Exhibit 14
glendale®e

Planning

Appeal

Case No. PDR000210-2022
Date August 25, 2023

Submit this form on the Glendale Permits site at www.glendaleca.gov/permits (Appeal of Planning Decision)

For more information about this form and related fees, please call the Planning Division at (818) 548-2115.

Please complete (PRINT or TYPE) the following information:

PART 1 — NOTICE TO APPELLANT (please read carefully)

A. This form must be prepared and filed, within 15 days of the date of the decision being appealed.

B. Every question must be answered.

C. If a question does not apply, you must answer “does not apply” or words to that effect.

D. Failure to properly fill out this notice or failure to make a sufficient statement of a case in this notice, even if in fact you have
valid and sound grounds for appeal, may cause your appeal to be dismissed forthwith.

E. Attach additional pages for long answers.

Prior to completing this form, read the Glendale Municipal Code, Title 2, Chapter 2.88 Uniform Appeal Procedure on the

City’s webpage at https://library.qcode.us/lib/glendale ca/pub/municipal code/item/title 2-chapter 2 88

m

PART 2 — APPELLANT INFORMATION

A.  Hunt Braly hbraly@pooleshaffery.com
First Name Last Name Email Address

B._ 25350 Magic Mountain Parkway Santa Clarita CA 91355 (661) 290-2991
Street Address City State Zip Code Area Code - Phone Number

PART 3 — APPEAL BACKGROUND INFORMATION

A. State the name or title of the board, commission or officer from which this appeal is taken
Design Review Board

B. Were you given written notice of the action, ruling or determination? Yes 0 No [}
If “Yes,” attach a copy of the written notice and write the date you received it here
If “No,” give the following information concerning your receipt of notice of the action, ruling or determination.
Date _08/10/23 Time Location _Santa Clarita Manner _Email

C. State generally what kind of permit, variance, ruling, determination or other action was the basis for the decision from
which the appeal is taken _Request for Demolition

D. State the specific permission or relief that was originally sought from the board, commission, or officer
The request included the argument that the proposed new uses were violating the Health and Safety Code and impacting

neighboring uses. Request for a continuance. Full information in our August 10 letter.

E. Were you the party seeking the relief that was originally sought? Yes O No K
If “No,” how are you involved with the permit, variance, ruling, determination, or other action referred to above?
We represent a neighborhood organization called Legal Action Network LLC, which supports the equestrian
community in Glendale, Burbank. and Los Angeles.
F. Does this matter involve real property? Yes X No OO0
If “Yes,” give the address, or describe the real property affected _1900 Riverside Drive
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PART 4 — STATEMENT OF ERROR
A. Do you contend that there was a violation of a specific provision of law, which forms the basis for this appeal? _x_Yes
___No If “Yes”, state each specific provision of law that you contend was violated:
The Design Review Board failed to address the Healthy and Safety impacts of the demolition and the future development on
neighboring uses. It also failed to consider the impact on the vacating of the easement on neighboring uses.
B. Do you contend that the board, commission or officer exceeded its authority by virtue of any of the provisions of law given
in answer “A”? ___Yes _x No If “Yes”, state which provisions, and state specifically each act that was in excess of
authority:

C. Do you contend that the board, commission or officer failed to fulfill a mandatory duty by any provision of law given in
answer “A”? _x Yes ___ No If “Yes”, state which provision, and the specific duty that it failed to exercise:

It failed to address the Health and Safety impacts of the demolition and the future development on neighboring uses.
It also failed to consider the impact on the vacating of the easement on neighboring uses.

D. Do you contend that the board, commission or officer refused to hear or consider certain facts before rendering its
decision? _x Yes ___No If “Yes”, state each such fact, and for each fact, state how it should have changed the act,
determination or ruling:

E. Do you contend that the evidence before the board, commission or officer was insufficient or inadequate to support its
action, determination or ruling or any specific finding in support thereof? _X Yes __ No

If “Yes”, state what evidence was necessary, but lacking: _The Board failed to consider the Health and Safety impacts
on neighboring uses and the impact on vacating the easement on neighboring uses.

F. Do you contend that you have new evidence of material facts not previously presented, which if considered should change
the act, determination or ruling? ___Yes _x No If “Yes”, state each new material fact not previously presented to the
board, commission or officer. For each fact, state why it was not available, or with the exercise of reasonable diligence could
not have been discovered and previously presented by the appellant:

Statement of additional facts related to the appeal: _ Please see our letter of August 25, 2023.

The foregoing statements, contained in PARTS 2, 3 and 4 above, are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Appeellant’s Name — Please Print

C. E/\o&x\ _ 08/25/23

~J N R
Appellant’s Signature ﬁl—\ Date Signed

FOR STAFF USE ONLY Date Stamp
Date received in Permit Services Center Received by

Fee paid Receipt No.
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The Design Review Board failed to address the Healthy and Safety impacts of the demolition and the future development on 
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neighboring uses. It also failed to consider the impact on the vacating of the easement on neighboring uses.
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It failed to address the Health and Safety impacts of the demolition and the future development on neighboring uses.
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It also failed to consider the impact on the vacating of the easement on neighboring uses.
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There was no acknowledgment by the Design Review Board that it had received our August 10 letter and considered the 
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issues presented.
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The Board failed to consider the Health and Safety impacts 
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on neighboring uses and the impact on vacating the easement on neighboring uses.
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NL
Please see our letter of August 25, 2023.

NL
Hunt Braly, Esq. on behalf of Legal Action Network

NL
08/25/23


Writer's email: l11)raly@pooleslla{fery. com

August 24, 2023

VIA EMAIL

vezzati @glendal eca.gov

Vista Ezzati

CITY OF GLENDALE CITY COUNCIL
613 E. Broadway

Glendale, CA 91206

Re:  Legal Action Network
Appeal of 1900 Riverside Drive Design Review Board Meeting August 10, 2023
PDR 000210-2022
PSFileNo.: 1005-2300

Dear Members of the City Council,

Thisfirm has been retained by Legal Action Network LLC (LAN) which isanetwork
organization of community members, equestrians, business and equestrian business owners,
residents, organizations, and other stakeholders that represent the urban horse communities of
Los Angeles (Los Angeles Equestrian Center), Burbank, and Glendale, California. The Riverside
Rancho in the City of Glendale and the Rancho Equestrian District in Burbank are part of only
three urban horse communities in the United States. All three connect to Griffith Park in Los
Angeles.

We submitted a letter opposing the demolition of the existing buildings at 1900 Riverside
Drive. We understand that despite our opposition, the demolition was approved.

We understand that one of the key conditions that the Design Review Board did impose
on the applicant prior to any demolition is that the public easement on Allen be vacated. We
understand that the west side of Allen will be their driveway to parking at the rear of their
property. Thisportion of Allen isalso frequently referred to asthe “Alley”. We have not been
informed of the public process of vacating this easement and believe that if it is vacated, the
equestrian access over the channel for rental horses will be significantly limited. Aswe are sure
the City Council knows, this public easement is one of the few access points from Glendale to
the Los Angeles Equestrian Center. In addition to the use of the existing easement or public
horse access, it is used by hikers, emergency vehicles and utilities such as SCE. Simply having a
condition that the easement must be vacated prior to any demolition does not provide the public
with how they can have their input and concerns about the vacating of the easement heard and
considered. Asaresult, you have forced LAN to file this appeal to protect their rights and ability
to address the vacating of the easement.

In addition to the issue regarding the vacating of the easement, the public has provided
significant comments and testimony regarding the impacts of this new proposed project and the
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August 25, 2023
City of Glendale City Council
Page 2

Design Review Board should have taken these comments into consideration when it approved
the request on August 10, 2023. These comments included those made at the March 7, 2023,
City Council Meeting.

Let me highlight afew of the issues for our opposition and the basis for the appeal :

1. Sinceat least 2019 there has been significant communications with the City of Glendale
providing evidence that there is a conflict between public dog facilities (kennels) and the
equestrian uses in the Rancho.

2. TheHedth and Safety part of the CE code indicates that uses shall not result in a
negative impact on neighboring uses. In this case, the dog kennel will have a negative
health and safety impact on the adjacent equestrian facilities, trails and uses.

3. Theclaim that this property could no longer be used as a horse facility is and continues to
be false. It was operating at full capacity until the new property owner ordered the horses
to be vacated.

4. The City has been provided with two historical assessments (J. Snow 2018 and J DeCarli
2021) which support that the existing property deserves historic preservation. The
approval by this Board of ademolition permit will not allow the community to continue
to pursue historic preservation.

For al of the reasons stated in this letter, LAN requests that the City Council affirm our
appeal and reverse the approval of the Design Review Board to demolish the existing buildings
on this property. In addition, we request that the City Council provide a public process for the
consideration of the vacating of the public easement on the west half of Allen also referred to as
the “Alley”

Thank you for your consideration of our request.

Very truly yours,

Hunt C. Braly

cc: Clients
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