
City of Costa Mesa 

Appeal of Planning Commission Decision: 

$1,220.00 (Tier 1)1 

$3,825.00 (Tier 2)2 

Appeal of Non-Planning Commission Decision: 

$690.00 (Tier 1)1 

$3,825.00 (Tier 2)2 

APPLICATION FOR APPEAL OR REVIEW 
Applicant Name* 

Address 

Phone 

REQUEST FOR: APPEAL REVIEW** 

Decision of which appeal or review is requested: (give application number, if applicable, and the date of the decision, if 
known.) 

Decision by:  

Reasons for requesting appeal or review: 

Date: Signature: 

*If you are serving as the agent for another person, please identify the person you represent and provide proof of authorization.
**Review may be requested only by the City Council or City Council Member.

For office use only – do not write below this line 

SCHEDULED FOR THE CITY COUNCIL/PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: 
If appeal or review is for a person or body other than City Council/Planning Commission, date of hearing of appeal or review 

 Updated  April 2020 

1 Includes owners and/or occupants of a property located within 500 feet of project site (excluding owners and/or occupants of the project site). 

2 Includes the project applicant, owners and/or occupants of the project site, and owners and/or occupants of a property located greater than 500 feet from the project 
site. 

ATTACHMENT 3
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	APPLICATION FOR APPEAL OR REVIEW

	City of Costa Mesa: 
	undefined: 
	Applicant Name: DBO Investments CM, LLC, d/b/a From The Earth
	Address: 2790 Harbor Blvd., Costa Mesa CA 92626
	Phone: (310) 617-6718
	APPEAL: Off
	REVIEW: Off
	Decision of which appeal or review is requested: Application #PA-22-04 ; Decision rejecting Request for Conditional Use Permit on 5/22/23
	Decision by: Costa Mesa Planning Commission
	Reasons for requesting appeal or review: Ground #1 - Several members of the Planning Commission stated that our dispensary would "displace" a tenant and, thus, formed part of the basis for their rejection of our application.  This was untrue.  The Landlord of our building is relocating the tenant to another superior space in the building.  Moreover, the tenant is on a month-to-month lease and has no right to stay beyond 30 days.
Ground #2 - We believe that Commissioner Taber, the person moving for our rejection, had an undisclosed ownership interest in a dispensary that was previously rejected, which would be an impermissible conflict of interest, if true.  He also incorrectly stated that our dispensary had displaced a previous tenant in the building, which was untrue. He also inaccurately described our application as "sloppy" due to the fact that a logo on a rendering included an impermissible image.  That single logo existing on a mere sketch does not render 100's of pages of approved application "sloppy" and is an inappropriate basis for rejection.
Ground #3 - Commissioner Vivar disclosed a personal relationship with the allegedly "displaced" tenant which he did not disclose or did not disclose sufficiently.  Further, during questioning, he was admonished by the Chair not to get into "conjecture" and he seemed particularly focused on finding fault with our application.  He should have recused himself. 
Ground #4 - Commissioner Zich claimed that his sole basis for rejecting our application was his opinion that From The Earth's corporate philosophy of donating to children-related causes such as Boys & Girls Clubs and Junior Lifeguards was detrimental to the health and welfare of the community.  This is an inaccurate statement and not an appropriate basis for rejection. 
	Appeal: Yes
	Check Box 1: Yes
	Check Box 2: Off
	Check Box5: Off


