DEC SUBJECTS.

PAGE 4. "ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED"

ITEMS CHECKED: 1. AESTHETICS 2. AIR CUALITY 3. WATER QUALITY 4. NOISE
ITEMS NOT CHECKED: LAND USE/PLANNING 2. POPULATION/HOUSING

3. PUBLIC SERVICES 4. TRANSPORTATION 5. UTILITIES.

COMMENT: THESE “NOT CHECKED" ITEMS ARE ITEMS THAT THIS PROPOSED

PROJECT {PP) HAS A POTENTIAL IMPACT ON & WILL BE DISCUSSED LATER
IN THIS REVIEW/REPORT.




PAGE 2

PAGE 4. “DETERMINATION"

THE MITIGATED NEG. DEC. (MND) WAS PREPARED BECAUSE “REVISIONS IN
THE PROJECT WERE AGREED UPON BY THE PROJECT PROPONENT" TO LEAD
TO THE CONCLUSION THAT “IMPACT LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT",

QUESTION: WHAT CORRECTIONS OR MITIGATIONS WERE MADE TO MOVE
FROM AN EIR TO AN MND:

PAGE 7(c): “AESTHETICS”

“WOULD THE PROJECT SUBSTANTIALLY DEGRADE THE VISUAL CHARACTER
OR QUALITY OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS"? _
COMMENT: DEGRADATION APPLIES TO THE AFFECT THE PROJECT HAS ON
SURROUNDING AREA {ie) THE BUILDING IS TOO TALL AND TOO MASSIVE
{ALMOST COMPLETE LOT COVERAGE) FOR A RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHQOD.
A BUILDING OF THIS SCALE BELONGS ON THE L.B. BLVD. OR ATLANTIC BLVD.
BUSINESS/URBAN SCALE CORRIDOR.

PAGE 7(d): “AESTHETICS"

“CREATE A NEW SOURCE OF LIGHT OR GLARE WHICH WOULD ADVERSLY
AFFECT DAY OR NIGHTIME VIEWS IN THE AREA”.

COMMENT: THIS SHOULD ADDRESS A NEW SOURCE OF NORTH SHADOWS
WHICH WOULD ADVERSLY AFFECT DAY VIEWS AND POSSIBLY ADVERSLY
AFFECT LANDSCAPING IN THE PATH OF THE LARGE WINTER SHADOWS.

PAGE 13{e). VIIl. “HYDROLOGY & WATER QUALITY”

“CREATE OR CONTRIBUTE RUNOFF WATER WHICH WOULD EXCEED THE
CAPACITY OF EXISTING OR PLANNED STORM WATER DRAINAGE SYSTEMS
OR PROVIDE SUBSTANTIAL ADDITIONAL SOURCES OF POLLUTED RUNOFF”.
COMMENT: AT THE INTERSECTION OF ELM AVENUE AND 37TH STREET,
DURING THE RAINY SEASON, FLOODING OCCURS THAT OFTEN SPILLS
OVER TO THE SURROUNDING PUBLIC SIDEWALKS. THE REASON: THE
INTERSECTION IS A LOW SPOT OR WATER RECEPTOR FOR DRAINAGE FROM
THE NORTH & SOUTH ENDS OF ELM AVE. AND DRAINAGE FROM THE WEST
FROM LONG BEACH BLVD., CONVERGING AT THIS INTERSECTION. THE
NEAREST STORM DRAIN THAT EXISTS NOW IS TWOQO BLOCKS AWAY AT 37TH
& ATLANTIC. THIS NEEDS TO BE RECTIFIED IF THE PROJECT IS TO PROCEED
AT SOME MITIGATED SCALE. 1 EXPLAINED THIS PROBLEM TO THE ARCHITECT.
HE TOLD ME THAT THE PROBLEM WAS NOT HIS RESPONSIBILITY. IF HE IS
ALERTED TO THIS PROBLEM IT SHOULD BE HIS RESPONSIBILITY TO AT LEAST
CALL THIS TO THE ATTENTION OF THE CITY OR PUBLIC WORKS. ,




PAGE 3

PAGE 14{a): XI "LAND USE & PLANNING”

WOULD THE PROJECTPHYSICALLY DIVIDE N ESTABLISHED COMMUNITY?
COMMENT. THE PROJECT ZONING OF R4U ESTABLISHES A DEFINITE
DIVIDING LINE BETWEEN OUR RESIDENTIAL, 1-STORY HOUSES NORT OF
37TH ST. AND THE CONDOMINIUM BUILDINGS, CHURCHES AND CHURCH
SCHOOL IMMEDIATELY SOUTH OF 37TH STREETL

PAGE 14{b) Xi:

“WOULD THE PROJECT CONFLICT WITH ANY APPLICABLE LAND USE PLAN,
POLICY OR REGULATION OR AN AGENCY WITH JURISDICTION OVER THE
PROJECT (BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE GENERAL PLAN, SPECIFIC PLAN OR
ZONING ORDINANCE} ADOPTED FOR THE PURPOSE OF AVOIDING OR
MITIGATING AN ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECT™?

COMMENT: THERE IS NO OTHER R4U ZONING AREA OR SPOT ZONING
FOR OVER A MILE THAT REMOTELY RESEMBLES THE SCALE OR DENSITY
OF THIS PROPOSED PROJECT.

PAGE 15 (a): XI NOISE"

“WOULD THE PROJECT RESULT IN EXPOSURE OF PERSONS TO A
GENERATION OF NOISE LEVEL IN EXCESS OF STANDARD ESTABUSHED

IN THE LOCAL GENERAL PLAN OR NOISE ORDINANCE OR APPLICABLE
STANDARDS OF OTHER AGENCIES".

COMMENT: BECAUSE OF THE DENSITY OF HOUSING UNITS IN THE

PROJECT AND 1. BEING THE RESIDENTS ARE OF ADVANCED AGE, SEVERAL
POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTORS TO THE EXCESS OF NOISE ARE: POTENTIAL
HEALTH PROBLEMS OF RESIDENTS CREATING A NEED FOR FREQUENT
AMBULANCE SERVICE, ACCOMPANIED BY PARAMEDICS AND FIRE DEPT.

2. STAFF PERONNEL SERVICING THIS PROJECT ARE A MAJOR CONTRIBUTOR
TO THE NOISE LEVEL. FROM PAST EXPERIENCE, UP UNTIL A YEAR AGO WHEN
THERE WAS A TENANT CHANGE, MANAGEMENT WAS ASKED REPEATEDLY
TO MONITOR STAFF TRAFFIC & PARKING IN FRON OF OUR HOUSE [NOT
THEIRS) AT ALL HOURS OF THE NIGHT, OFTEN WITH CAR RADIOS (BOOM

BOXES) BLARING, EATING AND DISCARDING MEAL-TRASH IN OUR FRONT
YARD, CONVERSATIONS OUTSIDE BETWEEN SHIFT CHANGES THAT WERE

LOUD ENOUGH TO HEAR FROM INSIDE OUR HOUSE WITH THE WINDOWS
CLOSED, TO MENTION A FEW. OCCASIONALLY CORRECTIONS WERE MADE
AND THINGS WOULD IMPROVE ONLY TO SEE A MANAGEMENT OR
PERSONNEL CHANGE AND THEN THE PROBLEM WOULD START ALL OVER.

{continued next page)




PAGE 4
WE SEE THE SAME PROBLEM WITH THIS PROJECT. IN A RECENT
MEETING IN RAE GABELICH'S OFFICE WE WERE ASSURED BY THE
PROJECT MANAGEMEMT TEAM THAT THIS WOULD NOT
HAPPEN WITH THIS PROJECT. WE HEARD THIS PROMISE OVER
AND OVER FROM THE HOUSING OPERATION | MENTIONED
NEXT DOOR. THE MINIMAL TANDEM PARKING ACCOMODATION
IN THIS PROJECT WOULD ONLY ADD TO THE STREET PARKING
PROBLEM AND BECOME EVEN WORSE ON WEEKENDS DURING
CHURCH PEAK-ACTIVITY HOURS AND THE TIME THAT FAMILY
- MEMBER MEMBERS WOULD VISIT THE SENIOR RESIDENTS. BASED
ON PAST EXPERIENCE, WE KNOW THIS PROBLEM WILL EXIST.
WE LIVE IN A QUIET RESIDENTIAL PART OF LONG BEACH AND
INSIST ON KEEPING IT THAT WAY. THE SIZE OF THIS PROJECT IS
TOO BIG FOR AN R-1 RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD. WE WOULD
SUPPORT A SMALLER SCALE PROJECT, REALIZING THAT THE
PROBLEMS MENTIONED ABO VE WOULD STILL EXIST BUT ON A
MUCH SMALLER SCALE.

PAGE 15 (c]: “NOISE”

“WOULD THE PROJECT RESULT IN A SUBSTANTIAL PERMANENT
INCREASE IN AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS IN THE PROJECT VICINITY
ABOVE LEVELS EXISTING WITHOUT THE PROJECT™?

COMMENT: THE ABOVE ANSWER APPLIES TO THIS ITEM. THESE
ARE NOT ASSUMPTIONS OF WHAT COULD HAPPEN. BASED ON
OUR EXPERIENCE SINCE OWNING OUR HOUSE SINCE 1970, AND
LIVING NEXT DOOR TO RENTERS A MAJORITY OF THAT TIME, WE
KNOW THESE ISSUES WILL EXIST. MANAGEMENT CAN ONLY
CONTROL SO MUCH. WHAT HAPPENS OUTSIDE THE PROPERTY
SEEMS TO ALWAYS BE “THE OTHER PEOPLE'S PROBLEM".

PAGE 15 (d): “NOISE"

A SUBSTANTIAL TEMPORARY OR PERIODIC INCREASE IN AMBIENT
NOISE LEVELS IN THE PROJECT VICINITY ABOVE LEVELS EXISTING
WITHOUT THE PROJECT. SAME ANSWER AS ABOVE.,
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PAGE 16 (d): Xil "POPULATION & HOUSING"”
"WOULD THE PROJECT INDUCE SUBSTANTIAL POPULATION GROWTH
IN AN AREA EITHER DIRECTLY (FOR EXAMPLE BY PROPOSING NEW
HOMES OR BUSINESSES™?
THIS IS ONLY SPECULATION BUT THE “SPOT-ZONING” FROM R3S TO R4U
POTENTIALLY SETS A NEW PRECEDENT TO ENCOURAGE OTHER
DEVELOPERS TO DUPLICATE THIS REZONING IN OUR AREA. THE
OWNER/CONTRACTOR/DEVELOPER ASSURED “WE EXISTING NEIGHBORS”
THAT A COVENANT WOQULD BE WRITTEN THAT WOULD MAKE IT
IMPQOSSIBLE TO DO THIS AGAIN. BASED ON PAST EXPERIENCE, WE KNOW
THAT THESE KINDS OF LAWS ARE OFTEN OVERTURNED IN THE NAME
OF “FOR THE PUBLIC GOOD". EXAMPLE: ELM RESIDENCE PROPERTIES
WERE ZONED R-2 WHEN WE BOUGHT OUR HOUSE BUT SOMETIME IN
THE 1990's, UNANNOUNCED TO ANY OF US, THE CITY REZONED OUR
AREA BACK TO R-1. {THIS WAS ONLY DISCOVERED IN THE LATE 1990's
WHEN I DID AN EXPLORITORY CHECK WITH THE BUILDING DEPT. ON
LOT COVERAGE, SETBACKS, ETC. TO GET THE PERAMITERS OF BUILDING
A SECOND, FREE STANDING LIVING UNIT FOR MY MOTHER. | WAS THEN
TOLD THAT | COULDN'T BUILD A SECOND LIVING UNIT DUE TO THE
FACT THAT IS WAS ZONED R-1....THERE GOES SOME OF THE FLEXIBILITY
AND VALUE OF OUR PROPERTY BY DOWNSIZING THE ZONING. NOW
HOW CAN THE CITY CONSIDER UPSIZING A PROPERTY LESS THAN 200
FROM OUR HOUSE TO R4U (DENSE RESIDENTIAL, URBAN SCALE). WE
CHOSE TO LIVE IN A RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD, NOT DOWNTOWN
SCALE.
PAGE 18 (e} & [F): XV “TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC”
“WOULD THE PROJECT RESULT IN (e} INADEQUATE EMERGENCY ACCESS
OR (f) INADEQUATE PARKING CAPACITY"
COMMENT: THE OWNER'S TEAM HAS MITIGATED THE ORIGINAL
SERVICE/EMERGENCY/VISITOR POTENTIAL TRAFFIC PROBLEMS BY
MOVING SERVICES SUCH AS TRASH, MAIL, MAINTENANCE, ETC FROM
THE CORNER AT THE INTERSECTION OF ELM AVE. AND 37TH ST. TO AN
ACCESS ALLEY BETWEEN THE PROJECT AND THE TEMPLE TO MITIGATE
THE PARKING SITUATION. NOT SURE HOW THAT WOULD WORK. TO
COMPLICATE THAT PROBLEM, AS | UNDERSTAND IT, SERVICE TRUCKS
WOULD ACCESS THIS SERVICE ALLEY AROUND THE BACK OF THE
TEMPLE THROUGH THEIR EXISTING PARKING LOT. THAT IS SUSPECT.
(continued next page)



Donald W, Smith
3742 Elmm Ave.
Long Beach, CA 90807
(562)997-0226
September 29, 2008

Long Beach City Council Members
City of Long Beach

333 W. Ocean Blvd.

Long Beach, CA 90802

Re:  Proposed Assisted Living Facility
3635 Elm Ave
Case No. 0803-05

Position: Deny Zoning Change Request
Dear City Council Members:

I reside at 3742 Elm Ave., approximately 500 feet from the corner where the above
referenced project is located. The residents of our neighborhood, those who would be
directly impacted on a daily basis, are not opposed to the use of the property. We are
opposed to the density and height which has been applied for with the City of Long
Beach.

As Council members you have been entrusted to enforce a General Plan for the city
which has been adopted and revised over the years. Each General Plan undergoes
tremendous community input prior to being adopted. This is how the city decides how to
move forward. One does not have to go past the summary to find protection for our
neighborhoods. To approve the request LUD is a total disregard to our LAND USE
ELEMENT OF THE LONG BEACH GENERAL PLAN.

To paraphrase the summary(copies attached):
Page vii

It (Land Use Element of the Long Beach General Plan) protects stable,
traditional neighborhoods from intrusion of higher density housing. Experience has
shown that dense apartment structures are incompatible with lower density
neighborhoods, in both visual and functional terms. Repeated intrusions can change
the character of a neighborhood and affect its quality of life and property values.

Page viii

Long Beach is a city of neighborhoods, most of which are attractive, safe,
comfortable and convenient places in which to live. Preservation and enhancement of
such stable residential neighborhoods is at the heart of the General Plan. In many
instances, it is recommended that allowable densities be lowered to insure
neighborhoods protection and to stimulate reinvestments in well-built, older homes...




And goes on:

Our existing stock of housing is a valuable resource. Recent experience has shown
that an increasing number of people appreciate the character, price, yard space and
neighborhood amenities that older housing offers, and are willing to invest their time
and money to preserve and restore it.

Although this summary was written years ago, one look around our neighborhood and it
appears the same is true today, homes are being remodeled and some cases new home
built from ground up. As a new General Plan is drafted comments regarding
neighborhood protection will certainly be included

When considering the LUD change please read the description, and if it does not fit the
area, then deny the request. The current LUD assigned to the property is LUD 3b:

Land Use District 3B as per the LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE LONG
BEACH GENERAL PLAN includes the following:

. Provide Apartment and Condominium Living

. In moderate density projects

® Conforming height and exterior design

° Conforming with Lower Density Neighborhoods on which they may
boarder

Land Use District 5 was created specifically for application in very urban settings,
such as THE downtown area.

° Accommodates a highly urbanized lifestyle to include interactions among:
— Home
— Workplace
— Shopping
— Entertainment
— with nearby REGIONAL transportation facilities
® Provides for Restaurants and Small Shops on the ground floor

At last check the City of Long Beach has onty ONE downtown area, and the subject site
is nowhere near downtown. It is not anticipated that the residents of the subject will or
need to take advantage of being close to a workplace, nor is the location anywhere near

Shopping or Entertainment, and, regional transportations facilities are not found in Bixby
Knolls.

Further the Executive Summary of the Draft 2008-2014 Housing Element supports our
neighborhoods:

Page v, under City Planning Consistency:

Long Beach views its existing housing stock as its greatest resource of
affordable housing and will stimulate and support continued maintenance and
reinvestment in that housing stock. It will take advantage of every available
State and Federal program to make its housing affordable to its population, but




it will not sacrifice long-term quality for short-term affordability in new or
rehabilitated housing; and,

Long Beach recognizes the strong neighborhood to be the essential building
block of a citywide quality living environment, and will assist and support
citizen efforts to maintain and strengthen their neighborhoods.

This is the adopted attitude the City has towards protecting our neighborhoods.
The Zoning Change Request

Our neighborhood was included in the down zoning process in the 90’s; my lot was
formerly a R-2-N zoned 12,145 SF lot down zoned to R-1-N. In 1992 the subject lot was
down zoned from R-4-S to R-3-8. As with the owners of the subject property, the
potential value of our land was greatly reduced and our neighborhood preserved.

The owners and developers of the proposed project are now applying to a R-4-U zoning,
a quantum leap passing over 5 other residential zoning designations allowing for less
density. In fact, the R-4-U designation is only used in the City of Long Beach within
established Planned Districts (PD’s). I posed the question to Planners Greg Carpenter
and Derek Burnham in an e-mail September 16, 2008: Has the city ever approved a
zoning increase for one single parcel of such proportions, R-3-S to R-4-U. Since 1
never received a response from our planning department I would assume the City of
Long Beach has never approved a zoning change from R-3-S to R-4-U.

As with the LUD, the zoning description does not fit the description of our neighborhood:

The R-4-U district is a high-density, multifamily residential district. It is intended
to provide housing opportunities in an urban context and design style to support
downtown activity center employment with adjoining housing. This implements
land use district NoJ5 of the general plan.

Please take the time to drive this site to see the neighborhood for yourself. R-4-U in not
appropriate for this location, everything surrounding the site is low density, not near
downtown, and does not have downtown employment nearby.

I will continue on with many other objections to this proposed project at the October 7,
2008 hearing, all of which goes away if the zoning remains R-3-S. Perhaps the site
would be better suited towards a more independent sentor living facility built within the
confines of its current zoning of R-3-S.

K’
onald W. Smith




LAND USE ELEMENT
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SUMMARY

A Vision of Qur Future

A city without a vision is a city without a furure.

It is the purpose of the Long Beach General Pian to articulate a vision
that gives direction to the long-range development of our City. The Plan
should serve as a stimulus and guide to the multimde of public and private
decisions which will be made over the next decade to help Long Beach achieve
its vision of the Year 2000.

What is the vision of onr future? Hundreds of citizens spent two years
preparing Long Beach 2000, The Strategic Plan, which sought to define that
vision and to prescribe steps to achieve it. Simply stated, the people of Long
Beach have expressed a vision which simultaneously combines small town friend-
liness and tranquility with big city vitality and economic opportunity. The
General Plan sets out to achieve this very difficult balance of the “best of both

worlds”.

As its name suvggests, the General Plan is general in nature. It is also
long-range. 1t sets forth goals, policies and directions. It cannot prescribe
specific programs and funding mechanjsms to achieve those goals; neither can it
dictate the exact zoning which will control the use and development of each
parcel of land in the City. Once the people of Long Beach have agreed upon
the Plan as their vision for the future, specific programs and zoning actions

can be undertaken to realize that vision.

A general plan 1s also comprehensive, covering the full range of develop-
ment issues which must be addressed by the City over time. State law requires
each general plan to contain seven elementss land use, transportation, hous-
ing, conservation, open space, noise, and safery. The City of Long Beach is
now updating the first three of these elements. This summary focuses upon the

1988 revision of the land use element.

The land use element is specifically directed toward prescribing the proper
long-range use and development of land in the City. As such, it is perhaps
the most important of the seven elements, integrating the other six and provid-

ing their driving force,




be upon for-sale housing for first-time homebuyers anrd upon upscale
residential development in and aronnd the downtown area.

- Affordable Housing: Long Beach views its existing housing stock as its
greatest resource of affordable housing, and will stimulate and support
continved maintenance and reinvestment in that housing stock. It will
take advantage of every available State and Federal program to make jts -
housing affordable to its population, but it will pnot sacrifice long-term
quality for short-term affordability in new or rehabilitated housing.

- Neighborhood Emphasiss Long Beach recognizes the strong neighbor-
hood to be the essential building block of a City-wide quality living
environment, and will assist and support citizen efforts to maintain and
strengthen their neighborhoods.

~ Facilities Maintenance: Long Beach will mainwin its physical facilities
and public rights-of-way at a high level of functiona] and aesthetic
quality, manifesting the pride of the citizens in their City and ensuring
that future generations need not bear the burden of deferred mainten-
ange,

- Functional Transportationn Long Beach will maintain or improve the
current ability to move people and goods to and f{rom development
centers while preserving and protecting residential neighborhoods.

Of all of the goals, the first, "managed growth”, most clearly defines the
direction and purpose of the 1988 General Plan. Long Beach has historically
prospered during periods of economic and population growth. The present
growth cycle, however, differs from those of the past, in that there remains
little wvacant land to develop. Increasingly, growth will require recycling and
increased density. The way in which new deveiopment is designed and the
.manner ir which the impacts of increased demnsity are mitigated will determine
the degree 10 which the quality of life of ouwr City is preserved and enhanced.
Therefore, the goal of accepting increased growth is conditdoned by the very
important phrase: "...to guide that growth to have an overall beneficial impact
upon the City's guality of Lfe."

FAY




These forecasts portend several basic changes in direction for the City.
First, the pace of population growth is expected to slow beginning zround 1992,
after the wvery rapid increase of the period from about 1978, This means that
housing development will also slow and construction energy will be redirected to
the retail, employment, and tourism sectors. Second, the favorable ratio
berween jobs and housing which the City now -enjoys is -expected 1o be main-
tained and improved as the economy diversifies even further. Most pew
employment needs will be located in downtown, at the Port, airport, and on
iahd presently occupied by heavy land-extensive industry which will become
less economically viable. Fipally, it is expected that the retail ecomomy of Long
Beach will begin to geperate the amount of sales commensurate with the size and
economic strength of the community. Growth in this sector is expected to occur
primarily in existing shopping/activity centers and along the recycled frontages
of some thoroughfares.

Maintaining Quality: .

The most mmportant issue addressed by the General Plan js how to accom-
modate the growth forecast for the City while maintaining and improving the
overall quality of life. This is po easy task. As noted above, population
growth can strain exasting schools, playgrounds and public services; improperly
placed and designed high densiry housing can disrupt traditional neighbor-
hoods. Increased econmomic activity means increased traffic, which can wulii-
mately lead to severe traffic congestion and disruption of once comfortable
residential areas 2and local shopping districts. The challenge is t0 manage
growth in such a manner as to take full advantage of its positive attributes
whijle minimizing its problems.

The Pilan calls for concentrating construction of pew apartments and
condomiriums in proximiry 10 growing employment centers, and along the major
arterial corridors which provide access to empioyment centers. This vields
several positive results as follows:

o It reduces home-to-work travel. Employees will have the opportunity to
drive short distances 0 work, take a coovenient bus, or even walk.
The payoff is decreased travel time and frustration, reduced traffic
congestion, less energy consumprion, and cleaner air.

vi




o It encourages rebuilding of underutilized and deteriorated structures
adjacent to downtown and along many older arterial corridors. Some of
the most blighted and unattractive properties in the City are located in
these areas. Recycling will promote better living conditions, support
economic revitalization, and project a better overall image of our City.

o It protects stable, traditional neighborhoods from intrusion -of higher
density housing. [Experience bas shown that dense apartment struc-
tures are incompatible with lower demsity neighborboods, in both visual
and functional terms. , Repeated intrusions can change the character of
a neighborhood and affect its quality of life and property values.

The Plan recommends that new playgrounds be built and that parks and schools

be expanded in those areas of the City where population growth is expected.

Unless development of these facilites keeps pace with the rate of housing
construction, existing facilities will be severely strained, and the level of

service will decline for everyone. In light of the present financial constraints

upon the City and School District, it is likely that mew development will be
asked to bear some of the burden of cost to construct these needed facilities.

The redevelopment of downtown could more than dounble the mumber of jobs
in this concentrated area, which couid lead to more than twice the present
"number of automobile trips. Port growth is projected to double the number of
truck movements, and tripile the number of train trips by 2020. Such economic
growth will bring many benefits 10 the City and its residents. Its full
potential, however, will never be realized unless we can overcome the trans-

portation problems which it will create.

As discussed above, the iand use element of the General Plan attempts to
mitigate the trapsportation impacts of economic growth by locating jobs and
housing in close proximity to each other. Other solutions fe.g., intersection
improvements, grade separations, traffic signal coordination, curbside parking
removal, staggered work hours, car and van pooling, etc.) will be presented in
the transportation element of the General Plan.
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Conserving Neighborhoods:

Long Beach is a city of neighborhoods, most of which are attractive, safe,
comfortable and convenient places iz which to live. Preservation and enhance-
ment of such stable residential neighborhoods is at the heart of the General
Plau. Ir many instances, it 75 recommended that allowable densities be lowered
to insure neighborhood protection and to stimulate reinvestment in well-bailt,
older homes. To some extent this represents a reversal of the 1978 policy
which was to encourage recycling of older areas of the City by permitting
higher depsity development.

Our existing stock of housing is a valuable resource, Recent experience
has shown that an increasing number of people appreciate the character, price,
yard space and neighborhood amenities that older housing offers, and are
willing to invest their time and money to preserve and restore it.

Revitalizing Activity Centers:

Peopie need more than just the peace and tranquility of home. They also
peed the excitement and opportunity of interaction witk other people, at the
workplace, the shopping center, the school, or the concert The places where
these interactions take place are designated by the Plan as “activity centers.”
Whereas the Plan seeks to protect the peace and quiet of the City's neighbor-
hoods, it also seeks to inject new life and vitality into its activity centers.
‘This will provide increased opportunity for all of our resideats for jobs, for
shopping, and for pursuit of those things which enrich their lives.

The Plan identifies each of the major activity centers and apalyzes its role
in the larger city. The purpose of these analyses is to bring a focus to the
centers which has not existed in the past. This is particularly true of shop-
ping centers, such as Bixby Knolls, Los Altos, and Marina Pacifica, which have
not provided the Lomg Beach retail market with facilities, products and services
equal to their potential.

A mnew maulti-purpose center is recommended for development around the

Memorial Hospital Medical Center to bring needed focus to 2 pant of the City
which now is very underserved.
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Employmen! centers are recommended for protection so that the City can
maintain a favorablé job-housing balance into the future. Most areas shown on
the 1978 Plan for heavy industrial uses are converted to light/clean industrial
uses by this plan for environmental, ecoﬁomjc, and job/housing balance

reasons.

Strengthening Arterial Commidors:

Arterial corridors are those major streets, together with their abutting
jland uses, which provide access from homes to activity centers and which
provide major epiries to and passageways through our City. This General Plan
recognizes arterial corridors as a special component of the City’s structure and
identifies the land use and transportation relationships which are unique to
each. The goais of this analysis are as follows

o To improve overail traffic carrying capacity and to reduce conflicts
between parkinp/access meeds and through traffic requirements as much
as possible;

o To reduce the total number of strip commercial streets in the City to a
limited few;

o To increase the amount and quality of _ moderate and higher density
housing along selected arierials, thereby helping to reduce the pres-
sures for those types of housing in the more stable neighborhoods of
the City; and

o To improve the appearance of arterial corridors in general, recognizing
that these corridors provide most travellers through our City with their
initgai, and perhaps lasting, impression of Long Beach.

Land use policies proposed by this plan, therefore, are directed toward
achieving these objectives while, at the same time, making the arterial corridors
better neighbors of the adjacent residential communities. Specific recommend-
ations regarding the transportation functions of the arterials will be found in
the Transportation Element of the General Plan.

LX




Draft 2008-2014
Housing Element

City of Long Beach,
California

General Plan




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Incorporated as a city over 100 years ago, Long Beach today is made up of a highly
diverse Society of 493,000 residents where there is no ethnic majority. Located in the
temperate South Bay region of Los Angeles County, the City is a fully urbanized
community with a major port, regional airport, passenger rail to Los Angeles, a State
University, and over 60 residential neighborhoods incorporating 17 historic districts.

The City understands it is imperative to pay attention to the housing and neighborhoods,
which make up most of the community’s land use. With over 170,000 housing units, it is
important to have a plan for the preservation and maintenance of those units and
neighborhoods, and a plan to allow for housing to grow along with population needs.

The Long Beach 2008-2014 Housing Element is drafted in response to State Housing
Element (General Plan) law as a tool to guide communities in periodically thinking about
and planning for present and future housing needs. This version of the Housing
Element is an update of an existing plan, the 2000-2005 Housing Element, which was
an update of the 1989 Housing Element. As it was with the 2000-2005 Element, most
of the housing goals and policies have remained consistent with those established in
1989. The changes occur in the programs, primarily as a response to funding sources
available. The major funding sources for housing include: Redevelopment Set-Aside
($20 million annually, CDBG ($8.6 million annually), HOME ($4.6 million annually), and
ESG — Emergency Shelter Grants ($380,000 annually).

The Housing Element:

= defines the special needs population, housing and neighborhood issues in Long
Beach;

= assesses the housing market and housing affordability factors;

» assesses the City’s current development regulations and practice for their
impact on housing development,

= articulates housing and neighborhood improvement goals and policies,

» identifies how the City will meet specific Regional Housing Need Assessment
(RHNA) targets for providing housing affordable to various households incomes;
and,

= establishes 2008-2014 housing development and neighborhood improvement
programs with targeted objectives, timeframes, identified funding sources, and
the City departments and bureaus responsible for working together to see that
the objectives are met.

City of Long Beach iv
2008-2014 Housing Element




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

City Planning Consistency

The Housing Element as a component of the City’s General Plan must be consistent
with the goals, policies and implementation measures of the General Plan as a whole.
Fortunately, this is the case with this Housing Element update as the City has been
espousing the same basic housing preservation and future housing development
policies since 1986 when the first Citywide Strategic Plan was developed and
incorporated into the Land Use Element of the General Plan. These goats include:

* Long Beach intends to guide population and economic growth to have an overall
beneficial impact upon the City’s quality of life;

* Future housing development will be focused in the downtown and greater
downtown, along major transit corridors and within close proximity to major
employment and activity centers;

» Long Beach views its existing housing stock as its greatest resource of affordable
housing and will stimulate and support continued maintenance and reinvestment
in that housing stock. It will take advantage of every available State and Federal
program to make its housing affordable to its population, but it will not sacrifice
long-term quality for short-term affordability in new or rehabilitated housing; and,

= Long Beach recognizes the strong neighborhood to be the essential building
block of a citywide quality living environment, and will assist and support citizen
efforts to maintain and strengthen their neighborhoods.

Community Participation

Opportunities for residents to identify community housing needs, recommend housing
strategies and comment on the City’s Draft Housing Element are integral to creating a
successful plan. To this end the City’s outreach strategy included notices in thirteen
local newspapers, multi-language flyers, and surveys distributed by the City's
professional planners at meetings with local community groups and through updates
and postings on the City's web site. A Housing Element workshop was held in February
and focus group interviews were held in May. A wide variety of inputs were received
from the Legal Aid Foundation, Mental Health Association, Housing Long Beach, LB
Homeless Coalition, Belmont Shore Mobile Home Estates, The Wrigley Association,
Neighborhoods First, and many more groups and individuals.

City's Housing Chalienges and Responses

Long Beach faces several challenges over the 2008-2014 planning period of the
Housing Element. These challenges include ensuring the quality and affordability of the
housing stock, ensuring that suitable housing is available for persons of all economic
segments, directing reinvestment in lower income areas, assisting individuals and
families with special housing needs and meeting the housing needs of a diversifying
community. New State laws now require communities to permit emergency shelters by
right in at least one zone, and single room occupancy units and transitional and

City of Long Beach v
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

supportive housing must also be allowed (see Section 5 Program 2.2 Zoning Code

Update for Special Needs Housing).

The following list summarizes the housing and neighborhood issues and the housing
programs used to address these issues. Program details are found in Section 5 of the

plan.
ISSUE PROGRAMS
Crime and Safety Housing and Neighborhood improvement
Affordable Housing Housing Assistance and Preservation
Housing Production
Mitigation of Government Constraints
Special Needs Groups Housing for Special Needs Residents
Mitigation of Government Constraints
Fair and Equal Housing
Property Maintenance Housing and Neighborhood Improvement
Deteriorated Public Infrastructure | Housing and Neighborhood Improvement
Need for Home Ownership Home Ownership Opportunity
City of Long Beach vi

2008-2014 Housing Element



Qdette Perreault
3695 Linden Ave. #6C
Long Beach, CA 90807

25 September 2008

Members of City Council of Long Beach
District 1 — Bonnie Lowenthal

District 2 — Suja Lowenthal

District 3 — Gary DeLong

District 4 — Patrick O’Donnell

District 5 — Gerrie Schipske

District 6 — Dee Andrews

District 7 — Tonia Reyes Uranga

District 8 — Rae Gabelich

District 9 — Val Lerch

RE: APPEAL TO APPLICATION 0803-05
Dear Council Members,

I am a named appellant to the project proposed for 3635 Elm Avenue, the apﬂg])eal of the
decision of The Planning commission is scheduled to be heard on October 7"

Following this brief letter are some of the materials supporting the appeal. I have
included a descriptive time line for your reference and consideration. I hope that all
materials and information at the hearing are considered in their entirely. The entire body
of the appeal, I believe, provides a preponderance of information providing an
overarching message of concern that I believe will cause you to come to no other
determination than to uphold the appeal and deny the project of the applicant.

I regret that all of the members of The Planning Commission who voted in favor of the
project, albeit with “concern”, “great concern” and “a reluctant yes” were in a position to
amend the project to everyone’s satisfaction and did not do so. I have attached my letter
to them for your convenience and perusal. The supporting documents they received from
me are also included.

The appellants will not only remind you of the illegal act of Spot Zoning that is required
for this project, but also illustrate the disparate treatment. The Planning Department has
refuted the legality of my statement regarding Spot Zoning by saying, “we do it all the
time” (phone conversation with Steven Valdez, August, 08). May 1 point out that this is
not a legal defense and a circumstance of Spot Zoning can be permitted based on use, |
would argue this is not such a case.

This plan for development would also require an amendment to The General Plan of the
City and sets a precedent that is horrific. Gabelich has stated her support for this project



and triumphs it as a potential model for the city. Although her motives may be pure, it
seems reasonable that a successful model would be more easily embraced.

Although Rae Gabelich may insist she has met with the community, I believe it was
under duress and I assure you I have been at every community meeting on this subject
and have yet to hear one person speak in favor of this project who resides within the
boundaries of Linden and Elm who does not have a vested interest. Documentation
supporting the strong neighborhood opposition to a 5-story building in our R1
neighborhood will be provided at the hearing of the appeal.

Thank you for your time, 1 look forward to your decision.

Qdette Perreault
Appellant

C: Bob Foster, Mayor
Co-appellants




APPRO)GMATE HMELINE OF EVENTS PERTAINING TO 3635 ELM AVENUE -
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1. RatGabehch leams sftha mjm. Gahehch hasmmﬁed wxﬂﬂwldmgmformatwn regarﬂmgthlspm;ect fromthecmment

~-'-m7m81amofmoﬁmmmmy Sam‘ts& ChnsuanFellowsth

‘Rae Gabelich is re-elected
HlsLewofmpoﬂﬁomTheJemshFederman.mewammxsaBeardMemba(ambed} : :

5/8/08 Community Meeting held at The Temple Beth Shalom. Residents within 500 feet received notice. Four res:demlal _

. owners were represented. Two of the four spoke up, pointing out concerns, including the height and access. Questions were
posed. Onie specifically mgarmngnegoﬁauonofthehmghtwasngnmedbytheselfpmclmmedbrwnTmm andthequewm

was redirected to Gabelich. ASmmuteresponsewasgwen,thequesumneveranswerecL N _

5/14 Meeting of the (inner departmental) Planning Committee .

Contact made 10 Gabelich’s office. Phone calls and requests for conversation were not respondedto |

’i’homcaﬂtoBmoeLabmiammwkuwforL k. Hewasaslmdtocons:dzr ﬂwtoptwoﬂmNo

4/08 Letter ! ,_mmﬂmeweBemSMammmdimmm
: mmdmfmadnmaymmmnﬁemﬂme‘ roposed facility (attlm mggeaﬂeuofamdm»whnpemm out
- '.thisamdmsm). DIDM is shown by the secretary of state as a suspended Califomia Corporation st this point intime. .

' ng contracts with DIDM. Fimﬂy Myxaufmmmmmeﬁf“‘* of‘rempieﬁethswomr,ongﬂwh,
He:saformaéoamdmwdmmwﬂyaemﬂw( S -
- 10. 6/5!08 SmdySessmlwld by'mePiammg Comﬂnssién New dnvc’way easementrsmealed. Oppesmon voiced to the. helght,

pe ‘ tecedent, the inadequacy of ighboring streets to support additional e
ntial negative impact of staff (based on previous S
¢ to-produce & petitiof i opposition o the height of the -
"“;;W&Emnﬁwmaﬁ“un%nAnmmm )
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-ConumssmnerSmimaskedtheapphcmttomwimtheyceuiddowmduecthem&ssandlmpactofﬁxebuﬂdmgFmanclal .
o ' 3 : - s expected to be accepted as factual. Gabehch
mmMaMOWhmdfmmmﬂwmmmmdthecmumwmmoﬁm She stated there wasone
rhan who spoke in opposition. Thlswasnottmeasthadalsoob_}ected.Itlsunfairtoreprmnttheneighborhocdasbmngm _
favor when “the neighborhood” wasn’t asked. Truthfully, 100% of the neighborhood present was opposed. Mind you, we were
and are not opposed to senior housing, nortodedmungas:gmﬁcaatporﬁnnofmdhoumgforlawmcomzresadms ‘We
object to 63 fmm&stmmﬂaemappromatedmngeoﬂhemmng,tomeammdmmmmGenem}Planandthestrong
“pro development” favor to be granted, Residents should be treated so well, Rae’s memo (attached) proposes this development
,beatm:plmfarthecxtytouseformsim In er words; “precedent”. Rae’smemaalsomn‘admthcmemotome
- Plan Commission from Craig Beck which states 2 residents asked questions (attached). |
1 Residentsqmstmthehaﬂicsmdy mmmmmmammmmemm@mmm
out. The Planner fortheproject(Valdez) ‘tnakes the defense that, “they didn’t even have to do one”. Somehow this statement
allows for the fact that unsolicited documentation can be false and contradictory yet appreciated and accepted (in part) as fact.
12. “Neighborhood’s First” asked Gabelich about the project and neighborhood support. Gabelich responded that there was a
nnmntyvmcemopposmonCOp:eeofthesxgnedpennonwbmmedtoThePlammgCommzsswnweremmledeabehch
* 13. Multiple contacts to Gabelich not responded to. Therchavebeenphone calls, e-mail, US postandawntten invitation t0 a
* community meeting held by a resident. All to no avail. . '
14. 7/15/08, a(currently) named appeliant confronted Gabelich during publie coment at The City Cmnml Mecting of /] 15
- requesting interaction on the subject of the project. Gabelich requested further e-mail contact. The e-mail follow-up was sent
on the following day (Wednesday) snd was not responded to. Aca}lwasmadewﬁabeiwhsomaemf‘ndaynfthem _
wenk,mappmgmememmsmmmm Ameeﬁngwasﬁnﬂlyschedxﬂedf&‘?m Thpmpressedmtcutofthe
. constitnency was “to have face tishe with Rac”, get some snswers, and beheard. -
15. 7/23/08 Meeting in Gabelich’s office. She invited the developers. Eleven residents were in attendance. Rae vias not ahlcto

._anm&emmmwgaﬂhgmem&tyahemﬁrmmhcrmmsmconmwasmpmblewher She

wasaskedxfshecmmpionedtmsmemssamﬁtofapmomlapmton,orhmedonﬂle upport of her constituency. S
stated it was a personial opinion. Shespemﬁmﬂymenﬁomdhermmher-m»lawwaabamgp]&wdemby Knolls Towers th
. folléwmaéay,mdwimmofham spiaumShewasmcnve A resident pointed out inadequacies of the facility, *
- namely, delivéry, trish 3 A '_'aﬁe&mﬂxfm'bimyof sinki "ttxebmldlngﬁnthcrmm
themmdmmakeme&ﬁﬂmr setm-wbtammﬁo pcknow vw ofmm mmmmtwasmade ‘On prior occasions
(m&nngofﬁlkmdﬁeSMySmion).thedewlom" =picted the neighborh :
-'shuwd skemd maaméfthe mmmamm&mafmmm Itwaspainmdtmtthatthc bmldmg
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tbcmostoﬁmdepwnsﬁ-ecofemksormyapmmdﬁapitatmn,itzspmntedonamguluschedulemdzsfuﬂylmdscaped

.. gardened y weekly and professionally cleaned. They were asked to be more “above board” -and lose the attitude =
rhatﬂxeywmdomgusafavor ‘Only when pressed did they consent. Asﬁcm&nﬁcmﬁnmdmmkqmom,theapphcam,”

- specifically Jerry Kaufman, threatened that if we (the residents) were going “to contimue to create problems” for senior housing

* then they would build apartments, and how would we like that? Rae 1gnoredtheremark Unanswered questions were promised
respmmbyGabehchandlmvcnotbeenmsweredtodate o

16. 8/06/08 Residents of the 8® district gain the official support of the “Neighborhood’s First” organization (attached).

17. “Neighborhood’s First” contacted Gabelich-to request a delay in consideration of the project by The Planning Commission as

mmmweopmdmmemﬁmmdmwmmmdmmm toﬁndnhvablesolutm Gabeheh

responded in the niegative citing the fact that the developer hndwaiwdlangenough. :

esi ':_"-conmejecth(Valdez)regadmgmemf japmavalofﬁmpmjectmdaskshowﬂns
determination is made. Planner states that The Planmng Committee meets-and discusses projects. Frequency of meetings i is
discussed and through the course of the conversation it is discovered that the last meeting of The Planning Committee was 5114
(see #6). The admission of the inconsideration of the residential input xsquestmnedand'l‘he Planner states “it will be
congidered. . youneedto(say that) to The Plapning Commission”.

19. 8/19/08 Residents (at their request) expected to meet with the President of 'I‘he ‘Temple BeﬂthShalom In attendance were 4
residents, Max Poper (the Temple President), Dean Isaacson (developer), Jerry Kaufman (congregate of The Temple, investor
. iti the project), and Mr. Ron Botwin (equity partner, member of the congregation and owner of apartments on Linden Ave).

The feasibility of tore of the building being sub-terranean has still not been considered. An additional architectural style

' _Wmmmﬁewmmwnfﬁwimmmmhmgm&wm The suggestion of a floor being placed
over the temple, connected by a breeze-way was laughed ataadsquashedmmdtman.kmmwasmdebym -
residents to postpone consideration by the Plansing Com iscuss things, as neighbors, and come to -
some agreement. The applicant refused flatly. Ammbm-afpommmmanmbenmwﬂwmmadebythemdm&m _
the threat was inade that The Temple would build aparttments if we (the residents) stood in their way.

20. B&ImsméevelopmwmdmofﬂwmeMmmﬂgcdmmathshom Alam‘:apatwaspresemandm
Isancson promoted fufler foliage as additional catmouflagy admmgmemmmsmvm lmcsoneouldnotdenyﬁle
nem*lyfullwewofﬂwbmldmgﬂmtwou&dmstﬁomthemm slwydnnngroommend_dlmnalfﬁhage at

" maximum height, would amplify the fact that the building’s height would it. ested the resident extend the.
mmm&ammammofmm Themdmtpoimedoutma:wouldbezﬂegdmdlmsonmdhe
'“cmﬂdhandleﬂm” Themdentdeclmedtheoﬁer | _. ,

18.
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; _Conmsswn Theopposnuan c;md faatsandlegally bmdmgmmopposmontothe '
proposal Theapphsﬁpwv:dﬂdmbuslma“ ple who filled the: chamber, only two of whom reside within the
neighborhood. . j_thoseopposedwmeheigmandmehmgcshadpwpmdmkmtmmfﬁcunmmaym
message as there also was an obligation to refute the long list of false assertions made by the applicant that, as it turned out,
were accepted as fact. The 4-2 vote of The Planning Commission was expressed with great reticence. An updated petition of
nearly 200 residents (Linden & Elm from 37" to San Antonio) signed in opposition to the height of the bmldmgwas
submitted. Copies were provxdedto Gabelich.

22. 8/29/08 Two comraunity organizations; LB Neighborhoods First and Residents of C’haxeau Thierry join seven individual
mdentsmﬁmthmappeaisofﬁwmmﬁngmﬁmnmm RS

.23 AMWW%AMWWWeM@M%M&@MN@WMmm'I‘heAQMDhnsno

 record of being contacted or informed of this project. - .

 24.9/13/08 “Coffes with Rae” hcidatmeMnagecaﬂ'ee house 'Iheﬁrstof these meenngssmceher re-election. An hour was
' dedicated to the subject of the senio facility. At the opening of the meeting she was asked about the upconung hearing and
stated the date as October 7% Theappellantspresentthonedﬂnsdawasthcyweretoldxtwauldbethe14 and had -
' received ho notice otherwise. The date was changed. attherequest of the applicant. Well past the time allocated for the
meeting, Rae called closure although the group showed no signs of fatigue or indicated the topic had been exhausted. There
_were more than 20 people in the room, not & single one in favor of the development plan. Gabelich stated she took notes
(mdent}whxchshcstatedwerequesnonsshewanmdansmrstomd&emuﬁgabmkmuswaamcular(nnmed)pemn :
Ofs:gmﬁcﬂnconcmmherwasthefwthat'f'he'l‘empiehasmcenﬂylookedmtoreiocannstoﬁleothers:deoftheﬁﬁs :
Freewny. Regarding Rae’s list - the resident of 3851 Linden confirmed, “you will get back to us”? Gabelich said, “yes, I will”.
--Arehredarchuect&nmedappelhnthasmmeupmmyztmmM(S'*)dmgnpmposalmatwmﬁdmmﬂymcmasethe -
. hurnber of units The Temple could provide, lessen expenses and provide & structure that is in harmon,) with the surroundings. -
- There has beeti no inclination to discuss this option. Gabnhchsta;edshessmcmwmmdappmtmmtdimmnmﬂnhe
developers and is not at liberty to share the information: with the neighborhood . As the ineeting closed, Rac was asked
'MmmmMmmmﬂnmnjmaﬂ&mmemmﬁtysmputmnesponsewasthmshewmﬁd
 TEthAmne wnwnmddmtmemjectwasagwdmnndshouldgofommkae

- : : - neighbo _"Aconcmofthe appellants:sttmuhm“Coﬁ’eewmeae”msa '

'dxscoverymm”ﬁarth&mﬁtofﬂwapphcms A
25.9/15 Appl yire about U oftmmﬂdmformemm&dmedmwmmle could it be

mbmkrmmm?Am&appeﬁmmmﬁbfﬁwmmmmofthempa:tconsnstemwnhthecalendar

prmouﬂypmﬁde&ltmmddnhamgwmﬂdbecommmthemofmmanm

. '21 821/08 Meehng ofThe e
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i *Compamnvely, subsequent to this meanng, some residents vmted The Temple buildings to discover an adjanent hmldmg used for
* youth activities and evening aduit classes with crank windows, none of which are functional due to the rust, some windows are

- 26. Apphcantshm:MlkseMmhxson - R
- 27. 921 Woman canvassing the natghborhood, circulating a peimon. Statcs she ts from The Tcmple Beth Shalom with a penuon
from Rae Gabelich’s O Office. The petition has spwe for comments. The resident states she is opposed to the development and
would like to comment, as indicated. The woman says “no”, takes back the petition and refreats.
28. 9/22 Five of the named appellants met with The Mayor in an effort to ificrease awareness as Gabelich has stated she would hke
" to see this projéct “as a model for senior housing within the city™ (memo to Planning Commission 6/5/08). Dirring the hour +
meeting, the Mayor asked if we had met with individual Council Repsonthzsmbject Stanngwewuepmhibntedmdomgso,
there has been no pursuit. Gabelich, however, stated (Coffee with Rae, 9/13) she is having ongoing confidential discussions
with the applicant. Apparenﬁythcapplieanthasmﬂmdledacmtoa“mmoffact"whﬁemeappeﬂmtsdonot
29. 9/22 Discussion with The Planning | icates the hearing will be continued.
30. 9724 Appellants receive written notice af the heamg date, 10/7. Not only will it not be commued, the amending of Me date is'
no longer an option. Applicants still will not ¢ come to the table’ and negonate _ . 3

broket, window coverings, where they existed (thou mostly absent) are shabby. The occupant at the time of the visit stated “the heat |

~ has boen broken for a long time” too. This point is made in the face of strong statement made with authority and certainty that the
| pro;eetmllbe qnahty”nnd“we}lmmmed" Cmrwmmmthccowﬂy although“quahty"mtqumﬁed :
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Tewple Beth Shalom

3635 Flm Avenue, Long Beach, CA 90807 (562) 426-641:
Fax {562) 426-7824

June 4, 2008

Mr. Dean Isaacson
Chief Executive QOfficer

D.1.D.M. Development
23935 DeVille Way
Malibu, California 90265

~ Dear Dean,

-' Temple Beth Shalom will allow the new Senior Assisted Living Facility being
- built on our North Forty Land by D.1.D.M. Developmesnt to have an cascment on
the Temple’s new proposed driveway. ‘This casement will be solely for the use of
trucks delivering supplies and products to the Scnior Assisted Living Facility to
park in the driveway during normal working hours or early morning hours during
the businecss week.

Sincerely,

_ g man

Jerry Kaufman
President
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Live Generously.

Mr. Jerry Kaufman
President

Temple Beth Shalom
3635 Elm Ave.

Long Beach, CA 90807

April 18, 2008

Dear Jerry,

The Board of Directors of the Jewish Federation and | are very pleased to
provide a recommendation and commend Temple Beth Shalom on your

“development of the Senior Assisted Living Housing project. Temple Beth Shalom

has been an institutional leader in our community for over 55 years, and your
leadership in this project will be very important to Greater Long Beach citizens.

The Jewish Federation, in our role as a community convener and organizer, has
recognized the demographic chalienge on a national basis of caring for a growing
senior population. Facilities of the type which you plan to develop will be critical
to the future as the elderly population continues to grow in the Long Beach area
over the coming decades.

Your recent presentation to our board regarding the non-denominational project
left our directors very impressed. Your schematics showed a beautiful facllity with
large rooms which can only serve to enhance the neighborhood and serve the
diverse demographics of the area.

Congratulations on your progress on the project. Please let me know if |, or the
Federation Board of Governors, can be of any assistance as you move forward.

Harry and Jeanette Weinberg Jewish Federation Campus
One Sommer Way
3801 East Willow Street, Long Beach, California 90815
(562) 426-7601 FAX (562) 424-3915
www jewishlongbeach.org




City of Lor~ Beach ' Memorandum
Working Togeth 1 Serve ‘

Date: June 5, 2008

To: Craig Beck, Director of Development Services
From: Rae Gabelich, Councilmember, District 8 Pfﬂ
For: June 5 Planning Commission Meeting

Subject:  Senior Community Housing — 3635 Elm Avenue

This senior residential project will fill a significant need within our
community. After the neighborhood community meeting, there was oniy
one individual who voiced his concern. The issue seemed to be the overall
height of the building.

| understood that this could be a concern, but feel that the overall project,
to be successful, must maximize the footprint available.

The developer was agreeablé to redesign the units to provide for a more
private sleeping area in the single units so that the resident does not feel
as if he/she is living in a hotel room environment, but their home.

Also, the amenities that will be provided such as a hair salon, meeting

rooms, library, community patios, etc. are all a part of a successful senior
complex.

This project will allow the senior residents to live in comfort and security
and to transition to additional care within the same complex as it becomes
necessary.

| hope to see this as a rﬁodel for additional senior housing within our city
and fully support this project.in the 8" district.

Please share my opinion with the Planning Commission on June 5%. | am
unable to attend due to a death in my family.




City of Long L...ach o Memorandum
Working Together to Serve .

Date: June 5, 2008
To: Chairman Gentile and Planning Commissioners
From: %Slg Eeck, Director of Development Services

Subject:  Study Session for Senior Assisted Living Facility at 3635 Elm Avenue

Temple Beth Shalom is proposing to develop the property located at the corner
of 37" Street and Elm Avenue in order to construct a 65-unit, 5-story senior
assisted living facility over a subterranean parking garage. The facility will
contain 41 studio units, 14 one-bedroom units and 10 two-bedroom units. Six of
the units will be designated for very low income. The proposed parking garage
will be used on a shared basis with the temple.

In order to construct the project, a General Plan Amendment and a Rezoning are
required to allow for an increase in density and height.

The Conceptual Site Plan Review application was reviewed by staff on April 16,
2008 and was presented to the community on May 9, 2008. At the community
meeting, there were approximately 50 people in attendance with the majority
being in support of the project design and use. Many of the comments were
supportive of the use based on the need for senior care facilities in Long Beach
and Los Angeles County. Two residents asked if there was a possibility of
reconsidering the height of the building since there are no other five-story
buildings nearby. The location of loading zones, lack of available on-street
parking spaces for nearby religious services, and the impact to traffic were other
concerns.

Staff is supportive of the proposed use, but is concerned with the height and
mass of the building. Due to this concern, staff asked the applicant to place story
poles onsite to allow staff and nearby residents to see how tali the building would
be in relation to the site. The story poles were onsite for the community meeting
on April 16, 2008 and will remain onsite for the June 5,2008 meeting.

Staff is seeking input from the Pianning Commission due to the height and mass
concerns. This input will allow the applicant to consider suggested adjustments
to the site plan that will come back before the Planning Commission at a future
date.

CB:GC:SVv
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Subj: Application No. 0803-05 - Temple Beth Shalom - 3635 EIm Avenue
Date; 8/21/2008 9:33:50 A M. Pacific Daylight Time

From: Mike4kath

To: heidi_eidson@longbeach.gov

ccC: opereauli@netzero.com, district8@ci.long-beach.ca.us

Long Beach Neighborhoods First
3756 Pine Avenue
lLong Beach, CA 90807

C f'-_-‘lr;;;'aﬁg______ ach c/o Email: heidi_eidson@longbeach.gov & Fax: (562) 570-6068
Prq_nm_ﬁg{;gdinmission
333 W..Ocean Bivd.

Lorig'Beach, CA 80802

Dear Planning Commissioners,

 Long Beach Neighborhoods First (LBNF) strongly opposes the approval of this project as
recommended by staff. This includes approval of the Site Plan Review, Conditional Use Permit, Vesting

Tentative parcel Map, certification of the Negative Declaration 11-08, General Plan Amendment from
LUD #3B to LUD #5, rezoning from R-3-U to R-4-U.

The adjoining residential neighborhood has many concerns that these approvals will impact their quality
of life and property values.

LENF urges ypu to deny the recommendation and insure that this proposed development abide by
cirrent:zoning.and planning standards. _

Mike Kowal,
Chair, LB Neighborhoods First
Long Beach, CA 90807

(562) 8814399

Neighborhoods First is a non-partisan political action and information organization dedicated to protecting and improving Long Beach. We
are a broad-based city-wide organization with members fromn every council district and represent the views of all pans of our city.
hitp:/bpeighborhoodsfirst.org/

's where you want to go. Find your travel deal here.

Thursday, August 21, 2008 AOL: Mikedkath




Odette Perreault
3695 Linden Ave. #6C
Long Beach, CA 90807

08 August 2008

Members of the Planning Commission of the City of Long Beach:
Leslie Gentile, Chair

Phiilip Saumur, Vice Chair

Becky Blair

Charles Durnin

Charles Greenberg

Melanie Smith

Donita VanHorik

RE: 3635 Elm Avenue, Case No. 0803-05
Dear Commissioners:

| am a citizen who resides within 500 feet of this location. | am in support of the intended use for
the land, ! am in opposition to the proposed height, my concerns are many.

it is an insult and an outrage someone would be allowed to construct a 65 foot monstrosity within
180 feet of an R1 residence. The adjacent R1 neighborhood has lovely homes on huge lots
which were previously R2. That status has been revoked as part of the General Pian to minimize
density for this part of the city.

The iand that the Temple Beth proposes to use, would iegitimately be two lots. The two fots
combined are smaller than two adjacent (currently R1) fots on Eim. If the required zoning change
is issued, | would like to know when the residents on Linden and Elm can expect their R2 status
returned? | asked this question of the 8™ district City Council Rep., Rae Gabelich and she stated,
without hesitation, “that is not going to happen” (meeting in her office, 7/23/08). If you will not
consider the reinstatement of R2 status, please consider how highly prejudicial it is to allow the
Temple to combine two lots and build a beast and not allow private citizens the same
opportunity. Please require The Tempie to work within the current zone restrictions.

Linden and Elm, for 5 blocks, are bound by two main boulevards, Long Beach Bivd, and Atlantic
Avenue on the West and East respectively. San Antonio and Wardlow provide borders North and
South. 1 have lived in the area long enough to see the disintegration of the neighborhood due to
municipal action.

In other parts of the neighborhood (defined above), the disintegration is evident one example
being the impact of the excessive ATM's allowed at the WAMU bank at the corner of Roosevelt &
Atlantic. There is a tolerated inadequacy of parking at the bank. The proximal residents have
been cheated out of their own curb-side parking. Additionally, the medians on Atlantic have
encouraged very large trucks to now use the 4200 block of Linden as a throughway as their
turning radius has been hindered by the median “improvements” on Atlantic. The Traffic
Engineering Division has refused requests for additional traffic controls on Linden Ave. Only
reluctantly given, residents were able to get a stop sign at the corner of Roosevelt and Linden
after a considerable fight. The traffic controls requested were refused for Carson between
Atlantic and Long Beach Blvd as well, where cars seems to use the street curve as an
acceleration ramp. The city is on notice to this effect; I'm certain that an imminent death wili
persuade this change in signage and the installation of the sloping speed bumps for which we
have asked.




It is insane to think traffic wiil not increase dramatically as a result of this high-density building
which will require constant deliveries; trash, medical supplies such as oxygen tanks, food
service, ambulance service and moving trucks due to the expected attrition. The traffic from staff
and visitors alone will be significant. This commercial use, residential building will greatly impact
our quality of life.

My neighborhood is a unique, eclectic group with which | have experienced an amazing sense of
reasonableness, compassion and group acceptance. Single handedly, the city has continued to
chip away at it's character as we hang on to the fringes of our environment - two, thinly insulated
streets. There exists a basic failure to protect the interest of the residents. Concerned, many of
us have approached our Council Rep looking for help. Many of us were distressed to discover
that with Rae Gabelich at the helm of the 8" district, we are without authentic representation.

in a meeting of a group of eleven residents in Rae's office on 23 July 2008, Rae was asked a list
of ten questions (attached). To the distress of the residents, Rae had taken the liberty to invite
Dean Isaacson (later defined), Jerry Kaufman (former President of The Temple Beth Shaiom),
and Bruce Labins {project architect). it was a concession on the part of the neighbors to aliow
these uninvited guests to stay as we had clearly asked for face time with Rae. There are many
questions still outstanding, some are based on facts asserted by Kaufman and Isaacson that are
not verifiable, yet we are expected to accept them as fact. Some questions have been forwarded
to the Agent for Service of Process for the Temple Beth, Bruce Greenberg (attached). Greenberg
is also the Vice President of Properties but is absent in that role as it this project.

One particular question asked of Gabelich was, “What is the constituent support for this project”?
After no response. | restated the question explaining we wanted to know if her support for this
project was as a result of her constituency, and if so, who were those people and where did they
live? Or, rather, was her support a matter of personal opinion. Rae stated it was a matter of
personal opinion. (meeting 7/23 in Gabelich’s office}.

| am unable to find a single person who resides within 500 feet of this project who is in support of
the height. | have not been able to find one neighborhood resident who resides in excess of 500
feet, (boundary defined above) who thinks five stories is a good idea, and prefers itto a reduced
height. Rae Gabelich does not speak for me nor anyone | have conversed with on this subject.
She is abusing her power and her position of leadership. She spoke candidly in the meeting of
July 23" that took place in her office, and confessed the subject of “a care facility is a very
personal® matter to her as her son lives in one and she would be piacing her mother-in-taw ina
care facility the following day. Rae is not objective.

The zone unit change and amendment to the city’s general plan is severe. The R-4-U zone
change required is one that is for “a high-density multifamily residential district. it is intended to
provide housing opportunities in a urban context and design style to support downtown activity
center employment with adjoining housing”. | am aghast the city would consider this definition
applicable. Blindly read, it conjures up an image of a bustling metropolis like New York City. How
is the proposed lot a high-density multifamily residential district when the nearby R2 status’ have
been revoked to preclude that possibility? It is a falsehood to imply the building residents would
need to be proximal to employment. It is unrealistic for the deveiopers to promote the building’s
services on the first floor, as it suggests | couid freely utilize those “services”, in this “downtown
setting” which is in no way the intent.

The only other R4U buiiding in the city is as a resuit of a zone change granted to utilize an
existing building and revive an area already established. The blatant misuse of the intent of this
zone requirement is foundational for appeal. Spot Zoning is also illegal and you are on notice of
my intent to foliow through on this this foundation.




Dean saacson has referred to his development company, DIDM Development Corporation as a
standard for his professional expertise. He has also referred to his history with Quest Eider Care.
His “extensive experience” has been trumpeted, his confidence only exceeded by his assertions
of excellence and experience. DIDM Development Corporation (C1598790) has been suspended
(attached). Isaacson is listed as the Agent for Service of Process for Quest Elder Care
Innovations, LLC (200819810039) and the address is a private residence not in his name, nor is
there any real property in his name in the counties of Los Angeles or Ventura.. The effective date
of the establishment of Quest is 7/15/08 (attached), a date post his publicizing Quest’s
excellence (community meeting, 5/8/08).

Isaacson’s most recently claimed LLC is “Equestrian Systems Specialist, LLC” (reference
attached), shows no record of existence on the California State business website. Isaacson is
noted as a partner (attached article, Malibu Times) with Trancas PCH, LLC, which has been
ordered by the court to stop suing the city of Malibu, the order of collateral estoppel was
considered warranted and past due by citizens, even by Malibu standards.

isaacson’s trail continues through South Carthay, “an upscaie residential district’, (ref.
Wikipedia.org) about % a mile from Beverly Hills (2 attachments). The residents were strongly
opposed to the development, in any case, and were trumped by their Council Rep, Jack Weiss
who championed his own agenda (sound familiar?). Weiss is suspected of benefiting from
compensation to his political career. It is well known in the Los Angeles media Weiss is strongly
pro-development. The former President of the South Carthay Neighborhood Association, Ron
Sokoloff, was extraordinarily generous with his time on the phone and | was struck by his gentle
nature. According to Sokoloff, Isaacson has a history of heavily courting people by financially
meeting their needs, “he gets the zoning he is looking for, then holds the city hostage.
Unfortunately, we didn’t see it until it was too late. He's getting smarter, he’s leamed. You're
jucky, if you can get people to listen, it might not be too iate for your neighborhood” (Phone
conversation, Sokoloff 7/30/08). Isaacson has a lawsuit filed against him for the development in
the South Carthay neighborhood (attachment). From a risk management perspective, Dean
Isaacson is a liability.

I write to you as one of about 250 residents, largely of single family homes immediately
proximate to the proposed development site. We are not high caliber lawyers, wealthy
developers or experts in traffic or architecture. We five here. This may be another line on a iong
agenda, but your decision on this line of the agenda will have a direct and enduring effect on my
life and those of my neighbors. We live here.

| have personally heard from over a hundred members of my community about this specific
matter. To whom are you listening? Will you listen to me and my neighbors? Do you hear our
voices? We live here. What is the required threshold for resistance? Will you take our concemns
to heart? If so, please don't offer platitudes and expressions of understanding and sympathy.
Deny this over-reaching and inappropriate application. We live here.

Odette Perreault

C: R. Gabelich
B. Greenberg
R. Sokoloff

Attachments (9)




Rae Gabelich’s Office
Wednesday, July 23
Temple Beth Shalom Senior Living Facility

1. What is the constituent support for this project?

2. What was the “extensive outreach"?

3. Justify the required zone changes.

4. When will the homes on Elm and Linden get their R2 & R3 status reinstated?

5. Wili the owners pay property taxes or are they under the umbrella of the church?

6. How are the Fire Department and Paramedics going to have to adjust their staffing?

7. What is the estimated cost to the Public Works Department to compensate for the
impact of this project?

8. Will the parking be striped compact or full-size?
9. What parking restrictions will there be on employees?
10. Will you be housing any family members or relatives at the facility?

Closing remark: Rae has been quoted as saying, “...somebody reminded me, when |
ran for office, my slogan was ‘neighborhoods first’.”



31 July 2008

Odette Perreault
3695 Linden Ave. #6C
Long Beach, CA 90807

Bruce Greenberg

Agent for Service of Process
Temple Beth Shalom

200 Oceangate, Suite 850
Long Beach, CA 90802-4335

Dear Mr. Greenberg,

Thank you for your time on the phone last week, I've decided to take you up on your offer
to clear up some questions regarding the senior care facmty being planned by The Temple
Beth Shalom.

Communication has been strained and, in the interest of cooperation and progress, 1 think
it is helpful if questions previously unanswered are clarified. The local residents are being
asked to make a decision and have found the need for more complete information before
they can warrant their full support.

If you would, please, get back to me on the following:

1. Who will ultimately be the equity partners in the senior care facility?

2. How will the partnership be divided?

3. Who will be the General Contractor on the project? (Please inciude license number).
4. What management company will be used once the facility is completely built?

5. What ambuiance services will be contracted?

6. | would like a copy of the text of the employee agreement restricting/relegating
employees as it pertains to parking (per meeting of 7/23/08 in Rae Gabelich'’s office).

Also, Dean Isaacson has presented himself as experienced yet | am unable to find that
history. He has verbally obliged to provide some information and there has been no foliow-
up. Would you please obtain and forward to me some applicable references and or his
resume.

Thank you,

A piid

Odette Perreault

cc: R. Gabelich




California Business Search

Sevretary of Mate DEBRA BOWEXN

DISCLAIMER: The information displayed here is current as of JUL 25, 2008 and is updated weekly. It is
not a complete or certified record of the Corporation,

| Corporation

D.1.D.M. DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION I

Number: C1598790 [Date Filed: 1022/1987 Status: suspended |

Address

[Jurisdiction: California

2591 RENATACT
THOUSAND OAKS, CA 91362
Agent for Service of Process

[DEAN R ISAACSON

2591 RENATA CT B
THOUSAND OAKS, CA 91362

Blank fields indicate the information is not contained in the computer file.

If the status of the corporation is "Surrender”, the agent for service of process is automatically revoked.
Please refer to California Corporations Code Section 2114 for information relating to service upon
corporations that have surrendered.

http://kepler.sos.ca.gov/corpdata/ShowA1List?QueryCorpNumber=C1598790&printer=yes

Page 1 of 1
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California Business Search Page 1 of 1

DISCLAIMER: The information disptayed here is current as of Jul 25, 2008 and is updated weekly. It is not
a complete or certified record of the Limited Partnership or Limited Liability Company.

_LP/LLC I
QUEST ELDER CARE INNOVATIONS, LLC ]
Number: 200819810039 __|[Date Filed: 77152008 |[Status: active |
[Jurisdiction: CALIFORNIA } !
| _ ) Address ]
[2049 CENTURY PARK E #3110 B
[LOS ANGELES, CA 90067-3274 |
" L Agent for Service of Process "

[DEAN ISAACSON I‘

|23935 DE VILLE WAY T N |
[MALIBU, CA 90265 |

Blank fields indicate the information is not contained in the computer file.

if the agent for service of process is a corporation, the address of the agent may be requested by ordering a
status report. Fees and instructions for ordering a status report are included on the Business Entities Records
Order Form.

http://kepler.sos.ca.gov/corpdata/ShowLpllcAlIList?QueryLpllcNumber=200819810039&...  7/31/2008




L.os Angeles City Council, Journal/Council Proceedings
Friday, August 10, 2007
John Ferraro Council Chamber, Room 340, City Hall - 10 am

(For further details see Official Council Files)
(For communications referred by the President see Referral Memorandum)
ROLL CALL -Members present: Alarcon, Cardenas, Greuel, Hahn, Huizar, Parks, Perry, Reyes, Rosendahl,
Smith and Wesson (11); Absent: LaBonge, Weiss, Zine and President Garcetti (4).
APPROVAL OF THE RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS OF THE COUNCIL MEETING OF
AUGUST 7, 2007

COMMENDATORY RESOLUTIONS AND INTRODUCTIONS - SEE PAGE 48

PUBLIC TESTIMONY ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS AT THE CALL OF THE CHAIR -
An opportunity for public testimony was provided.

ROLL CALL NUMBER (#) - INDICATES THE ORDER IN WHICH THE ITEMS WERE ACTED
UPON DURING THE COUNCIL MEETING

Items Noticed for Public Hearing - Items 1-13
Roll Call #12 - Motion (Reyes - Rosendahl) Adopted, Ayes (12); Absent: Weiss, Zine and
President Garcetti (3)
(Iltem Nos. 1-11)
ITEM NO. (1) - PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED - ORDINANCE ADOPTED
07-1358
CD 15 CONTINUED CONSIDERATION OF HEARING PROTESTS and ORDINANCE FIRST
CONSIDERATION relative to the improvement and maintenance of 116 TH PLACE AND SAN PEDRO
STREET LIGHTING DISTRICT.
Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE MAYOR:
1.  DENY the protests and confirm the assessments.
2.  PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying ORDINANCE levying the assessments and ordering
the maintenance of the above lighting district, in accordance with Sections 6.95-6.127 of the
Los Angeles Administrative Code and Govemment Code Section 53753 (Proposition 218).

(Public Hearing held July 25, 2007)

FRIDAY 08-10-07 PAGE 1




ITEM NO. (41) - ADOPTED

07-1868
CD5

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION and PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT
COMMITTEE REPORT relative to a variance appeal for property at 1022-32 South La Cienega
Boulevard.

Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE MAYOR:

1.

FIND that this project will not have a significant effect on the environment, pursuant to the City's
Environmental Guidelines andis in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act; that
the Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment of the lead agency in the
City of Los Angeles; that the documents constituting the record of proceedings in this matter are
located in Council file No. 07-1868 in the custody of the City Clerk and in the files of the
Department of City Planning in the custody of the Environmental Review Section; and ADOPT
the Mitigated Negative Declaration [ENV 2006-2319 MND] filed on August 4, 2006.

ADOPT the FINDINGS of the Central Area Planning Commission (CAPC) as the Findings of the
Council.

RESOLVE TO DENY APPEAL filed by Aaron Friedland and Stephen Friedland from the entire
decision of the Central Area Planning Commission in overturning the action of the Zoning
Administrator, THEREBY APPROVE a variance to aliow a Floor Area Ratio of 2.58:1 in lieu of
the permitted 1.5:1 for the construction, use and maintenance of a five-story, 64-unit, 66,433
square-foot senior assisted living project, as revised pursuant to plans dated October 30, 2008,
on a 27,720 square foot property in the C-2 Zone, and Site Plan Review for property at 1022-32
South La Cienega Boulevard, subject to Conditions of Approval.

Applicant: Dean Isaacson, Equestrian Systems Specialist, LLC ZA 2006-2318 YV SPR-2A
Lisa Specht, and David Rand, MMP, Representatives)

Fiscal Impact Statement:. The CAPC reports that there is no General Fund impact, as administrative
costs are recovered through fees.

TIME LIMIT FILE - SEPTEMBER 4, 2007

(LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION - AUGUST 17, 2007)

ITEM NO. (42) - MOTION ADOPTED TO APPROVE COMMITTEE REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS

07-2155

FRIDAY

PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE REPORT relative to the acceptance of a United States Department
of Health and Human Services Grant, the acquisition and implementation of a syndromic surveillance
program, and related actions.

08-10-07 PAGE 17
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Developer ordered to stop suing city

Published:
Wednesday, March 28, 2007 1:29 PM PDT
A judge bars Trancas PCH from pursuing further litigation on a legal saga that has been ongoing since 1985.

By Jonathan Friedman / Assistant Editor

One of Malibu's longest-running land disputes headed to court once again last Friday. And again, the owner of the 35-acre property
located on Pacific Coast Highway just west of Trancas Canyon Road came out on the losing end. But this time, the judge ordered
that the developer not try to come back with a similar suit.

Trancas PCH, the developer, had requested that Los Angeles Superior Court Judge Linda K. Lefkowitz overturn a 2003 Malibu City
Councll vote to reject the developer's map application for the building of 52 town homes and 15 houses on the property.

e pelesi;

ERNTEE 4111

1 VEIY A
Lefkowitz rejected Trancas PCH's request, and sided with the city's argument that Trancas PCH's 2003 application was not complete,
She also wrote in her ruling that Trancas PCH should be harred from further litigation on this issue-which has been an ongoing saga
since 1985 and one in the court system since the early '90s-under what is called collateral estoppel. A judae can apply this when the
same parties have already litigated a case previously and it would be financially best for the matter not to be litigated again.

*The court finds that judicial economy, finality of litigation and public policy are served by application of collateral estoppel,”
Lefkowitz wrote,

Trancas PCH could still appeal Lefkowitz' ruling, but could not bring the case back to a trial court again. A Trancas PCH official did
not return several calis for comment.

With its iitigation options limited, Trancas PCH could also start from scratch and reapply for permits to build on the property. City
Attorney Christi Hogin wrote in a e-mail to The Malibu Times that the community would best be served if the developer were to
choose this option.

"This is the story of an on-again/off-again effort to subdivide a piece of property in Malibu,” Hogin wrote. "It is aiso a story that,
after 20 years and five lawsuits, needs an end.”

Foliowing a 2006 Court of Appeal decision that reaffirmed a previous ruling by the court that invalidated a deal between the city and
Trancas PCH to develop the property, city officials told Trancas PCH partner Dean Isaacson that it would be best for the company to
start the application over again. But Isaacson refused, because the city would not apply to the Coastal Commission for a Local
Coastal Progam amendment to increase what could be built on the property from seven houses to 32 town homes, the same
amount of town homes the city and the developer had previously agreed on in the deal that was eventually rejected by the court.

After this, Isaacson complained to the council at several meetings during the public comment portion. He would bring Little League
players and parents with him, who would plead for the council to make a deal with Trancas PCH, because the deal that was rejected
by the court also included a donation of land for playing fields. Some questioned whether the parents and children speaking on
behalf of Trancas PCH understood that a court had already rejected the deal between the city and the company.

This development project has been through a long journey of lawsuits and conflicts even by Malibu standards. The county approved

http://bl142£d.blul42 hotmail. msn.com/cgi-bin/getmsg?msg=48306916-29D1-4EBF-99A2-... 8/1/2008
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tract maps for tha previous property owner in 1980 and 1985, allowing for the construction of 52 town homes and 15 houses. The
company received coastal development permits for the project in 1981, 1989 and 1992. But a Court of Appeal decision in 2001 sided
with the Trancas Property Owners Assoclation, which represents property owners on nearby Broad Beach, and invalidated the
coastal permits, The city also fought with Trancas PCH for several years over the validity of the county-approved tract maps, with
the developer winning two of the battles in court during the "90s.

Then, in 2003, the city and Trancas PCH reached a deal where the developer would be allowed to build 32 town homes and donate
a portion of the property to the city for ball fields, The Trancas Property Owners Association immediately filed a lawsuit to nix the
deal on various grounds. A Los Angeles Superior Court judge ruled against the property owners in 2004. But a Court of Appeal
overturned the decision in 2005, citing, among other things, that the City Council had violated the state's open-meeting law (the
Brown Act) in reaching the deal. The next year, the same court affirmed its decision.

http://bl142fd.blu142.hotmail.msn.com/cgi-bin/getmsg?msg=48306916-29D1-4EBF-99A2-... 8/1/2008
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PROGRESSIVE PRESIDENT’S
DINNER MESSAGE
o-u-er the past 4 years, since our last

IS BACK/
galvamzing issue, which was the

By Melissa Bemel
threat of development on La Cienega

with the construction of McDolnalds,
our membership has slowly dwindled.
We have had meeting after meeting
along with articles in this newsletter
calling for participation. We have
asked how to energize and motivate the
members of the community to be ready-
even though for the moment times were
good, to be ready for the next issue to
confront us. It is only through our or-
ganization and community that we are
strong.

We are a small association, at the mo-
ment embarrassingly small { less than
150 members). What does that tell oth-
ers about us? | ask you to consider your
stalus as a non-member il you care
about what is happening around you in
your neighborhood.

We are however not alone in our apathy
Our board has had meetings with our
sister organizations, Carthay Circle and
Carthay Square, to talk aboul exactly
that. What can we do to elevate our
profile while not in time of crisis and
then in times of crisis to have a stronger
voice to those that oppose the goals of
our associations, to those that threaten
our guality of life. We hope that the
idea of a loosely organized Carthay Cen.
ter Coalition moves forward to

AVE THIS DATE!, Saturday, May

6th from 6-11 p.m. for South Car-
thay Neighborhood Association's long
awaited Progressive Dinner. Enjoy a
delicious gourmet four course meal,
each course paired with a special wine.
Meet other South Carthay residents and
visit the beautiful homes of three of
your neighbors.
This year we also serve one course at
the Carthay Gallery located at La Cie-
nega and Whitworth, The gallery is
owned by SCNA member and newlywed
Matalie Van Doran,
There will be entertainment, party fa-
vors and fun for all. The menu has
been designed to accommodate both
vegetarian and meat eaters.
All residents of South Carthay are wel-
come, but this event i1s appropriate for §
teenagers and older. MNon refundable
donations of $25 per person to help
defray our costs must be received no
later than April 28th, Space is limited
to 40 guests, so get those reservations
in now! To RSVP, or to get more infor-
mation you can contact me al
Melissa@Bemel .com, call (323) 934
9996, or wrile lo the Association's PO
Box listed below.

strengthen us-all

South Carthay News is pnhliltd You will see more from us as a board

bi-monthly by the association. and as an association in the future. We

Mail responses to are here working for you, for the

1068 Alvira St. neighborhood, to preserve our unique

Editor-Ron Sokoloff area to the best of our ability. But we

Gﬂllll:l'ﬂilllmdtﬂuﬂ need your help. We need you to be
PO Box 35280

M i iermnsgl oy pumpe 7

Los Angeles, CA 90035




South Carthay News

LA CIENEGA UPDATE

Dear South Carthay Neighbors,

Let me try to summarize the events of our March 20" meeting for you. At the board meeting
Mr. Dean Isaacson was once again able to offer his two proposed uses for the land which he
owns on La Cienega Blvd. At the end of his lengthy presentation, the audience was able to
ask guestions, and to make comments about the proposals. Genuinely impassioned remarks
both for and against the project were delivered by attendees, and at about 9:30 | adjourned
the meeting for the purpose of counting the surveys of members who had responded to my
call for input both via email and flyer.

Let me remind you again, only members of the association ( those who have paid their 2006
dues since January 1% ) were going to be counted. Our by-laws and precedent, both limit
representation to paid members of the association. More than 90% of the responses re-
ceived were actually from members.

The counting of the surveys took about 1 hour, and was completed with Mr. Isaacson and his
attorney present so that there would be no question of impropriety. The final tabulation
showed that by a vote of more than 2 to 1, members had voted for the association to follow
the already stated policy of supporting an assisted living facility, but only if it was within the
existing parameters of city zoning. That means that by right Mr. Isaacson can build his 8
story office building, which he says he will do if denied a variance. It also means that the as-
sociation's official position will be to oppose his variance for any other structure which ex-
ceeds the allowable 38,000 square feet.

Mr. Isaacson informed me via email that he will be filing his plans for both buildings and will
be seeking a variance in favor of the assisted living facility. This will bring to an end this
phase of the association's involvement in this matter. | personally have spent well over 200
hours of my time since last August on this matter and look forward to now being able to
move on with the important business of helping to build this community. To those of you
who were dissatisfied with the manner in which | handled this issue, | can only say that nei-
ther side was happy. Throughout the negotiations, discussions and meetings, | have at-
tempted to be as neutral as possible. | have tried to communicate openly and fairly with all
involved, both from the developer’'s side and to those who opposed him. As | stated at the
meeting, no one in the room at that time, not my fellow board members, nor any attendee

knew my feelings on the issue, and | never handed in my own personal survey that night.
This association and community face many issues which need to be addressed and | and my

board will continue to try to make a positive difference through the remainder of our term.

Thank you for your continued support,

Ron Sokoloff,
President SCNA
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LA CIENEGA
UPDATE

n January 23rd Zoning Adminis-

trator Annik Charron published
her decision regarding the application
for a variance by Mr. |saacson to erect
an assisted living project. “A vari-
ance...to allow a Floor Area Ratio of
2581 in liew of the permitted
1.5:1...for a five story, 84 unit, 66,433
square toot project...| hereby deny. In
order for a variance to be granted, all 5
of the legally mandated findings...must
be made in the affirmative.”

The 5 findings are:

1. The strict application of the provi-
sions of the Zoning Ordinance
would not result in practical difficul-
ties or unnecessary hardships in.
consistent with the general purpose
and intent of the zoning regulations.

2. There are no special circumstances
applicable to the subject property
such as size, shape, topography,
location or surroundings that do not
apply generally to other property in
the same zone and vicinity.

3. Such variance is not necessary for
the preservation and enjoyment of a

substantial property right or use §

generally possessed by other prop-
erty in the same zone and vicinity
but which, because of such special
circumstances and practical diffi-
culties or unnecessary hardships, is
demed the property in question,

4. The granting of such variance will
be materially detrimental to the
public welfare or injurious to the
property or improvements in the
same zone or vicinity in which the
property is located.

Continued in column two

5. The granting of the variance will ad-
versely affect any element of the
General Plan,

The Zoning Administrator states that in
each of the 5 elements, the applicant
failed to prove the need for a variance,
Community communication was one of
the major influences on the decision. In
support of the project were 14 letters,
19 form letters and 1 list with the
names and addresses (no signatures) of
339 supporters of the project, submit-
ted by the applicant. In opposition were
over 130 individually signed letters.

The applicant is able to appeal the deci-
gion and must do so by February 7th.
In the event of an appeal, the position of
your Asscciation will revert back to our
original finding, that our constituency
opposes the variance. We supported a
compromise at the request of our Coun-
cil Office, but never agreed to support
an appeal as was requested.

On January 24th, those property owners
which adjoin Mr. Isaacson's property
were sent an announcement that he was
applying for a permit te excavate with
the purpose of erecting an eight story
office building. Throughout all discus-

f| sions, Mr. Isaacson stated that he would

erect an office building if he was denied
a variance, which he is able to do by
right.

As a side note, | feel it is important to
once again remind all that community

Y involvement is respected by both

elected officials and local bureaucrats.
We have strength in numbers. Have you
joined for this year? When will an 1ssue
directly affect you and will you expect
the Association to represent you? Not
unless you have paid your dues! We
have a proven record of success, take
advantage, join now!




JOHN B. MURDOCK (SBN#48384)

ATTORNEY AT LAW
1209 PINE STREET
SANTA MONICA, CA 90405
TEL: (310) 450-1859
FAX: (310) 450-9818

Attorney for Petitioners Aaron Friedland
And Stephen Friedland

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

AARON FRIEDIL.AND, an individual, and 'Case No. BS111358

STEPHEN FRIEDLAND, an individual, |
|

Petitioners, ; .

" | INOTICE OF STATUS CONFERENCE

i
i
]
]

THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a municipality;!
ICITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LOS !
ANGELES; CENTRAL AREA PLANNING |
COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 1LOS

ANGELES; '
¢ Date: March 20, 2008
| Time: 9:30 A.M.
Respondents. i Department: 86

. Judge: David P. Yaffe
EQUESTRIAN SYSTEM SPECIALIST, LLC, |
and DOES 1 through 20, inclusive,

Real Parties-In-Interest.

To All Parties of Record: f
!

Please take notice of the attached notice of status conference scheduled for March 20,
2008, in Department 86 of Los Angel S eriopgourt, 111 N, iligz., L.A.,, CAS0012. .|

Dated: February /5 . 2008 ',/:5,;4“4- l

Jofin B/ Murdock ~ i
rifey for Petitioners R i

WOTICE OF STATUS CONFERNCE




Nolice sent o } FiLE STAVP
N | ORIGINAL FLED |
JORN MURDOCK l
— ATTORNEY AT LAW | FIR 137006
1200 PINE STREET .{ )
SANTA MONICA , CA 80407 \ LOS A LS
- | SUPERIOR COURY

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

CASE NUMBER
AARON FRIEDLAND, ET AL
B : ; BS111358
Plaintiff(s} !
VS
B CiTY OF LOS ANGELES, ETAL
Defendani(s) NOTlCE OF STATUS
B | CONFERENCE

O THE PLAINTIFF(S) AND ATTORNEY OF RECORD and/or PARTIES IN PRO PER:

“JOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN thal a Status Conference in the above-entitled action will be held on March 20, 2008 at 9:30 a.m. in
Jepartment B6 of the Central Distric, located at 111 Narth Hill Street, Los Angeies, California, 90012,

— -ounsel for Petitioner/Plaintiff or Petitioner/Pigintiff in pro per is ordered to give notice of the aforesaid notice of hearing to all other
sounsel or parties in pro per fonthwith and file a Proof of Service in this department, within 5 days of receipt of this order.

WTED: & (5T¥ David P. Yaffe

DAVID P. YAFFE
_ JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT

CLERK’S CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

. the beiow-ngmed Execuiive Ofﬁcef'!CIerk of the above-entitied court, do hereby certify that | am not a party to the cause herein,
ind that on this date | served the Notice of Status Conference upor each party or counsef namec above by depostling in the Uniled

_ States mail at the courthousge in Los Angeles, California, one copy of the original filed/entered herein in a separate envelope to each
wddress as shown above with the postage thereon fully prepaid.

JOHN A. CLARKE, Executive Cfficer/Cierk
Superior Count of California, County of Los Angeles

SATED: 2 (= C e By BERTA JAUREGUL

Deputy Clerk

- NOTICE OF STATUS CONFERENCE



To: City of Long Beach Department of Development Services
City of Long Beach Planning Commission
Rae Gabelich, City Council Member 8" District

WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE HEIGHT OF THE SENJIOR ASSISTED LIVING FACILITY PLANNED FOR 3635 ELM AVENUE.
A FIVE-STORY BUILDING IS TOO HIGH FOR OUR RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD.

Signed: Print Name Address: Date
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To: City of Long Beach Department of Development Services
City of Long Beach Planning Commission
Rae Gabelich, City Council Member 8™ District

WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE HEIGHT OF THE SENIOR ASSISTED LIVING FACILITY PLANNED FOR 3635 ELM AVENUE.

A FIVE-STORY BUILDING IS TOO HIGH FOR OUR RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD.

‘Signed: Print Name Address: Date
Jul Sitte 5 Long Beach CA 90807 /Lf'/?/a&’
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To: City of Long Beach Department of Development Services
City of Long Beach Planning Commission
Rae Gabelich, City Council Member 8% District

WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE HEIGHT OF THE SENIOR ASSISTED LIVING FACILITY PLANNED FOR 3635 ELM AVENUE.

A FIVE-STORY BUILDING IS TOO HIGH FOR OUR RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD.

Signed: Print Name Address; Date
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To: City of Long Beach Department of Development Serv1ces
City of Long Beach Planning Commission ~
Rae Gabelich, City Council Member 8" DlStrlct

WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE HEIGHT OF THE SENIOR ASSISTED LIVING FACILITY PLANNED FOR 3635 ELM AVENUE.

A FIVE-STORY BUILDING IS TOO HIGH FOR OUR RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD.

Signed: Print Name Address.:

Date
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To: City of Long Beach Department of Development Services
Cxty of L.ong Beach Planning Commission -
Rae Gabelich,: City Council Member 8™ District

WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE HEIGHT OF THE SENIOR ASSISTED LIVING FACILITY PLANNED FOR 3635 ELM AVENUE.

A FIVE-STORY BUILDING IS TOO HIGH FOR OUR RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD.

Signed: Print Name Address: Date
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To: City of Long Beach I)epartment of Development Services
City of Long Beach Planning Commission C
Rae Gabelich, City Council Member 8" District ;
WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE HEIGHT OF THE SENIOR ASSISTED LIVING FACILITY PLANNED FOR 3635 ELM AVENUE.

A FIVE-STORY BUILDING IS TOO HIGH FOR OUR RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD.

Signed: Print Name : Address: Date
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To: City of Long Beach Department of Development Services
City of Long Beach Planning Commission -~ ;
Rae Gabelich, City Council Member 8" District

WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE HEIGHT OF THE SENIOR ASSI;STED__L};VING FACILITY PLANNED FOR 3635 ELM AVENUE.

A FIVE-STORY BUILDING IS TOQ HIGH FOR OUR RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD.

Print Name Address:
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To: City of Long Beach Department of Development Services
City of Long Beach Planning Commission
Rae Gabelich, City Council Member 8® District
WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE HEIGHT OF THE SENIOR ASSISTED LIVING FACILITY PLANNED FOR 3635 ELM AVENUE.

A FIVE-STORY BUILDING IS TOO BIGH FOR OUR RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD.

Print Name Address: | Date
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To: City of Long Beach Department of Development Services
City of Long Beach Planning Comm1ss1on o l
Rae Gabelich, City Council Member 8® District

WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE HEIGHT OF THE SENIOR ASSISTED LIVING FACILITY PLANNED FOR 3635 ELM AVENUE.

A FIVE-STORY BUILDING IS TOO HIGH FOR OUR RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD.

| Signed: : Print Name Address:

Date
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To: City of Long Beach Depanment of Development Services
City of Long Beach Planning Commission
Rac Gabelich, City Council Member 8" District

WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE HEIGHT OF THE SENIOR ASSISTED LIVING FACILITY PLANNED FOR 3635 ELM AVENUE.

A FIVE-STORY BUILDING IS TOO HIGH FOR OUR RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD.

Signed: Print Name Address:  Dat
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To: City of Long Beach Department of Development Services
" City of Long Beach Planning Commission -
Rae Gabelich, City Council Member 8" District
WE ARE QPPOSED TO THE HEIGHT OF THE SENIOR ASSISTED LIVING FACILITY PLANNED FOR 3635 ELM AVENUE.

A FIVE-STORY BUILDING IS TOO HIGH FOR OUR RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD.

Signed: Print Name Address: Date
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To: City of Long Beach Department of Development Services
City of Long Beach Planning Commission :
Rae Gabelich, City Council Member 8™ District
WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE HEIGHT OF THE SENIOR ASSISTED LIVING FACILITY PLANNED FOR 3635 ELM AVENUE,

A FIVE-STORY BUILDING S TOO HIGH FOR OUR RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD.

Signed: Print Name Address: Date
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To: City of Long Beach Department of Development Services
City of Long Beach Planning Commission
Rae Gabelich, City Council Member 8® District

WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE HEIGHT OF THE SENIOR ASSISTED LIVING FACILITY PLANNED FOR 3635 ELM AVENUE.

A FIVE-STORY BUILDING IS TOO HIGH FOR OUR RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD.

Signed: Print Name Address: Date
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To: City of Long Beach Department of Development Services
City of Long Beach Planning Commlsswn
Rae Gabelich, City Council Member 8® District
WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE HEIGHT OF THE SENIOR ASSISTED LIVING FACILITY PLANNED FOR 3635 ELM AVENUE.

A FIVE-STORY BUILDING IS TOO HIGH FOR OUR RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD.

Print Name Address: . Date
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To: City of Long Beach Department of Development Services
City of Long Beach Planning Com:msswn
Rae Gabelich, City Council Member 8™ District

WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE HEIGHT OF THE SENIOR ASSISTED LIVING FACILITY PLANNED FOR 3635 ELM AVENUE.

A FIVE-STORY BUILDING IS TOO HIGH FOR OUR RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD.
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To: City of Long Beach Department of Development Services
City of Long Beach Planning Commission
Rae Gabelich, City Council Member 8® District
WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE HEIGHT OF THE SENIOR ASSISTED LIVING FACILITY PLANNED FOR 3635 ELM AVENUE.

A FIVE-STORY BUILDING IS TOO HIGH FOR OUR RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD.

Print Name Address: Date
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To: City of Long Beach Department of Development Services
City of Long Beach Planning Commission -
Rae Gabelich, City Council Member g™ District

WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE HEIGHT OF THE SENIOR ASSISTED LIVING FACILITY PLANNED FOR 3635 ELM AVENUE.

A FIVE-STORY BUILDING IS TOO HIGH FOR OUR RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD.

Signed: ‘ Print Name Address: Date

N |
TE Mg e Long Beach CA 90807 & /1 3/&8
, \Q CW% (e Cpern e esoar o iz,

| C wles B Waelsr) 390 lu Avs Long Beach CA 90807 2[ (7 (0F
\Mm Lﬁ/ SWUW/R 4l e A Dt Long Beach cA 90807 %/},’) / 0%
Gisele Toug 3727 Elwm_Ave  LongBeachcaoosr £[i3/0f

/’I@[@ n E:Né‘f/b 3709 Linden Ate Lone Beachcasossr 9 /1°7/o

 hinde Reil 3757 Fin Fre. Lompesncasmn 5/305

Bl Sedied - 9"[7 £ ZMST  Long Beach CA 90807 8’ 1® 08

Long Beach CA 90807 ﬁ,z | V% [Q&

A0 Long Beach CA 90807 Y//éw//ﬂé"-




To: City of Long Beach Department of Development Services
City of Long Beach Planning Commission
Rae Gabelich, City Council Member 8" District
WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE HEIGHT OF THE SENIOR ASSISTED LIVING FACILITY PLANNED FOR 3635 ELM AVENUE.

A FIVE-STORY BUILDING IS TOQ HIGH FOR OUR RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD.
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To: City of Long Beach Department of Development Serv1ces
City of Long Beach Planning Commission
Rae Gabelich, City Council Member 8% District
WE ARE OFPOSED TO THE HEIGHT OF THE SENIOR ASSISTED LIVING FACILITY PLANNED FOR 3635 ELM AVENUE.

A FIVE-STORY BUILDING IS TOO HIGH FOR OUR RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD.

Signed: Print Name Address: Date
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