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 MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Trinidad Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Trever Parker, City Planner 
 
DATE: May 26 
 
RE: Special May 31 Meeting VDU Agenda Item 
 
 
The Planning Commission did not give me direction for any specific changes to 
the ordinance amendment at the last meeting. However, you did narrow the down 
the main issues that you are still working on. These include:  

1. Cap 
2. Distance buffer / restriction 
3. Transferability 
4. Enforcement 

 
The recent discussions have focused on requirements for non-hosted rentals, but 
hosted rentals still need to be considered too, if they are going to be part of this 
ordinance amendment. 
 
The only new information that was requested was regarding the range of caps / 
percentages of housing units included in different VDU/STR ordinances. The 
Planning Commission has already reviewed much of that information as part of 
past staff reports, but it is relevant to the current topics of discussion, so I 
included some excerpts and additional information below.  
 
There is a wide variety of different kinds of caps (by percent, by neighborhood, by 
zoning, etc) across the country. Therefore I focused primarily on ordinances 
within the California Coastal Zone as most applicable. But I also included some 
other ordinances that have been specifically discussed at meetings. Note that 
housing unit data was obtained from the 2010 U.S. Census. 
 
The City of Napa has a cap of 41 non-hosted, and 60 hosted STRs. With 30,149 
housing units, this is lowest percentage cap that I have seen at 0.3% of housing 
units.  
 
Austin, TX has a 3% cap in single-family residential zones. 
 
Mendocino County’s current regulations set a cap on new STRs of 1 for every 13 
new housing units (7.7%). At the time the ordinance was adopted and certified by 
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the Coastal Commission, they had 1 existing STR for every 7 residences, or 
14.3%. Of course the Town of Mendocino (a division of the County, not a City) is 
currently revising their regulations and proposing to not allow new STRs in 
residential zones. It should be pointed out that this has not been certified by the 
Coastal Commission. But a major difference between Mendocino and Trinidad is 
that within the town, there are 237 lodging units, including rooms in bed and 
breakfasts, inns and motels, but not including STRs or campgrounds. That 
equates to 38% of their 617 housing units. In Trinidad, the 5 bed and breakfast 
rooms equate to about 2.4% of the housing units in the City. This will be a major 
consideration for the Coastal Commission, since they give priority to visitor-
serving uses over residential uses on the coast. 
 
Cannon Beach has a cap of 94, which is 5.2% of their 1,812 housing units. 
Cannon Beach is in an interesting situation because of a 58% housing vacancy 
rate. Their population of 1,690 is actually less then the number of housing units, 
only 759 of which are occupied full time; 54% of their households are only for 
seasonal use. For comparison, in 2010, Trinidad had a 25% vacancy rate with 
15% being used seasonally; the other 10% were for sale or rent.  
 
Santa Cruz County’s STR regulations were certified by the Coastal Commission in 
2011 and set caps of 15% or 20% of the residences in any one block in certain 
impacted neighborhoods (not city-wide).  
 
Finally, the City of Pacific Grove has recently passed new STR regulations (March 
2016) that I thought you would be interested in. It has different caps in different 
zones and a 15% limit on any one block. They define Type A and B STRs based on 
the number of nights they are rented. The cap only applies to those rented more 
than 90 nights a year. They also have a separate ordinance for "home-sharing," 
which is basically a hosted STR (and not subject to a cap). This has not been 
certified by the Coastal Commission, but they do address LCP consistency in the 
findings. It looks like Pacific Grove does not currently have a certified LCP, but 
they are getting ready to submit one. This seems right in line with what the 
Trinidad Planning Commission has been discussing and considering. 
http://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/living/community-economic-
development/short-term-rental-program 
 
I should also note that capping STRs at a number in the neighborhood of 15% of 
residential units has been what has been discussed all along, including at the 
VDU committee meetings last year and the City Council meetings where direction 
was given to the Planning Commission. That is ultimately what these numbers 
are based on. A fixed numerical cap has generally been the preference, but the 
numbers have been considered both in terms of the existing number of VDUs and 
the percentage of housing stock. I will also point out that when we were 
discussing housing unit numbers and percentages at the May 5 meeting, the 
percentages were calculated based on the number of developed parcels in each 
zone, without accounting for second units. I’m not sure how much that matters, 
but I thought I should point it out.  































ORDINANCE NO. 16-006 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE AMENDING 
THE PACIFIC GROVE MUNICIPAL CODE AT PGMC 523.64 TO PERMIT AND 

REGULATE HOME SHARING 

FACTS 

1. The Pacific Grove Municipal Code (PGMC) controls land use and zoning 
through PGMC Title 23, 'Zoning." 

2. Title 23 allows for the transient use of residential property. Home sharing, by 
which the resident of a home provides accommodations for less than 30 days to unrelated 
guests, while- the _owner or longtern tenant is- pres ent,-ismme -possible- typee of transient 
use of residential property commonly considered in Pacific Grove and elsewhere. 

3. The City Council has the authority to legalize home sharing. 

4. To ensure home sharing fully considers the health and safety of the short-term 
tenants, and preserves or enhances the existing character of the neighborhood in which the 
home is shared, it is desirable for the City to adopt regulations similar to, but in some ways 
different from, those regulations adopted for motels, hotels, bed and breakfasts, and other 
short-term transient uses. Such standards, conditions and regulations established by Council 
shall be in addition to and harmonious with the Coastal Act and the City's General Plan. 

5. Pursuant to PGMC Sec. 23.84.060, the Council finds as follows: 

(a) The proposed amendment is consistent with the general plan and the local 
coastal program in that home sharing does not constitute a change in single-family 
residential land use as described in the Land Use Element of the General Plan, and 
would provide additional opportunities for visitor accommodations consistent with the 
Coastal Act and the City's local coastal program. 

(b) The proposed amendment would not be detrimental to the public interest, 
health, safety, convenience, or welfare of the city in that the proposed regulations would 
establish permit procedures that include required conformance with health and safety 
standards. 

(c) The proposed amendment is internally consistent with other applicable 
provisions of these regulations. 

6.  Enactment of this ordinance action is a Project, as defined by California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and an Initial Studymegative Declaration ("IS/ND") was 
prepared and posted for public review on February 10,2016 pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sec. 
15070 et seq. Subsequent to the posting of the IS/ND, changes were made to the draft 
regulations as described in the City Council staff report, however pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Sec. 15073.5 those changes do not require substantial revisions to the IS/ND or recirculation of 



the ISND. The Council has considered the IS/ND together with all public comments and the 
recommendation of the Planning Commission, and finds that on the basis of the whole record 
that there is no substantial evidence that the proposed amendment to the City's home sharing 
regulations will have a significant effect on the environment, and that the ISIND reflects the 
Council's independent judgment and analysis. The City Clerk is the custodian of the documents 
which constitute the record of proceedings upon which the Council's decision is based. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
PACIFIC GROVE: 

SECTION 1. The foregoing Facts are adopted as findings of the City Council as though set forth 
fully herein. 

- - - - -- - - - - - -- - - - - - - - -  . - -  . . - 

SECTION 2. Existing Municipal Code section of Chapter 23.64 ' '~eneril Provisions and 
Exceptions" shall be amended by the addition of Section 23.64.3 70, "Home Sharing," the 
addition of all text shown in bold, italic, underscored text (bold, italic, underscored text), as 
follows: 

PGMC -623.64.3 70 Permitting Home Sharing 

(a) Definitions. For the purposes o f  this section, certain terms used herein shall have the 
meanings set forth below or in section 23.64.350, and such meanings shall prevail in 
case o f  conflict with the defivtitions set forth in Chapter 23.08 PGMC. 
(I) 'cGuest" means a person who rents a bedroom and ancillaw facilities at a home 

sharing site 
(2) '(Home sharing" means an activity whereby Residents host Guests in their 

homes, for compensation, for periods o f  30 consecutive davs or less, while at least 
one of  the dwelling unit's Residents lives in the dwelling unit. 

(3) "Home sharing site" means properm occupied and used for home sharing 
purposes. 

(4) "Resident" means a person legallv residing in a dwelling unit in excess of  30 
consecutive davs. Such Resident may be the owner or a tenant living there with 
the approval o f  the owner. 

(6) Home sharing for remuneration is allowed pursuant to this chapter, provided that a 
separate home sharing permit has first been granted and validlv maintained for each 
home sharing site. - 

(c) Each home sharing permit shall meet all requiremerzts of  this section, includina.. 
(I)  Each "Home Sharing" permit shall be subject to the following conditions: 

a) Home sharing is limited to single family dwellings in anv residential or 
commercial zone. Home sharing is not permitted in dwelling urtits Zawfullv 
esbabli,~hud as second units pursuant to Chapter 23.80 PG1&1C; in any 

dweIIing unit or anv other "tenrcntc. in common" dwellirtp mi#; ill any room, 
detached rooms, or anv portion o f  a single familv that does not provide both 



b) The resident shall also occupv the home throudout the duration o f  any 
home sharing; 

c) A maximum of  one bedroom in the home mav be rented to adults; a second 
bedroom mav be rented to children as part o f  the same contract; 

d) No more than 2 adults shall occupv the rented bedroom; 
e) Guest($ shall have exclusive use o f  the rented bedroom(s) and shared use o f  

a full bathroom and kitchen; 
j) Neither bedrooms nor bathrooms shall contain cooking facilities; 
g) A designated on-site parking space for use bv overnight guests, if it exists, or 

one parking space on any on-site drivewav, if it exists. 
(2) Owner or owner representative o f  anv qualifiing residential propertv mav 
submit an application to the City for an administrative home sharina permit, along 
with pavment of  the approved fees, an affidavit affirming that smoke detectors are 

extinguishers are accessible, and a carbon monoxide alarm is installed on each 
level. The owner or owner representative shall provide access and in formation to a 
certified inspector to ensure health and sa fety o f  the home share site, prior to 
issuance o f  the permit; a report verifving inspection o f  the site has occurred, and 
that the Home Sharing site conforms to all requirements o f  PGMC Section 
23.64.3 70. 
(3) A home sharing permit shall continue in force, as long the conditions are met, 
except upon cancellation bv the owner or owner representative, or upon the sale or 
transfer o f  the property. 
(4) Once a permit is approved, all transient occupancv taxes as set forth in Chapter 
6.09 PGMC, and fees, as adopted from time to time in the Citv's Master Fee 
Schedule shall be collected and remitted to the City, and are applicable. 
(5) Evidence o f  transient occupancy o f  a permitted home sharing site, statements 
and records, failure to file statement or corrected statement, pavment o f  transient 
occupancv tax, appeal o f  tax, additional power o f  Citv. permit nontransferabiliN 
permit denial or revocation, appeal o f  revocation or suspension, penalties, and 
liens, shall be as provided in sections 7.40.11 0 through 7.40.210, inclusive. 

(d) Liability and Enforcement. For the purposes o f  this section, liability and 
en forcement shall be the same as PGMC section 23.64.350 (c). 

SECTION 3. In accord with Article 15 of the City Charter, this ordinance shall 
take effect thirty days following passage and adoption hereof. 

SECTION 4. The City Manager and City Clerk are directed to perform all 
tasks necessary to implement this ordinance. This measure may, but shall not be 
required to, cause republication of the Pacific Grove Municipal Code. 

SECTION 5. If any provision, section, paragraph, sentence, clause, or phrase of this 
ordinance, or any part thereof, or the application thereof to any person'or circumstance is for 
any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, such 
decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance, or any part 



thereof, or its application to other persons or circumstances. The City Council hereby declares 
that it would have passed and adopted each provision, section, paragraph, subparagraph, 
sentence, clause, or phrase thereof, irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections, 
paragraphs, subparagraphs, sentences, clauses, or phrases, or the application thereof to any 
person or circumstance, be declared invalid or unconstitutional. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
PACIFIC GROVE this 6" day of April, 201 6, by the following vote: 

AYES: Mayor Kampe, Councilmembers Cuneo, Fischer, Lucius, Miller and Peake. 

NOES : Councilmember Huitt. 
- - - - - - -- - - - - - - - -  . -- . - . . 

ABSENT: None. 

APPROVED: 

D N K -  
BILL KAMPE, Mayor 

RA KANDELL, Deputy City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Ilqh QVvif l f l  ~ V L  
DAVID C. LAREDO, City Attorney 


