
February 15, 2021

To: Trinidad City Council and Planning Commission,

Re:  Planning Commission Meeting 2/17/2021, Agenda Item 3, 2021 Projects and Priorities

From: Kathleen Lake, Trinidad Resident

Regarding the City of Trinidad and Planning priorities I have the following comments:

The STR ordinance needs many changes. Serious issues with the ordinance have been brought
to the city's attention over the past five years by the Humboldt Civil Grand Jury Report, the Ad
Hoc Committee work completed by Jim Baker and Jack West, as well as work by the current
STR committee. Public comments continue to be made that the city has an enforcement
problem, parking problems, and housing problems that all dovetail with the current STR
ordinance. The public has been assured over many years now that the first STR ordinance was
a work in progress and that the review in two years' time would thoroughly and address all
concerns that have been determined since the 3/2016 ordinance was implemented. The public
has waited a long time to have the STR ordinance be reviewed, five years (not two). The city
needs the time and the resources to gather the data, make assessment and conclusions,
provide adequate discussion and decision making. Please assure that you will prioritize the
needs of the residents of Trinidad who have waited a very long and difficult five years to have
changes made to the ordinance. The ordinance was never vetted for enforcement. No policy or
procedure for enforcement has been consistent. STR licences continue to be issued to
properties who do not follow the ordinance on many issues.

We need clear data to drive our policy decisions and not time management issues.  This is an
important issue for the future of our town and should be a priority for staff. In review of the
timeline provided, I am requesting that the City Council and the Planning Commission assure
adequate time for the STR ordinance be provided to demonstrate a thorough vetting of the
issues.

The current lack of enforcement of the ordinance by the City of Trinidad, including the glaring
issue that the property managers do not report problems the public has brought to their
attention, as per the ordinance, have created an ordinance that has no teeth. We all know it.
The “honor system” was a cheap way to manage STR’s and it has failed. The continued lack of
options to improve ordinance enforcement by the city are concerning.  The public discussion for
changes have included additional fines and penalties to be written into the new ordinance, as
well as the changes of several definitions, processes, and procedures for licensing regarding
parking, signage and advertisement.

I concur with the Joint meeting recommendations that the Planning Commission must begin
gathering the information requested to have a timely and complete discussion “Planning
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Commission begin the STR review process at its earliest convenience and that encourages
the residents of Trinidad to actively participate in this process”.

A. The STR Committee specifically recommended the following to the City Council:

6. Have the City Council have the Planning Commission review the definition section of
the STR Ordinance, specifically adding new definitions for Meet and Greets, SR, UR,
and PD zoning, and lastly that definition #6 (good neighbor contract and good neighbor
brochure) in the STR Ordinance include the penalties for violations.

7. A new definition “Meet and Greet'' be added to the STR Ordinance and recommends
the following language: “Meet and Greet” means an in-person on-site meeting at the
STR between the Property Manager and the Responsible Person on the day of arrival
(or no later than 12 noon on the morning after a late night arrival) at which time the
parties will sign, date, and time stamp the Good Neighbor Contract to indicate it has
been reviewed and the Responsible Person has not misrepresented their group during
the reservation process.”...

8. Language be added to the Ordinance that a “$200 fine be assessed to the Property
Manager if the “Meet and Greet” has not been properly documented should the City
request such documentation during the investigation of a complaint filed against the
STR.”

B. As requested by the City Council and in order to make data driven decisions the
following questions need to be answered:

1) Visitor Services Areas are mainly the Trailer Park however they are incorrectly identified
as housing right now. What is the plan to remedy this? (Coastal Commission question
from comment on July 5, 2019, pg.14 regarding STR’s please see attached)

2) An assessment has been requested regarding the proximity of lodging establishments
visitors can stay at from Moonstone to Patrick’s Point (as recommended by the CCC?)

3) How is Trinidad protecting housing? Have STR’s reduced in totality? Or only in restricted
zones?

4) The Bed and Breakfast needs to be defined.
5) Investigate regulating STR rentals as primary residences only in Trinidad to balance

housing needs and visitor accommodations (if you live in your house primarily you can
rent it for 90 days) - it does away with commercial STR operations in town while
providing housing.

C. What are the new updated numbers and data for these STR ordinance statements
below?
* The proportion of homes in the City being used primarily as vacation rentals or STRs has risen
from approximately 5 percent of the total dwelling units in the City in 2000 to approximately 18
percent in 2014.
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* Given the City’s small size and desirability as a tourist destination, the proportion of homes
used primarily as STRs may continue to increase in the absence of regulation.
* STRs have the potential to alter the residential character of neighborhoods with impacts
related to traffic, parking, noise, occupancy, septic system capacity, housing availability, real
estate prices, neighborhood character, City population, the availability of citizens to participate in
the community, and the quality of life in the City for both residents and tourists.
* City residents have raised concern over the impacts caused by STR’s and the increased
number of homes becoming STR’s, and called on the City to find a balance between residential
and vacation rental uses.
* High numbers and concentrations of STRs can have negative impacts on coastal resources
such as environmentally sensitive habitat areas and public access, and STR use needs to be
regulated to minimize impacts.
• Cities do have legitimate reasons to regulate STRs.
• Limits on the number or proportion of homes used as STRs have been upheld, along with
reasonable regulations to address potential nuisance impacts.
* California state law and the City of Trinidad General Plan require the City to maintain a mix of
affordability in its residential housing stock, but affordability and accessibility of housing for
long-term residents is negatively affected by STRs. Prospective buyers interested in living in
Trinidad are competing with buyers interested in the house as primarily an STR investment
property.
* Engaged citizens who live in a community are the basic fabric that makes up a community, and
too high of a tourist-to-resident ratio in our residential neighborhoods can dramatically alter the
health and welfare of the City and its residents.

D. From the 2018 Humboldt Civil Grand Jury report. (See attached in email).

“The Humboldt County Civil Grand Jury recommends that the city of Trinidad consistently and
strictly adhere to Ordinance 2016-03 to manage the short-term rental application and renewal
process.” (There continue to be many inconsistencies with signage, parking, other
ordinance requirements in renewals for STR properties even with the last 2020 STR
licences.)

R3. The Humboldt County Civil Grand Jury recommends the City of Trinidad allocate a portion
of Transient Occupancy Tax revenue to hire seasonal enforcement staff to deal specifically with
Short Term Rental issues by December 31, 2018. (F3)

City Response: “This recommendation requires further analysis. The City Council will discuss
this before December
31, 2018. Staff believe filling the new full time Administrative Assistant position will address
adequate staffing for enforcement of the STR Ordinance.”
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From the 2018 City Council Committee report. (See attached in email with Grand Jury
report).

Please see the comments made by Councilpersons Jack West and Jim Baker regarding
outstanding issues with STR’s including enforcement, licencing inconsistencies, parking
problems and more. “ These comments are by no means exhaustive and hopefully may serve to
stimulate a productive discussion among the City Council, Planning Commission and the
community”.

Given the time and resources to find answers to these important questions, and then
determining how to provide solutions will take time. Please allow the time for data collection,
assessment of the issues, and thorough discussion of the STR issues and planning for our
future.

Thank you,

Kathleen Lake
Trinidad Resident

City Council Joint Meeting Minutes 1/26/2021
https://trinidad.ca.gov/sites/trinidad.ca.gov/files/library/01-26-2021%20cc%20packet.pdf
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Submitted by Kathleen Lake





STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA – NATURAL RESOURCES  AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM,  GOVERNOR 

CALIFORNIA  COASTAL  COMMISSION 
NORTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 

1385  EIGHTH  STREET •  SUITE 130  

ARCATA,  CA  95521 

VOICE (707) 826-8950 

FACSIMILE  (707) 826-8960 

July 5, 2019 

Attachment A: Preliminary Coastal Commission Staff Comments on City of 
Trinidad’s Draft Land Use Plan (LUP) Update1 

General Comments 
1. LCP Coverage. As currently written, the draft General Plan Introduction

indicates that the local coastal program (LCP) covers the portion of the City in the
coastal zone, and does not make the distinction between City and Coastal
Commission permit jurisdiction (e.g., the section on administering the Coastal
General Plan begins on page 7 with the statement that “all land use and
development decisions in the coastal zone must be consistent with the LCP”). We
recommend clarifying that the provisions of the certified land use plan (LUP) and
implementation plan (IP) govern the review and approval of coastal development
permits (CDPs) within the City’s jurisdiction. Coastal Act Section 30500 requires
that each local government lying, in whole or in part, within the coastal zone
prepare an LCP “for that portion of the Coastal Zone within its jurisdiction,” as
opposed to throughout the broader area encompassed by the coastal zone portion
of the City. Therefore, the General Plan Introduction should clarify that in those
areas where the Commission retains CDP authority on submerged lands,
tidelands, and public trust lands (Public Resources Code Section 30519), the
standard of review used by the Coastal Commission for proposed CDP
applications is the Chapter 3 policies of the California Coastal Act. The LCP may
be used as guidance.

Similarly, the Land Use Map includes designations on parcels fully within the
Commission’s retained coastal development permitting jurisdiction. Please
include a note on the map that in those areas where the Commission retains CDP
authority on submerged lands, tidelands, and public trust lands (Public Resources
Code Section 30519), the land use designations are not part of the standard of
review for CDP applications but rather may be used as guidance by the
Commission and may be used by the City for permitting decisions other than
CDPs. In addition, any designation of parcels outside of the City boundaries
should also not be included as part of the certified LCP [e.g., the Commission
cannot pre-approve City-designated land uses on currently unincorporated County
lands (i.e., “pre-designations” for land’s in the City’s sphere of influence)]. If
portions of the Trinidad Harbor are transferred into Trust (and thus by extension
no longer occur within the City’s jurisdiction), these areas should similarly be
omitted from the LCP.

1 As discussed in our July 5, 2019 letter, these comments do not cover the following draft documents: 
General Plan Update Figures 1-4; Harbor Area Regulations (IP Chapter 17.42); Cultural Resources and 
Historic Preservation Element; and General Plan Glossary. 
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Finally, the draft General Plan Introduction proposes to demarcate certain General 
Plan policies and associated programs as not being part of the City’s certified 
LCP for purposes of the review and approval of CDPs (by adding a City seal next 
to the policies). We recommend only including policies as part of the certified 
LCP that apply specifically to the City’s coastal zone jurisdiction. For example, 
there are a number of policies that apply to the City’s broader Planning Area, 
including a number of policies intended to be used in commenting on referrals 
from the County for development in the unincorporated County. We recommend 
that the City identify these policies that apply outside of the City’s coastal zone 
jurisdiction with the City seal as not part of the City’s certified LCP.  

In considering which General Plan policies to include in the LUP, we recommend 
the City include any General Plan policies that indicate the kinds, location, and/or 
intensity of allowable land uses in the coastal zone and all resource protection and 
development policies necessary to implement the Coastal Act. 

2. Goals, Principles, Policies, and Programs. The draft LUP chapters include
goals, principles, policies, and programs; and these terms are defined in the draft
General Plan Introduction. Because local CDPs are approved, and appeals of local
permit actions are made, based on conformity of the approved development with
the standards set forth in the certified LCP, it is vital that the City clarify which
parts of the draft LUP Update are intended to be the standards governing both the
review and approval of CDPs and the appeal of local permit actions to the
Commission. Therefore, please update the proposed definitions of goals,
principles, policies and programs to clarify which are intended to govern the
approval of CDPs and serve as a basis for appealing local permit actions to the
Commission. Given that the draft Introduction defines “policy” as a “specific
mandatory statement binding the City’s action and establishing the standard of
review to determine whether land use and development decisions, zoning changes
or other City actions are consistent with the General Plan,” we recommend that
policies act as the standard of review for CDPs and CDP appeals.2

Throughout the draft LUP chapters, there are a number of draft policies that are so
broad that they would more accurately be categorized as goals and principles,3

and there are a number of draft policies that specify implementing actions and
therefore would more accurately be categorized as programs4. We recommend

2 The definition of policy could be expanded to clarify that the policies constitute the LUP portion of the 
City’s LCP and govern the review and approval of CDPs, except policies demarcated with the Trinidad 
City seal which are not part of the certified LCP and do not govern the review and approval of CDPs. 
3 See, for example, Policies LU-1b.1, LU-1b.2, LU-1.d.3, LU-2.1, LU-8.1, CONS-1a.1, CONS-1a.2, 
CONS-1b.6, CONS-1b.8, CONS-1d.1, CONS-1e.1, CONS-1e.3, CONS-1e.4, CONS-8.6, and CIRC-3.2. 
4 See, for example, Policies LU-1c.3, LU-1c.6, LU-1c.8, LU-1d.1, LU-1d.2, LU-2.2, LU-3.2, LU-3.3, LU-
3.4, LU-4.6, LU-4.7, LU-4.9, LU-5.2, LU-7.1, LU-7.2, LU-7.3, LU-8.2, LU-8.3, LU-9.8, CONS-1b.3, 
CONS-1b.7, CONS-1b.13, CONS-1c.1, CONS-1c.4, CONS-1c.5, CONS-2a.5, CONS-3.2, CONS-3.3, 
CONS-3.4, CONS-3.7, CONS-3.8, CONS-3.9, CONS-3.11, CONS-4.2, CONS-4.3, CONS-4.4, CONS-4.5, 
CONS-8.8, CONS-9.1, CONS-9.2, CONS-9.3, CONS-9.4, CONS-9.5, CONS-9.6, CONS-9.7, CONS-9.10, 
CONS-9.11, CONS-10.1, CONS-10.12, CONS-10.14, CONS-10.15, CONS-10.16, CONS-10.17, CONS-
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rewording these policies using language that binds the City in its review and 
approval of CDPs, or changing these statements to goals, principles, or programs 
depending on which term they most accurately reflect. Conversely, there are a 
number of programs that set clear standards for land use and development 
decisions that we recommend categorizing instead as policies5. 

3. Policy Framing and Organization. Certified LUP policies govern development
(as defined by Coastal Act §30106) for the purposes of CDP review in the City’s
coastal zone jurisdiction (§30600).Therefore, the policies in the LUP should be
focused on addressing coastal development for the purposes of CDP review.
Without policies directed at development, the LUP cannot effectively ensure that
approved development will be protective of coastal resources consistent with the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. The draft LUP chapters include a number of
policies that do not set forth standards applicable to development, and other
policies whose application is unclear. We recommend revising the framing and
organization of various policies as described below:

a. Use of “the City” as subject: The draft LUP chapters include a number of policy
statements written with “the City” identified as the grammatical subject.6 Some of
these policies with “the City” as the subject are intended to regulate development,
so the use of the City as the grammatical subject could create confusion as to the
policy’s applicability (e.g., whether the policy only applies to City-initiated
development projects)7. For policies intended to govern development, please
reword the policies so that development is the grammatical subject (e.g.,
“development shall be sited and designed to…”)8.

b. Policies calling for the addition/revision/review of the zoning ordinance or other
regulations: The draft LUP chapters include a number of policies that call for the
development (or revision or review) of the zoning ordinance or other regulations
or call for the development of policies instead of regulating development
directly.9 While it may be appropriate to include programs that call for amending
the zoning ordinance or other regulations to implement policies (as actions carried
out in response to adopted policy to achieve a specific goal), LUP policies

10.20, CIRC-1.6, CIRC-1.7, CIRC-2.4, CIRC-2.5, CIRC-2.7, CIRC-3.1, CIRC-3.3, CIRC-6.1, CIRC-6.2, 
CIRC-6.3, CIRC-7.1, CIRC-7.2, CIRC-7.6, CIRC-11.1, CIRC-11.2, CIRC-12.1, CIRC-12.2, CIRC-12.3, 
CIRC-12.9, and CIRC-12.10. 
5 See, for example, Programs LU-4.2.1, LU-4.2.2, LU-4.2.3, CONS-1b.6.1, CONS-1e.2.1, CONS-3.10.2, 
CIRC-4.1.2, CIRC-10.6.1, CIRC-10.6.2, CIRC-10.6.3, and CIRC-11.1.1. 
6 See for example Policies CONS-1b.9 and CONS-1b.10  
7 See, for example, Policies LU-1b.3, LU-1c.3, LU-1c.5, LU-1c.7, LU-1d.3, LU-3.1, LU-4.11, CONS-1b.9, 
CONS-1b.1 through CONS-1b.7, CONS-8.1, CONS-8.2, CONS-10.2.1, CONS-10.8, CIRC-1.1through 
CIRC-1.3, CIRC-2.1 through CIRC-2.3, and CIRC-9.3. 
8 Refer also to Policies LU-1d.3, LU-1d.4, LU-3.3, LU-3.4, LU-4.1, LU-4.8, CONS-1b.11, CONS-2a et 
seq., CONS-2b et seq., CONS-3.1, CONS-3.5, CONS-3.6, CONS-3.10, CONS-5.1 through CONS-5.5, 
CONS-6.1 through CONS-6.3, CIRC-9.1, and CIRC-11.3. 
9 See for example Policies LU-1b.4, LU-1b.5, LU-1c.1, LU-1c.3, LU-1c.6, LU-1c.8, LU-1d.2 through LU-
1d.6, LU-2.2, LU-2.4, CONS-1b.6, CONS-1c.1, CONS-1c.4, CONS-1e.2.1, CONS-3.11, CONS-5.6, 
CONS-8.4.1, CONS-10.14, CONS-10.1[7], CIRC-10.6, and CIRC-11.1. 
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themselves should govern the issuance of CDPs by directly setting development 
limitations, requirements, or prohibitions. Therefore, we recommend rewriting 
policies that call for specific regulations or new policies to instead directly 
regulate development, or otherwise changing these policies to programs.  

Similarly, instead of including programs in the LUP calling for updates to the 
zoning ordinance to add certain standards, please directly update the zoning 
ordinance (the IP) where feasible and omit this direction from the LUP. For 
example, proposed Program CONS-2a.11.1 calls for revising the zoning 
ordinance to include specific requirements for the content of biological reports. 
Instead of including this program in the LUP, please add the required content of 
biological reports to the IP and include a reference to these IP requirements in 
Policy CONS-2a.11. 

c. Policies calling for the maintenance or preparation of additional plans or
programs: The draft LUP chapters include a number of policies calling for the
maintenance or development of City plans or programs, such as a shoreline
management plan, the Onsite Wastewater Treatment System (OWTS)
Management Program, and a comprehensive stormwater management program.
Typically, a statement guiding the City to maintain or develop a plan or program
is more accurately categorized as a program, as a strategy carried out in response
to adopted policy to achieve a specific goal. If instead the intent of the policy is to
require development to be carried out consistent with a plan or program, it needs
to be clear whether that plan or program is also intended to be certified as part of
the LCP. Incorporating other plans or programs by reference into the LCP is
problematic because any changes to these documents that are incorporated by
reference would require an amendment to the LCP. Therefore if the City wants a
separate plan or program to be included as part of the LCP, we recommend
including the applicable standards from the other plan or program directly in the
LCP rather than including a plan or program by reference.

If the City does not intend a plan or program to be part of the certified LCP, we
recommend demarcating these types of policies with a City seal and including
parallel LCP provisions to cover applicable coastal resource protections as
necessary. For example, the City’s General Plan can call for adherence to
uncertified regulations and guidelines in the City’s OWTS Management Program
under local authority, but should also include LCP policies as necessary ensuring
development is limited to what can be accommodated by adequate septic capacity
where there will not be significant adverse effects, either individually or
cumulatively, on coastal resources consistent with Coastal Act §30250.

d. Policies not intended to govern the issuance of CDPs: Many of the proposed
policies are not intended to either: (a) directly govern the issuance of CDPs
through the setting of development limitations, requirements, or prohibitions; or
(b) provide a basis for reviewing plan consistency of a land use plan or zoning
amendment.  In contrast, these provisions call for outreach, education, and/or
coordination; give endorsements to other parties’ efforts; make pledges of support
for certain outcomes or endeavors; and/or commit the City to continued or future
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actions and/or practices. To better highlight the specifications and qualifications 
which bear more directly on development from these other provisions, we 
recommend grouping these more aspirational, non-binding policies and separating 
them from policies governing development.  

e. Policies focused on intensification or additions to existing uses: Development as
defined by Coastal Act §30106 includes changes in the density or intensity of use
of land as well as the construction, reconstruction, demolition, or alteration of the
size of any structure, among other activities. The draft LUP includes a number of
policies directed at “any intensification or addition to existing uses.” As LCP
policies should be focused on development (as discussed above), and the
definition of development covers intensification of and additions to existing uses,
we recommend replacing “any intensification or addition to existing uses” with
“new development” (see Policies LU-1c.7, LU-4.2, LU-4.3, LU-4.9, and CONS-
6.2).

f. Implied subjects: Most of the City’s draft policies are written as imperative
sentences with implied subjects. The implied subject varies among policies and
the subject is not always clear.10 We recommend clarifying the subject of the
action to be undertaken by adding an explicit subject to each policy, and/or
separately grouping policies directed at particular subjects (e.g., circulation
policies directed at City infrastructure could be separated from circulation policies
directed at new development).

4. Missing or Conflicting Coastal Resource Protections. Section 30108.5 of the
Coastal Act defines an LUP as the relevant portion of a local government's
general plan, or local coastal element which are sufficiently detailed to indicate
the kinds, location, and intensity of land uses, the applicable resource protection
and development policies and, where necessary, a listing of implementing actions.
Pursuant to this definition, in its review of an LUP update, the Commission must
consider whether an LUP as amended contains all of the policies necessary to
indicate the kinds, location, and intensity of allowable land uses, as well as all of
the necessary resource protection and development policies that will implement
the Coastal Act. The draft LUP elements that have been provided do not cover (or
fully cover) all the coastal resource protections set forth in a number of Coastal
Act policies. Additionally, some draft policies may conflict outright with Coastal
Act requirements,11 and we would like to discuss possible alternatives with you in
more detail. In the meantime, please review the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal
Act and ensure that all relevant policies are fully covered by the City’s draft LUP.
Based on our initial review, here are some initial thoughts on Coastal Act Chapter
3 policy coverage:

10 See for example Policies LU-1b.1, LU-1b.2, LU-1b.3, LU-1b.5, LU-1c.7, LU-2.4, LU-4.1, LU-4.2, LU-
4.2.1, LU-4.2.2, LU-4.2.3, LU-4.3, LU-4.11,  
11 See, for example, Coastal Act Section 30260 and Trinidad Policy LU-4.10. We would like to discuss the 
City’s desire to ban onshore support facilities for off-shore energy development at our next coordination 
meeting. 
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a. Locating new development and provision of services: Please revise the
LUP to cover the relevant portions of Coastal Act §§30250 and 30254
(Proposed Policy LU-1c.4 covers some but not all of the necessary
provisions). Please also ensure that policies calling for the extension of
services beyond City limits or the formation of a new water district are
consistent with Coastal Act §§30250 and 30254.

b. Public access: Proposed Policies CONS-10.2 and CONS-10.3 largely
cover Coastal Act §§30210 and 30211, although we recommend clarifying
that maximum access shall be provided for all people and shall be
conspicuously posted. Proposed Policies CONS-10.6 and CONS-10.10
include language from Coastal Act §30212, but proposed Policy CONS-
10.6 should be broadened to apply to all new development projects, not
just in areas shown on Figure 10. Coastal Act §§30212.5, 30214, and
30252 do not seem to be covered by any draft LUP policies.

c. Visitor and recreational facilities, recreational boating, commercial
fishing, aquaculture, and coastal-dependent development: Please add
policy language to cover the applicable provisions of Coastal Act
§§30213, 30220, 30221, 30222, 30223, 30224, 30234, 30234.5, 30222.5,
and 30255. It may make sense to include a priority use section in the
proposed Land Use Chapter to cover these topics.

d. Natural resources: Please add policy language covering the water quality/
aquatic habitat protection mandates of Coastal Act §§30230 and 30231.
As for wetlands, proposed CONS-2a.1 limits diking, filling, and dredging
consistent with Coastal Act §30233(a), except it does not limit the
allowable uses; please add in the limitation on allowable uses of diking,
filling, and dredging of coastal waters/wetlands. Please also add in the
mandate to maintain or enhance the functional capacity of the wetland or
estuary §30233(c), and include §30233(b) to the extent that any spoils
disposal from dredging could potentially occur within the City’s LCP
jurisdiction12. As for streams, please revise proposed Policy CONS-2a.2
consistent with Coastal Act §30236 (limiting substantial alterations of
rivers and streams to the three allowable uses covered by §30236).
Proposed Policies CONS-2b.1 and CONS-2a.3 cover Coastal Act §30240,
except that these policies are directed at ESHA and §30240(b) also applies
to development adjacent to parks and recreation areas. We also
recommend moving the ESHA buffer provisions under Programs CONS-
2b.1.1 through CONS-2b.1.3 and the definition of ESHA included in the
“Principles of Biological Resource Protection” into policies to ensure
these provisions are part of the standard of review for CDPs and appeals.

e. Cultural resources, visual resources, and hazards: Presumably, the Cultural
and Historic Preservation Element will cover Coastal Act §30244; the

12 For example, if portions of the Trinidad Harbor are not transferred into Trust. 
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Community Design Element will cover Coastal Act §30251; and the 
Safety Element will cover Coastal Act §§30232, 30235, and 30253(a)-(b).  

5. Referencing the Current Plan. Since the proposed General Plan chapters will be
used after local adoption and certification by the Commission, please write the
chapters as if they have already been certified. For instance, reference this draft
plan as the existing plan, and reference the 1978 plan as the previous plan.

Comments Specific to the Land Use Element 
The following are some generalized comments specific to the Land Use Element; we will 
provide more detailed, content-specific comments in the near future. 

1. General Organization. Section B (“Land Use Designations”) of the Land Use
Element currently includes a discussion of land use map and zoning designations
along with a mix of policies affecting certain specified land use classifications
(e.g., Residential Land, Commercial Land, and Harbor Area), use types (e.g.,
Aquaculture), and ownership types (e.g., Publicly-Owned Lands).  We
recommend splitting Section B to include in one section the general provisions
guiding allowable uses and land use density within each land use classification,
from another section that would include the goals, programs, and policies
governing land use within the City. Under this scenario, Section B would: (1)
present the land use map, (2) identify the established land use designations; and
(3) within each land use classification as appropriate: (a) describe the range of
permissible uses, including permitted and conditionally-permitted uses, and (b)
identify minimum parcel size, dwelling density, and/or other specifics on the
density and intensity of land use. We recommend moving the goals, policies, and
programs currently included in Section B to a new section or sections.

2. Sustainability and Climate Change Policies. The land use element contains a
number of sustainability and climate change policies. We recommend moving
hazard-related climate change policies to the forthcoming Noise and Safety
Element as that element is intended to cover minimization of risk to life and
property from hazards. The City might also consider creating a Sustainability
Element as a more direct location for some of these policies.

Additionally, it appears that a number of the provisions presented in the Climate
Change Planning Section have been directly adapted from the Sea Level Rise
(SLR) Guidance adopted by the Coastal Commission on August 12, 201513.The
Commission’s adopted SLR guidance provides suggestions on the types of
policies that should be developed, but does not explicitly contain policies for use.
Thus, suggestions to “create policies that...” should not be included in the LCP
outright, but instead the City should create policies that achieve the objectives
outlined in the SLR guidance. Although the draft Residential Adaptation Policy
Guidance has not yet been adopted by the Commission, the City may find the
sample policies contained within Section 6 of this document helpful as a starting

13 A Science Update to the Commission’s SLR Guidance was unanimously adopted on November 7, 2018. 
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point in developing policies relevant to the City. The draft Residential Adaptation 
Policy Guidance may be accessed online at: 
https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/assets/climate/slr/vulnerability/residential/Revise
dDraftResidentialAdaptationGuidance.pdf. 

Background Studies and Other Supporting Documents 
In this section we identify information that would be important for the City to provide as 
part of a future transmittal of the LUP Update for certification by the Commission. 

1. Clarification of Relationship Between Background Reports and LUP. Several
statements within the General Plan suggest reliance between background reports
and policies. For example, Section B1 (“Organization”) of the Introduction
(Chapter 1) states in part that “...there are various background reports that are
referenced in the General Plan and that were used to inform and shape the policies
of each element. These background reports should be considered part of this
General Plan.” Section B2 (“Plan Interpretation”) states in part “Much of the
background information and analysis that supports the policies in this General
Plan is included in several background reports and other supporting documents
described below...the narrative that precedes the General Plan policies should be
considered part of the supporting information and was used in the development of
the policies.” Other chapters, such as the draft Circulation, Public Services &
Energy Element, reference regulations and guidelines in the City’s OWTS
Management Program.

As described in General Comment 3c above, we need to understand whether
background documents, plans, and/or programs are intended to be certified as part
of the LCP, because any changes to documents that are incorporated by reference
would require an amendment to the LCP. Therefore, please explain the City’s
intent in incorporating each of the external documents, and specify whether the
policies of these documents are intended to become part of the standard of review
for CDP applications. As noted above, we recommend demarcating background
reports, plans or programs not intended to be part of the certified LCP with a City
seal and including parallel LCP provisions to cover applicable coastal resource
protections as necessary. If the City’s intent is only to reference those documents
that informed the creation of goals, programs, and policies, the City may wish to
instead reference and include all background reports and studies in a bibliography
section rather than in the body of the General Plan.

2. Copies of Referenced Reports and Figures. The draft General Plan includes
references to a number of reports and figures, and while we were able to locate
some of the reports on the City’s website, we are uncertain whether the website
contains the most current version of supporting documents, and not all supporting
documents are included online. For example, we were unable to locate the
following referenced reports and figures on the City’s website:
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a. Sphere of Influence documents (Master Services Element, Municipal
Service Review)

b. Background report: Soil Characteristics of Trinidad (Oct. 2009)
c. Water Supply Feasibility Study (Sept. 2003)
d. Trinidad Architectural survey (Nov. 2009)
e. Coastal Resilience Planning for Trinidad (Oct. 2014)
f. LCP Update Guide LUP compliance analysis (Dec. 2015)
g. LCP Update Guide IP Needs Assessment (Apr. 2016)
h. Figure 15 (Stormwater Drainage System)
i. Figure X (Stormwater outfalls)

Therefore, please provide us with copies of the most current versions of any and 
all external documents and internal figures that are referenced in the General Plan.   

3. Studies and Reports that Should be Updated. We recommend the City update
the following reports to account for current conditions within the City:

a. Geologic and seismic characteristics of Trinidad. The current geologic
background report was prepared for the City in April 2007. Since that
time, an increase in geologic activity has occurred in certain parts of the
City, particularly around Edwards and Van Wycke Streets. Therefore, the
City should update the geologic report to account for recent changes,
describe current conditions and rates of erosion that could affect land use
and circulation patterns within the City, and provide updated mapping
depicting the location and extent of known active landslides.

b. Biology and environment of the Trinidad area.  The current background
report accessed from the City’s website is a draft version from October
2009. The report should be updated to include a current listing of rare,
threatened, and endangered species (Table 2). Any other known changes
to the environmental setting should be updated and the report finalized
accordingly.

c. Updated references to sea level rise projections. The draft General Plan
references in a number of places a maximum projection in the rise of the
sea level around Trinidad by about 30 cm by 2065. The projections appear
to be from the IPCC fifth assessment report from 2013. Please update the
projections to reflect current best available science. The Coastal
Commission recommends using the projections provided in the 2018 OPC
Sea-Level Rise Guidance (Table 3; Appendix G), in all relevant local coastal
planning and coastal development permitting decisions.

d. Revised water studies. To evaluate the consistency of the City’s LUP
update with the Coastal Act, we will need to receive certain updated
information regarding adequacy of water supply and other services as part
of the LCP amendment application. We understand that the City’s
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engineering firm completed a comprehensive water supply feasibility 
report in 2003 and the City is in the process of undertaking a number of 
studies to evaluate current and projected water supply and demand under 
various scenarios. Additionally, as you are aware, on August 9, 2017 the 
Coastal Commission awarded the City $51,000 covering three Tasks to 
support its efforts in updating its LCP consistent with the California 
Coastal Act, with special emphasis on planning for sea-level rise and 
climate change (Agreement No. LCP-17-03). Task 2 supports 
development of a comprehensive water supply assessment, development 
of a planning area focus area and land use scenarios, updated LCP policies 
and regulations, and a final service area map.   

As part of the City’s current water studies, this information should 
include, but not be limited to: (1) the total capacity of the water basin; (2) 
an analysis of the buildout of the City, including the maximum allowable 
buildout associated with parcel zoning; (3) current information regarding 
the relative water demand of different types of uses such as visitor-serving 
uses; and (4) an analysis of future capacity relative to future demand, 
taking into account fluctuations that include seasonal, temporal, and long-
range changes associated with climate change. The studies should also (1) 
consider the coastal resource implications of projected water demand and 
any necessary water supply infrastructure development, including whether 
(and if so, to what extent) wetlands and other environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas (ESHAs) may be affected by the draw-down of water 
resources both in the City and in source areas for water supplied outside 
City limits; and (2) analyze alternatives and recommend mitigation 
measures to minimize any coastal resource impacts.  

As part of the LCP Update, we look forward to receiving copies of these 
grant-funded deliverables and the other supporting documentation 
described above as soon as they become available. Please also indicate 
how policies included in the draft LUP will be informed by these 
forthcoming efforts. 

4. Additional Recommended Studies and Reports.  Please provide our office with
the following additional analyses and supporting documents:

a. Geologic risk assessment and hazard management plan. The
Commission’s funding through the above-described LCP grant
(Agreement No. LCP-17-03) also supports development of a Coastal
Erosion Hazard Management Plan under Task 1. This Task includes an
assessment of “coastal hazards and risks and development of a range of
options to address those risks based on existing geologic studies with a
focus on Edwards and Van Wycke Streets,” with deliverables that include
preparation of “draft and final Edwards Street Coastal Erosion Hazard
Management Plan/Recommendations” to be completed in 2019. Please



City of Trinidad 
Attachment A 
July 5, 2019 
Page 11 

provide our office with a copy of the coastal hazard and risk assessment 
and the Coastal Erosion Hazard Management Plan prepared in association 
with this Task. Please also indicate how policies included in the draft LUP 
will be informed by this forthcoming study. 

b. Background study on City stormwater management system. The Land Use
Element describes both known and unknown information about the City’s
stormwater drainage system, including general references to the routing of
stormwater through a series of roadside ditches, drain inlets, and culverts
to a storm drain outfall. Please provide details on the City’s stormwater
management system, including the location of any existing outfalls to help
us better understand how stormwater management policies contained in
the LUP as amended will ensure protection of marine and coastal water
resources, including water quality, consistent Sections 30230 through
30236 of the Coastal Act.

c. Analyses of buildout with respect to adequacy of services and impacts on
coastal resources. Section 13552 of the Commission’s Regulations and
Section VI-6 of the Commission’s LCP amendment application form
require that for any proposed increases in the density of use, an analysis of
the impacts of the increase in density on coastal resources and public
access be submitted.  Such information is very important for evaluating
the consistency of proposed density increases with the Coastal Act.
Several proposed changes to the LUP would affect the intensity, density,
type, and range of allowable uses within the City. These changes include,
but are not limited to: a) increasing the number of designated sites that
could allow second dwelling units; b) expanding mixed use and non-
transient housing sites; and c) changing allowance, location, and array of
visitor-serving facilities within the City. Therefore, in addition to
providing the water supply analysis described above, we need to
understand how the LUP as amended will fully conform with Coastal Act
policies14 that require protection of coastal resources by concentrating new
development in existing developed areas able to accommodate it while
avoiding significant individual and cumulative adverse effects on coastal
resources.

In particular, please evaluate the adequacy of wastewater disposal,
stormwater management, and vehicular off-street parking facilities that
would be needed under maximum usage and buildout projections, taking
into account current and projected population figures, and while ensuring
that Coastal Act priority uses within the City would be adequately served.
Please also address: a) what the maximum potential buildout of parcels
would be if development at sites occurred at the maximum level allowed
under each land use and zoning classification; and b) what the resulting
impacts to service capacity would be under this scenario. The analysis

14 Including but not limited to Coastal Act Sections 30231, 30250, 30252, and 30254 
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should also take into consideration the demands on water resources and 
wastewater capacity to accommodate accessory uses such as but not 
limited to hot tubs and Jacuzzis, particularly on sites where short term 
rentals, motels, and hotels are allowable uses. 

Additionally, for each LUP change that would increase the density of use, 
please submit an analysis of (1) whether there is adequate sewer, water, 
and traffic capacity to accommodate the increased density of use; and (2) 
whether the increased density of use would have significant adverse 
individual or cumulative impacts on public access, environmentally 
sensitive habitat, archaeological resources, visual resources, and other 
coastal resources. 

d. Analysis of adequacy of public parking facilities. The draft Circulation,
Public Services, & Energy Element describes parking within the City as a
topic that “comes and goes as a significant community issue.” The
narrative contained in the Parking section describes the City’s occasional
appointment of a Parking Committee to assess parking sufficiency, and
indicates the most recent report prepared by the Committee is dated
October 14, 1999 and focused on parking issues in and near properties
zoned PD.  The Parking section includes policies such as CIRC-2.3 that
suggest imposing time limits on parking “when necessary” but it is unclear
what threshold would trigger a parking limit as “necessary.”

The Coastal Act includes a number of provisions that address the need to
provide adequate public facilities (including parking areas or facilities)
that maintain and enhance public access (§§ 30210, 30211, 30213, 30252),
and are well-distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against
impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of
any single area (§ 30212.5).

The Coastal Act also requires development in areas adjacent to
environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and recreation
areas be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would
significantly degrade those areas, and be compatible with the
continuance of those habitat and recreation areas (§ 30240(b)). We
will be providing more specific comments soon on the draft
Circulation, Public Services & Energy Element, but it will be
important to understand how the current parking needs of the City
inform and affect not only the policies contained within the
Circulation, Public Services & Energy Element, but also how other
land uses under maximum buildout scenarios could affect parking
demand in the area, such as, but not limited to, potential increases
in intensity of uses resulting from development of short-term
rentals, accessory dwelling units, and expansion of development on
mixed-use-designated sites.
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We also recognize that some parking spaces have been lost in the 
past few years along Edwards Street due to recent landslide 
activity. Therefore, please provide a current analysis of parking 
sufficiency and demand in the City, taking into account potential 
risk for additional loss of parking that could result from geologic 
hazards. The parking analysis should evaluate potential demand 
resulting from the range of potential land uses under maximum 
buildout scenarios. 

e. Analyses of changes in LUP designations from priority uses to non-
priority uses

The Coastal Act establishes certain priority uses which must be protected
in favor of allowing other competing uses without such priority status.
Generally, these priority land uses include uses that by their nature must
be located on the coast to function, such as ports, and commercial fishing
facilities, or uses that encourage the public’s use of the coast, such as
various kinds of visitor-serving facilities, and uses that protect existing
coastal resources, such as wetlands and other sensitive habitat and coastal
agriculture.  The Coastal Act requires that adequate land be reserved for
such uses in the LCPs adopted for each coastal city and county.  For
example, Section 30222 of the Coastal Act states:

The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial 
recreational facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for 
coastal recreation shall have priority over private residential, 
general industrial, or general commercial development, but not 
over agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. 

To evaluate the proposed amendment against the priority use policies of 
the Coastal Act, including Sections 30221, 30222, 30222.5, 30234, 30250, 
and 30255, it is necessary to determine whether any new uses proposed 
would potentially displace other priority uses.  Therefore, for any such 
change that would displace or reduce the potential use of areas for a 
priority use, please submit an analysis that would address the extent and 
nature of priority uses that would be affected and whether the affected site 
is no longer needed to accommodate the affected priority use.  In 
particular, the proposed changes in use that would displace or reduce the 
potential use of an area for a priority use that we request you analyze 
include, but are not limited to, lands planned for visitor-serving uses under 
the currently-certified LUP at the Trinidad Bay Trailer Courts that are now 
designated by the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development as a non-transient mobile home park. Please also indicate 
whether the City envisions reclassifying any PD/MU or other land use 
classifications to VS to re-establish visitor-serving uses that may have 
been lost to the mobile home park. 
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f. Short Term Rental Ordinance review status and consistency analysis

The Land Use Element describes the increase in short term rentals (STRs),
or vacation rentals, in the community in relation to their effect on
residential neighborhoods, acknowledging that the increase in STRs has
prompted concerns over their impacts on the community. For example,
Section B2 states in part the following:

While short-term vacation rentals provide important visitor-
serving accommodations and economic benefits to the City, an 
increase in the number and density of short-term vacation rentals 
have adversely affected the small-town atmosphere of the City and 
the character of residential neighborhoods. 

As you know, the City’s short term rental (STR) ordinance was recently 
updated and certified as an amendment to its LCP that became effective on 
June 8, 2017. As part of the Commission’s findings for certification of that 
amendment to the IP (zoning ordinance), the Commission evaluated the 
City’s proposal to limit the number of STRs in the UR zone based in part 
on the City’s determination that restricting the number of licenses to one 
per parcel rather than one per structure as under the former regulations 
would protect community character consistent with the LUP. The 
Commission further acknowledged the City’s determination that it was 
necessary to impose a cap on the maximum number of non-hosted STRs 
allowed in the City to avoid impacts to community character, parking and 
public access. The Commission also emphasized that as proposed, the 
STR ordinance requires the City to evaluate the efficacy of the ordinance 
“within two years after its certification” to ensure that it is continuing to 
meet the needs of the community consistent with the certified LCP.  

The two-year mark following certification of the STR occurred last month, 
and our office has not received any indication that the Planning 
Commission has reviewed its STR ordinance for efficacy as required by 
Section 17.56.190S (aka Section 6.26S). Please provide our office with an 
update on the status and outcome of the Planning Commission’s required 
2-year review.

g. Updated VSF occupancy information for the City and surrounding area.

The Coastal Act requires that lower cost visitor and recreational facilities
be protected, encouraged, and where feasible, provided. Developments
providing public recreational opportunities are preferred. As described
above, the Coastal Act also gives priority to the use of land suitable for
visitor serving recreational facilities over private residential, general
industrial, or general commercial development, and requires that upland
areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses be reserved for those
uses where feasible (§§30213, 30221, 30222, and 30223).
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To enable Commission staff to evaluate whether the City’s LCP is 
consistent as amended with the visitor-serving policies of the Coastal Act, 
please submit as part of the LCP amendment application information on 
existing visitor-serving public and commercial recreational facilities 
within and in close proximity to the City’s coastal zone, including 
information on lower-cost visitor and recreational facilities.  

In particular, please provide: (1) an analysis of the existing surrounding 
available visitor-serving facilities, including the number of rooms 
available (likely available through the local Chamber of Commerce); (2) 
the current number of lower-cost VSFs in the City; (3) a cost analysis of 
the different VSFs in Trinidad, and especially the current lower-cost 
VSFs, including average nightly rates (and including peak season rates 
and overall price ranges); (4) occupancy rates (this might be obtained in 
part from transient occupancy tax records); (5) an analysis of how the 
proposed changes in the reduction of visitor-serving facilities resulting in 
part, for example, from the conversion of the Trinidad Bay Trailer Courts 
to non-transient housing has affected the availability of lower-cost VSFs 
in the City in recent years; and (6) an analysis of the current and 
foreseeable demand for lodging facilities. 

h. Additional supporting documents may be needed. In the interest of
providing comments in a timely manner, Commission staff has provided a
partial list of necessary background studies and other necessary LCP
amendment submittal information. Please note that this list is not
comprehensive and we may need to request additional analyses. As
indicated above, we realize the City is continuing to develop additional
general plan element chapters and other supporting documents to be
included in whole or in part with its LUP, such as but not limited to a
forthcoming Community Design Element. The content of these
forthcoming policies and any potential changes to current land use
designations may result in the need for additional analyses. For example,
we may need to request a visual analysis of any areas where policies or
land use changes could affect visual resources to understand how such
changes would protect public views to and along the coast consistent with
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. We will continue to provide input on
recommended studies as we continue to receive and review the City’s
draft LUP chapters.

5. Relationship Between Certified LUP Policies and New Policies. Coastal Act
Section 30510(b) provides that an LCP may be submitted to the Commission if it
contains, in accordance with guidelines established by the Commission, materials
sufficient for a thorough and complete review. The City’s LCP amendment
proposes to replace the existing certified LUP with an entirely new document
organized around an entirely new format, containing new chapters, policies, and
classification sections, among others. Although this new document looks entirely
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different than the certified plan documents currently in use, the proposal is still an 
LCP amendment rather than a submittal for the first time of an LCP for a 
previously uncertified jurisdiction. Consequently, the Commission must review 
the LCP amendment in the context of how the certified policies and development 
standards would change under the amendment, evaluating the LUP as amended 
for its conformity with the Coastal Act, and the IP as amended for consistency 
with the amended LUP. 

The Commission’s administrative regulations describe in part that an LCP 
amendment shall include among other things “a discussion of the amendment’s 
relationship to and effect on the other sections of the certified LCP15.” Given the 
scope and quantity of the amendments being proposed, it is important that the 
City and the Commission have a common understanding as to precisely what 
amendments are occurring to the LCP.  

Therefore, to facilitate our understanding of how policies in the certified LUP 
relate to the draft LUP amendment, please provide either a “crosswalk” or cross-
referenced annotation16 depicting the relationship between certified LUP policies 
and how those policies have been incorporated, modified and/or replaced in the 
current draft LUP.  

15 14 CCR Section 13552(c) 
16 For example, a matrix format could be presented that depicts the previously certified policies side-by-
side with the corresponding proposed new and revised policies in separate columns organized under 
general subject headings (e.g., "coastal access," "marine and water resources," etc.). Under any format, the 
document should note the identifying number of each policy under the currently certified LCP (for policies 
and standards that already exist in some form), as well as the new identifying number under the LCP as 
amended or newly appended. 



Response to Humboldt County Civil Grand Jury Report 

Approved by City Council on September 12
th
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Grand Jury Report Title:   A Tale of Two Cities:  Vacation Rentals in Trinidad, California 

Report Date:  June 25
th

, 2018

Joint Response By: Trinidad City Council and Trinidad City Manager 

Discussion  

The City of Trinidad and the Trinidad City Manager appreciate the efforts and the important role of the 

Humboldt County Civil Grand Jury in reviewing local government activity.  Our response to the 

individual findings and recommendations follows below.  Before addressing the individual findings 

and recommendations, the City would like to express some significant concerns about the Grand Jury’s 

process in developing this report. First, the Grand Jury did not interview any City Council or Planning 

Commission members as part of their investigation.  Second, the Grand Jury does not appear to have 

reviewed or considered a recent (March 2018) report produced by the City Council that considered 

many of the same issues and resulted in recommendations that are being implemented by the City.  

Finally, the Grand Jury report speaks broadly about the feelings of the ‘community’ of Trinidad, but in 

fact heard from only a few members of the community.      

Council Members and Planning Commissioners are intimately familiar with the issues at hand, 

having heard, considered, and acted on many hours of public input from all sides regarding STR 

regulations and their enforcement.  Their input would have resulted in a broader perspective and 

deeper understanding of the issues for the Grand Jury to consider.   

The Grand Jury would have benefited significantly from reviewing the March 2018 report 

generated by a Council appointed subcommittee (attached).  This committee worked over many 

months to interview community members and staff, review STR issues and concerns, and produce a 

report with recommendations on STR implementation and enforcement.  This report was reviewed and 

approved by the Council, and City staff have been working to implement those recommendations 

since. This Council report reflects a significant effort by the City to consider and address many of the 

same concerns that were subsequently taken up by the Grand Jury.    

Submitted by Kathleen Lake



 

Many of the Jury Report Findings refer to the feelings or perceptions of the community, but it 

is important to note that the Grand Jury apparently did not interview a cross-section of Trinidad 

residents, but initiated this report in response to concerns raised by a few residents who are very 

actively engaged in STR issues and have very strong feelings about them.  The City represents all 

residents, and concerns about conflict of interest, frustration, or animosity by even one citizen deserve 

respect and attention.  However, the HCCGJ report, and specifically Findings F2 and F4, would be 

more accurate if they referred to ‘some residents’ or ‘some members of the community’.   In its current 

form, the City believes the report overstates the breadth and intensity of concern in the community 

over these issues. 

  

The Grand Jury’s decision to limit interviews of City staff and officials to the City Clerk and 

the City Manager appears inconsistent with how the Grand Jury has approached other local 

government investigations.  In the 2-year development of Trinidad’s STR ordinance, major input was 

provided by the City Planner, the City Attorney, and most notably, by extensive community hearings 

by the Planning Commission and the City Council. The omission of testimony by these staff and 

officials leaves the City concerned that the Grand Jury did not conduct a fair and equitable 

investigation, which led to an unbalanced Grand Jury report. 

 

The City of Trinidad would appreciate some response by the Grand Jury about the issues cited 

in the preceding paragraphs: 

• Why was there no apparent consideration of the City-initiated STR review of March 2018 

(attached)? 

• Why were only two City staff interviewed, while the major work in developing the ordinance 

and holding community hearings was the responsibility of the City Council, Planning 

Commission, Planner, and Attorney? 

 

 

Report Findings and Responses: 

 

F1. Trinidad’s complaint and appeal process has been slow and inconsistent which has led to 

confusion and frustration among residents.   



 

Partially agree and partially disagree.   

Some responses have been slow and others have been resolved quickly.  The speed of responses has 

improved dramatically in 2018.  Staff findings in response to complaints have often been appealed, and 

the appeals process is inherently slow due to the requirements to provide adequate procedural due 

process for all parties involved and the monthly scheduling of Planning Commission and City Council 

meetings.  The complaint and appeal process involves a very small staff, and appeal hearings are held 

by our Planning Commission, and City Council, each of which normally meets just once a month. 

This issue was highlighted in the March 2018 Council report on STR issues, and following those 

recommendations, the City has implemented a detailed process for complaint response.  See Attached.   

 

F2.  Lack of compliance to Trinidad’s Short Term Rental Ordinance by some Short Term Rental 

owners and property managers create frustration and animosity in the community. 

 

Partially agree and partially disagree.    

Ordinance violations do create frustration among affected members of the community, however 

violations and lack of compliance are very much the exception rather than the norm.  There are 

thousands of overnight STR stays in Trinidad each year, and only a handful of complaints resulting 

from them. STR owners and managers have worked cooperatively with the City to help implement and 

comply with the STR Ordinance, including revising their rental agreements, reducing the occupancy of 

their STRs, meeting guests in person, posting required ‘Good Neighbor’ brochures and contracts, and 

providing and staffing 24/7 call numbers for problems.  Violations occur (in general) when the guests 

staying at the STRs violate the Ordinance, typically by being too loud, or inviting too many visitors.  

There have been a few cases of difficulties with STR managers not responding quickly enough to 

complaints, or communicating poorly with people lodging complaints.  Those problems have resulted 

in enforcement actions against the STR managers, and appear to be largely resolved at this time.   

F3.  Trinidad would benefit in having law enforcement assistance during tourist season to handle 

immediate violations of the STR ordinance.   

Disagree.    

The City agrees that law enforcement assistance is necessary, but disagrees with this finding because 

the City does have law enforcement assistance throughout the year.  The City contracts with the 

Humboldt County Sheriff’s Office, who respond to calls for assistance 24/7 in Trinidad, and are 

empowered to enforce City Code violations.  However most STR Ordinance violations are unlikely to 



require or even benefit from law enforcement assistance.  Possible exceptions could include a late-

night party that the property manager is unable to break up, or a dangerous off leash dog from an STR 

guest, or illegal parking that warrants ticketing.  However, these are exceptional examples outside of 

most actual complaints.  The STR Ordinance directs complaints to be addressed immediately by the 

property manager, with follow up from City administrative staff after the fact.  The City certainly 

encourages the public to call the Sheriff’s Office for any emergency or public safety situation, or if the 

property manager is non-responsive and the problem (i.e. late night noise) is ongoing.  Consistent with 

the STR Ordinance, the City does not see the Sheriff’s Office as having a primary role in responding to 

STR complaints unless a public safety threat is present.   The STR Ordinance sets forth an 

administrative enforcement approach using fines and the potential for modification or loss of an STR 

license.    

 

F4.  It is unclear what criteria is used for City Council recusal of those members who own or 

manage an STR which leads to a perception of conflict of interest within the community.   

Partially agree and partially disagree.   

City Council members have discussed and explained their rationale for recusal (or non-recusal) on 

multiple occasions at Council meetings where the issue has arisen.  The City Attorney has consistently 

supported the recusal decisions by affected Council members, citing California law, FPPC regulations 

and case law.  His advice and guidance have been presented in public at the relevant meetings.  

Council members who own STRS have recused themselves from decisions involving setting STR 

regulations or their particular STR interests.  For clarity, the City will post public notice of relevant 

legal criteria for recusal of Council or Planning Commission members. 

As noted in the introduction to this response, this Finding, along with Findings F1 and F2 above, refer 

broadly to the feelings or perceptions of the ‘community’.  It would be more accurate to clarify that 

this feeling is held by a few members of the community.    

 

F5. Because there is often no written notification of the results of an appeal, complainants 

sometimes are unaware if a resolution has been reached.   

Partially Agree:  Where no notification was provided, the City agrees that is a problem.  This issue was 

addressed in the March 14, 2018, report of the Council’s subcommittee, referenced in the introduction.   

 

F6.  When properly utilized, Trinidad’s Short Term Rental Ordinance provides workable 

methods for solving problems associated with Short Term Rentals.   



Agree.   

The City will regularly revisit the STR Ordinance to consider whether changes are appropriate (on an 

annual basis beginning this November).   Having appropriate rules in place can minimize, but does not 

inherently prevent violations from occurring.  Hence the need for effective enforcement in those cases.   

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

R1. The Humboldt County Civil Grand Jury recommends the city of Trinidad and the citizens of 

Trinidad follow the steps outlined in Ordinance 2016-03 to solve complaints in reference to Short 

Term Rentals. This should take place upon receipt of this report. (F1, F2, F6)  

This recommendation is being implemented. 

This recommendation was being proactively implemented, before the release of the Grand Jury Report.   

City staff are implementing the Council’s subcommittee report (March 14, 2018), referenced above.  

That report made detailed recommendations on how best to address complaints.  

The complaints (F2) about compliance by STR owners and managers have been addressed, and will be 

addressed on a case-by-case basis.  This is the first year of the current STR ordinance, which was 

approved by the City Council in 2016 but did not become official until approved by the Coastal 

Commission in June 2017.  In this first year of operation, just one complaint against an STR 

owner/manager was appealed by the owner to the Planning Commission, where the appeal was 

rejected, and to the Council, where it was also rejected and the staff finding of a Significant Violation 

of the STR Ordinance was sustained. The owner has made a number of changes at the affected 

property and has promised compliance in the future.  The process outlined in the ordinance is being 

implemented, and works. 

For F6, the Grand Jury notes that the STR ordinance provides workable methods for solving problems.  

Those methods include a process for periodic review by the Council and Planning Commission.   

 

R2. The Humboldt County Civil Grand Jury recommends that the city of Trinidad consistently 

and strictly adhere to Ordinance 2016-03 to manage the short-term rental application and 

renewal process. This should take place upon receipt of this report. (F1, F2)  

This recommendation is being implemented.  The next round of STR applications/renewals will occur 

in the winter of 2018-19 and will strictly adhere to Ordinance 2016-03. 

 



R3. The Humboldt County Civil Grand Jury recommends the City of Trinidad allocate a portion 

of Transient Occupancy Tax revenue to hire seasonal enforcement staff to deal specifically with 

Short Term Rental issues by December 31, 2018. (F3) 

This recommendation requires further analysis.  The City Council will discuss this before December 

31, 2018.  Staff believe filling the new full time Administrative Assistant position will address 

adequate staffing for enforcement of the STR Ordinance.         

  

R4. The Humboldt County Civil Grand Jury recommends Trinidad city council members who 

own or manage Short Term Rentals always recuse themselves when STRs are considered, 

discussed, or voted upon. Said recusals should be recorded in the meeting’s minutes. This should 

begin immediately upon receipt of this report. (F4)  

This recommendation requires further analysis. 

The recommendation that “... [affected] council members always recuse themselves when STRs are 

considered …” is counter to recommendations by the City Attorney.  The City Attorney has provided 

explicit rationale for when a council member with STR financial interests must recuse, and when that 

Council Member may participate in STR-related deliberations.  Council decisions regarding recusal 

will continue to be guided by the City’s Code of Ethics, the advice of our City Attorney, and the Fair 

Political Practices Commission.  Multiple complaints have been filed with the FPPC regarding STR 

Council recusal issues and none have resulted in the FPPC determining that Council members were 

acting inappropriately.    

 

R5. The Humboldt County Civil Grand Jury recommends the Trinidad city manager notify 

complainants in writing within seven working days of all city decisions on Short Term Rental 

complaints and appeals. This should begin no later than October 1, 2018. (F5) 

This recommendation has been implemented. 

Discussion:   

The City is notifying complainants “in writing within seven working days of all city decisions on 

Short Term Rental complaints and appeals.”  The process of evaluating a complaint, obtaining  and 

reviewing relevant information, and getting to a decision will usually take more than seven days, as 

noted in our discussion following F5.  The terms “decisions on [STR] complaints” used by the Grand 

Jury should perhaps replaced by “actions related to [STR] complaints”.  For a minor complaint, the 

City Manager is empowered by the STR Ordinance (2016-03) to decide a complaint very quickly, even 



within hours.  But a decision about a “significant violation”, described in detail in the ordinance 

(17.56.190 (6.26).R.6), may involve months of hearings, and litigation. 

 

An improved recommendation, being developed by the Council and City Manager, is to implement a 

process of publicly posting the dates of “actions related to [STR] complaints”.  Thus, a single 

complaint might involve many actions, over months, with each step transparently visible to all.  The 

City Council will recommend the parameters of posting actions in a “timely manner”.   

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1) March 18
th

 2018 Committee Report on STR Ordinance Implementation 

2) Complaint Response Process outline   
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