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Richard W. Freeman, Jr., SBN 50533
The Law Offices of Richard Freeman
50 Santa Rosa Ave. Suite 400

Santa Rosa, California 95404
Telephone: (707) 481-4004
Facsimile: (707) 921-7329
rfreemanattorney@sonic.net

Attorneys for Appellants
WEIHONG HU & HONGYUAN LLC

BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SANTA ROSA
APPEAL FROM DENIAL OF MASSAGE ESTABLISHMENT CERTIFICATION

WEIHONG HU & HONGYUAN LLC CASE NO.:
Date: July 23, 2026
Appellants Time: 4:30 pm

Appellants WEIHONG HU & HONGYUAN LLC submit the following as their Appellate
Memorandum for their Appeal to the Planning Commission from the Denial of their Application for
Massage Establishment Certification to operate HIWAY 12 MASSAGE at 4908 Sonoma Highway,
Santa Rosa. Appellants incorporate their previously submitted Response to the Denial as Part of
the Attachment to their Appeal, submitted to the City of Santa Rosa. Appellants urge that their
Appeal and their Certification to operate be granted.

Appellants contend and will show that some of the issues at the core of the Denial occurred
while HIWAY 12 MASSAGE was operated by the former Lessee of the property, Meiying Tang,
before Appellants assumed ownership and control of the Spa on September 15, 2025 when Ms.
Tang declined to continue making the lease payments. Appellants were not aware of those issues or
complaints in 2024 or before they took over and began running HIWAY 12 MASSAGE on
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September 15, 2025. Two issues related to advertising in March and April, 2026 are explainable as
innocent mistakes by Appellants due to naivete and reliance on advertising assistance provided by
another, in part relating to language difficuleties and lack of business sophistication. In reality,
Appellants were not aware of the contents of the ads or where they had been placed (by another)
until the Denial Letter was issued on April 15, 2026, at which time the Ads were immediately
removedand the Spa phone number changed.

Appellant WEIHONG HU will personally appear as will Louis Lacabanne, her husband and
the co-owner of the property at 4908 Sonoma Hiway.

BACKGROUND OF WEIHONG HU

WEIHONG HU was born and raised in China and came to the US in 2018 as the single mother
of a young daughter. In China, Ms, Wu had a career as the Manager of a Hotel Restaurant and later
owned two retail boutiques for women's and children's clothing. Her English then was very minimal
and despite her efforts since, she relies on translation apps for assistance with communication in
emails, texts, and direct conversations.

After settling in the Los Angeles area near friends, Weihong worked in insurance and
undertook training in an attempt to become a licensed insurance Agent. However her limited English
impeded her efforts to obtain licensure ending efforts to engage in insurance sales work with a Broker.

In 2019 Weihong was introduced to Louis Lacabanne, a long time Sonoma County resident
by a friend. WEIHONG HU moved to Sonoma County in 2022 as she and Louis were married. At
about that time, Ms. HU’s property in China sold and she and Louis sought to acquire income
producing property in Santa Rosa. They located and jointly purchased the property at 4908 Sonoma
Highway, a building formerly operated as a real estate office.

THE REMODELING AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPERTY

WEIHONG and Louis envisioned improving and converting the business property at 4908
Sonoma Hiway into income producing property. They considered using it as a massage business as
WEIHONG contemplated getting her Massage Certification at some point and going into that work.

David Columbo and Integrated Design of Santa Rosa were engaged to develop plans for the site
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which were submitted to the City for approval and permits. The proposed work was approved and
permits were issued for the various work to be done, which included substantial infra-structure
improvements at the Appellants’ expense.

Appellants undertook the remodeling and upgrading at the property with all work
done by local licensed contractors and professionals with substantially enhanced interior
improvements and ADA compliance under appropriate City Permits with inspections. In all they
spent over $56,000 on the improvements including re-doing the parking lot, entrances, and interior
spaces to be fully compliant. When finished in early 2024, the finished product appeared as a higher
end day spa, with its interior accoutrements and finishes.

In June 2024, the premises were leased to Meiying Tang who operated as Highway 12
Massage until September 15, 2025 when Ms. Tang was no longer able to financially operate the
premises. Appellants were aware of the plans for the new Massage Ordinance (20-49) and had
followed its progress and Louis attended meetings on its implementation. WEIHONG had enrolled
in a Certification Program through the Massage Therapy Council and got certified in mid-September,
2025.

WEIHONG and HONGYUAN submitted an Application for Certification and took over the
operations as Ms. Tang was not able to continue operations, operating the Spa. Since then,
largely as a "one person™ operation. WEIHONG was guided by the information Louis acquired in
Public Meetings offered by the City in 2025, as the formal Ordinance came online. They were
interested in and tried to follow the Rules.

WEIHONG and HONGYUAN complied with provisions of the Secretary of State and used
their home address on filings with the State. WEIHONG and Louis jontly filed tax returns aided by
their accountants at Christenson Associates.

ADVERTISING
WEIHONG advertised initially with Google using very simple ads without pictures or

objectionable material. After starting her own ads there, WEIHONG was soon was contacted by a
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woman, known to her only as “Anne” who communicated with WEIHONG her on her mobile phone
using the busiess number listed on Google. Anne used “WhatsApp” or “We Chat” via text in Chinese,
offering to improve WEIHONG’s business through advertising at a cost of $1200 per month which
Anne dwould develop and post daily.

In retrospect, WEIHONG should perhaps have been more inquisitive about the ad content
including what the ads would convey and where they would be posted. But, innocently and naively,
WEIHONG didn’t. Anne handled all matters relating to the ads, while WEIHONG provided no
content, pictures or direction on where or how to post the ads. WEIHONG nvever saw the ads, was
not asked to approve or edit them and had no idea where they were posted, all of which was handled
by Anne without input from WEIHONG. WEIHONG had no idea about “Skip the Games” where
Anne posted the ads. WEIHONG never saw the Ads until the Denial Letter was delivered on April
15, 2026 when she saw them for the first time. Horrified, WEIHONG immediately instructed Anne
to withdraw the ads and changed the HIWAY 12 phone number.

Anne directed WEIHONG where to send Zelle payments for the advertising. Anne handled
all the details on content. Nothing about the actual payments by Zelle to Anne gave any information
about where with ads were posted or what trheir content was.

CONCLUSION

During the period of operation for HIWAY 12 Massage by Appellants WEIHONG HU &
HONGYUAN LLC (after September 15, 2025) there is a limited showing of a failure to comply
with the ordinance. The only evidence relates to the advertising done in March, 2026 in which
WEIHONG had no active role as to content and placement. Perhaps she should have been more
vigilant but that does not equate to a finding of “gross violations” supporting a Denial and the
extended disqualification attaching to the use of the property by WEIHONG and Louis, who have
invested substantially in remediating the property.

Unlike many other cases in which Certification was denied at other locations, here there are
no complaints about activites going on within the premises. There are no complaints from adjoing

businesses or citizens about illicit operations or activities on the premises. The inexperience and
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naivete of WEIHONG and the LLC does not warrant the Dencial of the Certification with the
extended stifling limitaition on the use of the premises. Appellants urge that the Commission take
action that is consistent with what happened and not impose a blight on the LLC and business
location tht is unduly harsh.

Respectully submitted,

/s/ Richard Freeman

Richard W. Freeman, Jr.

Electronic Signature Per Civil Code Section 1633.7
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