
 MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Trinidad Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Trever Parker, City Planner 
 
DATE: May 15, 2014 
 
RE: Reinman 2013-11A Supplemental Packet Materials 
 
 
This memo provides a brief summary of the supplemental materials that have 
been provided for the continued Reinman hearing at this month’s meeting.  
 
You should have all received a packet of copies of everything that was in the 
Reinman building permit file as requested at the last meeting.  
 
It was my understanding that one of the reasons that the Planning Commission 
wanted to review the building permit file was to get more information about 
exactly what construction and changes had occurred on the back unit without 
permits. That level of detail was not included in the building file. Therefore, I 
asked the applicant to provide a list of the work that was done. It is fairly 
general, but should give you a better idea as to what activities have taken 
place. I have also included some notes on that list indicating what permits, if 
any, should have been procured prior to the work.  
 
At the last meeting it was also suggested that the Planning Commission review 
the Preller 2000-02 file as a precedent for making a decision on the Reinman 
application. That project, located next door to the Reinmans (435 Ocean, now 
owned by Mr. Davies and Ms. Lake), proposed to demolish and rebuild the 
house (1400 sq. ft.) and convert a portion (240 sq. ft.) of the rear, detached 
garage into office space on an 8,360 sq. ft. lot (which is approximately 650 sq. 
ft. smaller than the Reinman lot). I found a memo that I wrote in 2002 
explaining the results of that process. Some of the information used in the 
memo came from the minutes from the Planning Commission meetings, since 
the file did not reflect the circumstances of the denial.  
 
However, the memo does not provide a complete picture of the project. Another 
project (99-02) proposed by the same applicant was approved the previous 
year. (Note that, in contrast to the memo, I believe the emergency temporary 
caretaker residence was actually approved in 1996.) The 1999 proposal was to 
demolish the existing house and build a 2-story, 2,000 sq. ft. house with an 
additional 240 sq. ft. office in the garage. This was a period of time in which the 



Planning Commission was making a fairly strict interpretation of the 2,000 sq. 
ft. maximum residence size guideline in the Design Review findings due to 
concerns over the increasing size of residences in Trinidad. The Planning 
Commission approved the 1999 proposal, but without the office in the 
detached garage, because that would have brought the residential floor area 
above 2,000 sq. ft., and because the house was two stories and all the adjacent 
development is single-story. The approval also required the incomplete shower 
to be removed from the garage to ensure that it could not be used as a second 
residence. (As described in the Reinman staff report, this has been a fairly 
common and consistent requirement.) The applicant was not happy with the 
Planning Commission’s approval, and therefore redesigned the project, 
resulting in the 2000-02 application that was denied due to the applicant not 
attending the hearings. The house was actually put up for sale prior to those 
Planning Commission hearings. 
 
Due to some controversies over the strict 2,000 sq. ft. guideline (which appears 
to be part of the reason Ms. Preller gave up her project and sold the property), 
the Planning Commission started to relax that standard somewhat. The 25% 
floor-to-area ratio was developed at this time in order to consider square 
footage on a case-by-case basis based on the size of the lot. Though residential 
floor area and mansionization are still concerns, the Planning Commission 
considers both the 25% standard and the design review allowance for larger 
structures, if they are “designed and situated in such a way that their bulk is 
not obtrusive” (§17.60.040). Based on this guideline, the Planning Commission 
has allowed fairly large floor areas, particularly when no significant external 
changes are proposed to a building (e.g. creating living space in an existing 
attic), because the actual bulk of the structure does not increase.  
 
Though not specifically requested, from what I heard at the meeting, I also felt 
that the Planning Commission would benefit from a little more history 
regarding the Reinman second unit violation. To this end, I have provided you 
with a memo that I wrote to the Council in 2011 that includes a summary of 
the violation up to that time. I did send the courtesy letter described in the 
memo. At that time, the City had just adopted its Accessory Dwelling Unit 
(ADU) ordinance that potentially would have allowed a second unit to be 
permitted on this property. Therefore, one of the options given to the Reinmans 
was to submit an application for an ADU, which they did. The City then found 
out that the ADU ordinance could not be implemented at all until it had been 
certified by the Coastal Commission. Therefore, the Reinmans ADU application 
was put on hold while the City applied to the Coastal Commission for an LCP 
amendment to add the ADU ordinance. As described in the current staff report 
(Reinman 2013-11A), that process has moved nowhere, the applicants/ 
property no longer meet the requirements for an ADU, and the City has 
continued to receive complaints about the use of the unpermitted ADU. 
Therefore, I wrote a second courtesy letter in October last year that I have  also 
attached, which explains the situation as it currently stands.  If you would like 
more detail regarding the property and the ADU violation, all correspondence is 
available in the file (APN: 042-062-12) at City Hall.  



























































Work done on Proposed 3rd Bedroom (Trever’s notes in italics) 

1. Large (approx.. 20 ft x 35 ft) outdoor covering removed, except for small section that was 
repaired & reinforced (demo / building permit required) 

2. 4 ft movable fence that went from garage to neighbor’s property was removed (no permits 
required) 

3. Fencing put up around entry way – about 7 ft high and going 8 ft in each direction (no permits 
required for fences up to 6 ft. in height; building permit required for fences over 6ft. in height; 
fences within side and rear setbacks can not be over 6 ft. in height unless written permission is 
given from the adjacent neighbor; fences outside the required setbacks, in the interior portion of 
the lot, can be over 6 ft. with a building permit; a condition of approval should be included to 
require that these standards be met)  

4. Large (interior) wooden loft removed (possibly building permits required) 
5. Small deck, about 1 ft off of the ground, and approx. 10 x 7 ft (no permits required at this size 

and height) 
6. French doors put in (building permit required) 
7. Wooden floors installed in all but bedroom and bathroom (no permits required) 
8. Bathroom installed (building permit required; full bath (shower) requires planning approval) 
9. Kitchen installed (kitchen not allowed by ordinances) 
10. Window in bedroom and kitchen installed (building permit required and obtained) 
11. Framing and drywall (building permit required; increase residential floor area requires planning 

approval) 
12. Outlets & lighting fixtures (building permit required) 
13. Heater & hot water heater installed (building permit required) 
14. Propane tank installed in front of back / alley  parking space (building permit required) 



MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Alex Culick, City Building Official 
 
FROM:  Trever Parker, Assistant Planner, City of Trinidad 
 
DATE:  February 10, 2002 
 
RE:  Building Violations on old Preller Property, 435 Ocean Ave. (042-062-23) 
 
 
Gabriel Day is in the process of purchasing the above property. To remind you, this property has 
existing building violations that have never been resolved. In 1999, approval was received to 
construct a temporary caretaker residence inside the garage. The work was never completed (or 
inspected) and the temporary approval has expired. The work that was completed includes a 
toilet, sink and partially completed shower. There are concerns from the City that this area could 
eventually be used as a 2nd residence. Further, a new roof and garage door were installed on an 
existing carport without City approval or building permits or inspections.  Cindy Preller 
eventually applied for an ‘after-the-fact’ approval during a Design Review application to replace 
the existing house. This project was disapproved without prejudice in May, 2000 due to the 
failure of the applicant to show up for the public hearings. 
 
Mr. Day is planning on remodeling the interior of the house and painting it. He would like to get 
started ASAP. As far as I have been told, the work he wants to do would not alter the exterior 
profile of the residence; therefore design review is not required. He plans on completely 
demolishing the carport as part of the remodeling; this would be required to clear the violations 
but would not require Design Review. If he removed at least the shower in the garage as part of 
the remodeling building permit and removed the carport, as far as Planning is concerned, he 
could go ahead with a building permit application. I would, however, like to review the submittal 
before issuance of the building permit. 



 MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Trinidad City Council 
 
FROM: Trever Parker, City Planner 
 
DATE: June 20, 2011 
 
RE: Reinman ADU Violation and Nuisance Abatement 
 
 
This memo is to inform the Council about an ongoing violation at 407 Ocean 
Avenue and my intent to commence formal nuisance abatement procedures to 
correct the violations in accordance with Chapter 8.12 of the Municipal Code.  
 
Nature of the Violation 
The violation consists of the conversion of a garage structure into an accessory 
dwelling unit without proper planning approval and in violation of City 
ordinances. Further, a second unit puts improvements of the septic system, 
and no approval was received from the Humboldt County Division of 
Environmental Health. In addition, structural improvements occurred that 
would have required a building permit, which poses a public safety issue if the 
unit was not built to code. Also external construction occurred that should 
have gone through the Design Review process.   
 
History 
An inquiry was received by the City in 2004 by the Reinmans as to whether the 
garage at 407 Ocean Avenue could be converted into an accessory dwelling unit 
(ADU), or second unit, and staff informed them that it was not allowed under 
current City ordinances. The City then received several complaints in 2006 
regarding the unpermitted conversion and use of the garage as an ADU. After 
investigation, a stop-work-order was placed on the property in November 2006 
by the building inspector (though work had generally been completed). At that 
time, structural work had occurred, and the garage had been converted into 
living space. Through a series of emails in late 2006 and early 2007, the 
Reinmans were given several options for resolving the violations and 
appropriately developing their property. 
 
The City continued to receive complaints regarding the use of the ADU and 
additional work occurring on the property. I sent a detailed letter to the 
Reinmans in April 2007 explaining the City’s regulations and what work was 
subject to permits. Nuisance abatement was not pursued at the time, because 



the City was considering drafting an Accessory Dwelling Unit ordinance that 
could allow second units like the Reinmans’. 
 
Correspondence and meetings between the Reinmans and City staff occurred in 
2008 to again discuss their options and put together a work plan. The City 
continued to receive complaints regarding the occupancy of the illegal ADU. 
Steve Albright sent a letter to the Reinmans requesting information regarding 
that occupancy and stating that no one should be living there until the issues 
were resolved. At this time though, the City was working on drafting an ADU 
ordinance, and so the situation was allowed to continue in good faith that the 
Reinmans would resolve the violations once the ordinance was passed.  
 
In March of 2010, I sent another detailed letter to the Rienmans explaining the 
applicable regulations, including the adopted ADU ordinance and again 
providing them with various options to correct these violations and for legally 
developing their property. In response, the Reinmans submitted a preliminary 
(incomplete) application, and met with me and Steve Albright to discuss their 
plans and project. Specific instructions were provided as to what needed to be 
submitted to complete an application. The Reinmans did not agree with the 
stated requirements, and though there has been some correspondence since, 
the required information has not been submitted.  
 
Next Steps 
At this point, staff has commenced formal Nuisance Abatement procedures to 
bring the property into compliance with City regulations. The first step, once 
the violation has been documented, is to send a courtesy letter to the property 
owners documenting the violation and required corrective actions; two weeks 
are given for a response. I have attached the letter that was sent to this memo 
After that the process continues with a formal ‘Notice to Abate Nuisance’. 
Eventually, if the violation is not corrected, the City can impose fines and / or 
take legal action.  
 
Section 8.12.070.D requires the enforcement official to notify the Council of 
their intent to commence nuisance abatement. This memo serves as that 
notification. The same section also allows the City Council to request that the 
issue be put on a public agenda for discussion. Staff does not recommend that 
course of action at this point due to the nature of the violation and the length 
of time that is has been ongoing.  
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October 28, 2013 
 
Sent via certified mail 
Michael and Hope Reinman 
P.O. Box 963 
Trinidad, CA 95570 
 
Re:  Rejection of Application #2011-08 (After-the-fact permit for construction of an Accessory 

Dwelling Unit at 407 Ocean Ave., Trinidad, CA) and Courtesy Letter informing you of 
the City’s intent to commence Nuisance Abatement for an ongoing violation. 

 
Dear Mr. and Mrs. Reinman, 
 
This is a formal Courtesy Letter as required by section 8.12.090 of the City’s nuisance abatement 
ordinance to inform you of the requirements under the City’s nuisance abatement procedures (Chapter 
8.12 of the Municipal Code). It has been determined, in accordance with section 8.12.070 that your 
property is being maintained in violation of City ordinances, which constitutes a nuisance as defined 
by section 8.12.040.  
 
The City has continued to receive complaints regarding your unpermitted Accessory Dwelling Unit 
(ADU) at 407 Ocean Avenue. These complaints have increased recently, apparently due to a large 
number of people living on the property and the resultant traffic, noise and other disturbances to the 
neighborhood. In addition, there is evidence that you may be running a commercial laundry business at 
the property. These complaints have caused the City to reassess the situation at this address.  
 
The City’s file shows a significant amount of correspondence between you and the City regarding the 
illegal ADU on this property, so you are well aware of the situation. The City has been hesitant to 
move forward with formal enforcement of the unpermitted construction at 407 Ocean due to the fact 
that an ADU ordinance was being considered by the City that could legally allow an ADU on the 
property. As you know, current City regulations would not allow an ADU on your 407 Ocean property. 
You have been told by the City on several occasions to not rent out the ADU until it could be properly 
permitted, but it is clear that you have never complied with this request. More importantly, your ADU 
application no longer meets the requirements of the City’s adopted ADU ordinance, because you are 
not living on the property. Section 17.54.070(m) of the ADU ordinance includes the requirement that 
the property owner reside in either the primary or secondary unit. The intent of this section is to ensure 
that ADUs provide affordable housing, not income property.  
 
In response to a similar Courtesy Letter sent to you dated June 20, 2011, you did submit a generally 
complete set of application materials for an after-the-fact permit for your ADU under the City’s 
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adopted ADU ordinance in November 2011. However, because the ADU ordinance had not been 
certified by the Coastal Commission as part of the City’s Local Coastal Plan, the City could not 
process that application. At the time, City staff was in the process of preparing an application to the 
Coastal Commission for certification of the ADU ordinance, which was submitted in June 2012. The 
City also submitted its Vacation Dwelling Unit (VDU) ordinance for certification at the same time. 
Though the City is making progress in moving the less development-intensive VDU ordinance through 
the certification process, the ADU ordinance is still on hold. Because the ADU ordinance actually 
allows denser development, it will have significantly more issues and ones that are more difficult to 
address than the VDU ordinance. At this point, the City has no idea how long it might take to get the 
ADU ordinance certified by the Coastal Commission, or even whether it ever will be. Therefore, the 
City must fall back on its existing regulations.  
 
State housing law (Government Code Section 65852.2) includes a subsection (j) that states: “Nothing 
in this section shall be construed to supersede or in any way alter or lessen the effect or application of 
the California Coastal Act… except that the local government shall not be required to hold public 
hearings for coastal development permit application for second units.” This means that all the 
standards of the City’s existing, certified zoning ordinance still apply, and are not superseded by the 
State ADU law. Even if you could argue that the State standards apply in this case, you don’t meet 
those standards either, because the floor area of the ADU exceeds 30% of the primary residence 
(§65852.2(b)(1)(E)), and the septic requirements have not been met (§65852.2(b)(1)(I)). In addition, as 
explained above, even if the City’s ordinance is eventually certified by the Coastal Commission, your 
ADU would not be allowable under those regulations.  
 
For these reasons, I have to reject your outstanding application for an after-the-fact ADU as being 
inconsistent with current City regulations, State second unit law, and the City’s adopted ADU 
ordinance. I am also informing you that the City is recommencing the Nuisance Abatement process 
with transmittal of this Courtesy Letter.  
 
Property: The property on which the violation is occurring is known as 407 Ocean Avenue, Trinidad, 
CA 95570. The Assessor’s Parcel Number is 042-062-12. The registered owners are Michael and Hope 
Reinman.  
 
Nuisance: An accessory dwelling unit (ADU) was created on the property, specifically through the 
conversion of a garage structure in the rear of the property, without appropriate City approvals and 
permits.  
1. The City’s Zoning Ordinance requires a permit to be approved by the Planning Commission to 

create an ADU. Certain requirements must be met in order to create an ADU, including notifying 
neighbors, parking, setbacks and septic (17.54.070).  

2. Your property is zoned Urban Residential (UR), which currently does not allow accessory units at 
all. A guest house or servant’s quarters (each of which is specifically defined in the ordinance) is 
allowed if the lot meets the density requirement of one unit per 8,000 sq. ft.; your lot is only around 
9,000 sq. ft. and so is only large enough for one unit. 

3. External structural work has occurred that requires Design Review, such as the covered porch / 
entryway for the illegal unit. Any exterior modifications that have been made to the structures on 
the property must receive Planning Commission approval. 

4. Building permits are required for interior remodeling including structural, plumbing and electrical 
work. You did not apply for building permits for the work that has occurred on the accessory unit.  
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5. Your project meets the definition of development in accordance with City regulations and the 
Coastal Act, which requires issuance of a Coastal Development Permit by the City. 

6. Upgrades and approval for the septic system serving the ADU is required from the Humboldt 
County Division of Environmental Health. 

 
Corrective Action: In order to correct the violations and avoid further action on the part of the City (see 
‘penalties’ below), you have two options. First, you would be required to remove all unauthorized 
construction that has occurred on the garage structure. This would include all interior improvements 
and converting the garage back into a garage without a dwelling unit or other living space. Demolition 
must also include any external additions or remodeling that has occurred since 2004. Second, you 
could submit an application to convert the garage to an allowable use/structure in the UR Zone such as 
a studio, office, or other extra living space not to be used or rented out separately from the main 
residence. Further, your ongoing violation has continued to cause the City to incur costs for responses 
to complaints and correspondence with you. Regardless of what corrective action you choose to take, 
you are also responsible for paying the attached invoice for expenses incurred to-date by the City 
related to this property. 
 
Time Limit: You are hereby ordered to abate the described nuisance by paying the attached invoice 
and either commencing removal of the ADU, or submitting an application for an allowable use as 
described above within 2 weeks of delivery of this Courtesy letter and must thereafter diligently 
complete the abatement to avoid further action on the part of the City. 
 
Penalties: If the described nuisance is not resolved in a timely manner, then further action on the part 
of the City will be necessary. Otherwise, the City will first issue a Notice and Order to Abate 
Nuisance. If corrective action has still not commenced, then the City can enforce the violation in a 
number of ways, including issuing infractions or misdemeanors and fines. Current and additional costs 
to the City from the nuisance abatement process shall become a charge against the premises. However, 
if prompt abatement occurs, no further action will be taken by the City. 
 
Public Hearing: If you feel aggrieved by this Courtesy Letter, in accordance with section 8.12.130, you 
have the right to request a public hearing before the City Council to discuss these issues. A written 
request for a public hearing must be received by the City within 10 days of the delivery of this notice.  
 
I look forward to solving these ongoing issues. Please feel free to contact me at 822-5785 if you have 
any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Trever Parker, City Planner 
 
cc. Karen Suiker, City Manager 
 Andrew Stunich, City Attorney 
 John Roberts, City Building Inspector  


