
CITY OF 

LONG 

December 7, 2021 

HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 
City of Long Beach 
California 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Department of Financial Management 
411 West Ocean Boulevard, 6'" Floor 

Long Beach, CA 90802 
(562) 570-6425 

C-20 

Refer to a Hearing Officer the business license revocation appeal by SOCAL Equity 
Holdings, LLC, located at 214-216 Atlantic Avenue, Long Beach, for business 
license number BU21903666. (District 2) 

DISCUSSION 

Due to failure to comply with applicable laws and regulations pursuant to Long Beach 
Municipal Code (LBMC) Sections 5.90.030, 5.92.210, and 5.92.1420, SOCAL Equity 
Holdings, LLC, located at 214-216 Atlantic Avenue, Long Beach, was the subject of a 
business license revocation hearing on August 18, 2021. The hearing was conducted in 
compliance with LBMC Section 3.80.429.1. 

On September 15, 2021, the Hearing Officer recommended the Director of Financial 
Management revoke business license number BU21903666 (Attachment A). 

On October 6, 2021, the Department of Financial Management revoked (Attachment B) 
the commercial industrial space rental business license previously issued to SOCAL 
Equity Holdings. 

Pursuant to LBMC Section 3.80.429.5, a licensee can appeal the revocation of a business 
license to the City Council. The licensee lodged its written request for appeal on October 
14, 2021 (Attachment C). Whenever it is provided that a Hearing shall be heard by the 
City Council, the City Council may, in its discretion, conduct the Hearing itself or refer it 
to a Hearing Officer, in accordance with LBMC 2.93.050(A). 

This matter was reviewed by Deputy City Attorney Arturo D. Sanchez on November 9, 
2021. 

TIMING CONSIDERATIONS 

If referred, upon selection of a Hearing Officer, the matter will be heard not less than 30 
days thereafter, pursuant to LBMC 3.80.429.5. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

There is no fiscal or local job impact associated with this item. 
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SUGGESTED ACTION: 

Approve recommendation. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/)/ ' )< A/iW\ 
/-l-i}'v.-,, 

KEVIN RIPER 

DIRECTOR OF FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 

ATTACHMENTS: A-HEARING OFFICER REPORT 
8 - NOTICE OF BUSINESS LICENSE REVOCATION 
C - SOCAL EQUITY HOLDINGS APPEAL LETTER 

APPROVED: 

THOMAS B. MODICA 
CITY MANAGER 
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ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING 

Cl'f\" OF LONG BEACH 

Attachment A 

ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING fOR i RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS 
BUSINESS LICENSE NUMBER 
Bt121903666 ISSUED TO SOCIAL HEARING DATE : 8/18121 
EQUITY HOLDINGS, I.LC. AT 
214-216 ATLANTIC A VENUE TO ADMIN HEARING 
SHOW CAUSE WIIY ITS LICENSE OFFICER : LARRY MINSKY 
SHOULD NOT BE REVOKED 
PURSUANT TO LONG BEACII 
MUNICIPAL CODE CHAPTER 
3 .80 .429 .1 FOR ALLOWING 
UNLICENSED CANNABIS 
ACTJYITIES TO OCCUR AT 
214~216 ATLANTIC AVENUE IN 
VIIOLATION OF LONG BEACH 
MUNICIPAL COOE CIIAPTER 
5.92.210 

I. INTRODl.iCTION ANO POSITIONS OF TJIF. PARTIES 

23 This matter came on for hearing remotely via the WebEx platfonn on August 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

18, 202 l at 9:30 a.m. The lfoa1ing \Vas conducted by Administrative IIcaring 

Officer Larry Minsky, a~igncd 10 this matter by the CITY OF LONG BEACH 

(City) le hear the timely appeal tiled by Appellant EQUITY HOLDINGS, LLC 

1 
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(/\ppdla111) rclativ1..: ltl Ilic Clly's decision to revoke 1\ppdlant\ City Co1111111..~rcial/ 

Industrial Space Rental Busmess License Number BlJ2 l 903(1(>(J 1.vh1ch cnab!cd 

Appel la111 tu opcr ail: a 1w11-cmmabis-rdated busint".ss at 2 H-21 5 Atlantic Avenue, 

l .ong Beach, Calit'ornia, 90802 (Property). The City's decision lu revoke 

Appel Ian!':-. ( 'om1m:n.:ial/lndustrial ! .ic..::nse was predicated on its conclusion thm 

/\ppellant had been cnga.~rng i11 un;11111tnr i/cd, 11rn1-licc11s.cd cannabis activily al 

that Propcrly. (Sc1.:· Ct!y F-..:h1b1ls at pages J 2-17 .) 

The City nonhcd i\ppellant of its intent to hold this hearing by lcncr dated 

May 18, /()/I and thereafter, as a result of Appcllant '~;request for a co11ti11u3.11c...:: of 

said hearing, by lcttc1 dakd .J1ily 2(i, .?.021 (Sec City l·xhibits at pages 4 and 'i,) 

The City contc·nds Appellant was engaging tn unlawful cannabis-related 

ac1iv1tv at the Prnpertv in vil-,lation of the City"s .\fonicipal Code. More 

specifically., the City co11tc11ds .. i11kr alia that 011 lkccmbcr I }fJ)0 . .1\ppL'.llrrnl was 

found to have hcen using ihe Pmpeny to store cann::lbis at the Property and:'or use 

the Property as pan of Appclbnfs delivery operations and that its cannabis 

Appcllanl co11lc11tls- (a) i1 l1ad a Stak-is:--.w:d license lo distribu1c: cannabis~ 

(h) c;mnabis \.\as 1H1l f'ormd by lhc City in ... rH:ctur\ inside the Propetiy m anv point 

Closini~ Statem.ents. n 1-; th~:1r position that 1t is not ll!cyal to have its camrnb1s 
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lake n:slrnrn11 breaks. 

IL Sl.;:\·IMARY OF RELEVANT F.VIDENCE 

A. DOCl IMEN I ARY EVIDENCE 

I. Thl' ( 'itv's Exhibits: 

Tile ( ·i1y mlrrnlnccd <l scric" or documents consistinJ'. of various lett1..~rs, Cl!y 

business lic:ctbing records, ;md \·a1ious Jocmm::nb i.rnd photog,tilphs p1cp;in.:d ur 

seemed hy the Ci1y's B11smcss I .icc11-:.in1r [ kp~irlmcnl and/or ( 'i1y Business 

Inspector, Ms. Lori Voss (Voss) These documents \Vere number from OCH throu1~h 

(f/ l~ ail wt.:rc admitted \vitliout objc:<.:tion. /\11 addirional docu111c111, a11 e-mail from 

Voss dated December 2, 2020 co1is1itutin!! Voss's invc;:;.iigativc ac:tivi1ie~ afld 

observation-; of thi.: l)ropcrty. bcarmi'. City ~:xilibt\ Jla!'.C 1111mhcr 073 (I email) 

was al'lo admiltt:d dm inµ, Ilic hcai ing. 

2. A ppdlant's Exhibit-;· 

Although i\ppdlaut wa~ :-p<:c1fically advi:-cd ol' his n~'.ht and given the 

opportunity to prcs.cnt c.-...hibits during the hearing, /\ppdlant offered no exhibits 

However, all ached In ils post-hearing Closing Statemt:u! (Stakml...'nll. Appellant 

nttached variciu;;; documents. Though received after the close of testimony, said 

dornmcnts were considered by this I !earing Officer. 

H. Tl-:STI l\IONY 

l·ollmving llil: pll:SCJJ!atirn1 ur its ()prniilf:! Statement. the City nffl.::rcd only 

the tc'stimony of Voss and i\ppi..:llanl offered only it-; :1gc111, .\·1r .lur)!C I.nrio::.. 
3 
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(Larios) Nn other witness testimony was presented lanos was lhc Appellant s 

sole represenlalive at the l leanng. his name 1s listed as the author of Appellant s 

Stalcmcnl 

I. Evidem'.t' Prt>st•nkd by Voss: 

Aidl:c! by hl:r fik arnl City Jocwnenls, Voss lcslif"ic<l lo tin: follm>viug. City 

ti.:cords n~ni.:ct Appdlant has !ml a singk City busini.:ss lici;,:11sc, that being, a 

Commcrcial/!ndusrnnl Space Rc111al Businc;;s license hearing Cny License 

Nun1bt:r BlJ2 J l)()36(L llrnl Jiccu~i.: permitkd Appcllant It) cond!lc! only 

commercial or industrial aclivilics 011 1hc Property. Appellant ha:; 110 c;umabi:;-

related ('ity licc11s1..~ Vnss l1.~s1ificd ! .. ;mos is :1ssociatcd \Villi 1111111crrn1s ca111Jahis 

bu.siHi:.:s.scs cnt1t1cs./corporat1011s 111 his tc-;tirnony and Stakme111 I .;mus admih 

mvncrship in various cannabis-related bus.messes. at kast Olli: ol' wl11cli 111vohcd 

the delivery or caHnabis wt1h a State l1ccnse. 

Voss kstiikd. as confirmed by her l .~//.email 1hal i11 h1te \Jovcrnbc1 2020, 

Voss b~:p;rn cond11cl1tw smvctlla11c..: of 1'11.: Pwoi.:1\v as a 11..:stdt of a citizen 
~ ,' "',' ); -

complaint. Voss k;irncd from 1hc cnmpl:1i11111y C1t1zcll (C1tucn) Iha! persons wen: 

c11kri11g and kav111g thwu~li tltc rear of tlK· Prnpcriv at all hours or the day. l he 

Citizcn·s d..:scription of the problems .Sll!~!'CS!cd In Voss that there \\a:-., ;1s she: s1at..:s 

i11 lic1 12:'2 c111'1il.. illcgal m;Hij11an::-1 busincs:c; opc:rntm:'. at lhc Pmpcrty ., (Sec· City 

Exhibits at 073) 

!Juring her :;urvcilLmcc, Voss tcstiricd she obscrvcrl several while vans 
4 
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parked i11 a parki1q~ lnl locakd aujaccnt to the rear ort11c Pwperty. (See mfra: 

whik vans \\\.TC observed and photogr;:i.phC'd on lJc·ccrnbcr I, 2020 di..:picti11g 

....;izcablc q1ian1111es of cannabis and cann;.-ibis-re[ated item:'. in rile cargo spaci..: o!' 

whil\: V<ms.) [11 his Statement, Larios admib to havi11g 'p1rnlt1ct ill :--.aid lici..:uscd 

vans. 

Voss testified tlt:it the pa1king lo! \Vas owned by Appellant In /\ppellant·s 

StakmcnL. I .arios admits he was a member of a social bike club v\hich docs use the 

<:1d1<1e<Cnt parking. lot for social events a11d l1ad 1ccrntly (snmi..: 1i111~ prior to 

Dcccmbet I, 2020) been cngai'.Cd in an adivily rcsulti111'. in complarnts from 

nci~hbors dnc to the ln11d11i..:ss of the nrnsic comi11p from lhL~ event \Vh1k vans ·-. ~ } 

were seen parked 1n this lot both dming Vuss\ Novcmbi.:1 smvi:illam:c and during 

her lkccmher 1, )07.0 111spcct1m1 of the Property 

Following her surveillance 011 Dccct11h.::1 I, 2020, Vuss, :m.:ornpanicJ by 

City Code l·:nforccmctll lnspcctur Kay Ba1;~i<is and Join: l11::;pcctor John l·ort. 

unavadahl(; for inspection \Vhcn tiH~ TL~:rn1 anived Voss testified lo makinr» effnrts 

lo have I .arios 111akc the. Prnpcrty open for i11spctlio11: tht.: 11.;am 111,:vcr !'<tined 

access to rhc Property directly 1hro11gh I .ario.c;. 

There is nn d1spuh:: that v\-iss and I .arios miked on 1hc phon(: on nlllllipk 

ot:cas1011s on lkccmbcr l. 2070. ,.\c(.:t1rd11111• to Voss. dunni 1• on<.: sud1 cn11vcrsal1on .. 

Larios admitted to opcratrng ;:i cannabis delivery business out of the Propc1iy, a 
.:'i 

llF.ARl\IC OJ.'FI( FH'S IU:COMMFf\l>\'110\1 .\.1\1> FINl)),\iCS 
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co11tc11l1011 Lario::; disputed 11lrn1qili his din:ct cxammation. The Record rl:llccls 

[ .anos. a~rccd lo make the l)ropcrty opcil ;:u1<l available lo Voss fnr her to inspect 

thL: Pwperty i11 the afternoon. Based 011 :-.aid reprc::-.cntat1011. the Team lcli the 

Prope1iy to rdurn lalcr that day. S\)011 attcr !ht.: !cam left. Voss \Vas notified that 

ho:'\ es were being takcll 0111 or the Propc1iy and rnovt.:d i1110 vans located rn the 

adjacl'.111 parki1111
• lot. As a rc:-.ult of that 11otil'iculio11. the Team retullH.:d lo lltl.'. 

Proper!)' at approximately 1 .. 10 pm on December I, 2020 and witrn.:sscd several 

men carrying ho:\L: . .., out of Ilic Property and placing thc111 into \vhitc vans located 111 

the adjai:x:11l park mg lot. Inspcc:tio11 of Ilic boxes. dcpH.:tcd m the learn 's. 

phnr.oi•.raphs (City I:xliihih al pat•cs OS)-07)) revealed the boxes contained 

c;innahi~ and cannabis paraphernalia. The white vans parked in the ridjac{"nt 

parki11i1• lot were ab.o inspcdcd and the: cargo spaces of th.;; vans \Vere fr1und to 

contain larµc: amounts or cannabis and cannabis-related iti..:ms. 

Voss and Team member Fort liad p1i::viously n1ct tH1i:: ol'tltc men mm·me the 

boxes ml!. of the Propenv and knew l1in1 to ht.: wurh.ing for l .anos i\cconlini'. lo 

Voss. that m::rn advised lier that ( l) the men nH1vm1 1. the boxes had bcc11 inslrn<.:tcu 

by Larios tn quickly gel all cmllrnbis and rc.~1.atcd product out of the Property and 

into the \-vhitc vans, and C:n 1l1at f.artos was opt.:rati11!'. a c;11mahis-rcl:itcd h11si11ess 

at the Property. 

2. Evidence l'rL·wull~d hv Larios: 

l .m ios admitted lie owncd ur \'>·as one of !.hi: pnncipa1 owners of several 
(t 

HEARING OFFICl:l·C~ IH<C01'\ii\H:~rn .. \ 1'10'1 Ar\I> ~l~DIM;!-. 



cannabis-n:bh:d hu:--i111.:ssc.;; .. i1H.:lndin1 1• a canm1bi-, ckl1vi.::rv companv. I k admittcJ 

., 
he and otli1.:1" 11scd carmabi:-:. withrn thl~ Propc1iy and that he owned various device:"' 

used in the cannabis bnsincs.-., I k ;HJmitkd o\vn1..~rship of the strainers and scales 

along with !he rcrm1a11b or cannabis flowers Cound i11 the Property which \Ven .. ~ 

dcp1cll.:d in the Team's phutt)graphs. (Sec. City Lxliibits at pages 05 l-057. 059" 
7 

72 ) \Vhik I .<trios admitted he and hrs c111ploy1.:cs/a~'.rnls did parwkc in the use of 

cannabis rn1 tl1c propnty h._~ denied Voss\ claim that he had admi1h:d ro Voss 1ha1 

hc/J\ppdlanl was opcratrn1~ a cannabis ddiYCJ y busi11e:.s out uf the Properly. 

I 2 
I .:mos stn~ss,:d Vnss·s. mlm ission that :>h..:/thc l1.:am did 1101 find a11y acl11;tl cannabis 

inside the Property clming Vo:-:.s·s i11s1x:ctio11 other lhan the rcw flakes depicted in 

I~ 
!hi..: photos (S·:..:c: Citv Fxhihits at page OM).) Larios admith:d i11 his Stati..:rnc111 !hat 

16 
his agents/workers. from one of hi:-.JAppdla11t ·s bu::;incsscs, l )azc/(jLD Dclivc:ry, 

17 Inc, a Stalc hccnsed. statewide cannabis deliverv company, did use thi.: Property 

18 
for restroom, rest and meal breaks. Dazi: prmlucls wl.'.n: ruund 1rn DccL:m I. 

19 

/()!() in the wh ik vans parked in the adjaccm parking lot. 

21 Ill. S fATEMENT OF JSSllE 

At times relevant herein. did Appclla11t uiili/.t: its nou ca1mabis. 

Ct>lllrncrcial/lmlustrial busini...'.SS !i<.:cnsi: to cngagc in or opcrat~: c.:mnabis related 

acti vitii..:s, including the ddivcry ul' carnrnlns product-; 1,vi1 liin tltc ( 'iiy or Long 

lkacli al. tltc Prnpelly alld did said crn1dm:I co11stit111c a violation ufJ\ppclla111s 

comrncrcialiindu~,1rinl license and the City\; Municipal Code entitling 1111.: l 'ity to 
7 
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revoke Appellant's business commcrc1al/mduslrnil J1ccnsc? 

·.1 

l V. DISCl JSSIO'\ 

1\ppcllanl appears to argtH: !hat its ;ic1ivit1cs of using the Prope1iy for rc;,.t, 

meal, and rcstmom breaks for its employccs/agc11ts constiluk:s a legitimate and 

proper use of ils. City cmnmcrcial/industrial Iiccnsc. Appdl:mt asserts that their 
7 

dr ivcr::.. \Vcrc mcrcly stopping at the Prnpeny lu cnga,gc i11 11L:cL:ssary bn.:aks in 

conncct1on with their cannabis ddivcry lmsim:ss ;i business authori1..:d bv its State - , 

l (i 
l icensc, and 1 liercfmc 01c1r actions did not violate the li.:rrns and {;011ditions or its 

I l 

Cily license. 1\ppcllant al~,o points out that the City failed to establish the~ c.xi:.knci.: 

of cm1nabis \<\·ithrn its Property during Voss's l kcc111bcr I, )020 111spcction and 

hence till: Ci1y cm11101 lei1.1l1mately conclude l\pp..::llant used thl: Property to cnµagc 
I) 

I 6 
in cannabi:;-rclatcd activity IJascd thereon, Appd!anl colldudcs the C11;"s 

17 dcci.-.ion to revoke its license \vas improper and must be reversed. Appclla11t\. 

IX 
ctmclusion:'posit1011 is \\ithmtt mcril. 

Thl~ clear weight of the evidence t~slablishcs Iha! AppcllaHt was m foci usini1. 

JI the Prnpc1iy tn :n lea.;;r store cannabi:; for ti..·mrxna1y or longer time pi.:noJs and lo 

·n 
allo\v its delivery personnel to use :-.iiid PropL:rly at all lirnt::s ur tht:: dav as a plac;.: 

:'.I 

.1\ppcllnnt had/has a State lic.::n::,l'. lo opc·ral\.: a slatc\\'idc ca1111abis tldivcry b11s111css 

does nm prec1up1 the City s slat111rny n:str1ctions for 01K:r:iti11i: crnrnah1s-rcl:ited 
'?.I 

a<:.tiv1t1cs within its 1urisd1ct1on, nor docs it proh1b1t the City from requiring ;::dl 
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bus111csscs operating within 1hc Ci1y and c11gagi11g i11 c<:rn11abi~.-r;;b1tcd dclivity f1 om 

satisfying its c;mnah1~-n.:la1cd liccnsinl' rcqum.;111cnts as set forth 111 the City's 

Municipal Code 1\ppcllant was using the Pwperty as par1 o!"tlic stream nr 

co111111cn:c o!' its <.:mrnabis-related businesses. 

V. REC0\·1!\1E:'\DATIO:'\ AND FINDI~GS 

A. FINDINGS OF FA( T: 

l. 1\ppdla1111,v;1s llh.~ l1ccns-::d o\vncr uCL11c business kH.:.ated at 2 H-2 !(1 

.1\1lm1tic Houlevard. I ,0111~ Beach, Calihmm.i 9080:>. 

I /\1 times n::lcv;111t !it:tci11, tlit: City had i~,s11cd i\ppdhml a 

commcrcial/mdustrial license for the !)ropetiy bearing Long JJcach 

Business Licensi.:: l\urnb;.:r l1l J2 I 90)()(J6. 

3. Appellant and its owner( SJ (N.:n and opcra1L' variou::; cannabis businesses, 

one nf which is l);uc/li I I) l klivcry. inc .. a cannabis (.kln'l~f)' company 

•1. Appdla11t has no licc11:-.1: tl11ough the City au!l1nri1.ing it to engage in 

rnrmabis-rdated activ1t1es at Ille Properly 

5. On Dcccmher l, 1020, City inspectors witnessed Appellant's 

agcnls/employci::..; tra11sporli11g ca1rnabis and c;rnnahis-rdatcd product'-. 

and other material from the Property and placin1~ them into 1\ppdla11t\ 

'.Vliilc vans p;u kcd in a par kinµ lot ;1Jjac1:11t to the 1ea1 nr the Property. 

(J. Appclbnt's at;cnts/ernployccs. at the direction ofAppcllanl/Lanos, did 

store cmrnabi:; within the PTopcrty and upon k:aming or the pending 
') 
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T1..~am \. 1nspcctio1L did seek tu hidl'. Ilic storing ul' said rn1111abis p1 mlucl 

located in tbl'. Propz:rty from rhc City's inspectors 

7 Appcllant 's ap.cnb/cmplovccs admitted to Ctty inspectors thai 

I .arios//\ppellant was operating a tallnabis-H:latcd husincs...; ;it/w1tliin lh(; 

Property. 

8. Appcllimt did use ils Prop...:rty tf)r c:1nn:1b1s-rclmcd bus111ess activity. 

9 Appellant was fully apprised ol"thc: City's intent lo n.:voke !\ppcllanl\ 

license noted above and wa:- ptupedy a1Tordcd dui..: procc.-:s n:lalivc to Ilic 

rnallcrs atklrcsscd hcrcin. 

I U. To Iii:.: exknl any c0111..:lu:.:.ion of law identified bdow constitute:;. a 

J'rnding nt' facL ii i:'. l1crd>y i11curporakd 

B. COi\lCLl ISIO.\S OF LAW: 

i\ppellant filed a timely appeal of the City"s dccisio11rn1...:\oke 

Appellant\ Busi11css I ,it:c11s1.: Number Hl J:2 I <)0.\666. 

2 i\ppdlanl wa-; :1nlliori/cd hy said cn111111crci:1!/i11d11strial license tn 

operate llOll cmrnabis commercial or indu~;trrnl ad1v1tics on the Prnr..::rty 

cannabi_.:;-rcla1 cd activities in vinlat inn or LB rvlC .->cclion 5. ()2 .? I 0 ( .1\ H 2 ). 

'i At time;; relevant hereto, Appdlant did nnt pusscss any cannab1s-rclatcd 
!(I 

lll'.MU:"IC OFHCER'S RECO.\l\iENDA'l ION AND FINDINGS 
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b11si11cs-:. lic;.;11s1..:s \Vithrn thc City of Long Beach . 

6. /\l times relevant hcrctr» Appclla11! \Vas usinp its cornmercial/111dustrial 

laci::nsc to opi:.:rntc cannabis-related bus111ess ac1ivitit..:s \vi1l1i11 lhc City i11 

violation of the 1.131\·1( · 

7. The issuance of a cru11rnbis-n.:latcd license pcnn itt111g Appellant to 

opcr;ik a can11ab1s delivery business in lhc Slate of Califorwa did not 

pn;venl the City from enfrircing 1hc pnlvisions and rcstnctions imposed 

on Appellant by its !'vlunicipaJ Code and by California Business & 

Profcssio11s Crnk sccl irn1 26)00 

8. To the extent any conclusion of f'i..1c1 1dc11tif'icd above con:;;titutcs n 

co11cl11siu11 of lmv said conclusion is hereby incorporated. 

VI. CONCLLSIO'.\/ 

· 1 he ~ccord licrc 1.:slabltshes h.Y a preponderance nr 1hc cvidt.:nci_: that 

Appellant us~xl its City Business Licl't1sc Number BL2 I 9((\6()6 for opcrtiling 

ca1111a1Ji .... -1datcd adiv111es out ol' 11<; Property. The City's decision 10 revoke 

/\ppcllm1l·s commcrcial/i11d11:::tria! nuc;inc~~-- I .ic.:n:-:1: .N11mh.:r IHP 1 ()()'1.666 is 
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CITY OF 

LONG 

October 6, 2021 

SOCAL Equity Holdings, LLC 
214 Atlantic Avenue 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Attachment B 

Department of Financial Management 
411 West Ocean Boulevard, 6'h Floor 

Long Beach, CA 90802 
(562) 570-6211 

RE: Notice of Business License Revocation for Business License Application BU21903666 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

Please be advised that business license BU21903666, issued to SOCAL Equity Holdings, Inc., located at 214-

216 Atlantic Avenue, Long Beach, CA 90802 has been revoked, pursuant to Long Beach Municipal Code 
("LBMC") Section 3.80.429.1 (a), effective October 6, 2021. Pursuant to LBMC Section 3.80.429.5, you have 

10 calendar days from the date of this letter to file an appeal of the revocation, otherwise the revocation 
will be final. Your appeal must be submitted no later than October 16, 2021. 

To file the appeal, a request must be made in writing and must set forth the specific ground(s) on which the 
appeal is based and must be accompanied by a non-refundable cashier's check or money order, made 

payable to the City of Long Beach, in the amount of $1,471. The request for appeal must be mailed to the 
City of Long Beach Financial Management Department, Business License Division, Attn: Susan Gonzalez, 411 
W. Ocean Boulevard 61h Floor, Long Beach, California, 90802. 

Failure to cease operations at this location after October 16, 2021 shall constitute a criminal offense 
pursuant to LBMC Sections 3.80.429.1 (b) and 3.80.210. Pertinent sections of the LBMC are attached. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Susan Gonzalez, Administrative Analyst, at (562) 570-6162 
or by email at susan.gonzalez@longbeach.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Tara Mortensen 
Recovery and Business Services Bureau Manager 

CC: Art Sanchez, Deputy City Attorney 
Council District 



3.80.210 - License and tax payment required. 

There are hereby imposed upon the businesses, trades, professions, callings and occupations specified in 

this Chapter license taxes in the amounts hereinafter prescribed. It shall be unlawful for any person to 

transact and carry on any business, trade, profession, calling or occupation in the City without first having 

procured a license from said City to do so and paying the tax hereinafter prescribed and without complying 

with any and all applicable provisions of this Code, and every person conducting any such business in the 

City shall be required to obtain a business license hereunder. 

This Section shall not be construed to require any person to obtain a license prior to doing business within 

the City if such requirement conflicts with applicable statutes of the United States or of the State of 

California. 

Any person who engages in any business for which a business license is required, shall be liable for the 

amount of all taxes and penalties applicable from the date of commencement of the business, whether or 

not such person would have qualified for such business license; however, such payment shall not create any 

right for the person to remain in business. 

All payments of business license tax received by the City, irrespective of any designation to the contrary by 

the taxpayer, shall be credited and applied first to any penalties and tax due for prior years in which the tax 

was due but unpaid. 

(Ord. C-7783 § 2, 2002: Ord. C-6259 § 1 (part), 1986) 

3.80.429.1 - Suspension or revocation. 

A. Whenever any person fails to comply with any provision of this Chapter pertaining to business license 

taxes or any rule or regulation adopted pursuant thereto or with any other provision or requirement of law, 

including, but not limited to, this Municipal Code and any grounds that would warrant the denial of initial 

issuance of a license hereunder, the Director of Financial Management, upon hearing, after giving such 

person ten (10) days' notice in writing specifying the time and place of hearing and requiring him or her to 

show cause why his or her license should not be revoked, may revoke or suspend any one (1) or more 

licenses held by such person. The notice shall be served in the same manner as notices of assessment are 

served under Section 3.80.444. The Director shall not issue a new license after the revocation of a license 

unless he or she is satisfied that the registrant will thereafter comply with the business license tax provisions 

of this Chapter and the rules and regulations adopted thereunder, and until the Director collects a fee, the 

amount of which shall be determined by Director in an amount to recover the actual costs of processing, in 

addition to any other taxes that may be required under the provisions of this Chapter. 

B. Any person who engages in any business after the business license issued therefor has been suspended 

or revoked, and before such suspended license has been reinstated or a new license issued, shall be guilty 

of a misdemeanor. 

(Ord. C-6259 § 1 (part), 1986) 

3.80.429.5 - Appeal of license revocation. 

Any licensee whose license is revoked under this Chapter shall have the right, within ten (10) days after the 

date of mailing of the written notice of revocation, to file a written appeal to the City Council. Such appeal 



shall set forth the specific ground or grounds on which it is based. The City Council shall hold a hearing on 

the appeal within thirty (30) days after its receipt by the City, or at a time thereafter agreed upon, and shall 

cause the appellant to be given at least ten (10) days' written notice of such hearing. At the hearing, the 

appellant or its authorized representative shall have the right to present evidence and a written or oral 

argument, or both, in support of its appeal. The determination of the City Council on the appeal shall be 

final. 

(Ord. C-6259 § 1 (part), 1986) 
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10/14/21 
Appeal: BU21903666 Business License Revocation 
216AtlanticAve, Long Beach CA 90802 

To the City of Long Beach, 

Attachment C 

I strongly believe that the revocation of my license at 216 Atlantic Ave, Long Beach is 
strictly based on unwarranted assumptions. There was no actual evidence or proof of any illegal 
or legal cannabis business conducted at the respective location and hearsay is not enough to 
revoke the business license. There was no definitive evidence present~d at the city hearing and 
detective Lori Voss stated on the record that she did not find any Cann'abis products inside the 
building, 216Atlantic. By law an adult use patient is able to possess up to 28 grams of cannabis 
if they are 21 and older.and no limits that exceeded this were found at the location. It is 
unwarranted to revoke the business license at 216AtlanticAve, when there was no Cannabis 
products found. 

The city first claims that the business license was revoked for "engaging in unauthorized, 
non-licensed cannabis activity at the property". That is a false claim as there was no actual 
cannabis activity occurring at the facility. There was clearly no violation there, and the city is 
assuming the cannabis activity without any clear evidence. 

Detective Voss also claims that activity was being conducted at the property due to the 
fact that employees of another entity would safely be able to use the restroom or have a lunch 
break at 216 Atlantic Ave. This is also a misunderstanding by Voss, a.s it is no different than 
employees stopping at the gas station, grocery stores, convenience stores to use the restroom 
in the city of Long Beach, except they fall into a more dangerous situation during those 
experiences as they leave the vehicle unsupervised, possibly leading to a c.ar robbery in sketchy 
locations. BCC Regulations Section 5311 (H) states that a transporter should not leave the 
vehicle unattended. BCC Regulations 5311 (K) also states that transporters may not stop 
between deliverv unless it is for necessary fuel or rest, a lunch break is a form of necessary rest 
for our employees. 

Another claim that has not been backed by any evidence is the statement that vans were 
being filled with inventory after the inspection attempt occurred. This is a statement that has no 
merit as there are no individuals who can testify and the claim is simply hearsay. Relative to the 
van situation, Voss claims that an employee of Larios, said to her that Larios instructed him to 
move all product into the van and that Larios was running a delivery business from the property. 
That is not a true statement and the employee is willing to testify that he did not state either of 
those statements to Lori Voss. There is no prior statement that would justify the validity of that 
statement. Voss also has. claimed that Larios has admitted that he operated the delivery service 
out of the property which is not true. There are numerous claims by Voss about the business 
connected to the property that are without merit. 

A statement in the hearing officer's revocations and findings also claims that a 
justification for the revocation of the business license is that Mr. Larios did not possess any 
cannabis related business license in the city of Long Beach, which is completely irrelevant to the 
situation. Firstly, it was never proven that there was any type of cannabis activity at said location 
as therefore the possession of a license in the City of Long Beach is irrelevant to the situation. 



Secondly, a statewide delivery license supersedes the jurisdiction of the city of long beach 
according to : Regulation 5416(d) which states that local control is not absolute and while the 
city can regulate and even ban cannabis delivery businesses established within their local 
borders, the city cannot ban licensed businesses that are established in other cities or counties 
from delivering into the city's jurisdictions. It is also unlawful for cities to ban the applicable 
citizens within their borders from ordering and receiving their delivery orders from state licensed 
delivery operators as long as they meet the qualifications to order such as age requirements. 
Such an example can be demonstrated when the cities of Beverly Hills, Santa Cruz, Riverside 
sued the state for allowing statewide delivery within their borders, ultimately losing the court 
case against the BCC because cities cannot override the regulations set forth by the State. If 
the city does not outline these rules then the state laws apply and supersede the city guidelines. 

A crucial assumption that the City of Long Beach does not understand is the relationship 
between my ownership of a licensed Cannabis license and my ownership of a business lice.nse 
at 216 Atlantic Ave. Just because I am an owner of both does not mean that the two separate 
entities are operating together. I, owner of 216 Atlantic Ave allowed employees to safely use the 
restroom and enjoy their deserved lunch breaks, does not constitute that I, owner of Cannabis 
license allowed my employees to use the location for business acth(ity by.allowing them access 
t<;> the restroom or to have a safe lunch while their transport fleet are not in danger. The two 
operations are not related in any manner, and it does not justify the city's assumptions that we 
conducted either legal or illegal activity at said location. Neither ever occurred nor can be 
proven by evidence to have occurred. 

The City of Long Beach's core values are listed as Ethics, Intelligence and Respect and 
neither of the three have been displayed in their duties to justice and equality, a picture is being 
painted that is inconclusive to my own ethics and there is an obvious mistake in the revocation 
of my license without any clear evidence. The revocation of my business license is unwarranted 
and without evidence, and I will continue to seek justice for the situation that has without 
evidence or cause affected my livelihood. 

Jorge Larios 
Property Owner 
216 Atlantic Ave Long Beach 

G 
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SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION 

• Complete Items 1, 2, and 3, 
• Print your name a~d address on the reverse 

so that we can retµrn the card to you. 
• Attach this card to the back of the mallplece, 

or on the front If space permits. 
1 Artll"'I~ Arlrln:u:io::u:i.rl tn• 

SOCAL EQUITY HOLDINGS, LLC 
ATIN:JORGE LARIOS 
216 AT! .G.NTIC AVE 

LONG BEACH, CA 90802 
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or on the front if space permits. 
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SOCAL EQUrn~HOLDINGS, LLC 
ATTN: JORGE LARIOS 
216 ATLANTIC-AVE 

LONG BEACH, CA 90802 
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