
THIS IS WRITTEN TESTIMONY BEING SUBMITTED TO THE 
 ZONING ADMINISTRATOR 

HEARING OFFICER 
411 West Ocean Blvd., 3rd Floor 

Long Beach, CA 90802 
via email to Zoning.Administrator@longbeach.gov  

From:  COOLIDGE TRIANGLE NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 
To:  ZONING ADMINISTRATOR 
Application Number: 2004-08 (AUP20-004) 
Project Location:  6090 Long Beach Boulevard 
Project Applicant:  Adan Madrid on behalf of 7-Eleven, Inc 
Approval Requested: Administrative Use Permit 
Proposed Project: An Administrative Use Permit to allow the sale of diesel fuel.  

The diesel sale would be in conjunction with a future 
convenience store and gas station within the Community 
Commercial Automobile-Oriented (CCA) Zoning District (District 
9). 

Meeting Date: February 8, 2021 
Meeting Time: 2:00 PM 
Meeting Place: The Zoning Administrator will meet via teleconference. 

Coolidge Triangle Neighborhood Association is an established neighborhood of 550 
homes with boundaries of Long Beach Blvd., Gordon Street, Artesia Blvd, and White 
Street.  We represent and have advocated for our neighbors for the past 25 years.  We 
enjoy a beautiful park, have well maintained homes, and have planted over 50 trees to 
improve air quality and increase home values (Many of our homes are directly adjacent 
to the 710 Freeway.   We have monthly neighborhood meetings and deliver our 
newsletter to each home every month.  Our demographic is truly diverse with high voter 
participation, home ownership of seniors and young first time buyers. 
We fully understand that we are within the Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented 
(CCA) zoning of District 9.  Our main concern is focused on the East side of Long Beach. 
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Boulevard and how it affects our neighborhood.  We have old disparate buildings 
consisting of motels, liquor stores with convenience supplies, many old business 
addresses which are empty or have been converted to rental units, child day care 
locations, fast food, and a used car lot.  The diesel station Freeway Fuel at 6230 Long 
Beach Blvd is the only new business in 20 years. We are plagued with homeless, loitering 
and pan-handling at business entrances and persistent prostitution and sex traffic 
operating on the sidewalks and in the alley parallel to Long Beach Boulevard.   All of this 
overflows into our neighborhood and has a persistent negative effect to the quality of our 
life.  The West side of Long Beach Boulevard from Victoria to Barclay has been developed 
with upgraded architecture, new businesses and has minimal impact on the 
neighborhood except for 6161 Long Beach Blvd. 
  
The following will list our main concerns regarding this development: 
1. Ingress and egress of large 20 foot and 40 foot diesel trucks, which currently impact 

flow of traffic exiting the 710 Freeway not only on Long Beach Blvd but also at East 
Gordon Street and West Victoria Street. 

2. Truck traffic turning right onto Cambridge Street to access the alley to queue up to the 
diesel pumps damaging the curbs and homeowner property adjacent to alleys. 

3. Truck traffic violating the traffic signage, driving into narrow neighboring streets 
congested with parking on both sides of street. 

4. Persistent damage to Long Beach Blvd from heavy truck traffic with multiple large 
potholes that require frequent city repairs, every 3-6 months. 

5. Persistent blight and disrepair of buildings and entire property. 
  
New Proposals we would like: 
1. Updated architectural design to current modern standards with trees and landscaping 

consistent with newer buildings on West side of Long Beach Blvd. 
2. Outdoor lighting to include alley and promote safety at night.  This will increase visual 

surveillance of location by neighbors and law enforcement passing by the location. 
3. Consistent maintenance of outdoor amenities. 
4. In our desire to see improvement on the boulevard we request no additional sales of 

alcohol, beer, or wine be allowed. For the past 28 years all three of the councilmen in 
office have promised us there would be no additional liquor licenses issued on Long 
Beach Boulevard.   

 
Thank you for listening to our concerns and proposal requests. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Patricia Long-San Jose, President 
Dave San Jose, Board Advisor 
& Juanita Parrish, Co-Secretary 
Coolidge Triangle Neighborhood Association  



Writer's E-Mail: tgarland@ohshlaw.com 
Writer's Direct Dial: (310) 228-2070 

File Number 
4656.001 

VIA E-MAIL ONLY 

City of Long Beach 
Zoning Administrator 
411 West Ocean Blvd. , 
Long Beach, CA 90802 
Zoning.administrator@ longbeach.gov 

March 8, 2021 

Re: Application Number 2004-08 (AUP20-004) 

Dear Zoning Administrator: 

Attorneys at Law 

• 
Suite 575 
1901 Avenue of the Stars 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 

310 788-9200 · PHONE 

310 788-9210 · FAX 

www.ohshlaw.com 

• 
Suite 210 
6210 Stoneridge Mall Road 
Pleasanton, CA 94588 

510 999-7908 · PHONE 

510 999-7918 · FAX 

Please accept this letter on behalf of Sargis Sam Khachatryan ("Khachatryan") reiterating 
Khachatryan' s objections to the Administrative Use Permit(" AUP" - AUP20-004) for the property 
commonly known as 6090 Long Beach Blvd., Long Beach, CA 90805 (" Property"), being 
considered for approval of retail diesel fuel sales ("Project") at the March 8, 2021 City of Long 
Beach ("City") Zoning Administrator Hearing. Khachatryan also submitted an objection letter at 
the February 8, 2021 hearing, when this matter was considered. 

Khachatryan operates the diesel fuel station currently located at the Property and has operated it 
for over 20 years. Khachatryan submits objections to the approval of the AUP, including that the 
Project does not appear to be exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), 
as further set forth below. Khachatryan respectfully requests that the City not determine this 
Project is exempt, and direct that a negative declaration or environmental impact report ("EJR") 
be prepared and approved by the City . 

1. The Project Includes the 7-11 Convenience Store, Gasoline Sales and Diesel Fuel Sales. 

The City provided an inaccurate Project description by only mentioning approval of the diese l fuel 
sales on the February 8, 202 I and March 8, 2021 Agendas, even though its support and technical 
studies mentioned the 7-11 store, gasoline sales, and diesel fuel sales. CEQA Guidelines section 
15378 defines a "project" as the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a 
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direct physical change in the environment or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in 
the environment. The Project that is being considered for approval on the March 8, 202 I Agenda 
("Agenda") is described as retail sales of diesel fuel at the Project site, which is mis leading. The 
whole of the Project includes the 7-11 convenience store, gasoline sales, and diesel fuel sales. 
Although the Agenda describes the Project as the retail sales of diesel fuel, the City's California 
Environmental Quality Act Statement of Support Class 32 (Infill Development) Exemption 
Determination, dated February 8, 2021 ("CEQA Findings") and the City's Administrative Use 
Permit Findings, dated February 8, 2021 ("AUP Findings") describe the Project as the sale of 
diesel fuel in conjunction with a future 2,960-sq. ft. 7-11 , with 6 fueling positions. Further, the 
technical studies also describe the Project this way. Thus, it is unclear what Project is being 
approved and what is being categorically exempt. 

Stating that the diesel fuel sales and 7-11 are categorically exempt, without fully reviewing the 
environmental impacts of such circumvents CEQA. The approval of the diesel fuel sales 
component only, and categorically exempting it rather than reviewing and approving the Project 
as a whole is a piecemeal environmental review. It is well established that CEQA prohibits 
piecemealing environmental review by chopping a large project into many little ones each with a 
minimal potential impact on the environment-which cumulatively may have disastrous 
consequences. ( Citizens Assn. for Sensible Development of Bishop Area v. County of Inyo ( 1985) 
172Cal.App.3d 151, 165.) 

2. The Project Is Not Likely Exempt from CEQA. 

The Project is not likely exempt from CEQA because I) it does not fit within the categorical 
exemption and 2) there is a reasonable possibility that the Project will have significant 
environmental impacts. The City's CEQA Findings state that the Project is exempt from CEQA 
under the Class 32 Categorical Exemption In-Fill Development Projects, and, therefore, no 
environmental review is necessary. However, to use this exemption, the Project must fully fit 
within the exemption's definition, which states that a project would not result in any significant 
impacts relating to traffic, noise, air quality or water quality. (CEQA Guidelines § 15332(d).) 
Further, although a project may meet the definition of a categorical exemption, there is an 
exception where there is a reasonable possibility that the project wi ll have a significant effect on 
the environment due to unusual circumstances. (Id. § l 5300.2(a).) The City prepared studies for 
air qual ity, traffic, noise, hazardous substances, but not water quality. As discussed in detail below, 
the air quality, noise, and traffic studies are inadequate and require further analysis. 

Currently, biodiesel fuel is sold at the Property, wh ich is environmentally friendly and 
biodegradable and produces fewer air pollutants than petroleum diesel fuel, but there are no 
gasoline sales and the convenience store on the property is non-operational. However, the Project 
will allow the sale of diesel fuel in conjunction with a future 7-1 I convenience store and gasoline 
sales ("Increased Operations"). Based on 20 years' experience operating a business at the Project 
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s ite, and upon review of the s ite plans, findings, and available technical studies, it appears that 
there could be significant environmental impacts from the Increased Operations that were not 
analyzed, specifically from the addition of a 7- 11 . As recently as 2019, 7- 11 stores were among 
the top 20 most visited retail stores in the U.S. (www.https://csnews.com/7-eleven-shell-among-
20-most-popular-stores-america) Accordingly, Khachatryan raises the below concerns to ensure 
that the Project is being properly reviewed for traffic, safety, air quality, and noise impacts as 
outlined below. 

A. Traffic Impacts. 

7-11 stores are commonly known to attract motorists, not on ly for fuel, but for the wide assortment 
of drinks, snacks, ready-made meals, and lottery tickets. This Project wi ll attract passing motorists, 
motorists w ithin the surrounding community, and even police and fire personnel. A 7- 11 should 
be considered a high attraction, and the patronage of this proposed 7-1 1 will vastly increase over 
that what the current site attracts. 

The Linscott Law & Greenspan' s Traffic Impact Assessment of the Proposed Long Beach 
Boulevard & Cambridge 7-Eleven Project, dated October 21 , 2020 ("Traffic Report") only 
analyzes four intersections without considering other intersections that could be impacted as a 
result of the Increased Operations, such as East Cambridge St./White Ave, Long Beach Blvd/East 
Allington, and East Allington Ave/White Ave. Long Beach Blvd. is an already congested major 
thoroughfare for cars and trucks. Directly across the Project site on Long Beach Blvd. is an 
existing ARCO gas station that also experiences high traffic, includ ing ingress and egress traffic 
throughout the day. Because of the c lose proximity of the ARCO, high existing area traffic and 
congestion along Long Beach Blvd, the increased Operations will likely add significant traffic 
impacts along Long Beach Blvd and surrounding neighborhood streets. Visitors a lready use the 
local streets as a lternative routes when Long Beach Blvd. is congested, and we can expect even 
more from the Increased Operations. 

Although the City proposes to close the ingress and egress points on East Gordon and East 
Cambridge, patrons wi ll still be able to enter and exit the Project site through the Alley. (Traffic 
Report, p. 5.) Thus, there will likely be s ignificant spillover traffic impacts on the surrounding 
neighborhoods because patrons w ill likely turn down the Alley and access neighborhood streets, 
due to the anticipated addition of vehicular traffic to the Project site and a long Long Beach Blvd. 
Further, considering that many parents use e ither East Gordon Street or East Cambridge Street for 
drop-off and pickup of schoolchildren, the City did not consider that the addition of Project traffic 
from the Increased Operations to surrounding neighborhoods and intersections cou ld affect the 
timing and routes parents take to the school. 

The estimated AM and PM peak hour trips generated from the Project seem to be underestimated 
and overestimated, respectively. Per the Traffic Report, AM peak hour traffic generated from the 
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Project would only increase by 16 net trips over what currently exists. (Traffic Report, p. 3 .) 
However, this seems miscalculated considering the site currently only caters to diesel trucks with 
no convenience store operations, and now there wi ll be a 24-hour convenience store with gasoline 
and diesel fuel sales. It is likely that parents wil l frequent the 7-11 for gas and snacks on the way 
to student drop-off, which are people who would not have patronized the current operation. 

Further, the Traffic Report concluded that PM peak hour trips would decline by 6 net fewer trips 
from what currently exists. (Traffic Repo1t, p. 6.) Again, considering that this 24-hour 7-11 
convenience store with gasoline sales will attract a high volume of customers versus what the 
existing diesel only station without a convenience store attracts, this is a miscalculation. 

Finally, although the Traffic Report estimates ex isting traffic generated from the site to be 675 
daily trips (Traffic Report, Table 1), this is wholly overstated. Khachattyan confirmed that 
approximately 200 customers visit the station on a daily basis, which amounts to 200 daily trips. 
Per the Traffic Report, the Project wi ll generate a total of 1,338 trips per day. (Id.) Thus, by using 
the correct existing trips, the Project w ill actua lly increase traffic by approximately 569%. The 
Traffic Report needs to be revised to take into account the actual existing traffic and to provide 
additional analysis as described above. 

B. Traffic Safety Impacts 

The City did not analyze the impacts of student pedestrian safety or ons ite queuing. Students attend 
nearby Colin Powell E lementary School, which is approximately 625 feet (as measured on Google 
Earth) from the Project s ite and most students live in the nearby residential neighborhood adjacent 
to the Project. There cou ld be traffic impacts to the Project s ite and surrounding neighborhood 
due to queu ing, which is the t ime a veh ic le will spend waiting for a fuel dispenser or to enter the 
Project site. Considering that the Project wi ll only have three ingress and egress points, down from 
five access points, it is likely that the automobile and convenience store traffic wil l affect onsite 
queuing. If not addressed properly, onsite queuing could lead to additional impacts to accessibility 
to onsite parking stalls and c irculation issues between adj acent businesses, especially if queuing 
spi lls onto the surrounding streets. These s ignificant impacts in this high traffic zone cou ld very 
well create a dangerous s ituation for students walking to and from school if queuing is not properly 
addressed. 

As mentioned above, a 7- 11 attracts many motorists. With Col in Powell Elementary School only 
being within 625 feet of the Project, numerous students wou ld likely frequent the Project, 
especia lly after school is dismissed. The presence of numerous students and high-density traffic 
streaming into and out of the Project s ite cou ld create a significant safety hazard from li mited site 
lines and patron frustration with traffic congestion and students interm ingl ing with the traffic 
congestion. Not to mention the very serious potential for students being harmed and having their 
safety compromised by access ing a high traffic area and site that not only w il l be serving a variety 
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of patrons at the 7-11 store, but also the added vehicle traffic from gasoline and diesel fuel sales. 
This potential traffic hazard and traffic safety impact on students need to be analyzed in e ither a 
mitigated negative declaration or an environmenta l impact report. 

C . Secondary Traffic Impacts from Inadequate Parking 

As previously discussed herein, the local neighborhood a lready experiences high traffic volume 
and congestion because of the close proximity of the ARCO, high existing area traffic and 
congestion a long Long Beach Blvd. Further, customers at surrounding businesses park on the 
local streets when they are unable to find parking at the business they are visiting. Per the Traffic 
Report, there will be an increase of 663 net trips to the Project per day. (Traffic Repo tt, p. 3.) Due 
to the Project only adding a total of 18 parking spaces (6 at the gas pump), there will likely be an 
influx of 7- 11 patrons parking on neighborhood streets to access the Project. This will increase the 
severity of the traffic in the neighborhoods. Parking impacts should have been ana lyzed in a 
negative dec laration or EIR. 

D. Air Quality Impacts. 

Vista Environmental ' s Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impact Analysis, 7-Eleven at 
6090 Long Beach Blvd Project, City of Long Beach, dated October 26, 2020 ("AQ Report") fails 
to identify the Abundance of Life Daycare Center as a sensitive receptor, even though it is located 
approximately 56 feet from the Project. This is especially troubling considering that the day care 
hosts babies and young children. Per the City' s A ir Quality Element, children under 14 years of 
age are among the like liest to be affected by a ir pollution. (C ity of Long Beach Air Quality 
Element, p. 37.) 

The AQ Report determined that the gasoline storage and d ispensing from the Project would emit 
1,270 pounds of Vo latile Organic Compounds yearly (" VOC") (AQ Report, p. 41), and VOCs 
conta in toxic air contaminants, like benzene. Fu1ther, the primary health effects of VOCs resul t 
from the formation of 03 and its related health effects. (Id. at p. 8.) High levels of VOCs in the 
atmosphere can interfere with oxygen intake by reducing the amount of available oxygen through 
displacement causing lung and pulmonary damage. (Id.) With the Project being situated so close 
to a daycare center with developing babies and young children, the City shou ld have analyzed 
whether there is a reasonable possibility that the Project would cause s ign ificant effects on the 
children at the day care center. 

Fu1ther, the City did not analyze cumulative air quality impacts, which is an exception to using a 
categorical exemption. (CEQA Guidelines, § l 5300.2(b ).). Under the exception, the C ity should 
have analyzed whether the cumulative impacts of successive p rojects of the same type, in the same 
place, over time are significant. There is a large ARCO convenience store with gasoline sales 
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directly across the street from the Project and this Project w ill be another convenience store with 
gaso line sa les in the same place. 

E. Noise Impacts. 

There w ill likely be significant construction noise impacts on the daycare center and residential 
neighborhood adjacent to the Project that require fwthe r analysis and mitigation. The nearest 
residence is 25 feet. (Vista Environmental's Noise Impact Analysis, 7-Eleven at 6090 Long Beach 
Blvd Project, City of Long Beach, dated October 26, 2020 ("NIA Report"), p. 17.) The NIA Repot1 
did not mention the daycare center, even though it is 56 feet from the Project. Per the City's 
Exterior Noise Standards, exterior no ise for sensitive land uses cannot exceed 70 dB(A) at any 
time during the hours of 7am and I 0pm and 65 dB A at any time during the hours of I 0pm and 
7am. (Id. at p. 11.) The NIA Repo11 identified that noise level at the nearest residences will, at its 
lowest level, exceed 78 dbA and at its highest exceed 86 dBA. (Id. at p. 17.) However, the City 
inexplicably used OSHA 's threshold of s ignificance of 90 dbA to state that construction noise 
impacts would be less than significant. (Id.) OSHA's no ise standards are used for to protect 
workers from unhealthful noise exposure but does not address the standards for a residence and is 
not an appropriate threshold of s ignificance for res idences. 

F. Consultation with the Long Beach Unified School District. 

Per Public Resources Code section 2 1151.4, the C ity is required to consult w ith the Long Beach 
Unified School District ("District") when the C ity considers a project that might be reasonably 
anticipated to emit hazardous air emissions w ithin ¼ mi le of a schoo l that may pose a health or 
safety hazard to those that attend the school. Gasoline vapors (not diesel) are a hazardous air 
emission ( i.e., a Toxic Air Contaminant) from gasoline fueling stations per the State Air Resources 
Board. We understand that the City has fa iled to comply with this requirement and has not 
consulted with the District over the potential health hazard of gasoline exposure to the students, 
faculty, and staff of the Colin Powell Elementary School. 

G. Health Risk Assessment Required. 

Fut1her, prior to approv ing certain new projects near a school site, CEQA Guidelines section 
l 5 I 86(a) states: 

"CEQA establishes a special requirement for ce11ain school projects, as well as 
certain projects near schools, to ensure that potential health impacts resulting from 
exposure to hazardous materials, wastes, and substances will be carefully examined 
and disclosed in a negative declaration or HR, and that the lead agency will consult 
with other agencies in this regard." (Emph. added.) 
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Thus, to evaluate the potential health impacts on the students, faculty, and staff of Colin Powell 
Elementary School, the City needs to conduct a Health Risk Assessment to determine the level of 
health impacts the Project wi ll cause to the school and to identify and adopt mitigation measures 
if the health impacts could be potentially significant in e ither a negative declaration or EIR. 

3. Conclusion. 

This Project s imply does not fit w ithin the C lass 32 definition, and thus it cannot be used. It has 
the potential to cause s ignificant traffic, air quality, noise, and safety impacts that require analysis 
and disclosure in a negative declaration or E IR. Accordi ngly, Khachatryan respectfully requests 
that the City not determine this Project is exempt, and direct that a negative declaration or EIR be 
prepared and approved by the City before this Project is approved. 

Please include this letter in the Project' s record of proceedings. 

cc: Bezdik Kassab Law Group 
Sargis Sam Khachatryan 

Very truly yours, 
ORBACH HUFF SUAREZ & HENDERSON LLP 

f~j~ 
Tempestt Garland 



 

  

 
  

Delivered Via Electronic Mail 
Zoning.administrator@longbeach.com 
 
March 8, 2021 

 
City of Long Beach 
Zoning Administrator 
411 West Ocean Blvd. 
Long Beach, CA 90802 
 
Re:  Application 2004-08 (AUP20-004)  
 
Dear Zoning Administrator:   

 
This firm represents Sargis Sam Khachatryan (“Mr. Khachatryan”), concerning the subject property located at 
6090 Long Beach Blvd., Long Beach, CA 90805 (the “Property”). Independent of this letter, objections to the 
subject application have been made on the grounds that the findings supporting staff recommendations were 
not made public before initiating the Zoning Administrative hearing, and the proposed use of the Property as 
a 7-Eleven convenience store raises serious concerns about whether the proposed use is in the best interest of 
the community.  
 
The purpose of this letter is to provide the City with some other independent reasons to deny the subject 
application:  primarily that, Mr. Khachatryan, as a 25+ year tenant on the Property, is preparing to file a lawsuit 
against the property owner Long Beach Victoria Group, LLC (“LBVG”), its predecessors, including the 
Abrams and the Paul Abrams Living Trust, and all other responsible parties, for their misrepresentations to 
sell the Property to him.  Mr. Khachatryan will pursue all available legal remedies in court for the owner’s bad 
faith conduct, which will inevitably cast a cloud over the pending transaction with 7-Eleven. 
 
Specifically, Mr. Khachatryan has made substantial improvements to this Property based on his reliance on 
the landlord’s representations that he had the first option to purchase the Property.  Since his tenancy, Mr. 
Khachatryan has made significant improvements to the Property without the landlord’s assistance, which have 
not only assisted his business and improved the Property, but have also significantly benefited the surrounding 
community.  Specifically, he has sold clean bio-diesel and renewable diesel fuel and has halted (otherwise 
profitable) sales of toxic gasoline fuel and commercial activity (e.g., selling alcoholic beverages and providing 
check-cashing services) on the premises.    
 
Mr. Khachatryan began his tenancy on February 1, 1996, after signing a lease agreement on January 30, 1996, 
titled “Retail Fuel Facility Lease.” From that time to the present, Mr. Khachatryan operated a diesel fuel retail 
outlet at the site. The initial lease was repeatedly extended over the years. 
 
Nearly ten years ago, to make the Property suitable for a retail diesel fuel outlet, Mr. Khachatryan, with the 
landlord’s consent, purchased and installed, out-of-pocket, costly underground storage tanks, and made other 
landlord-approved improvements to the Property. Mr. Khachatryan made these investments with the 
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understanding that the landlord would continue to extend his lease and give him the opportunity to purchase 
the Property. In fact, Mr. Khachatryan made several out-of-pocket improvements at the landlord’s request 
relying on the landlord’s representation that he would have the opportunity to purchase the Property, when, in 
fact, the landlord was working behind the scenes to sell it to 7-Eleven.  Now, Mr. Khachatryan finds that after 
25 years of toiling to build his business, the landlord has acted in bad faith and is seeking to wrongfully force 
its closure by selling the Property to 7-Eleven.  
 
Further troubling is the fact that Mr. Khachatryan has  been informed by community members that they were 
told by 7-Eleven and City of Long Beach representatives, including at least one of its city council members, 
that the subject property was allegedly sold to 7-Eleven 1.5 years ago, that the underlying project has already 
been rubber-stamped for approval and that the only pending issue to resolve with the zoning administration is 
to change the diesel license to a new provider.  This is concerning given the fact that the administrative use 
permit is still under consideration.  7-Eleven representatives have gone so far as to inform at least one of Mr. 
Khachatryan’s employees that he should start looking for new employment because 7-Eleven is taking over.  
Thus, it appears that the landlord and 7-Eleven have engaged in a coordinated campaign to spread false 
information to the community with the objective of bullying the tenant to close his business.  Mr. Khachatryan 
reserves all rights and will seek all proper remedies against these parties.  If the Property was in fact sold 1.5 
years ago as these parties claim, then LBVG has been impermissibly collecting and pocketing rent from Mr. 
Khachatryan during this time period and has wrongfully sold his underground tanks to 7-Eleven without his 
permission. 

 
In seeking consideration and equity in the outcome of the subject application, Mr. Khachatryan is not asking 
for favors in objecting to the City’s approval of the subject application; he is merely seeking fairness and 
equity. Over the past 25 years, in addition to improvements, Mr. Khachatryan has made nearly $1.5 million of 
rental payments on the Property—an amount that approximates the asking price of the Property. Mr. 
Khachatryan is ready, willing, and able to purchase the property at a competitive price now.  
 
If Mr. Khachatryan purchases the Property, his environmentally friendly and clean diesel fuel business will 
remain much the same as it has been for the past many years, and no intensive studies will be needed concerning 
its effects on traffic, air quality, and safety, since the use will not change.   
 
The City should give due consideration to Mr. Khachatryan’s stake and interest in the Property at issue, and 
deny the subject application.  
 
Sincerely, 

BEZDIK KASSAB LAW GROUP 

 

By: __________________________     
       Raffi Kassabian, Esq. 
       Attorneys for Sam Khachatryan  
 
cc: Alex Mudrow  

7-Eleven, Inc. 
  
  






























