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Commission determines that the appeal does raise a substantial issue, the de novo phase of the
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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Leo Mullen Sports Park is an existing sports facility located adjacent to Encinitas Creek,
which in turn flows into Batiquitos Lagoon. The park is open year-round from 8:00 a.m.
to sunset and was planned as a part of the Encinitas Ranch Specific Plan/Green Valley
Planning Area. The proposed development would result in installation of synthetic turf
and subsurface conduit; it does not include a proposal for any sports field lighting.
Lighting of athletic playing fields is not permitted by the Encinitas Ranch Specific Plan,
which is part of the certified Local Coastal Program (LCP).
The appellants contend that the proposed development is inconsistent with the LCP
because synthetic turf could adversely impact the adjacent wetlands and riparian corridor
and because conduit support would allow for sports field lighting, which is prohibited. In
addition, the appellants assert that the project was incorrectly determined to be exempt
from environmental review pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
Staff has reviewed the appellants’ contentions and determined that the development, as
approved by the City, is consistent with all applicable LCP provisions. The purpose of
the project is to conserve water and improve the drainage conditions of the soccer field.
The synthetic turf system is designed to protect biological resources via components such
as organic cork and sand infill, a shock pad with fused, environmentally-friendly
polypropylene particles, and the capacity to store and infiltrate all surface runoff up to a
6-hour, 100-year storm event. Commission water quality staff reviewed the synthetic turf
design and concurred that it encourages the preservation of Batiquitos Lagoon and its
uplands by improving infiltration and erosion control, thereby enhancing water quality. In
addition, because the current project does not propose any sports field lighting, this issue
is not yet before the Commission for review. The proposed conduit would serve a number
of utilities, such as electrical and other cable-base technologies (communications wire
and irrigation controller wire). The City acknowledges that a LCP amendment would be
required to authorize lighting and additionally conditioned its approval such that a
separate Coastal Development Permit (CDP) would be required for any future lighting.
Nonetheless, since installation of synthetic turf and conduit require excavation of the
existing field, the City proposed installation of the conduit together with the turf to
improve efficiency and minimize disruption. As proposed, the project is consistent with
the LCP. Furthermore, approval of the project does not equate with approval of sports
field lighting. An appropriate time to challenge lighting, if proposed, would be during a
future LCP amendment process or during an appeal of a separate CDP. Finally, while
considering all significant points raised during environmental review, the Commission
does not consider the City’s action regarding CEQA during appeals. The standard of
review for this project is the City’s certified LCP. Because the proposed project is not
located between the first public road and the sea, Chapter 3 public access and recreation
policies do not apply to this appeal.
Therefore, because there are no identified inconsistencies with the LCP, staff
recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that no substantial
issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed.
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I.

APPELLANTS CONTENTIONS

The appellants contend that the development approved by the City is inconsistent with
the policies of the certified LCP for the following reasons:
1. The development could adversely impact the adjacent wetland and is therefore
inconsistent with Land Use Plan (LUP) Resource Management Policy 10.9;
2. The development constitutes piecemealing because the installation of conduit is to
support future lighting, which is prohibited by the Encinitas Ranch Specific Plan;
and
3. The development was incorrectly determined to be exempt from environmental
review pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

II.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION

The project was approved administratively by the City of Encinitas Planning and
Building Department on April 5, 2016. The proposed development is located adjacent to
Encinitas Creek, which is a coastal stream that flows into Batiquitos Lagoon, and is
therefore subject to appeal to the Coastal Commission. Specific conditions were attached
which, among other things, require implementation of Best Management Practices
(BMPs) and installation of a subsurface drainage system to control erosion and prevent
discharge of sediment and other pollutants offsite both during construction and after
project completion; and a separate Coastal Development Permit (CDP) for any and all
lighting for night athletic use.
The appellants participated in the local hearing process, although they did not file local
appeals because the City of Encinitas charges a fee to appeal. Thus, the appellants are
aggrieved persons under Coastal Act regulations and have standing to appeal to the
Coastal Commission (Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 14, § 13573(a)(4)).

III.

APPEAL PROCEDURES

After certification of a LCP, the Coastal Act provides for limited appeals to the Coastal
Commission of certain local government actions on coastal development permits.
Section 30603(b)(1) of the Coastal Act states:
The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to an
allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in
the certified local coastal program or the public access policies set forth in
this division.
Coastal Act Section 30625(b) states that the Commission shall hear an appeal unless it
determines:
4
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With respect to appeals to the commission after certification of a local coastal
program that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which
an appeal has been filed pursuant to Section 30603.
If the staff recommends "substantial issue" and no Commissioner objects, the
Commission will proceed directly to the de novo portion of the hearing on the merits of
the project, then, or at a later date. If the staff recommends "no substantial issue" or the
Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, those
allowed to testify at the hearing will have 3 minutes per side to address whether the
appeal raises a substantial issue. It takes a majority of Commissioners present to find that
no substantial issue is raised. If substantial issue is found, the Commission will proceed
to a full public hearing on the merits of the project then, or at a later date, reviewing the
project de novo in accordance with sections 13057-13096 of the Commission’s
regulations. If the Commission conducts the de novo portion of the hearing on the permit
application, the applicable standard of review for the Commission to consider is whether
the proposed development is in conformity with the certified LCP.
In addition, for projects located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the
sea, Section 30604(c) of the Act requires that a finding must be made by the approving
agency, whether the local government or the Coastal Commission on appeal, that the
development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. In other words, in regard to public access questions, the
Commission is required to consider not only the certified LCP, but also applicable
Chapter 3 policies when reviewing a project on appeal.
The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission at the "substantial issue"
stage of the appeal process are the applicant, persons who opposed the application before
the local government (or their representatives), and the local government. Testimony
from other persons must be submitted in writing. At the time of the de novo portion of the
hearing, any person may testify.
The term "substantial issue" is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing
regulations. The Commission's regulations indicate simply that the Commission will hear
an appeal unless it "finds that the appeal raises no significant question as to conformity
with the certified local coastal program" or, if applicable, the public access and public
recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, section
13115(b)). In previous decisions on appeals, the Commission has been guided by the
following factors:
1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government's decision that
the development is consistent or inconsistent with the certified LCP;
2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local
government;
3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision;
5
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4. The precedential value of the local government's decision for future
interpretations of its LCP; and
5. Whether the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or statewide
significance.
Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may
obtain judicial review of the local government's coastal permit decision by filing a
petition for a writ of mandate pursuant to the Code of Civil Procedure, section 1094.5.
The City of Encinitas has a certified LCP. Therefore, before the Commission considers
the appeal de novo, the appeal must establish that a substantial issue exists with respect to
the grounds on which an appeal has been filed pursuant to Section 30603. In this case, for
the reasons discussed further below, the Commission finds that the appeals raise no
substantial issue as to conformity with the certified LCP. .

IV.

SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE MOTION AND RESOLUTION

The staff recommends the Commission adopt the following resolution:
MOTION:

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No.
A-6-ENC-16-0054 raises NO substantial issue with
respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been
filed under § 30603 of the Coastal Act.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in a finding of No
Substantial Issue and adoption of the following resolution and findings. If the
Commission finds No Substantial Issue, the Commission will not hear the application de
novo and the local action will become final and effective. The motion passes only by an
affirmative vote by a majority of the Commissioners present.
RESOLUTION:

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-6-ENC-16-0054
does not present a substantial issue with respect to the grounds
on which the appeal has been filed under § 30603 of the Coastal
Act regarding consistency with the certified Local Coastal Plan
and/or the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal
Act.
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V. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE FINDINGS AND DECLARATION
The Commission finds and declares as follows:

A.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed development consists of replacing 86,000 sq. ft. of natural turf at Leo
Mullen Sports Park with synthetic turf and installing 810 linear ft. of 2-in. and 2-1/2-in.
diameter conduit along all sides of the field, except the south (Exhibits #1, 2 and 3). This
involves excavating the top eight inches of turf and soil, digging a single trench 16 inches
below this base grade for the conduit, and then installing the subsurface drainage and
synthetic turf systems. The project does not include sports field lighting.
Leo Mullen Sports Park is an existing sports facility surrounded by retail development to
the west and north, Encinitas Creek and El Camino Real to the east, and single-family
homes to the south. The park is open year-round from 8:00 a.m. to sunset, and features a
soccer field, baseball field, half basketball court, playground, picnic tables, restrooms,
and parking lot. The park was planned as part of the Encinitas Ranch Specific Plan/Green
Valley Planning Area (Ordinance 94-14), which was incorporated into the City’s LCP,
certified in 1995.
The purpose of the project is to conserve water and improve drainage conditions of the
soccer field. The City reports that the existing natural turf requires the use of fertilizers
and other chemicals to maintain the field, and that there are times when the City chooses
to close the field due to the poor drainage and potential erosion. The City believes
installation of synthetic turf will result in more effective stormwater runoff management
and protection of biological resources in the adjacent riparian corridor. Because
excavation is required for both installation of synthetic turf and conduit, the City also
believes it is more efficient and less disruptive to concurrently conduct these activities.
Because the project site is within 100 feet of a wetland, the Commission retains appeal
jurisdiction, and the policies of the certified LCP are the standard of review. Chapter 3
public access and recreation policies do not apply to this appeal because the project is not
located between the first public road and the sea.

B.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The subject site is adjacent to a wetland, which drains into Encinitas Creek, which in turn
flows into Batiquitos Lagoon. The appellants contend that the project could adversely
impact the adjacent wetland and is therefore inconsistent with Land Use Plan (LUP)
Resource Management Policy 10.9:
The City will encourage the preservation and the function of San Elijo Lagoon and
Batiquitos Lagoon and their adjacent uplands as viable wetlands, ecosystems and
7
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habitat for resident and migratory wildlife, by prohibiting actions (subject to the
detailed provisions of RM policy 10.6) which:
• involve wetland fill or increased sedimentation into wetlands;
• adversely decrease stream flow into the wetlands;
• reduce tidal interchange;
• reduce internal water circulation; or
• adversely affect existing wildlife habitats.
The synthetic turf system is designed to protect biological resources. It consists of a
woven structural filter fabric overlain by a Class 2 aggregate base material (Exhibit #4).
On top of the aggregate base is a supplemental pad used to decrease the potential for
injuries (Exhibit #5). The uppermost layer is the synthetic turf itself, which is composed
of polyethylene slit-film fibers with polypropylene backings coated with high-grade
polyurethane for all-weather durability, infilled with organic cork and sand (as opposed to
coated crumb rubber).
The appellants are concerned that components of the synthetic turf system may enter the
wetland during construction or after project completion, resulting in increased
sedimentation or an adverse effect on wildlife habitat. Specifically, the appellants
question the City’s assurances that polypropylene particles from the supplemental pad
and cork and sand infill material will not enter the wetland. However, because the
supplemental pad is layered between the synthetic turf and aggregate base, there is
nowhere for the material to migrate. Furthermore, the polypropylene particles of the
supplemental pad are fused together with a tensile strength of 52 psi and, laboratory
analytical results of samples of the pad indicate that the particles were either below
laboratory reporting limits or below the applicable thresholds for human health standards,
freshwater habitat, and groundwater quality. Regarding the infill material, the turf is
designed to hold the organic cork and sand in place, and the City has selected this infill
material to be organic instead of rubber and artificial infill components sometimes used
in other turf projects. In addition, because the synthetic turf system is designed to capture
surface runoff up to a 6-hour, 100-year storm event (3.5 inches of rain per hour), runoff
will not transport infill material into the wetland, but rather be stored and infiltrated into
the soil. Commission water quality staff reviewed the synthetic turf design and concurred
that the proposed drainage system encourages the preservation of Batiquitos Lagoon and
its uplands as viable wetlands, ecosystems, and habitat through water conservation and
stormwater management, as well as through reduced potential fertilizer or pesticide loads
into the adjacent creek. Finally, the City’s conditions on the proposed development,
namely construction during the dry season and implementation of stormwater pollution
control BMPs, help ensure that components of the synthetic turf system will not enter the
adjacent wetland.
The appellants are also concerned that installation of synthetic turf will increase foot and
vehicular traffic to the park, which will adversely impact the adjacent wetland.
Appellants point to the City’s statements that artificial turf can withstand many more
hours of playing time, and also contend that the playing field will increase in size. The
latter is incorrect. The City has stated that while the square footage of turf inside the
fence will remain the same, the resulting playing field will actually be smaller by more
8
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than 6,000 square feet. 1 Regarding the ability to play more hours on artificial turf,
intensity of use may increase. However, Leo Mullen Sports Park is a designated
recreation area and the number of visitors and demands on parking are not necessarily
related to the type of turf, but rather to the City’s management of the field. The soccer
field at Leo Mullen Sports Park was intended to be used by the community and the
installation of synthetic turf does not constitute a new use that would adversely impact
the adjacent wetland. The qualities of artificial turf, combined with the water quality
BMPs, further prevent impacts to the wetlands if there is any increased use.
Appellants also assert that the construction traffic, specifically to haul away loads of dirt,
will impact the wetlands. The City has conditioned its approval on various BMPs for
grading, erosion control, and the hauling of dirt during construction, including any further
requirements from the Engineering Services Director (Exhibit #6).
Therefore, the Commission finds that the appeal does not raise a substantial issue
regarding the proposed development’s consistency with the certified LCP as it relates to
the preservation of Batiquitos Lagoon and its uplands.

C.

SPORTS FIELD LIGHTING

Although sports field lighting is not part of the proposed development, the appellants
contend that installation of conduit at Leo Mullen Sports Park will support future
lighting, which is prohibited by the Encinitas Ranch Specific Plan of which the Green
Valley Planning Area is a part (emphasis added):
Section 6.3.1(B) states, in part:
The following uses are permitted only in the Green Valley … Planning Areas …
provided a Major Use Permit is approved pursuant to the Municipal Code.
[…]
Athletic playing field, not including lighted fields
[…]
Section 6.3.1(C) states, in part:
The following use is permitted only in the Green Valley Planning Area of the
Encinitas Ranch Specific Plan Area, provided a Major Use Permit is approved
pursuant to the Municipal Code.
Multi-purpose stadium (e.g., sports, track & field, musical events; etc.) with or
without lighting.”

1

Email from City of Encinitas to Sarah Richmond, June 7, 2016.
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Thus, based on Sections 6.3.1(B) and 6.3.1(C), sports field lighting is only allowed for a
multi-purpose stadium, which Leo Mullen Sports Park is not. As a result, the City cannot
approve sports field lighting at Leo Mullen Sports Park without an amendment to the
Encinitas Ranch Specific Plan (Exhibit #7). Since the Encinitas Ranch Specific Plan is
part of the City’s LCP, if and when such an amendment is approved locally, the
amendment would also require approval by the Commission to assure that any change to
the LUP is consistent with the Coastal Act and any change to the Implementation Plan is
consistent with the certified LUP. The City is aware that a LCP amendment would be
required if the Encinitas Ranch Specific Plan is amended to include lighting for an
athletic playing field, and Special Condition “SCB” of the City’s approved project
acknowledges that any and all lighting for night athletic use requires a separate CDP
(which could not be found consistent with the current standards in the LCP). Therefore,
the appropriate time to challenge the installation of sports field lighting is during the LCP
amendment process and during the appeal process to any subsequent coastal development
permit to install sports field lighting. Because the current project does not include sports
field lighting, this issue is not before the Commission at this time, and therefore outside
the scope of this appeal.
The appellants assert that the installation of conduit and lights cannot be separated
because the purpose of the conduit is to facilitate future lighting. As such, the appellants
claim that the City is piecemealing the future lighting project to avoid an analysis of the
effects of lights to a later date. Since lights are prohibited, the appellants argue that an
amendment to the Encinitas Ranch Specific Plan is needed before conduit and lights can
be approved. Since the City has not pursued this amendment, the appellants conclude that
the City has approved a project for a prohibited use.
However, the proposed development is viable regardless of whether sports lighting is
approved in the future. The City explains that the conduit could be used for purposes
other than lighting, such as communications wire and irrigation controller wire. 2
Additionally, when Leo Mullen Sports Park was completed in 1997, it included
installation of 4-in. conduit for future lighting (see Note 3-Exhibit #8), and no lighting
has been proposed or installed in the nearly 20 years since that conduit was installed. It
should be noted that approval of the conduit installation does not in any way prejudice
the ability to deny such sports field lighting in the future. The City decided to install
conduit at this stage because the level of effort to install conduit after turf replacement
increases dramatically; it would involve cutting back the turf, protecting the adjacent
infill material, digging a deeper/wider trench, cutting through the drainage system,
removing the permeable aggregate, then repairing the drainage system, replacing the
permeable aggregate, re-grading the trench line, and finally replacing the turf. Finally, the
City reports that it has initiated a lighting study and will use results from this study to
inform any future lighting proposal and required LCP amendment.
Therefore, the project as approved is fully consistent with the LCP policies cited above
by the appellants. Turf replacement and conduit installation are permissible development
and the project is not dependent upon future approval of the sports field lighting.
2

Email from City of Encinitas to Sarah Richmond, June 7, 2016.
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Therefore, the City did not approve a prohibited use, and approval of the project is not
necessarily a precursor to lighting because the LCP amendment process and/or appeal
process to the separate CDP provide opportunities for public review.

D.

CEQA

The appellants contend that the City wrongly determined that the project is exempt from
environmental review pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301(a) (minor alterations
of existing facilities) and 15302 (reconstruction of similar facilities). However,
allegations regarding CEQA do not form grounds for an appeal to the Coastal
Commission. Grounds for this appeal are limited to inconsistency with the Encinitas LCP
(Pub. Resources Code, § 30603(b)(1)).

E.

SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE FACTORS

As discussed above, there is strong factual and legal support for the City’s determination
that the proposed development is consistent with the certified LCP. The other factors that
the Commission normally considers when evaluating whether a local government’s
action raises a substantial issue also support a finding of no substantial issue. The
proposed development will result in installation of synthetic turf and subsurface conduit
that will not adversely affect coastal resources. Approval of the project as a result of the
local government’s decision will not create an adverse precedent for interpretation of the
City’s LCP. Finally, the objections to the project suggested by the appellants do not raise
issues of regional or statewide significance.

F.

CONCLUSION

In summary, the appellants have raised a number of local concerns related to the
proposed installation of synthetic turf and subsurface conduit, none of which raise
substantial issues related to coastal resources. As described in detail above, the project is
designed to protect biological resources, and is therefore consistent with the LUP policy
encouraging the preservation of Batiquitos Lagoon and its uplands. In addition, the
current project does not include prohibited sports field lighting and since the project is
not dependent upon any future approval of the lighting, the City’s approval is fully
consistent with the Encinitas Specific Ranch Plan. Therefore, the Commission finds that
the appeal does not raise a substantial issue with regard to the project’s consistency with
the certified LCP.
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APPENDIX A: SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS
•
•
•

Certified City of Encinitas Local Coastal Program
City of Encinitas Planning and Building Department (PBD) Decision 2016-13/
CDP 16-017 dated April 5, 2016
Appeal by Adam Jacobs and Donna Westbrook
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Vicinity Map
California Coastal Commission

EXHIBIT NO. 2
APPLICATION NO.
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Project Site
California Coastal Commission

EXHIBIT NO. 3
APPLICATION NO.
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Site Photos
California Coastal Commission

WOVEN STRUCTURAL
FILTER FABRIC

EXHIBIT NO. 4
APPLICATION NO.

A-6-ENC-16-0054
SyntheCc Turf SecCon
California Coastal Commission

EXHIBIT NO. 5
APPLICATION NO.

A-6-ENC-16-0054
Brock SP14 Pad
SpeciﬁcaCons
California Coastal Commission

EXHIBIT NO. 6
APPLICATION NO.
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PBD 2016-13/CDP 16-017
California Coastal Commission

EXHIBIT NO. 7
APPLICATION NO.

A-6-ENC-16-0054
Memo from City ALorney re:
Speciﬁc Plan and Prop. A
California Coastal Commission

Specific Plan Section 3.3.1(C)(7) states in part:
“…Lighting of Green Valley Park shall be at the City’s discretion, unless the Owner elects
to form a maintenance district for Green Valley Park facilities, in which event the Owner
may restrict lighting and after hours use of park facilities within such maintenance
district.” 3
Specific Plan Section 6.3.1(B) specifically prohibits the lighting of athletic playing fields and
states as follows:
“B. Major Use Permit. The following uses are permitted in the Green Valley and West Saxony
Planning Areas of the Encinitas Ranch Specific Plan Area, provided a Major Use Permit is
approved pursuant to the Municipal Code.
Athletic playing fields, not including lighted fields.
Museum.
Theater (emphasis added.)”
However, Specific Plan Section 6.3.1(C) specifically authorizes the lighting of multi-purpose
stadiums, provided a major use permit is approved pursuant to the Municipal Code, with or
without lighting and states as follows:
“C. Major Use Permit—Green Valley Planning Area Only. The following use is permitted only in
the Green Valley Planning Area of the Encinitas Ranch Specific Plan Area, provided a Major Use
Permit is approved pursuant to the Municipal Code.
Multi-purpose stadium (e.g., sports, track & field, musical events, etc.), with or
without lighting (emphasis added.)”
Therefore, reading Specific Plan Sections 3.3.1(C)(7), 6.3.1(B) and 6.3.1.(C) together, the City
may only use its discretion pursuant to 3.3.1(C)(7) to light multi-purpose stadium uses, provided
a Major Use Permit is approved pursuant to the Municipal Code. Leo Mullen Sports Park
contains athletic playing fields and does not constitute a multi-purpose stadium. Therefore, the
City has no discretion to light such fields (either via permitted right or conditional use permit)
without an amendment to the Specific Plan.
b. Prop “A”
Encinitas Municipal Code Section 30.00.050 states:
“No Major Amendment of any of the Planning Policy Documents shall be
effective unless and until it is approved by a simple majority vote of the voting
3

The reference to Owner means Carltas Company; and, the Owner did elect to form a maintenance district
pursuant to Specific Plan Section 3.3.1(C)(7).

electorate of the City of Encinitas voting ‘Yes’ on a ballot measure proposing the
major amendment at a regular or special election….”
The term “Major Amendment” is defined in Encinitas Municipal Code Section 30.00.040 and
includes (among other changes) changes that: 1) increase the maximum allowable number of
residential units which may be constructed on any parcel or group of parcels, 2) increase the
maximum allowable number of parcels which may be created from an existing parcel or group
of parcels, and 3) increase the allowed maximum height of development or changes how height
is measured such that additional height could be permitted than previously permitted.
Aside from changes to Planning Policy Documents listed as “Major Amendments” (subject to a
vote of the citizens), Prop “A” defines a “Regular Amendment” to include any amendment
which is not a Major Amendment. Regular Amendments do not require a vote of the citizens.4
An amendment to the Specific Plan to authorize the lighting of sports fields at Leo Mullen
Sports Park (as a permitted use or by conditional use permit) does not constitute a change to a
Planning Policy Document listed as a Major Amendment; therefore, such an amendment would
be a Regular Amendment –not subject to a vote of the citizens. Instead, pursuant to Prop “A,”
this type of amendment (change), as a Regular Amendment, would only be subject to certain
procedural requirements. 5
Finally, in the event any lighting structures are erected at Leo Mullen Sports Park, Prop “A”
would require that such structures not exceed a maximum height of 30 feet, and that height
shall be measured from the lower of the natural or finished grade (adjacent to the structures)
to the highest point of the structures.

Cc: City Manager
City Clerk (Public file)

4
5

See Encinitas Municipal Code Section 30.00.040 and 30.00.050.
See Prop “A,” specifically, Encinitas Municipal Code Section 30.00.050.

EXHIBIT NO. 8
APPLICATION NO.
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As-built Electrical Plan
California Coastal Commission

EXHIBIT NO. 9
APPLICATION NO.
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Appeals
California Coastal Commission

