From: M Kramer <flaminda25@yahoo.com>
Subject: Re: CPC-2008-5028-CU Letter supporting appesz! to reverse decision
Date: July 31, 2010 1:47.:34 PM PDT
To: dlintonlabrea@gmail.com

Name: M Kramer

Email: flaminda25@yahoo.com
Address: 618 1/2 Norih Sycamore Ave.
Date: 7-31-10

Letter: VIA Emait

Los Angetes City Council

Planning and Land Use Management Committee
200 Norih Spring Street, Hoom 350

Los Angetes CA 90012

COUNCIL FILE 10-0860
Re: SUPPORT FOR APPEAL TO REVERSE DECISION in Case No. CPC-2008-5028-CU
Dear Chairman Reyes and Honorabie Council members:

| am writing to support the Appeal to Reverse the Planning Commission decision o creale a new school on residential Sycamore Ave. | oppose
the new school on a number of grounds and ask that you please consider each of these objections with diligence in your deliberation on this
matter:

1. The decision was based on the existence of a school currently located there - this is false - the current location is a Dayeare [ref lic: 197403540
] Dept. Social Services Child Care licensing Division. Also see Certificate of Occupancy LA 73047/83, it confirms Daycare is the ONLY
authorized use,

2. The declision is inconsistent with the General Pian, Hollyweod Community Plan and Municipal Code concerning Conditional Use, The
establishing of a new private school in an RD1.5 zone is not supported anywhere in relevant code or city planning text. [n fact, the General Plan
is explicit in it's poficy to protect and maintain mutti-family residential neighborhoods.

3. The decision was based on the idea that 150, and then 120 was the current enrollment at the location - false, the location is licensed for ONLY
76 children - Daycare only - Applicant said they were not increasing enrofimeni when 120 actually represents a 57% increase.

4. A 1990 determination letter by DOT required a ull traffic study should fotal possible enrcliment rise above 1030 for all school facilities - A 1992
zoning ordinance [167-607] increased enroliment to 1125 thereby triggering a required study that was not undertaken - Congestion in the area
was adequately demonstrated by members of the public to the Planning Officer and the Commission - as was the lability faced by the city in
having alleys BLOCKED and inaccessible by Fire and Salely services. The decision further exacerbates the congestion AND possibie liability for
the city in the event of an emergency requiring access fo the Alley.

5. The traffic assessment used in the inilial report / MND was flawed on many points, ineluding But rof limited to, which lecations were
considered in the count, '

6. Existing and ongoing violations of CUP's and CO's at all properties by applicant... even since the hearing! Parking spaces used as
playgrounds, excessive noise etc. The applicant should not receive further relief because of these ‘unclean hands'.

7. The decision was based on misrepresentations and/or inaccuracies presented to Planning Office and Pianning Commission by applicant who
further staied, in both preseniation and public testimony, during the hearing that; a] it's an existing school, b] that 120 represented no increase in
ensoliment.

8. There is an apparent Conflict of Interests by Planning Commissioner Roschen. It appears, according o his own website and Department of
Building and Safety records, that the applicant is, or has been, a personal client of the Commissionet. it is simply outrageous that an appointed
offigial in a judicial role can hear a case where the applicant is, or has been, a client,

9. it has come to my atiention that the applicant changed certain aspects of the project after the initial public hearing in January. As a resutt of
those changes, not made public to me, my right 1o due process in this matter has been denied, Further, that the Planning Department originaily
‘noticed’ this project as a' change to a school building', instead of correctly identitying a daycare in a residential street, | was not served proper
information on which to base my decisions to comment or examine. To have my Due Process so severely ravaged as rasult of these
inconsisiencies must certainly invalidate the decision and call into question the very funclioning of the Conditional Use process.



Fram: Dan Hildebrand <baldydan@yahoo.com>
Subject: Re: CPC-2008-5028-CU Letter supporting appeal to reverse decision
Date: August 2, 2010 8:22:35 AM PDT
To: clintonlabrea@gmall.com

Name: Dan Hildebrand

Email: baldydan@yahoo.com

Address: PO Box 4088 Hollywoed Ca 80078
Date: 8/2H10

Letter: VIA Email

Los Angeles City Counclf

Planning and Land Use Management Commitles
200 North Spring Street, Room 350

Los Angeles CA 90012

GCOUNCIL FILE 10-0960
Re: SUPPORT FOR APPEAL TO REVERSE DECISION in Case No. CPC-2008-5028-CU
Dear Chairman Reyes and Honorable Council members:

I am writing to support the Appeat to Reverse the Planning Gommission decision to create a new school on residential Sycamore Ave. | oppose
the new schoot on a number of grounds and ask that you please consider each of these objections with diligence in your deliberation on this
matter:

1. The decision was based on the existence of a school currently incaled there - this is false - the current location is a Dayeare [ref lic: 197403540
] Dept. Social Services Child Care licensing Division. Also see Certificate of Occupancy LA 73047/83, it confirms Daycare is the ONLY
authorized use.

2. The decision is inconsistent with the Generaf Plan, Hollywood Community Plan and Municipal Code concerning Conditional Use. The
establishing of a new private school in an RD1.5 zone is not supported anywhere in relevant cade or city planning text. In fact, the General Plan
is explicit in it's policy to protect and maintain multi-family residential neighborhoods.

3. The decision was based on the idea that 180, and then 120 was the current enroliment at the location - false, the location is licensed for ONLY
76 children - Daycare only - Applicant said they were not increasing enrollment when 120 actually represents a 57% increase.

4. A 1880 determination letter by DOT reguired a fi4i {raffic study should total possible enroliment rise above 1030 for ali school facilities - A 1992
zoning ordinance [167-607] increased enroliment to 1125 thereby triggering a required study that was not undertaken - Congestion in the area
was adequately demonstrated by members of the public 1o the Planning Officer and the Commission - as was the liability faced by the city in
having alleys BLOCKED and inaccessibie by Fire and Safety services. The decision further exacerbates the congestion AND possible liabifity for
the city in the event of an emergency requiring access to the Alley.

5. The traffic assessment used in the initial report / MND was flawed on many points, including but not limited to, which locations were
considered in the count.

6. Existing and ongoing violations of CUP's and CQ's at ail properties by applicant... even since the hearing! Parking spaces used as
playgrounds, excessive noise etc. The applicant should not receive further relief because of these 'unclean hands'.

7. The decision was based on misrepresentations and/or inaccuracies presented io Planning Office and Planning Commission by appiicant who
further stated, in both presentation and public testimony, during the hearing that: a] It's an existing scheol, b] that 120 represented no ingrease in
enroliment.

8, Thare is an apparent Conflict of Interests by Planning Commissioner Roschen. It appears, according to his own website and Department of
Building and Safely records, that the applicant is, or has been, a personal client of the Commissioner. It is simply outrageous that an appointed
official in a judicial role can hear a case where the applicant is, or has been, a cllent,

9. It has come to my attention that the applicant changed certain aspects of the project after the initial public hearing in January. As a result of
those changes, not made public to me, my right to due process in this matter has been denied. Further, that the Planning Department originally
'noficed” this project as a' change fo a school building', instead of correctly identifying & daycare in a residentiat street, | was not served proper
information on which to base my decisions to comment or examine. To have my Due Process so severely ravaged as result of these
inconsistencies must certainly invalidate the decision and call info question the very functioning of the Conditional Use process.



From: "Edward M. Johnson" <flink@webtv.net>
Subject: Rer CPC-2008-5028-CU Letter supporting appeal to reverse decision
Date: July 27, 2010 10:32:41 AM PDT
To: clintonlabrea@gmail.com

Name: Edward M, Johnson

Email: flink@webtv.net

Address: 534 - B No. Sycamore Ave,, Los Angeles, CA 80036
Date: July 27, 2010

Letter: VIA Email

Los Angeles City Council

Planning and Land Use Management Committee
200 North Spring Street, Room 350

l.os Angeles CA 80012

COUNCIL FILE 10-0860
Re: SUPPORT FOR APPEAL TO REVERSE DECISION in Case No. CPC-2008-5028-CU
Bear Chairman Reyes and Honorable Council members:

} am writing fo suppert the Appeal to Reverse the Planning Commission decision to create a new school on residential Sycamore Ave. | oppose
the new school on a number of grounds and ask that you please consider each of these objections with difigence in your deliberation on this
matter:

1. The decislon was based on the existence of a school currently located there - this is false - the current location is a Daycare [ref lic: 197403540
1 Dep!. Social Services Child Care licensing Division. Also see Certificate of Occupancy LA 73047/83, it confirms Daycare is the ONLY
authorized use.

2, The decision Is inconsistent with the General Plan, Hollywood Community Plan and Municipal Code concerning Cenditional Use. The
eslablishing of a new private school in an RD1.5 zone is not supporied anywhere in relevant code or city planning texi. In fact, the General Plan
is explicit in it's policy to protect and maintain multi-family residential neighborhoods.

3. The decision was based on the idea thal 150, and then 120 was the current enroliment at the location - false, the location is licensed for ONLY
76 children - Daycare only - Applicant said they were not increasing enrofiment when 120 actually represents a 57% increase.

4, A 1920 determination letter by DOT required a full traffic study should fotal possible enroliment rise above 1030 for all school facilities - A 1982
zoning ordinance [167-607) increased enroliment to 1125 thereby iriggering a required study that was not undertaken - Congestion in the area
was adequately demonstrated by members of the public to the Planning Officer and the Commission - as was the lability faced by the city in
having alleys BLOCKED and inaccessible by Fire and Salely services. The decision further exacerbates the congestion AND possible liability for
the city in the event of an emergency requiring access to the Aliey.

5, The traffic assessment used in the initial report / MND was flawed on many points, including but not limited to, which focations were
considered in the gount,

6. Existing and ongoing violations of CUP’s and CO's at all properties by applicant... even since the haaring! Parking spaces used as
playgrounds, excessive noise etc. The applicant should not receive further reliet because of these 'unclean hands'.

7. The decision was based on misrepresentations and/or inaccuracies presented fo Planning Ofice and Planning Commission by applicant who
further stated, in both presentation and public testimony, during the hearing that: a] t’s an existing school, b] thal 120 represenied no increase in
enroliment,

8. There is an apparent Conflict of Inferests by Planning Commissioner Roschen. H appears, according o his own website and Depariment of
Building and Safety records, that the applicant is, or has been, a personat client of the Commissioner. It is simply outrageous that an appointed
official in a judicial role can hear & case where the applicant ig, or has been, a client.

9. i has come to my attention that the appficant changed cerlain aspects of the project after the initial public hearing in January. As a result of
those changes, not made public to me, my right to due process in this matier has been denied. Further, that the Planning Department originally
‘noticed" this project as a' change to a schooi huilding', instead of correctly identifying a daycare in a residential street, | was not served proper
irformation or which o base my decisions to comment or exarmine. To have my Dug Process so severely ravaged as result of these
inconsistencies must ceriainly invalidate the decision and call into question the very functioning of the Conditional Use process.



From: “Gerard O'Brien" <gerard@reform-modern.com:
Subject: Re: CPC-2008-5028-CU Letter supporting appeal to reverse decision
Date: July 27, 2010 1:10:30 PM PDT
To: clintonlabrea@gmail.com

Name: Gerard O'Brien

Email: gerard@reform-modern.com

Address: 601 N. L.a Brea Ave. Los Angeles, CA 90036
Date: 7/2710

Letter: VIA Email

Los Angeles City Council

Plarning and Land Use Management Commitiee
200 North Spring Street, Room 380

Los Angeles CA 80012

COUNCIL FILE 10-0860
Re: SUPPORT FOR APPEAL TO REVERSE DECISION in Case No. CPC-2008-5028-CU
Dear Chairman Reyes and Honorable Councit members:

I am writing to support the Appeal to Reverse the Planning Commission decision {o create a new schoo! on residential Sycamore Ave. | oppose
the new schocl on a number of grounds and ask that you please consider each of these objections with diligence in your defiberation on this
matter:

1. The decision was based on the existence of a school currently located there - this is false - the current location is a Daycare [ref lic: 187403540
] Dept. Social Services Child Care licensing Division. Also see Certificate of Ocoupancy LA 73047/83, it confirms Daycare is the ONLY
authorized use.

2. The decigion is inconsistent with the Genera! Plan, Holiywood Community Plan and Municipal Code concerning Conditional Use. The
establishing of a new private school in an RD1.5 zone is not supported anywhere in relevant code or cily planning text. In fact, the General Plan
is explicit in it's policy to protect and maintain multi-family residential neighborhoods.

3. The decision was based on the idea that 150, and then 120 was the current enroilment at the location - false, the location is licensed for ONLY
76 children - Daycare only - Applicant said they were not increasing enroliment when 120 actually represenis a 57% increase.

4. A 1990 determination letter by DOT required a full traffic study should total possible enroliment rise above 1030 for ali scheol facifities - A 1882
zoning ordinance [167-607] increased enroliment fo 1125 thereby triggering a required study that was not undertaken - Congestion in the area
was adequately demonstrated by members of the public to the Planning Officer and the Commission - as was the liability faced by the cily in
having alieys BLOCKED and inaccessible by Fire and Safety services. The decision furiher exacerbates the congestion AND possible liabifity for
the city in the event of an emergency requiring access to the Alley.

5. The traffic assessment used in the initial report / MND was flawed on many points, including but not limited to, which lecations were
considered in the count,

6, Existing and ongoing victations of CUP's and C(Q's at all properties by applicant... even since the hearing! Parking spaces used as
ptaygrounds, excessive noise etc. The applicant should not receive further relief because of these 'unclean hands'.

7. The decision was based on misrepresentations and/eor inaccuracies presented fo Planning Office and Plabning Commission by applicant who
further staled, in both presentation and public lestimony, during the hearing that: a] it's an existing school, b] that 120 represented no increase in
anrollment,

8. There is an apparent Conflict of Interests by Planning Commissioner Roschen. It appears, according to his own website and Department of
Building and Safety records, that the applicant is, or has been, a personal client of the Commissioner. H is simply outrageous that an appointed
official in a iudictal role can hear a case where the appiicant is, or has been, a client.

3. It has come to my attention that the applicant changed certain aspects of the project afier the initial public hearing in January. As a result of
those changes, not made public to me, my right fo due process in this maller has been denied. Further, thal the Planning Depariment originally
‘noticed’ this project as a' change to a school building', instead of correctly identifying a dayecare in a residential street, | was not served proger
information on which 1o base my decisions to comment or examine. To have my Due Process so severely ravaged as result of these
inconsistencies must certainty invalidate the decision and call into question the very functioning of the Conditional Use process.



From: Hana Choe <hanachoe74@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: CPC-2008-5028-CU Letter supporting appeal to reverse decision
Date: July 31, 2010 3:15:57 PM PDT
Tor clintoniabrea@gmail. com

Name: Hana Choe

Email: hanachoe74@gmail.com

Address: 1830 N. Bronson Ave. #6, Los Angefes, CA 80088
Date: 07/3110

Letter: VIA Email

Los Angeles City Council

Planning and Land Use Management Committee
260 North Spring Street, Room 350

Los Angeles CA 98012

COUNCIL FILE 10-0960
Re: SUPPORT FOR APPEAL TO REVERSE DECISION in Case No. CPC-2008-8028-CU
Dear Chairman Reyes and Hongrable Council members:

| am writing 1o suppott the Appeal to Reverse the Planning Commission decision fo create a new schooi on residential Sycamore Ave. | oppose
the new schoo! on a number of grounds and ask that you please consider each of these objections with diligence in your deliberation on this
matler:

1. The decision was based on the existence of a schoo! currently located there - this is false - the current location is a Dayeare [ref lic: 197403540
1 Dept. Bocial Services Child Care licensing Division. Also see Certificate of Cooupancy LA 73047/83, it confirms Daycare is the ONLY
authorized use.

2, The decision is inconsistent with the General Plan, Hollywood Community Plan and Municipal Code conceming Conditional Use. The
establishing of a new privaie school in an RD1.5 zone is not supporied anywhere in relevant code or city planning text. In fact, the General Plan
is explicit in it's pelicy to protect and maintain multi-family residential neighborhoods.

3. The decision was based on the idea that 150, and then 120 was the current enrollment at ihe Jocation - faise, the location is licensed for ONLY
76 children - Daycare only - Appiicant said they were not increasing enrollmant when 120 actually represents a 57% increase.

4. A 19390 determinalion letter by DOT required a full traffic study should total possible enrollment rise above 1030 for all school facilities - A 1992
zoning ordinance {167-607] increased enrolfment 1o 1125 thereby triggering a required study that was not undertaken - Congestion in the area
was adequately demonstrated by members of the public to the Planning Officer and the Commission - as was the Hability faced by the city in
having alleys BLOCKED and inaccessible by Fire and Safety services. The decision further exacerbates the congestion AND possible liability for
the city in the event of an emergency requiring access to the Alley.

5. The traffic assessment used in the initial report / MND was fiawed on many points, including bus not limited to, which focations were
considered in the count,

8. Existing and ongoing violations of CUP's and CO's at ali properties by applicant... even since the hearing! Parking spaces used as
playgrounds, excessive noise etc. The applicant should not receive further relie! because of these ‘unglean hands”.

7. The decision was based on misrepresentations and/or inaccuracies presented o Planning Office and Planning Commission by applicant who
further stated, in both presentation and public testimony, during the hearing that: a) it's an existing school, b] that 120 represented no increase in
enroliment,

8. There is an apparent Conflict of Inferests by Planning Commissioner Roschen. It appears, according to his own website and Depariment of
Building and Safety records, that the applicant is, or has been, a personal client of the Commissioner. Ii is simply outrageous that an appointed
official in a judicial role can hear a case where the applicant is, or has been, a client.

9. it has come to my atiention that the applicant changed cerlain aspects of the project after the initial public hearing in January. As a result of
those changes, not made public fo me, my right to due process in this matter has been denied. Further, that the Planning Department originaily
‘noticed' this project as &' change to a school building', instead of correctly identifying a daycare in a residential street, 1 was not served proper
information on which to base my decisions to comment or examine. Te have my Due Process so severely ravaged as result of these
inconsistencies must certainly invalidate the decision and call into question the very functioning of the Conditional Use process.



From: holly sitber <hoilyjoy1 @aol.com>
Subject: Re: CPC-2008-5028-CU Letter supporling appeal to reverse decision
Date: July 31, 2010 3:1341 PM PDT
To: clintoniabrea@gmait.com

Name: hotly silber

Email: hollyjoy1 @aol.com

Address: 6621 de longpre ave los angeles
Date: 7/3110

Letter: VIA Emall

Los Angeles City Council

Planning and Land Use Management Committee
200 North Spring Street, Room 350

Los Angeles CA 90012

COUNCIL FiLE 10-0860
Re: SUPPCRT FOR APPEAL TO REVERSE DECISION in Case No. CPC-2008-5028-CU
Dear Chairman Reyes and Honorable Council members:

| am writing to support the Appeal to Reverse the Planning Cormymnission decision io creale a new school on residential Sycamore Ave. | oppose
the new school on a number of grounds and ask that you please consider each of these objections with diligence in your defiberation on this
matter:

1. The decision was based on the existence of a school currently located there - this is false - the current location is a Daycare [ref iic: 197403540
] Dept. Sociat Services Child Care licensing Division. Also see Cerlificate of Ocoupancy LA 73047/83, it confirms Dayeare is the ONLY
authorized use.

2. The decision is inconsistent with the General Flan, Holiywood Community Plan and Municipat Code concerning Conditional Use, The
establishing of a new private school in an RD1.5 zone is not supported anywhere in refevant code or city planning text. In fact, the General Plan
is expliclt in it's poficy 1o protect and maintain multi-family residential neighborhoods.

3. The decision was based on the idea that 150, and then 120 was the current enrolimeni at the location - false, the location is licensed for ONLY
76 children - Daycare only - Applicant said they were not increasing enroliment when 126 actually represents a 57% increase,

4, A 1990 determination letter by DOT required a full traffic study should fotal possibie enrollment rise above 1030 for all school factlities - A 1992
zoning ordinance [167-607] increased enroliment to 1125 thereby triggering a required study that was not undertaken - Congestion in the area
was adequately demonstrated by members of the public to the Planning Officer and the Commission - as was the ltabilily faced by the city in
having alleys BLOCKED and inaccessible by Fire and Safety services. The decision further exacerbates the congestion AND possibie liability for
the city in the event of an emergency requiring access to the Alley,

B, The traffic assessment used in the initial report / MND was flawed on many peints, including but not limited te, which locations were
considered in the count.

6. Existing and ongoing vielations of CUP's and CO's at all properties by applicant... even since the hearing! Parking spaces used as
playgrounds, excessive noise eic. The applicant should not receive further relief because of these 'unclean hands'.

7. The decision was based on misrepresentations and/or inaccuracies presented to Planning Office and Planhing Commission by applicant who
further stated, in bolh presentation and public testimony, during the hearing that: a] i's an existing school, b] that 120 represented no increase in
enroliment.

8. There is an apparent Conflict of Interests by Planning Commissioner Roschen. It appears, according to his own website and Depariment of
Building and Safety records, that the applicant Is, or has been, a personal client of the Commissioner. i is simply outrageous that an appointed
official in a judicial role can hear a case where the applicant is, or has been, a client.

8. It has come to my attention that the applicant changed certain aspects of the project after the initial public hearing in January. As a result of
those changes, net made public to me, my right {o due process in this matier has been denied. Further, that the Planning Depariment originally
‘noticed’ this project as a' change fo a school building', instead of correctly identifying a daycare In a residential sireet, | was not served proper
information on which to base my decisions to comment or examine, To have my Dug Process so severely ravaged as resulf of these
inconsistencies must certainly invalidate the decision and call info question the very funclioning of the Conditionat Use process.



From: Jerome Langer <jeronimoe@sheglobal.net>
Subject: Re: CPC-2008-5028-CU Letier supporting appeal to reverse decision
Date: July 30, 2610 5:54:59 PM PDT
To: clintonlabrea@gmail.com

Name: Jerome Langer

Email: jeronimos @sbeglobal.net
Address: 444 N Detroit St

Date: 7/30A10

Letter: VIA Email

L.os Angeles City Gouncit

Planning and Land Use Management Commities
200 North Spring Street, Room 350

Los Angeles CA 80012

COUNCIL FILE 10-0860
Re: SUPPQORT FOR APPEAL TO REVERSE DECISION in Case No. CPC-2008-5028-CU
Dear Chairman Reyes and Honorable Council members:

1 am writing to support the Appeal to Reverse the Planning Commission decision to create a new school on residential Sycamore Ave. | oppose
the new school on a number of grounds ang ask that you please consider each of these objections with diligence in your deliberation on this
matier:

1. The decision was based on the existence of a school currently located there - this is false - the current location is a Daycare [ref lie: 197403540
] Bept. Social Services Child Care licensing Division. Also see Cettificate of Occupancy LA 73047/83, i confirms Daycare is the ONLY
authorized use.

2. The decision Is inconsistent with the General Plan, Hollywood Community Plan and Municipal Code concerning Conditional Use, The
establishing of a new private school in an RD1.8 zone is not supporied anywhere in relevant code or city pianning text. in fact, the General Plan
is explictt in it's poticy to protect and maintain muiti-family residential neighborhoods.

3, The decision was based on the idea that 150, and then 120 was the current enroliment at the location - false, the location is licensed for ONLY
76 children - Daygare only - Applicant said they were not increasing enrollment when 120 actuaily represents a 57% increase.

4. A 199C determination letter by DOT required a full {raffic study should total possitle enroliment rise above 1030 for all school facilities - A 1992
zoning ordinance [167-607] increased enroliment to 1125 thereby triggering a required study that was not undertaken - Congestion in the area
was adequately demonstrated by members of the public to the Planning Officer and the Commission - as was the Fability faced by the city in
having alleys BLOCKED and inaccessibie by Fire and Salely services. The decision further exacerbates the congestion AND possibie jiability for
the city in the event of an emergency requiring aceess to the Alley.

5. The traffic assessment used in the initial report / MND was {lawed on many points, including but nof limited to, which locations wete
considered in the count.

6. Existing and ongoing violations of CUP's and CO's at all properties by applicant... even since the hearing! Parking spaces used as
playgrounds, excessive noise eic. The applicant should not receive further relief because of these ‘unciean hands'.

7. The decision was based on misrepresentations and/or inaccuracies presented o Planhing Office and Planning Commission by applicant who
further stated, in both presentaltion and public testimony, during the hearing that: a] lt's an existing school, b} that 120 represented no increase in
enroliment.

8. There is an apparent Conflict of Interests by Planning Commissioner Roschen. It appears, according to his own websie and Depaniment of
Building and Safety records, that the applicant is, or has been, a personal client of the Commissioner. If is simply outrageous that an appointed
official in & judicial role can hear a case where the applicant Is, or has been, a client.

g. it has come fo my attention that the applicant changed certain aspects of the project after the initial public hearing in January. As a result of
those changes, not made public to me, my right to due process in this matter has been denied. Further, that the Planning Depariment ariginally
'noticed’ this project as a' change to a schoot building', instead of correctly identifying a daycare In a residential street, | was not served proper
information on which 1o base my decisions to comment or examine. To have my Due Process so severely ravaged as result of these
inconsistencies must certainly invalidate the decision and call into question the very functioning of the Conditional Use process.



From: Peter Rubi <peterrubi@hoimait.coms>
Subject: Re: CPC-2008-5028-CU Letter supporting appeal to reverse decision
Date: July 27, 2010 11:056:35 AM PDT
To: clintonlabrea@gmail.com

Name: Peter Rubi

Email: peterrubi@hotmail.com

Address: 540 N Detroit 5t, Los Angeles, CA 80036
Date: 7/27/10

Letter: VIA Email

Los Angeles City Council

Planning and Land Use Management Commitiee
200 North Spring Street, Room 350

lLos Angeles CA 30012

COUNCIL FILE 16-0860
Re: SUPPORT FOR APPEAL TO REVERSE DECISION in Case No. CPC-2008-5028-CU
Dear Chairman Reyes and Honorable Council members:

i am writing 1o suppott the Appeal to Reverse the Planning Commission decision to create a new schooi on residential Sycamore Ave. | oppose
the new schoot on a number of grounds and ask that you please consider each of these objections with diligence in your deliberation on this
matter:

1. The decision was based on the existence of a school currenily located there - this is faise - the current location is a Daycare [ref lic: 197403540
] Dept. Social Services Child Care licensing Division. Also see Certificate of Cccupancy LA 73047/83, it confirms Dayeare is the ONLY
authorized use.

2. The decision is inconsistent with the General Plan, Hollywood Communily Plan and Municipal Code concerning Conditional Use. The
establishing of a new private schoo! in an RD1.5 2one is not supported anywhere in relevant code or city planning text. In fact, the General Plan
is explicit in it's policy to prolect and maintain multi-family residential neighborhoods.

3. The decision was based on the idea that 150, and then 120 was the current enroliment at the location - false, the location is licensed for ONLY
76 children - Daycare only - Applicant said they were not increasing enrellment whean 120 actually represents a 57% increase.

4, A 1990 determination fetter by DOT required a full traffic study should total possible enrofiment rise above 1030 for alf school facilities - A 1892
zoning ordinance [167-607] increased enroliment to 1125 thereby triggering a requited study that was not underiaken - Congestion in the area
was adequately demonstrated by members of the public 1o the Pianning Officer and the Commission - as was the Kability faced by the city in
having alleys BLOCKED and inaccessible by Fire and Safety services. The decision further exacerbates the congestion AND possible lability for
the cily in the event of an emergency requiring access 1o the Alley.

5. The traffic assessment used in the initial report / MND was flawed on many points, including but not limited to, which locations were
considered in the count.

6. Existing and ongoing violations of CUP's and CQO's at all properties by applicant... even since the hearingl Parking spaces used as
playgrounds, excessive ncise elc. The applicant should not receive further retief because of these 'unclean hands'.

7. The decision was based on misrepresentations and/or inaccuracies presented io Planning Office and Planning Commigsion by applicant who
further stated, in both presentation and public testimony, during the hearing that: a] It's an existing school, b] that 120 represented no increase in
enroliment.

B. There is an apparent Coniiict of Interests by Planning Commissioner Roschen, | appears, according {o his own website and Department of
Building and Safety records, that the appiicant is, or has been, a personal client of the Cormmissioner. It is simply cuiragecus that an appointed
official in a judicial role can hear a case where the applicant is, or has been, a client.

8. It has come to my atlention that the appiicant changed certain aspects of the project after the initial public hearing in January. As a result of
those changes, not made public o me, my right to due process in this matter has been denied. Further, that the Planning Department originally
‘noticed’ this project as a' change to a school building', instead of correctly identifying a daycare in a residential street, | was not served proper
information on which io base my decisions fo comment or examine. To have my Due Process so severely ravaged as resuit of these
inconsistencies must certainly invalidate the decision and call into guestion the very functioning of the Cenditional Use process.



From: rob damage <damageeffect@yahoo.com:>
Subject: Re: CPC-2008-5028-CU Letter supporting appeal to reverse declslon
Date: July 31, 2010 3:32:58 PM FDT
To: clintoniabrea@gmail.com

Name: rob damage

Email: damageeffect@yahoo.com
Address: 356 N. Flores St.

Date: 7/31/2010

Letter: VIA Email

Los Angeles Gity Council

Planning and Land Use Management Committee
20¢ North Spring Street, Room 350

Los Angeles CA 90012

COUNCIL FILE 10-0980
Re: SUPPORT FOR APPEAL TO REVERSE DECISION in Case No. CPG-2008-5028-CU
Dear Chairman Reyes and Honorabie Council members:

| am writing to support the Appeal to Reverse the Planning Commission decision to create a new school on residential Sycamore Ave, | oppose
the new schoof on a number of grounds and ask that you please consider each of these objections with diligence in your deliberation on this
matier:

1. The decision was based on the existence of a school currently located there - this is false - ihe current location is a Daycare [ref lic: 197403540
] Dept. Social Services Child Care licensing Division. Also see Cerificate of Ocoupancy LA 73047/83, it confirms Daycare Is the ONLY
authorized use.

2. The decision is inconsistent with the General Plan, Hollywood Gommunity Plan and Municipal Code concerning Conditional Use. The
establishing of a new private school in an RD1.5 zone is not supporied anywhere in relevant code or city planning text. In fact, the General Plan
is explicit in it's policy fo protect and maintain multi-family residential neighborhoods.

3. The decision was based on the idea that 180, and then 120 was the current enrollment at the location - false, the location is licensed for ONLY
76 children - Daycare only - Applicant said they were not increasing enrollment when 120 actually represenis a 57% Increase.

4. A 1980 delermination letter by DOT required a full traffic study should totat possittle enroilment rise above 1030 for all scheol facilities - A 1892
zoning ordinance [187-807] ingreased enroliment to 1125 thereby triggering a required study that was not undertaken - Congestion in the area
was adequately demonstrated by members of the public fo the Planning Officer and the Commission - as was the liability faced by the city in
having aileys BLOCKED and inaccessible by Fire and Safety services. The decision further exacerbates the congestion AND possible fiability for
the city in the event of an emergency requiring access to the Alley.

5. The traffic assessmeni used in the initial report / MND was flawed on many peints, including but not limited to, which locations were
censidered in the count.

8. Existing and ongoing violations of CUP's and €Q's at all properties by applicant... even since the hearing! Parking spaces used as
playgrounds, excessive noise etc. The applicant should not receive further relie? because of these ‘unclean hands’.

7. The decision was based on migrepresentations and/or inaccuracies presented to Planning Office and Planning Commission by applicant who
further stated, in both presentalion and public iestimony, during the hearing that: a] it's an existing school, b} that 120 represented no increase in
enrcliment.

8, There is an apparent Conflict of Interests by Planning Commissioner Roschen. It appears, according to his own website and Depariment of
Building and Safety records, that the applicant is, or has been, a personal client of the Commissioner, It is simply outrageous that an appoinfed
official in a judicial role can hear a case where the applicant is, or has been, a client.

g, It has come to my attention that the applicant changed certain aspects of the project afler the initial public hearing in January. As a result of
those changes, not made public 1o me, my right to due process in this matter has been denied. Further, that the Planning Department originally
'noticed’ this project as a' change fo a school building, instead of correctly identifying a daycare in a residential street, | was not served proper
information on which to base my decisions to comment or examine. To have my Due Process so severely ravaged as result of these
inconsistencies must ceriainly invalidate the decision and cail into question the very functioning of the Conditional Use process.



From: sally mcdermott <sallymede @gmail.com>
Subject: Re: CPC-2008-5028-CU Letter supporting appeal to reverse decision
Date: July 28, 2010 11:12:32 AM PDT
To: clintonlabrea@gmail.com

AI.\iame: sally medermott
Email: sallymocde@gmail.com
Address: 617 n sycamore ave
Date: july 28th 2010

Letter: VIA Email

Los Angeles City Council

Planning and Land Use Management Comimittee
200 North Spring Street, Room 350

l.os Angeles CA 90012

COUNCH. FILE 10-0860
Re: SUPRORT FOR APPEAL TO REVERSE DECISION in Case No, CPC-2008-5028-CL
Dear Chairman Reyes and Honorable Council members:

F am writing to support the Appeal 1o Reverse the Planning Commission decision to create a new school on residential Sycamore Ave, | oppose
the new school on a number of grounds and ask that you please consider each of these obiections with diligence in your deliberation on this
matter:

1. The decision was based on the exisience of a school currently located there - this is faise - the current location is a Daycare [ref lic; 187403540
1 Dept. Social Services Child Care licensing Division. Also see Certificate of Occupancy LA 73047/83, it confirms Daycare is the ONLY
authorized use.

2. The decision is inconsistent with the General Plan, Hollywood Community Pian and Municipal Code concerning Conditional Use. The
establishing of a new private schooi In an RD1.5 zone is not supported anywhere in relevant code or city planning text. In fact, the General Plan
is explicit in it's policy 1o protect and maintain multi-family residential neighborhoods.

3. The decision was based on the idea that 150, and then 120 was the current enrollment at the location - false, the location is licensed for ONLY
76 chiidren - Daycare only - Applicant said they were not increasing enrollment when 120 aclually represents a 57% increase.

4, A 1890 delermination ietter by DOT required a full traffic study should toial possible enrollment rise above 1030 for alf school facilities -~ A 1882
zoning ordinance [167-607] increased enroliment to 1126 thereby triggering a reguired study that was nof undertaken - Congestion in the area
was adequately demonsirated by members of the public fo the Planning Officer and the Commission - as was the liability faced by the city in
having afleys BLOCKED and inaccessible by Fire and Safety services. The decision further exacerbates the congestion AND possible liability for
the city in the event of an emergency requiring access o the Alley.

&, The wraffic assessment used in the initiai report / MND was flawed on many points, including but not mited fo, which locations were
considered in the count.

8. Existing and ongoing violations of CUP's and CO's at all properiies by applicant... even since the hearing! Parking spaces used as
piaygrounds, excessive noise etc. The applicant should not receive further relief because of these 'unclean hands'.

7. The decision was based on misrepresentations and/or inaccuracies presented to Planning Office and Planning Commissien by applicant who
further stated, in both presentation and pubtic testimony, during the hearing that: aj it's an existing school, b] that 120 represented no increase in
enroilment.

8. There is an apparent Conflict of Interests by Planning Commissioner Roschen. I appears, according to his own websile and Bepariment of
Building and Safety records, that the appiicant is, or has been, a personal client of the Commissioner. It is simply outrageous that an appointed
offictal in a judicial role can hear a case where the applicant is, or has been, a client.

9. It has come to my attention that the applicant changed certain aspects of the project after the initial public hearing in January. As a resuit of
those changes, not made public o me, my right to duie process in this matter has been denied, Furher, thai the Planning Department originally
noticed' this project as a’ change 1o a school building’, instead of correctly identifying a daycare in a residential streei, | was not served proper
information on which to base my decisions to comment or examine. To have my Due Process so severely ravaged as resuli of these
inconsistencies must certainly invalidate the decision and call into question the very functioning of the Conditional Use process.



From: Sarah Shackleton <missbasildon@hotmail.com>
Subject: Re: CPC-2008-5028-Cl Letter supporting appea! to reverse decision
Date: Juiy 31, 2010 6:55:28 PM PDT
To: glintoniabrea@gmail.com

Name: Sarah Shackleton

Email: migshasildon@hotmail.com

Address: PO Box 4088, Hollywood, CA 90078
Date: July 31st, 2010

Letter: VIA Email

Los Angeles City Council

Planning and Land Use Management Committee
200 North Spring Street, Room 350

Los Angeles CA 90012

COUNCIL. FILE 10-0980
Re: SUPPORT FOR APPEAL TO REVERSE DECISION in Case No. CPC-2008-5028-Cu
Dear Chairman Reyes and Honorable Council members;

I am writing 1o support the Appeal to Reverse the Planning Comemission decision to create a new school on residential Sycamore Ave. | oppose
the new school on a number of grounds and ask that yoeu please consider each of these objections with diligence in your detiberation on this
matter:

1. The declslon was based on the existence of a school currently located there - this Is false - the cuirrent location is a Daycare {ref lis: 197403540
] Dept. Social Services Child Care licensing Divigion, Also see Certificate of Occupancy LA 73047/83, it confirms Daycare is the ONLY
authorized use.

2. The decision is inconsistent with the General Plan, Hollywood Community Plan and Municipal Code concerning Conditional Use. The
establishing of a new private school in an RD1.5 zone is not supported anywhere in relevant code or city planning text. In {act, the General Plan
is explicit in it's policy o protect and maintain multi-family residential neighborhoods.

3. The degision was based on the idea that 150, and then 120 was the current enroliment at the location - false, the location is licensed for ONLY
76 children - Daycare only - Applicant said they were not increasing enroliment when 120 actually represenis a 57% increase.

4. A 1980 determination letter by DOT required a fulf traffic study should total possible enroliment rise above 1030 for all school facilities - A 1882
zoning ordinance [167-607] increased enroliment to 1125 thereby triggering a required study ihat was not undertaken - Congestion in the area
was adequately dempnsirated by members of the public to the Planning Officer and the Commission - as was the liability faced by the city in
having alleys BLOCKED and inaccessible by Fire and Safety services. The decision further exacerbates the congestion AND possible Hability for
the city in the event of an emergency requiring access io the Alley.

5. The traffic assessment used in the initial report / MND was flawed on many points, including but not Emited to, which locations were
considered in the count.

6. Existing and ongeing violations of CUP's and CO's at all properties by applicant... even since the hearing! Parking spaces used as
playgrounds, excessive noise etc. The applicant should not receive further relief because of these 'unclean hands’,

7. The decision was based on misrepresentations and/or inaccuracies presented to Planning Office and Planning Commission by applicant who
further stated, in both presentation and pubfic testimony, during the hearing that: a} it's an existing school, b] that 120 represented ne increase in
enrcliment,

8, There is an apparent Conftict of Interests by Planning Commissioner Roschen. i appears, according 1o his own website and Department of
Building and Safety records, that the appiicant is, or has been, a personal client of the Commissioner. It is simply outrageous that an appoinied
official in a judicia rele can hear a case where the applicant is, or has been, a client.

9. It has come to my attention that the applicant changed certain aspecis of the project after the initial public hearing in January. As a result of
those changes, not made public fo me, my right to due process in this matter has been denied. Further, that the Pianning Depariment originally
'noticed’ this project as a' change fo a school building’, instead of correctly identifying a daycare in a residential street, | was not served proper
information on which to base my decisions fo comment or examine. Te have my Due Process so severely ravaged as resuit of these
inconsistencies must certainly invalidate the decision and call into question the very functioning of the Conditional Use process.



From: Shani Levi <shanlevi@yahoo.com>
Subject: Re: CPC-2008-5028-CU Letler supporting appeal to reverse decision
Date: July 31, 2010 3:54:38 PM PDT
To: dlintonlabrea@gmail.com

Name: Shani Levi

Ernail: shanievi@yahoo.com
Address: 1476 Morton Pl
Bate: July 31, 2010

Lefter: VIA Emait

Los Angeles City Councit

Planrning and Land Use Management Committee
200 North Spring Street, Room 350

|_os Angeles CA 80012

COUNCIL FILE 16-0860
Re: SUPPORT FOR APPEAL TO REVERSE DECISION in Case No, CPC-2008-5028-CU
Pear Chairman Reyes and Honorable Council members:

! am writing 1o support the Appeal to Reverse the Planning Commigsion decision fo create a new school on residential Sycamore Ave. | oppose
the new school on a number of grounds and ask that you please consider each of these objections with difigence in your deliberation on this
matter:

1. The decision was based oln the existence of a school currently localed there - this is false - the current location is a Daycare fref lic:
197403540 ] Depl. Social Services Child Care licensing Division, Also see Certiticate of Oscupancy LA 73047/83, it confirms Daycare Is the
ONL.Y authorized use.

2. The decision is inconsistent with the General Pian, Hollywood Community Plan and Municipal Code concerning Conditionat Use. The
establishing of 2 new private school in an RE1.5 zone is not supporied anywhere in relevant code or city planning text. In fact, the General Plan
is expilcit in it's policy to protect and maintain muiti-family residential neighborhoods.

3. The decision was based on the idea that 150, and then 120 was the current enroliment at the location - false, the lpeation is licensed for ONLY
76 chiidren - Daycare only - Applicant said they were not increasing enroliment when 120 actually represents a 57% increase.

4. A 1990 determination letter by DOT required a full traffic study should total possible enroliment rise above 1030 for all school facilities - A 1982
zoning ordinance [167-607] increased enrclimeant o 1125 thereby triggering a required study that was not underlaken - Congestion in the area
was adequately demonstrated by members of the pubtic to the Planning Officer and the Commission - as was the liabliity faced by the city in
having afleys BLOCKED and inaccessible by Fire and Safety services. The decision further exacerbates the congestion AND possible liability for
the city in the event of an emergency reguiring access to the Alley.

5. The traffic assessment used in the initial report / MND was flawed on many points, including but nol limited to, which locations were
considered in the count.

6. Existing and ongoing violations of CUP's and CO's at ail praperties by applicant... ever since the hearing! Parking spaces used as
playgrounds, excessive noise etc. The applicant should not receive further relief because of these 'unclean hands’,

7. The decision was based on misrepresentations and/or inacouracies presenied fo Planning Cffice and Planning Commissior by applicant who
further stated, in both presentation and public testimony, during the hearing that: a] It's an existing school, b] that 120 represented no increase in
enrollment.

8. There is an apparent Conflict of Interests by Planning Commissioner Roschen. It appears, according to his own website and Depariment of
Building and Safety records, that the applicant 13, or has been, a perscnal client of the Commissioner, It is simply outrageous that an appoinied
official in a judicial role can hear a case where the applicant is, or has been, a client.

9. It has come to my attention that the applicant changed certain aspecis of the project after the inltial public hearing in January, As a result of
those changes, not made public to me, my right to due process in this matter has been denied. Further, that the Planning Depariment originally
'noticed’ this project as a' change to a school bullding’, instead of correctly identifying a daycare in & residential sireet, | was not served proper
information on which to base my decisions to comment or examine. To have my Due Process so severely ravaged as result of these
inconsistencies must certainly invalidate the decision and call into question the very functioning of the Conditional Use process.



From: Sheri Langer <arthealer@sbegbal. net>
Subject: Re: CPC-2008-5028-CU Letter supporting appeal to reverse decision
Date: August 1, 2010 1:35:29 PM PDT
To: clintontabrea@gmail.com

Name: Sherl Langer

Email: arthealer@sbcgbal.net
Address: 444 North Detroit Street
Date: 8/110

Letfter: VIA Emait

Los Angeles City Council

Planning and Land Use Management Committee
200 North Spring Streat, Room 350

Los Angeies CA 90012

COUNCIL FILE 10-5860
Re: SUPPORT FOR APPEAL TO REVERSE DECISION in Case No. CPC-2008-5028-CL
Dear Chairman Reyes and Honorable Councll members:

I am writing to support the Appeal to Reverse ihe Planning Commission decision to create a new school on residentiat Sycamore Ave. | oppose
the new school on a number of grounds and ask that you please consider each of these objections with diligence in your deliberation on this
matter:

1. The decislon was based on the existence of a school currently located there - this is false - the current location is a Dayeare [ref lic: 197403540
] Dept. Social Services Child Care licensing Division. Also see Ceriificate of Qccupancy LA 73047/83, it confirms Daycare is the ONLY
authorized use.

2. The decislon Is inconsistent with the Genera! Plan, Hollywood Community Plan and Municipal Code concerning Conditional Use. The
establishing of a new private school in an RD1.5 zone is not supported anywhere in relevant code or city planning text. In fact, the General Plan
is explicit in t's policy to protect and maintain multi-family residential neighborhoods.

3. The decision was based on the idea that 150, and then 120 was the current enrollment at the location - faise, the location is licensed for ONLY
76 children - Daycare only - Applicant said they were not increasing enroliment when 120 actually represents a 57% increase.

4. A 1880 determination letter by DOT required a full traffic study should total possible enrollment rise above 1030 for all school facitities - A 1992
zoning ordinance [167-607] increased enroliment to 1125 thereby triggering a required sludy that was not underiaken - Congestion in the area
was adequately demonstrated by members of the public to the Planning Officer and the Commission - as was 1he fiability faced by the city in
having alleys BLOCKED and inaccessible by Fire and Safety services. The decision further exacerbates the congestion AND possible liability for
the city in the event of an emergency requiring access to the Alley.

5. The traffic assessment used in the initial report / MND was flawed on many points, inciuding but not iimited 1o, which locations were
considered in the count. ‘

6. Existing and ongoing viciations of CUP's and CO's at all properties by applicant... even since the hearing! Parking spaces used as
playgrounds, excessive noise eic. The applicant should not receive further relief because of these ‘unclean hands',

7. The decision was based on misrepresentations and/or inaccuracies presented to Planning Office and Planning Commission by applicant who
further stated, in both presentation and public testimony, during the hearing that: aj It's an existing scheol, b] that 120 represented no increase In
enrollment,

8. There is an apparent Conflict of Interests by Planning Commissioner Roschen. It appears, according to his own websile and Department of
Building and Safety records, that the applicant Is, or has been, a personal client of the Commiissioner. 1t is simply outrageous that an appointed
official in a judicial role can hear a case where the applicant is, or has begn, a client,

2. It has come io my attention that the applicant changed certain aspecis of the project after the initial public hearing in January. As a result of
those changes, not made public fo me, my right fo due process in this matter has been denied. Further, that the Planning Department originally
'noticed' this project as a' change to a school building', instead of correctly identifying a dayecare in a residential street, | was not served proper
information on which to base my decisions 1o comment or examing, To have my Due Process so severely ravaged as resuli of these
inconsistencies must certainly walidale the decision and call into question the very functioning of the Conditionai Use process.



From: Stephen Tao <stephen.tao@gmail.com:
Subject: Re: CPC-2008-5028-CU Letter supporting appeal to reverse decision
Date: August 1, 2010 12:58:07 PM PDT
To: ciinfonlabrea@gmail.com

Name: Stephen Tao

Email: stephen.tao@gmail.com
Address: 528 N Deirolt Street
Date: 31 July 2010

Letter; VIA Email

Los Angeles City Council

Planning and Land Use Management Commitise
200 North Spring Street, Room 350

l.os Angeles CA 90012

COUNCIL FILE 16-0860
Re: SUPPORT FOR APPEAL TO REVERSE DECISION in Case No. CPC-2008-5028-CU
Dear Chalrman Reyes and Honorabie Council members:

| am writing to support the Appeal o Reverse the Planning Commission decision to creale a new school on residential Sycamore Ave. | oppose
the new school on a number of grounds and ask that you please consider each of these objections with diligence in your deliberation on this
matter:

1. The decision was baged on the existence of a school currently located there - this is falge - the current location is a Daycare [ref Hic: 197403540
1 Dept. Sociat Services Child Care licensing Division. Also see Cerlificaie of Cccupancy LA 73047/83, # confirms Daycare is the ONLY
authorized use.

2. The decision is inconsistent with the General Plan, Hoilywood Community Plan and Municipat Code concerning Conditional Use. The
establishing of a new private school in an RD1.5 zone is not supported anywhere in relevant code or city planning text. In fact, the General Plan
is explicit in it's policy fo protect and maintain multi-family residential neighborhoods.

3. The decision was based on the idea that 15C, and then 120 was the current enrollment at the location - false, the lncation is Ecensed for ONLY
76 children - Daycare only - Applicant said they were not increasing enroliment when 120 actually represenis a 57% increase.

4. A 1990 determination lefter by DOT required a full traffic study shouid total possible enroliment rise above 1030 for all school facilities - A 1892
zoning ordinance [167-607) increased enroliment 1o 1125 thereby triggering a required study that was nof underiaken - Congestion in the area
was adeguately demonsirated by members of the public to the Planning Officer and the Commission - as was the liability faced by the city in
having alleys BLOCKED and inaccessible by Fire and Safety services, The decision further exacerbates the congestion AND possible lability for
the city in the event of an emergency requiring access to the Alley.

5. The traffic assessment used in the initial report / MND was flawed on many points, including but not limited 1o, which iocations were
considered in the count,

6. Existing and ongoing vioiations of CUP's and CQ's at all properties by applicant... even since the hearing! Parking spaces used as
playgrounds, excessive nolse ste. The applicant should not receive further relief because of these 'unclean hands',

7. The decision was based on misrepresentations and/or inaccuracies presented to Planning Office and Planning Commission by applicant who
further stated, in both presentation and public testimony, during the hearing that: a] it's an existing school, b] that 120 represented no increase in
enrollment,

8. There is an apparent Conflict of Interests by Planning Commissioner Roschen. It appears, according to his own website and Department of
Buiiding and Safely records, that the applicant is, or has been, a personal client of the Commissioner. It is simply outrageous that an appointed
efficial in & judicial role can hear a case where the applicant is, or has been, a client,

9. it has come fo my attention that the applicant changed certain aspecis of the project after the initial public hearing in January, As a resuit of
those changes, not made public o me, my right fo due process in this matter has been denied. Further, that the Planning Department originally
'noticed’ this project as a' change to a school building', instead of correctly identifying a daycare in a residential sireet, | was not served proper
information on which to base my decisions o comment or examine. To have my Due Process so severely ravaged as resulf of these
inconsistencies must certainly invalidale the decision and call into question the very functioning of the Conditional Use process.



From: whitney <whitcritt@hotmail come
Subject: Re: CPC-2008-5028-CU Letter supporting appeat to reverse decision
Date: August t, 2010 11:08:30 PM PDT
To: clintonlabrea@gmail.com

Name: whitney

Email: whitcrit @ hotmiail.com

Address: 28 breeze ave. apt #1 Venice CA 90291
Date: 81/10

Letter: VIA Email

L.os Angeles City Council

Planning and Land Use Management Commitiee
200 North Spring Street, Room 350

Los Angeles CA 80012

COUNCIL FILE 10-0860
Re: SUPPORT FOR APPEAL TO REVERSE DECISION in Case No. CPC-2008-5028-CU
Dear Chairman Reyes and Honorable Council members:

| am writing to support the Appeal o Reverse the Planning Commission decision to create a new school on residential Sycamore Ave. | oppose
the new school on & number of grounds and ask that you please consider each of these objections with diligence in your deliberation on this
matter:

t. The decision was based on the existence of a school ctirrently located there - this is false - the current location is a Daycare [ref lic: 197403540
] Dept. Social Services Child Care licensing Division. Also see Certificate of Ccoupancy LA 73047/83, it confirms Daycare is the ONLY
authorized use.

2. The decision is inconsistent with the General Plan, Hollywood Community Plan and Municipal Code concerning Conditional Use. The
establishing of a new private schoo! in an RDH.8 zone is not supported anywhere in relevant code or city planning text. In fact, the Genaral Plan
is explicit in it's policy 1o protect and maintain muiti-family residential neighborhoods.

3. The decision was based on the idea that 150, and then 120 was the current enrofiment at the location - false, the location is licensed for ONLY
76 children - Daycare only - Applicant said they were not increasing enroliment when 120 aciually represents a 57% increase.

4. A 1990 determination letter by DOT required a full traffic study should total possible enrollment rise above 1030 for all school facilities - A 1992
zoning ordinance {167-607] increased enroliment lo 1125 theraby triggering & required study that was not undertaken - Congestion in the area
was adequately demonstrated by members of the public to the Pianning Officer and the Commission - as was the liability faced by the city in
having alleys BLOCKED and inaccessible by Fire and Safety services. The decision further exacerbates the congestion AND possible fiability for
the city in the event of an emergency requlring access to the Alley.

5. The traffic assessment used in the initial report / MND was flawed on many points, inciuding but not limited o, which locations were
considered in the count,

6. Existing and ongoing viclations of CUP’s and CO's al ali properties by applicant... even since the hearing! Parking spaces used as
playgrounds, excessive noise etc. The applicant should not receive further refiof because of these ‘unclean hands',

7. The decision was based on misrepresentations and/or inaccuracies presented to Planning Office and Planning Commission by applicant who
further stated, in both presentation and public testimony, during the hearing that: a] lt's an existing school, b] that 120 represented no increase in
enrollmend.

8. There is an apparent Conflict of Interests by Planning Commissioner Roschen. i appears, according to his own website and Depariment of
Building and Safety records, that the applicant is, or has been, a personal client of the Commissioner. It is simply oufrageous that an appointed
official in a judicial role can hear a case where the applicant is, or bas been, a client.

2. lt has come to my attention that the applicant changed certain aspects of the project after the initial public hearing in January. As a rasult of
those changes, not made pubfic to me, my right to due process in this matter has been denied. Fusther, thai the Planning Department originally
'noticed’ this project as a' change to a school building’, instead of correctly identifying a daycare in a residential street, | was not served proper
information on which fo base my decisions fo comment or examine. To have my Due Process so severely ravaged as result of these
inconsistencies must certainly invafidate the decision and call into guestion the very functioning of the Conditionat Uise process.



