APPLICATIONS:

Related Code Section: Refer to the City Planning case determination to identify the Zone Code section for the entitlement
and the appeal procedure.

Purpose: This application is for the appeal of Department of City Planning determinations authorized by the Los Angeles
Municipal Code (LAMC).

A. APPELLATE BODY/CASE INFORMATION
1. APPELLATE BODY

O Area Planning Commission O City Planning Commission [ City Council [ Director of Planning
O Zoning Administrator

Regarding Case Number: D] 8’2 02 }'"' ] ?EO *RV

Project Address:

CRENSHH) B . Lo £S, Ct Fooos
Final Date to Appeal: ZZZ C&ZH &28 8 Z? .82;2 j

2. APPELLANT

Appellant Identity: O Representative B Property Owner
(check all that apply) O Applicant 3O Operator of the Use/Site

O Person, other than the Applicant, Owner or Operator claiming to be aggrieved

[ Person affected by the determination made by the Department of Building and Safety

O Representative X Owner O Aggrieved Party
O Applicant O Operator

3. APPELLANT INFORMATION
Appellant's Name: RO«SﬁLIZ ODZLL

Company/QOrganization:

Mailing Address: 47760 JHSMINZ(: HYMU;/
City: Ap) ViR 4/77 State: ["}'f? Zip: m

Telephone: Mﬂ@_ E-mail: nner. Com

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

O self O Other:

b. Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant's position? O Yes O No
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4. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

Representative/Agent name (if applicable):

Company:

Mailing Address:

City: State: . Zip:

Telephone: E-mail:

5. JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL
a. Is the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed? B Entire O Part

b. Are specific conditions of approval being appealed? K Yes O No
If Yes, list the condition number(s) here: (J\ Pl fQ’) - /3’-) LY (' 4’-)
| e I S / | — 7 J ~ 1 -~

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

ﬁﬂ The reason for the appeal X How you are aggrieved by the decision
?C Specifically the points atissue S Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

6. APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT
| certify that the statements contained in this application are complete and true:

Appellant Signature: \ k'g@aé}ﬁg Z%Z?éﬁ Date: /el ".20"2]

GENERAL APPEAL FILING REQUIREMENTS ]

B. ALL CASES REQUIRE THE FOLLOWING ITEMS . SEE THE ADDITIONAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR SPECIFIC CASE TYPES
1. Appeal Documents

a. Three (3) sets - The following documents are required for gach appeal filed (1 original and 2 duplicates)
Each case being appealed is required to provide three (3) sets of the listed documents.

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

b. Electronic Copy
O Provide an electronic copy of your appeal documents on a flash drive (planning staff will upload materials
during filing and return the flash drive to you) or a CD (which will remain in the file). The following items must
be saved as individual PDFs and labeled accordingly (e.g. "Appeal Form.pdf', “Justification/Reason
Statement.pdf’, or “Original Determination Letter.pdf" etc.). No file should exceed 9.8 MB in size.

c. Appeal Fee
O Original Applicant - A fee equal to 85% of the original application fee, provide a copy of the original application
receipt(s) to calculate the fee per LAMC Section 19.01B 1.
O Aggrieved Party - The fee charged shall be in accordance with the LAMC Section 19.01B 1.

d. Notice Requirement

O Mailing List - All appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide
noticing per the LAMC

O Mailing Fee - The appeal notice mailing fee is paid by the project applicant, payment is made to the City
Planning's mailing contractor (BTC), a copy of the receipt must be submitted as proof of payment.
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SPECIFIC CASE TYPES - APPEAL FILING INFORMATION

C. DENSITY BONUS / TRANSIT ORIENTED COMMUNITES (TOC)

1. Density Bonus/TOC
Appeal procedures for Density Bonus/TOC per LAMC Section 12.22.A 25 (g) f.

NOTE:
- Density Bonus/TOC cases, only the on menu or additional incentives items can be appealed.

- Appeals of Density Bonus/TOC cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation),
and always only appealable to the Citywide Planning Commission.

O Provide documentation to confirm adjacent owner or tenant status, i.e., a lease agreement, rent receipt, utility
bill, property tax bill, ZIMAS, drivers license, bill statement etc.

D. WAIVER OF DEDICATION AND OR IMPROVEMENT
Appeal procedure for Waiver of Dedication or Improvement per LAMC Section 12.37 |.

NOTE:
- Waivers for By-Right Projects, can only be appealed by the owner.

- When a Waiver is on appeal and is part of a master land use application request or subdivider's statement for a
project, the applicant may appeal pursuant to the procedures that governs the entitiement.

E. TENTATIVE TRACT/VESTING

1. Tentative Tract/Vesting - Appeal procedure for Tentative Tract / Vesting application per LAMC Section 17.54 A.

NOTE: 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.

O Provide a copy of the written determination letter from Commission.
F. BUILDING AND SAFETY DETERMINATION

[0 1. Appeal of the Department of Building and Safety determination, per LAMC 12.26 K 1, an appellant is considered the
Original Applicant and must provide noticing and pay mailing fees.

a. Appeal Fee
O Original Applicant - The fee charged shall be in accordance with LAMC Section 19.01B 2, as stated in the
Building and Safety determination letter, plus all surcharges. (the fee specified in Table 4-A, Section 98.0403.2 of the
City of Los Angeles Building Code)

b. Notice Requirement
O Mailing Fee - The applicant must pay mailing fees to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a
copy of receipt as proof of payment.

O 2. Appeal of the Director of City Planning determination per LAMC Section 12.26 K 8, an applicant or any other aggrieved
person may file an appeal, and is appealable to the Area Planning Commission or Citywide Planning Commission as
noted in the determination.

a. Appeal Fee
O Original Applicant - The fee charged shall be in accordance with the LAMC Section 19.01B 1 a.

b. Notice Requirement
O Mailing List - The appeal notification requirements per LAMC Section 12.26 K 7 apply.
O Mailing Fees - The appeal notice mailing fee is made to City Planning's mailing contractor (BTC), a copy of
receipt must be submitted as proof of payment.

CP-7769 Appeal Application Form (1/30/2020) Page 3 of 4



G. NUISANCE ABATEMENT

1. Nuisance Abatement - Appeal procedure for Nuisance Abatement per LAMC Section 12.27.1 C 4

NOTE:
- Nuisance Abatement is only appealable to the City Council.

a. Appeal Fee
O Aggrieved Party the fee charged shall be in accordance with the LAMC Section 19.01 B 1.

2. Plan Approval/Compliance Review
Appeal procedure for Nuisance Abatement Plan Approval/Compliance Review per LAMC Section 12.27.1 C 4.

a. Appeal Fee
O Compliance Review - The fee charged shall be in accordance with the LAMC Section 19.01 B.
0O Modification - The fee shall be in accordance with the LAMC Section 19.01 B.

NOTES

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.

Please note that the appellate body must act on your appeal within a time period specified in the Section(s) of the
Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) pertaining to the type of appeal being filed. The Department of City Planning
will make its best efforts to have appeals scheduled prior to the appellate body's last day to act in order to provide
due process to the appellant. If the appellate body is unable to come to a consensus or is unable to hear and consider
the appeal prior to the last day to act, the appeal is automatically deemed denied, and the original decision will stand.
The last day to act as defined in the LAMC may only be extended if formally agreed upon by the applicant.

This Section for City Planning Staff Use Only
Base Fee; Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner): Date:
Receipt No: Deemed Complete by (Project Planner): Date: o
O Determination authority notified O Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)
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Property Owner’s Grounds for Appeal

A landlord should not be punished or held accountable for the
unlawful actions of a tenant if the landlord did not have notice of
such actions. The record does not support that the landlord had
notice — because she did not.

The landlord was not given notice in the application of a possible
covenant that might be recorded against her property

The landlord listened to the complaints at the hearing and
reasonably and promptly did her part to abate the concerns
expressed by the police and the community

Recording a restrictive covenant against the owner is a type of
taking of the property without just compensation to the owner.

Relief Sought by Landlord

i)
i)

That the City or Planning Board not be permitted to record a
restrictive covenant against the property

That with respect to the Landlord the sanction for the filing fee of
the application and the associated costs be waived.

Discussion

A.

Any Wrongful Actions of the Tenant Should not be Attributable to
Ms. Odell

Ms. Odell, a woman in her 70’s, has owned the subject property
since the 1970s. The property has 3 businesses located in it, a cell
phone repair shop, a tax preparation service, and the Rasta Smoke
Shop, which sells tobacco products, among other things. In all the
time that Ms. Odell has owned the property, neither she nor prior
tenants to her recollection and belief have been involved with any
nuisance abatement proceedings or have received any complaints
about nuisance conditions.

Ms. Odell leaves the running of the business to each of the
business owners. She has not received complaints about the
Rasta Smoke Shop business from the other two tenants.

Ms. Odell is not an owner of the Rasta Smoke Shop.

Ms. Odell did not know of any problems or regulations being
violated with respect to the sale of tobacco products in the Rasta
Smoke Shop until she was served with the Nuisance Abatement
Application initiated by the Planning Commission. Ms. Odell did not
know about any robberies, assaults, or any criminal activity in or



around Rasta Smoke Shop until she was served with the Nuisance
Abatement Application. Ms. Odell did not know of any citizen
complaints against the Rasta Smoke Shop until she was served
with the Nuisance Abatement Application. The record does not
show that Ms. Odell knew of any of these issues prior to being
served with the until she was served with the Nuisance Abatement
Application.

Whenever there was graffiti painted or sprayed onto the building,
Ms. Odell would have it removed / painted over. At various times
she reached out to the City of Los Angeles, Office of Community
Beautification, for the painting over of the graffiti. She also installed
tall iron security fencing around the entire back area of her
property. This security fencing keeps people away from the back of
the building.

Over the years Ms. Odell has visited the property approximately
once per month, sometimes during the day and often at night. She
used to observe people hanging around the bus stop when the bus
stop was located in front of Rasta Smoke Shop. Since the bus stop
was moved at least two (2) years ago across the street, North of
Martin Luther King Blvd. by Kristy Creme Donuts, she has not
personally observed people hanging out by the Rasta Smoke Shop.
There are no benches or chairs on or near Ms. Odell’s property for
people to hang out.

In the hearing one Officer said he complained to Ms. Odell about
the parking problem in the alley, and suggested some sort of
barricade, but he claims Ms. Odell was dismissive. Ms. Odell has
no memory of that conversation or that officer. It is important to
point out that the entire alley is owned by the City of Los Angeles
and is a public street. It is not owned by Ms. Odell. To her
knowledge Ms. Odell would have no right or authority to install any
barricade on the property of the alley. Ms. Odell’s property line only
extends to north wall of her building and the line of the back
security fencing. The record does not claim that Ms. Odell owns
the alley street — because she does not.

Ms. Odell has repeatedly been encouraged by members of the Los
Angeles Police Department to never interfere with any people in the
public areas around the building. In fact, she was repeatedly
advised by the police to always call the police. She instructed her
tenants to do the same as she was instructed by the Los Angeles
Police Department.



The police never complained to Ms. Odell about tobacco violations
in Rasta Smoke Shop or any criminal activity caused or
encouraged by Rasta Smoke Shop, except in the application for
nuisance abatement and in the hearing. The record support this.

In short, the record does not support that Ms. Odell has done
anything wrong. She has not. Ms. Odell had no advanced
knowledge of a “public nuisance” on her property or inordinate use
of police time until she was served with the papers in this action.

. The landlord was not given notice in the application of a possible
covenant that might be recorded against her property

Had Ms. Odell been given notice in the application that a possible
covenant that might be recorded against her property, or that she
had done anything wrong, she would have taken a more assertive
stance pointing out she was not the cause of any nuisance activity.

The application cited incidents at the Rasta Smoke Shop stretching
back almost 5 years, to 2017. Learning of the incidents of the sale
of single cigarettes to minors is disturbing and such actions are
unacceptable. The tenants assured Ms. Odell this stopped a
couple years ago. There was a more recent incident that the Rasta
Smoke Shop did not close during the pandemic. Ms. Odell does
not have an opinion as to whether or not Rasta Smoke Shop
needed to close, but this is not something that Ms. Odell caused or
supported. In fact, she was not aware of this until the application
was sent to her.

It seems unjust for the City to take such severe action against the
landlord when they do not warn the landlord of such penalty.

. The Landlord Took the Comments by the Police and Community to
Heart and Promptly Acted on Them to Abate Any Bad Conditions

Ms. Odell was appalled at the run down appearance of the
building and many of the comments made the police and the
citizens representative. Ms. Odell organized a complete
makeover of the property. The outside was freshly painted.
Additional lighting was added for safety at night.
Unnecessary signage was removed. The parking barriers
were freshly painted yellow. Large “no parking” and “no
loitering’ signs were displayed on the outside. A new
dumpster was added to the back of the property and a
garbage can was placed near the side of the building. The
building was transformed from a worn-down look to an



appealing freshened-up building. All of this was reflected in
numerous color photographs submitted to the Planning
Commission subsequent to the hearing within the time
period given by the Planning Commission to add further
documents to the record.

The tenants also freshened-up the interior of their store by
painted the interior, installing new flooring, repairing a
window, adding new contemporary glass doors, and
removed unsightly posters.

Ms. Odell was not aware of any new or recent violations of
The Rasta Smoke Shop, and the record does not suggest
there are any.

D. Recording a restrictive covenant against the owner is a type of
taking of the property without just compensation to the owner.

It is unfair that the owner should have a restrictive covenant
placed on their property without just compensation. Ms.
Odell did not cause the problem.

There are other business located in the Crenshaw District
area that are allowed to sell tobacco and tobacco products.
It is discriminatory against Ms. Odell to permanently punish
her by forcing her to record restrictive covenants against her
property when she did not cause any of the problems.






































































































Applicant Copy City of Los Angeles
Office: Downtown Department of City Planning

Application Invoice No: 77191 08 A
%‘i-'r' %ﬂ_

JRTIAANI
City Planning Request

800177191*
NOTICE: The staff of the Planning Department will analyze your request and accord the same full and impartial consideration to
your application, regardless of whether or not you obtain the services of anyone to represent you.

Scan this QR Code® with a barcode
reading app on your Smartphone.
Bookmark page for future reference.

This filing fee is required by Chapter 1, Article 9, L.A.M.C.

If you have questions about this invoice, please contact the planner assigned to this case. To identify the assigned planner, please
visit https://planning.lacity.org/pdiscaseinfo/ and enter the Case Number.

Receipt Number:201221A44-3C9A009E-4FED-49BA-9F77-4E68484DE667, Amount:$109.47, Paid Date:12/20/2021
Applicant: OWNER OF PROPERTY (4058-60-62 CRENSHAW BL., LOS AN - ODELL, ROSALIE ( 310-6215923 )

Representative:
Project Address: 4060 S CRENSHAW BLVD, 90008

NOTES:
DIR-2021-1780-RV-1A
ltem Fee % Charged Fee

Appeal by Aggrieved Parties Other than the Original Applicant * $89.00 100% $89.00

Case Total $89.00
ltem Charged Fee

*Fees Subject to Surcharges $89.00

Fees Not Subject to Surcharges $0.00

Plan & Land Use Fees Total $89.00

Expediting Fee $0.00

Development Services Center Surcharge (3%) $2.67

City Planning Systems Development Surcharge (6%) $5.34

Operating Surcharge (7%) $6.23

General Plan Maintenance Surcharge (7%) $6.23

Grand Total $109.47

Total Invoice $109.47

Total Overpayment Amount $0.00

Total Paid(this amount must equal the sum of all checks) $1 09.47

Council District: 8
Plan Area: West Adams - Baldwin Hills - Leimert
Processed by VIDAL, ANNA on 12/20/2021

Signature:

Printed by GONZALEZ, IRENE on 12/22/2021. Invoice No: 77191 . Page 1 of 1 QR Code i  egistord trademark of Denso Wave, Incorpoated



Building & Safety Copy City of Los Angeles
Office: Downtown Department of City Planning

Application Invoice No: 77191 08 A
%‘i-'r' %ﬂ_

JRTIAANI
City Planning Request

800177191*
NOTICE: The staff of the Planning Department will analyze your request and accord the same full and impartial consideration to
your application, regardless of whether or not you obtain the services of anyone to represent you.

Scan this QR Code® with a barcode
reading app on your Smartphone.
Bookmark page for future reference.

This filing fee is required by Chapter 1, Article 9, L.A.M.C.

If you have questions about this invoice, please contact the planner assigned to this case. To identify the assigned planner, please
visit https://planning.lacity.org/pdiscaseinfo/ and enter the Case Number.

Receipt Number:201221A44-3C9A009E-4FED-49BA-9F77-4E68484DE667, Amount:$109.47, Paid Date:12/20/2021
Applicant: OWNER OF PROPERTY (4058-60-62 CRENSHAW BL., LOS AN - ODELL, ROSALIE ( 310-6215923 )

Representative:
Project Address: 4060 S CRENSHAW BLVD, 90008

NOTES:
DIR-2021-1780-RV-1A
ltem Fee % Charged Fee

Appeal by Aggrieved Parties Other than the Original Applicant * $89.00 100% $89.00

Case Total $89.00
ltem Charged Fee

*Fees Subject to Surcharges $89.00

Fees Not Subject to Surcharges $0.00

Plan & Land Use Fees Total $89.00

Expediting Fee $0.00

Development Services Center Surcharge (3%) $2.67

City Planning Systems Development Surcharge (6%) $5.34

Operating Surcharge (7%) $6.23

General Plan Maintenance Surcharge (7%) $6.23

Grand Total $109.47

Total Invoice $109.47

Total Overpayment Amount $0.00

Total Paid(this amount must equal the sum of all checks) $1 09.47

Council District: 8
Plan Area: West Adams - Baldwin Hills - Leimert
Processed by VIDAL, ANNA on 12/20/2021

Signature:

Printed by GONZALEZ, IRENE on 12/22/2021. Invoice No: 77191 . Page 1 of 1 QR Code i  egistord trademark of Denso Wave, Incorpoated
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