APPLICATIONS:

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary
actions administered by the Department of City Planning.

APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION

Appellant Body:

1 Area Planning Commission 1 City Planning Commission City Council 1 Director of Planning
Regarding Case Number: " Q ~ cftcvAo <NYd =>< =—=——=ce
Project Address: . WS~ ~VA\D-. VA PTFT
‘LSbh,i> S. Vausa u»6: .VXe, C J OO\NE
VcV. " rrv-" - o\"7

Final Date to Appeal:

Type of Appeal: @ Appeal by Applicant®J”nep)
1 Appeal by a person, other than the Applicant/Owner, claiming to be aggrieved
1 Appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety

APPELLANT INFORMATION

Appellant's name (print): —— ——~+~ Gf+ ~

Company: ™ V>A-)frAA ™ Vjo
Mailing Address: "2-£ £ 0/0 I S—p"ee,r
City: Vos v~ fyt\ES State: CPv ’\OpSI’]
Telephone: &« — — —/—m™ —0 E-mail:
cxn™ in N CWw\

= |s the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company?

Self 1 Other:

= |s the appeal being filed to support the original applicant’s position? 1 Yes No

REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

Representative/Agent name (if applicable):

Company: ~ VggX \j-~ tfiZ&CILS ™ VMWY- A .
Mailing Address: N\a\/n.s.O-£. ~N °
City: \ oC < State: C_fc- Zip: <\ OQVQ
Telephone: CnNsX/NVAN - P"V-cg, E-mail: 0 (&) <L.gqV1 -~

ctw
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JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL

Is the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed? Entire 1 Part
C.*9 ielwl1l1ll i*

Are specific conditions of approval being appealed? Yes 1 No

If Yes. list the condition Humberts) here: ,3»2H. S.?. \011 | n3 AH .

I ’ )

Attach a separate sheet providing your reasons for the appeal. Your reason must state: '

= The reason for the appeal = How you are aggrieved by the decision

= Specifically the points at issue < Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

APPLICANT'S AFFIDAVIT

| certify that the statements contained in this application are complete and true:
” e\ st I A Noa_ v
Appellant Signature: ><”/i__ vwi ¢c-XLJ"- Date: X~ *-k' N

FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

= Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates):

o Appeal Application (form CP-7769)
o Justification/Reason for Appeal
o Copies of Original Determination Letter

e A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 19.01 B.

o Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipt(s) (required to calculate

their 85% appeal filing fee).

« All appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide noticing per

the LAMC, pay mailing fees to City Planning's mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of the receipt.

= Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC
12.26 K are considered Original Applicants and must provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K.7, pay mailing fees

to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of receipt.

= A Certified Neighborhood Council (CNC) or a person identified as a member of a CNC or as representing the
CNC may not file an appeal on behalf of the Neighborhood Council; persons affiliated with a CNC may only

file as an individual on behalf of self.

= Appeals of Density Bonus cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation).

e Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the Area or City
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the date of the written determination of said

Commission.

e A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (ZA, APC, CPC, etc.) makes

a determination for a project that is not further appealable. [CA Public Resources Code | 21151 (c)].



ATTACHMENT TO APPEAL
BY BALUBHAI G. PATEL,
TRUSTEE OF THE BALUBHAI

G. PATEL TRUST

4901-4917 1/2 WEST ADAMS
BLVD./2545 SOUTH RIMPAU
BLVD., LOS ANGELES, CA
90016/CASE NO. DIR 2015-
0094(RV) (PA1) REVOCATION/
DISCONTINUANCE OF USE

The Zoning Administrator had no subject matter
jurisdiction to review the conditions originally iImposed in
the case because a timely appeal under federal and state law
was made by way of a federal civil rights challenge (with
state supplemental claims under California Code of Civil
Procedure Section 1094.5 and the California Constitution)

The matter i1s now pending before the Ninth Circuit
Court of Appeals in the case entitled Balubhai Patel
Sardaben Patel v. City of Los Angeles. United States
District Court for the Central District of California
No. CV-16-08888-DG. If the Zoning Administrator believes that
the conditions are enforceable, she should seek a court order
to enforce them. Otherwise, enforcing the imposed conditions
before any effective judicial review is completed raises
serious 1issues of violations of due process, equal protection
and may constitute an unconstitutional 'taking” under the
federal and state constitutions since imposing conditions
that may ultimately be i1nvalidated on judicial review.

The timing of the hearing raises a First Amendment
retaliation issue under Sorranols Gasco, Inc, v. Morgan, 874
F.2d 1310 (9th Cir. 1989) as the owner/appellant is in other
litigation with the City of L.A. and a strong critic over its
policies regarding zoning of this and other hotels and motels
that he owns and operrates

Additionally, there 1s not substantial or
sufficient evidence to support any of the findings that the
Adams-Garden Inn constitutes at present a public nuisance.
The owner/appellant has invested a substantial sum of money
in renovating and policing the property. Any concerns
originally intended by the i1mposition of the conditions of
which there was not substantial evidence toi support, has
even If such conditions existed, 1in arguendo, been mitigated



by the voluntary actions taken by the owner/appellant since
the original case was filed. Imposition of the conditions and
revocation of use at this time would violate the standards of
California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5 in that (1)
the Zoning Administrator acted in excess of her jurisdiction
by attempting to impose finality without a final court order;
(2) because of the timing of the hearing where the
Administrator implicitly conceded that she could not impose
or revoke the conditions previously while the district court
action was pending raises an issue under the First Amendment
as to the fairness of the hearing; and (3) the Ilack of
evidence that this property is presently a public nuisance to
the community requiring the conditions or revocation of use
compels the conclusion that the Zoning Administrator
prejudicially abused his discretion.

Finally, the conditions and revocation 1is
unconstitutional under the Fourth, Fifth and Fourteenth
Amendments of the U.S. Constitution and parallel provisions
of the California Constitution.

The City should allow the owner/appellant his
right to judicial due process and await a decision of the
district court and appellate court on the original case.



