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VIA E-MAIL 

 

Mayor John Stephens and 

      Members of the City Council 

City of Costa Mesa 

77 Fair Drive 

Costa Mesa, CA 92626 

john.stephens@costamesaca.gov 

andrea.marr@costamesaca.gov 

manuel.chavez@costamesaca.gov 

loren.gameros@costamesaca.gov 

jeffrey.harlan@costamesaca.gov 

don.harper@costamesaca.gov 

arlis.reynolds@costamesaca.gov 

cityclerk@costamesaca.gov 

 

Re: Meeting on February 21, 2023 

Denial of Planning Application 22-21 for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 

Appeal Hearing for Access Costa Mesa dba South Coast Safe Access 

Dear Honorable Mayor and Councilmembers: 

This office represents the applicant, Access Costa Mesa dba South Coast Safe Access 

(“Safe Access” or “Applicant”), who applied for a Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) for the 

establishment of a retail cannabis storefront business located at 2001 Harbor Boulevard, Suites 

101-103, in the C-2 (General Business District) zone.  The property is owned by Vaccher Family 

Trust (“Property Owner”).  This letter is being submitted in support of Safe Access’s appeal of the 

Costa Mesa Planning Commission’s denial of Application 22-21 (“PA-22-21”) for a CUP, which 

we believe (however, have yet to confirm) will be on the City Council’s February 21, 2023, agenda. 

In sum, as demonstrated below, the Planning Commission’s denial stems from an incorrect 

application of the Costa Mesa Municipal Code (“CMMC”), is not supported by substantial 

evidence, is arbitrary and capricious, and finally, is in violation of a settlement agreement between 

the City, the Property Owner, and Safe Access.  For those reasons, Safe Access respectfully 

requests that the City Council overturn the Planning Commission’s denial of Safe Access’s CUP 

Application 22-21 – before it is forced to waste tens of thousands of dollars defending a needless 

lawsuit that will no doubt result in the exact same outcome – reversal of the Planning 

Commission’s decision to deny the CUP application. 

I. BACKGROUND 

By way of brief background, the Applicant worked extensively with City Staff prior to 

filing its Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) application, in order to ensure all CMMC requirements 

were met, including but not limited to the Pre-Application Determination.  For the reasons detailed 

in the November 28, 2022, Planning Commission Agenda Report for Item Number PH-3, City 

Staff recommended approval of PA-22-21.  (Agenda Report, pg. 1.)  That recommendation was 

supported by substantial evidence and consistent with other approvals of the Planning Commission 
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for similar cannabis-related applications, including cannabis retail storefronts which are located in 

the immediate vicinity of counseling uses, and/or adjacent to sober living homes. 

As detailed in the Agenda Report, the requested entitlement (PA-22-21) is in conformance 

with City standards and regulations established and/or implemented by the Planning Division, 

Building Division, Public Works Department (including Transportation and Engineering 

Divisions), Fire Department, and Police Department.  (Agenda Report, pg. 6.)  Significantly, the 

proposed operation contemplated by PA-22-21 also meets the separation requirements set forth in 

Measure Q, which are codified in CMMC section 13-200.93(e), in that it is located more than 

1,000 feet from a K-12 school, playground, licensed child daycare, and homeless shelter, and more 

than 600 feet from a youth center.  (Agenda Report, pg. 7.) 

Based on this factual background, City Staff made a recommendation of approval of PA-

22-21 to the Planning Commission.  Despite these pre-application efforts, and against the 

recommendation of City Staff, the Planning Commission, in a split 4-2 vote, denied PA-22-21, 

without any written findings in support of the denial.1  The only apparent basis for the denial was 

the existence of a counseling business known as “Yellowstone” in the same building as Safe 

Access’s proposed store.  The Planning Commission relied on this “fact” to support various 

arguments which all violate the law.  Even more important, Yellowstone’s lease was set to expire, 

and in fact did expire, on December 31, 2022. 

II. COMMISSIONER’S STATEMENTS ON DENIAL 

In denying PA-22-21, three Planning Commissioners stated that they could not make the 

findings required by CMMC 13-29(g).  Importantly, however, in attempting to express the factual 

basis for denial, three Planning Commissioners made conclusory statements that were unsupported 

by the facts, substituted their personal opinions for the objective requirements of the CMMC (and 

Measure Q), and arbitrarily and capriciously added requirements to the application process. 

Specifically, Planning Commissioner Vivar provided three grounds upon which to support 

his vote to deny the application: (1) the Applicant allegedly did not engage in adequate public 

 
1 We note several failures to follow the requirements of its own Municipal Code have occurred 

by the City in connection with the denial and appeal, raising serious procedural due process 

concerns which our Client will be forced to address should the Planning Commission’s denial not 

be overturned.  (Woody’s Group Inc., v. City of Newport Beach (2015) 233 Cal.App.4th 1012, 

1028; citing, Buttram v. Owens-Corning Fiberglas Corp. (1997) 16 Cal.4th 520, 532 [noting, in 

context of prospectivity issue, that the unfairness of changing “ ‘the rules of the game’ in the 

middle of a contest” is a commonsense notion]; Evangelatos v. Superior Court (1988) 44 Cal.3d 

1188, 1194 [same]; Rope v. Auto-Chlor System of Washington, Inc. (2013) 220 Cal.App.4th 635, 

648 [refusing to apply law to ‘conduct preceding its effective date’ because that would be 

‘tantamount to an unfair change in “the rules of the game” ’ in the midst of a contest]”.) 
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outreach because the Applicant did not personally approach staff at Yellowstone to discuss the 

proposed project (even though Yellowstone’s staff was notified via mail, and did not attend the 

open house held by the Applicant); (2) the Applicant’s open house was also allegedly inadequate 

public outreach because it was held on Monday night (yet no requirements exist that were not 

followed); and finally, (3) the public outreach was insufficient because mailers were not provided 

in both the English and Spanish languages (again, despite the fact this violates no City 

requirements.) 

Similarly, Planning Commissioner Erath stated only that he believed the proposed 

operation was not substantially compatible with the surrounding uses and could potentially be 

materially detrimental to the surrounding businesses and neighborhood.  Commissioner Erath 

failed to cite or otherwise provide any specific factual basis to support his conclusion, and it 

appears as though no such facts exist in the record (and indeed, contrary facts supporting 

compatibility are detailed in the Agenda Report). 

Finally, Planning Commission Chair de Arakal focused on substantial compatibility and 

material detriment.  He noted that the Planning Commission made a finding of substantial 

compatibility for another cannabis retail storefront that was similarly situated in terms of nearby 

residential properties.  He also acknowledged that separation requirements for sensitive uses do 

not include any type of counseling (including substance abuse counseling) even though he 

personally believed that counseling services should be considered a sensitive receptor.  The Chair 

stated his “hope” was that this instant appeal would lead the City Council to revisit the regulations 

for the relevant ordinance (ignoring it is the result of a voter measure) because he thinks they are 

“totally inadequate.” 

III. THE PLANNING COMMISSION’S DENIAL OF THE CONDITIONAL USE 

PERMIT IS NOT SUPPORTED BY THE EVIDENCE 

Under the CMMC, the Planning Commission is tasked with reviewing, and ultimately 

approving or denying applications for conditional use permits (CMMC § 13-10(i)(2)(c)).  The 

findings required by CMMC section 13-29(g)(2) for Planning Commission approval of a 

conditional use permit are as follows: 

a. The proposed development or use is substantially compatible with 

developments in the same general area and would not be materially 

detrimental to other properties within the area. 

b. Granting the conditional use permit or minor conditional use permit 

will not be materially detrimental to the health, safety and general welfare 

of the public or otherwise injurious to property or improvements within the 

immediate neighborhood. 
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c. Granting the conditional use permit or minor conditional use permit 

will not allow a use, density or intensity which is not in accordance with the 

general plan designation and any applicable specific plan for the property. 

Furthermore, when the Planning Commission decides to deny an application, the CMMC 

requires that the applicant be notified of the circumstances of denial.2  (CMMC § 13-29(h)(1)).  

Notice of the Planning Commission’s decision shall be given within five (5) days to the City 

Council and to any affected party requesting the notice.  (CMMC § 13-29(i)(2).) 

Under well-established California law, when purporting to deny a discretionary 

entitlement, such as a CUP in this case, the City must make findings that are supported by 

“substantial evidence” in the record before the City.  (Breakzone Billiards v. City of Torrance 

(2000) 81 Cal.App.4th 1205, 1244; SP Star Enterprises, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (2009) 173 

Cal. App. 4th 459, 469.)  Evidence is considered “substantial” where it is of “ponderable legal 

significance,” and “reasonable in nature, credible, and of solid value.”  (Howard v. Owens Corning 

(1999) 72 Cal.App.4th 621, 631; Desmond v. County of Contra Costa (1993) 21 Cal.App.4th 330, 

335.)  “Inferences may constitute substantial evidence, but they must be the product of logic and 

reason.  Speculation or conjecture alone is not substantial evidence.”  (Roddenberry v. 

Roddenberry (1996) 44 Cal.App.4th 634, 651.)  Lastly, where the court determines that an 

agency’s decision is not supported by substantial evidence, the court may reverse the agency’s 

determination.  (Breakzone Billiards, supra, 81 Cal.App.4th at 1244 .) 

In this case, the Planning Commission denied the PA-22-21 for a CUP without any written 

findings.  Without written findings or any notification as to the circumstances of the denial (as 

required by the CMMC), the Applicant – as well as the City Council on appeal, and the court if 

and when litigation is commenced – is left to only infer the bases of the denial.  The only possible 

(albeit, speculative) bases for denial are the individual comments by the three Planning 

Commissioners, each of which consisted of: (a) conclusory statements that were unsupported by 

the facts; (b) personal opinions rather than an application of the objective requirements of the 

CMMC (and Measure Q); and (c) the arbitrary and capricious addition of requirements to the 

application process, as detailed above. 

While all of the observations of the aforementioned Commissioners might present options 

for the City Council to consider in adopting future cannabis regulations (and/or amendments), 

none of the items the Commissioners based their decision to deny upon are currently codified in, 

or otherwise required by Measure Q, the CMMC, or any of the City’s implementing regulations.  

More specifically, there is no requirement for personal notice to the counseling center, or any other 

neighboring property.  Similarly, there is no requirement to hold an open house, or that the open 

house be held on a certain day or certain time of the week.  There is also no requirement that the 

 
2 The City’s failure to comply with this requirement is yet another example of a procedural due 

process violation impacting our client’s rights. 
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written notices be provided to neighboring properties in both the English and Spanish languages.  

And, finally, there is no requirement that a dispensary must be located a certain distance away 

from counseling services.  Indeed, the cannabis subcommittee created by the City Council 

considered some similar regulations and specifically rejected them (for instance, adding similar 

uses, such as sober living homes, to the list of sensitive receptors).  For the Planning Commission 

to attempt to impose new personal notice, open house, translation, and/or sensitive receptor 

requirements at the end of what has been a lengthy, costly application process and after the 

conclusion of the public hearing is the definition of arbitrary and capricious, and represents nothing 

more than the Planning Commission improperly substituting its own personal opinions for the 

desires of the voters and the lawfully established requirements of the CMMC.  “Needless to say, 

changing the rules in the middle of the game does not accord with fundamentally fair process.”  

(Woody’s Group Inc. v. City of Newport Beach (2015) 233 Cal.App.4th 1012, 1028; citing, 

Buttram v. Owens-Corning Fiberglas Corp. (1997) 16 Cal.4th 520, 532 [noting, in context of 

prospectively issue, that the unfairness of changing “ ‘the rules of the game’ in the middle of a 

contest” is a commonsense notion].)  As such, these surmised bases for denial fail. 

Importantly, Planning Commissioner Toler correctly attempted to “re-direct” the Planning 

Commission’s discussion by pointing out that it must identify specific facts supporting a denial.  

He further noted that there is nothing about the Applicant’s proposed operation that differentiates 

it from all the other cannabis retail storefronts that the Planning Commission already approved, 

and that many of the statements by his fellow Planning Commissioners were based on oft-repeated 

misconceptions, rather than “real problems.”  Commissioner Toler’s efforts unfortunately fell on 

deaf ears. 

In sum, the Planning Commission’s denial of the CUP was not based on the rules and 

regulations that currently exist in the City’s Municipal Code – it was based on what the 

Commissioners hoped those regulations might say at some unknown future date.  In so doing, the 

Commissioners improperly inserted their own personal opinions and desires for the rules that had 

been lawfully vetted and approved by the Council, and the voters who, notably, approved 

Measure Q without the expansive public notice requirements “established” by Commissioner 

Vivar, or the additional sensitive receptor “established” by Commissioners Ereth and de Arakal.  

And finally, the basis for all of the ill-conceived concerns, the Yellowstone counseling business, 

is factually insupportable, in as much as its lease has expired. 

IV. A SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT REQUIRES GOOD FAITH EFFORTS TO 

EXPEDITIOUSLY PROCESS THE CUP APPLICATION 

On or about December 8, 2021, the City, the Property Owner, and the Applicant entered 

into a Settlement Agreement and Release (“Agreement”).  As relevant to PA-22-21, the Agreement 

provides that the City agrees to “make good faith efforts to expeditiously process the CUP 

application and schedule a hearing thereon in a manner consistent with the other Phase 1 CUP 
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storefront retail applications whose pre-applications were deemed complete on or about September 

10, 2021.” 

As detailed above, and as explicitly stated by Commissioner Toler, PA-22-21 was not 

processed in good faith in a manner consistent with other Phase 1 CUP storefront retail 

applications.  Instead, the Planning Commission denied PA-22-21 based solely on personal 

opinion, biases, and flagrant disregard of the standards set forth in Measure Q and the CMMC.  As 

even Chair de Arakal expressly acknowledged, substantial compatibility findings have routinely 

been made by the Planning Commission for similarly situated storefront retail applications.  

However, rather than treat this application like the others that had come before him, the Chair 

decided to deny the application in the hope that an appeal would persuade the City Council to 

revisit the requirements for application approval.  This is subversion of the CUP application 

process, and flagrant disregard for the rules set forth in Measure Q and the CMCC is a violation 

of the terms of the Agreement because the action of the Planning Commission was not a good faith 

effort to expeditiously process the CUP application. 

As a result of the Agreement, the unlawful denial of the PA-22-21 by the Planning 

Commission, if not rectified by the City Council, not only subjects the City to a writ action to 

overturn the decision, but also subjects it to an action for breach of contract, and all remedies 

(including damages and attorneys’ fees) associated therewith. 

V. THE CITY’S FAILURE TO FOLLOWS ITS MUNICIPAL CODE VIOLATES THE 

APPLICANT’S DUE PROCESS RIGHTS 

Safe Access’s Application for Appeal, along with the associated appeal fees, were timely 

filed on December 5, 2022.  The CMMC which governs appeals of Planning Commission 

determinations on CUP applications, provides in no uncertain terms that such appeals “. . . shall 

be considered at the first regular meeting which follows receipt of the application by ten (10) or 

more days, and which allows sufficient time for the giving of notice as required by section 2-308.” 

(CMMC § 2-303(2); see also, § 2-311 [“The procedures set forth in this chapter are the exclusive 

methods by which appeals and reviews may be pursued and none of the steps set forth herein may 

be waived or omitted.”]; CMMC § 13-29(j) [appeal procedures in Title 2, Chapter IX govern CUP 

appeals]; Woody’s Group Inc., supra, 233 Cal.App.4th at 1025 [interpreting the term “shall” in the 

appeal procedures in the City’s Municipal Code to mean “suggesting [the reviewing body] has no 

choice in the matter.”].) 

Despite the clear language set forth in the CMMC regarding the timing of an appeal hearing 

(i.e., the next regular meeting agenda more than 10 days after the appeal is filed), the appeal of 

Safe Access has yet to be formally scheduled, let alone heard by the City Council.  Indeed, 

pursuant to this provision, Safe Access’s appeal should have been heard by the City Council on 

the December 20, 2022 agenda.  Yet, it was not.  It likewise could have been heard on January 17, 

2023.  Yet, again, it was not.  It likewise was not noticed timely so as to enable it to be placed on 
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the February 7, 2022, City Council meeting agenda.  Most recently, after a strongly worded letter 

from our firm, City Staff has advised our Client that Safe Access’s appeal will be heard by the 

City Council on its February 21st agenda.  While we and our Client appreciate this, we cannot help 

but note that nothing “official” has yet to occur to confirm the appeal will in fact be heard that 

date. 

The City’s failure to follow its own Municipal Code is, and continues to, amount to a 

violation of Safe Access’s procedural due process rights.  Indeed, when combined with the legally 

indefensible basis for denial of its CUP by the Planning Commission, it may already be too late 

for the City to avoid a determination by a court that Safe Access’s CUP is deemed approved. 

* * * 

In light of the foregoing, it is clear that the Planning Commission did not, and the City 

cannot, make the requisite factual findings to deny PA-22-21.  Likewise, it is clear that there is no 

substantial evidence that supports the statements made by three Planning Commissioners that form 

the bases of their vote to deny PA-22-21.  Instead, the evidence provided by City Staff clearly 

shows that the PA-22-21 for a CUP should be approved. 

Accordingly, the Applicant respectfully requests that the City Council overturn the 

Planning Commission’s denial of the PA-22-21, and approve the CUP. 

RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP 

A. Patrick Muñoz 

APM:mrs 

cc: Brenda Green, City Clerk (brenda.green@costamesaca.gov) 

Lori Ann Farrell Harrison, City Manager (loriann.farrellharrison@costamesaca.gov) 

Kimberly Hall Barlow, Esq. (khb@jones-mayer.com) 

Jennifer Le, Director of Economic and  

     Development Services (JenniferLe@costamesaca.gov) 

Client 
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VIA E-MAIL 

 

Mayor John Stephens and 

      Members of the City Council 

City of Costa Mesa 

77 Fair Drive 

Costa Mesa, CA 92626 

john.stephens@costamesaca.gov 

andrea.marr@costamesaca.gov 

manuel.chavez@costamesaca.gov 

loren.gameros@costamesaca.gov 

jeffrey.harlan@costamesaca.gov 

don.harper@costamesaca.gov 

arlis.reynolds@costamesaca.gov 

cityclerk@costamesaca.gov 

 

Re: Meeting on February 21, 2023 

Denial of Planning Application 22-21 for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 

Appeal Hearing for Access Costa Mesa dba South Coast Safe Access 

Follow-Up to February 6, 2023 Correspondence 

Dear Honorable Mayor and Councilmembers: 

This office represents the applicant, Access Costa Mesa dba South Coast Safe Access 

(“Safe Access” or “Applicant”), who applied for a Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) for the 

establishment of a retail cannabis storefront business located at 2001 Harbor Boulevard, Suites 

101-103, in the C-2 (General Business District) zone.  The property is owned by Vaccher Family 

Trust (“Property Owner”). 

Our office previously sent correspondence to you on February 6, 2023.  Among other items, 

that correspondence noted multiple instances where our client’s procedural due process rights were 

violated by the City.  This correspondence is to bring your attention to even more due process 

violations. 

As you will recall, on November 28, 2022, the Costa Mesa Planning Commission, in a split 

4-2 vote, denied Application 22-21 (“PA-22-21” or “Project”) for a CUP without any written 

findings in support of the denial.  Because staff has recommended approval of the project, there 

was no draft resolution of denial as part of the agenda packet, and as such, there was no resolution 

of denial considered or adopted at that meeting.  Moreover, since that meeting, the Planning 

Commission has not considered or adopted any resolution of denial related to this Project at any 

agendized meeting. 

Most recently, the February 13, 2023, agenda for the Planning Commission states the 

following as the title for Consent Calendar Item 1: “November 28, 2022.”  The title of the item 

contains no indication as to why that date is on the agenda.  More specifically, the agenda title 
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does not refer to “minutes” or “transcript” or otherwise refer to PA-22-21, our client’s proposed 

Project, or its property.  

Despite the lack of an adequate description of the item, during its February 13, 2023, 

meeting, the Planning Commission voted to approve the minutes of its November 28, 2022, 

meeting -- solely as to Public Hearing Item No. 3, which was the Planning Commission’s 

consideration of PA-22-21.  The description of the item would not notify a reasonable person, and 

did not notify our client of the action the Planning Commission was considering.  As such, it 

constitutes a violation of the Brown Act.  (See, Carlson v. Paradise Unified School District (1971) 

18 Cal.App.3d 196, 200 [holding that an agenda title of “Continuation School site change” was 

“entirely misleading and inadequate” and thus insufficient to allow for board’s discussion and vote 

to discontinue school services and transfer students to a new school because it “show the whole 

scope of the board's intended plans” and “[i]t would have taken relatively little effort to add to the 

agenda that this “school site change” also included the discontinuance of [school services] and the 

transfer of [students].”].)  

In addition to the inadequate description of “November 28, 2022,” the Planning 

Commission also committed a Brown Act violation when it adopted “Resolution PC-2022-33 – A 

Resolution of the Planning Commission of the City of Costa Mesa, California Denying Planning 

Application 22-21 for a Retail Cannabis Storefront Business Located at 2001 Harbor Boulevard, 

Suites 101-103 (South Coast Safe Access).”  Notably, Resolution PC 2022-33 was not listed on 

the February 13, 2023, Planning Commission agenda (and likewise was not contained as an 

attachment to a staff report) – and it was not listed (or otherwise provided) at the November 28, 

2022, Planning Commission meeting, at which Staff only provided the Commission with a draft 

resolution to approve the Project.  Indeed, after reviewing each and every Planning Commission 

agenda between November 28, 2022, to today’s date, it is apparent that neither Planning 

Commission (nor the public) has ever been provided a copy of Resolution 2022-33. 

Despite this obvious fact, in the minutes, the “Action” for Public Hearing Item No. 3 is 

listed as “Planning Commission adopted a Resolution to deny Planning Application 22-21.”  

Further, after recording the motion to deny the Project (not adopt a resolution), the minutes refer 

to “Resolution PC-2022-33 – A Resolution of the Planning Commission of the City of Costa Mesa, 

California Denying Planning Application 22-21 for a Retail Cannabis Storefront Business Located 

at 2001 Harbor Boulevard, Suites 101-103 (South Coast Safe Access).” 

Again -- the only resolution included as part of the agenda packet for the November 28, 

2022, Planning Commission was a draft resolution approving the Project.  As a result, the only 

resolution the Planning Commission could consider at that meeting was one to approve the Project.  

The Planning Commission was not provided with – and thus, could not vote upon – a resolution 

denying the Project. 
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Complicating matters further, since this Resolution PC 2022-33 was revealed on 

Monday, our office has attempted on three different occasions to obtain a copy of it from at least 

four different staff members – and to date, those staff members have either been unable or 

unwilling to provide us with a copy.  If Resolution PC-2022-33 exists, and was in fact adopted, 

that adoption was in violation of the Brown Act because Resolution PC-2022-33 was never listed 

– yet alone considered –  by the Planning Commission at an agendized meeting.  (G.I. Industries 

v. City of Thousand Oaks (2022) 84 Cal. App. 5th 814, 823 [“The Brown Act clearly and 

unambiguously states that an agenda shall describe ‘each item of business to be transacted or 

discussed’ at the meeting.’”], citing § 54954.2, subd. (a)(1).)  Moreover, if in fact the Resolution 

exists, our client should have been promptly provided with a copy of it in line with the requirements 

set forth CMCC Sections 13-29(h)(i), and 13-29(i)(2).  The failure to provide our client with a 

copy of the Resolution is particularly problematic given his upcoming appeal (now, less than 5 

days away) and the obvious prejudice that results – that is, the deprivation of his ability to 

meaningfully prepare for his upcoming hearing. 

If Resolution PC-2022-33 does not exist, the question arises as to what exactly the Planning 

Commission believes it approved as part of its November 28, 2022, minutes.  Did the Planning 

Commission (who acts as a whole body, not individual commissioners) agree on any of the 

findings to deny the Project?  Or did the four “no” votes each have their own reasons for which a 

finding could or could not be made?  Perhaps more troubling, how could the Planning Commission 

approve minutes (that were discussed at length), knowing that they had never been provided, let 

alone considered the non-existent Resolution?  This so-called “approval” calls into question the 

validity of the entire administrative record related to PA-22-21 and is, therefore, yet another reason 

our client’s due process rights have been violated by the City. 

It is fundamental to due process that our client have knowledge of factual findings leading 

to the denial of its CUP application.  As we noted in our February 6, 2023, correspondence, without 

written findings or notification as to the circumstances of denial, our client has been left to infer 

the bases for denial.  Now, our client’s due process rights have been dealt another blow regarding 

the cloud of uncertainty regarding the existence and approval of Resolution PC-2022-33. 
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For the reasons set forth in our February 6, 2023, correspondence and herein, the Applicant 

respectfully requests that the City Council overturn the Planning Commission’s denial of the PA-

22-21, and approve the CUP. 

RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP 

A. Patrick Muñoz 

APM:mrs 

cc: Brenda Green, City Clerk (brenda.green@costamesaca.gov) 

Lori Ann Farrell Harrison, City Manager (loriann.farrellharrison@costamesaca.gov) 

Kimberly Hall Barlow, Esq. (khb@jones-mayer.com) 

Jennifer Le, Director of Economic and  

     Development Services (JenniferLe@costamesaca.gov) 

Client 
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