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NOTICE AND CALL OF A MEETING OF THE 

TRINIDAD PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

The Trinidad Planning Commission will hold a regularly scheduled monthly meeting on 
WEDNESDAY MARCH 17th, 2021, AT 6:00 P.M.  

 
In accordance with Executive Order N-29-20 this meeting will be held via videoconference 
and will be hosted on the Cisco Webex Platform. Learn more about Webex here: 
https://www.webex.com/  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: Public comment may be submitted via email in advance of the meeting, 
or in an orderly process during the conference orally or via email or Webex chat. Your 
comments will be included in the public record for the meeting and will be accepted at any time 
during the meeting. 
 
You can email comments before the meeting to azetter@trinidad.ca.gov. Or you can deliver 
hand-written comments to 409 Trinity Street, or mail them to P.O. Box 390, Trinidad CA, by 2:00 
pm on the day of the meeting. 
 
HOW TO PARTICIPATE: The City has published a direct link to the meeting, along with the 
participant code, on the City Calendar page online at http://trinidad.ca.gov/calendar. A link to 
the packet materials for the meeting is also available on the City Calendar page. 
 
To phone in, dial: 1-844-517-1271; Meeting Access Code: 1876655588; Password: 6E3CbX2AGp? 
 
 
 
 
I. ROLL CALL 
 
II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – February 4, 2021  

   – February 17, 2021 
 
III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 
IV. ITEMS FROM THE FLOOR 
 

The following items will be discussed: 

Posted: March 12, 2021 

https://www.webex.com/
mailto:azetter@trinidad.ca.gov
http://trinidad.ca.gov/calendar
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V. AGENDA ITEMS 
Discussion / Decision / Public Hearing / Action 
 
1. Committee Member Appointments: Discussion and decision on appointing Planning 

Commissioner representatives to the STR, Trails and Water Committees 
 
2. Hasselquist 2021-01: Design Review, Grading Permit, and Coastal Development Permit to 

replace a 1,585 sq. ft., 2-story, 1-bedroom residence with a new 2,335 sq. ft., 2-story, 1-
bedroom residence in approximately the same footprint. The 2-bedroom septic system, 
which also serves a 1-bedroom accessory dwelling unit will be improved as part of this 
project with the addition of a pre-treatment unit. Located at: 150 Scenic Drive; APN: 042-
141-003. To be continued. 

 
3. Lake 2021-02: Coastal Development Coastal Development Permit and Lot Line Adjustment 

between the two properties that make up the Katy’s Smokehouse establishment. The lot line 
adjustment will clear up an encroachment of the smokehouse onto the southern property 
and satisfies a condition for installing a new septic system on the northern parcel in 2019. 
Located at: 740 Edwards Street; APN: 042-041-024 & -026 

 
4. Reiner 2021-03: Design Review and Coastal Development Permit for a remodel of and 

addition to an existing 2-story, 2-bedroom, 2,386 sq. ft. single family-residence. The project 
includes conversion of a 552 sq. ft. garage to a family room, conversion of a 209 sq. ft. 
storage area to a sunroom, a 94 sq. ft. addition to the sunroom area, and removal of 136 sq. 
ft. woodshed/storage area, for a total increase in living area of 855 sq. ft., and a 42 sq. 
ft. reduction in the footprint, resulting in a 3,241 sq. ft. residence.  Located at: 170 Scenic 
Drive; APN: 042-141-018 

 
5. Schedule Special Meeting: Consider scheduling a special meeting to discuss the general plan 

update.  
 
VI. COMMISSIONER REPORTS 
 
VII. STAFF REPORT 
 
VIII. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 
The items listed below have been requested to be on a future Planning Commission agenda and 
will not be discussed at this meeting. Publication of this list is not required by law, and the list's 
inclusion on this agenda does not constitute, nor substitute for any noticing requirements. Also, 
please be aware that this list is subject to change. 

• Tsunami Siren Update 
• Westhaven CSD Inter-tie 

 
IX. ADJOURNMENT  
 

The meeting packets can be accessed at the following link: 
 http://trinidad.ca.gov/document-library/pc-meeting-packets-2021 

http://trinidad.ca.gov/document-library/pc-meeting-packets-2021
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MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF THE TRINIDAD PLANNING 
COMMISSION 

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 04, 2021 VIA WEBEX 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL (6:01 pm) 
Commissioners Present: Kelly, Johnson, Hopkins, Stockness 
Commissioners Absent: None 
City Planner Staff: Parker 
City Staff: Zetter 
 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
December 16, 2020 
Motion (Johnson/Stockness) to approve the minutes as submitted. Passed (4-0). Passed 
unanimously.  
 

III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
City Planner Parker recommended not taking action the Trails Policy tonight based on 
the letter from the Tsurai Ancestral Society (TAS). After the Council decides on the Trails 
Committee membership, the Trails Policy should go back to the Trails Committee. Parker 
also advised that the General Plan item will just be discussion, with no action taken. 
Commissioner Johnson requested additional feedback from the City’s attorney on the 
second to last paragraph from the letter submitted by the TAS attorney, which was 
included in written public comment.  
 

IV. ITEMS FROM THE FLOOR 
A. Hakenen (Trinidad resident) introduces himself, stating he is hopeful of being 
appointed to the Planning Commission at the next City Council meeting, and is glad for 
the opportunity to engage in this evening’s meeting.  
 

V. AGENDA ITEMS 
 
Discussion/Decision/Public Hearing/Action 
 
1. 2021 Projects and Priorities: Discussion of ongoing and upcoming projects. 
 
Staff report 
City Planner Parker explained that the Planning Commission has a lot to accomplish this 
year, and suggested focusing on tasks with deadlines, such as grants. She did voice her 
concern regarding the STR ordinance review taking up a substantial amount of time, so 
she suggested that the Commission may want to limit the scope or the number of 
meetings. Additionally, she advised getting concurrence from the City Council on 
priorities.  
 
Parker briefly discussed each upcoming project and suggested priorities from her memo. 
She highlighted the general plan update as particularly important to finish, as well as 
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completing SB2 grant tasks (including a parking study, ADU ordinance and residential 
design guidelines), which have to be done this year; processing permit applications also 
must be done in a timeline manner. Other tasks include LEAP and OPC grant tasks, but 
those have longer timelines than SB2. There is also additional water security planning, 
review of the STR ordinance and update of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Commissioner Comments/Questions 
Commissioner Stockness volunteered to help with the parking study. 
 
Commissioner Johnson expressed his willingness to attend extra meetings, as the 
Commission’s plate is full and overflowing. He stated, however, that he is concerned 
about having enough resources (e.g. staff) to complete all tasks. He stressed the 
importance of the City Council’s awareness and support of the priorities and plans for 
accomplishment. Parker acknowledged his concerns and advised she does have some 
limited assistance from individuals in her office, noting that SHN is seeking to hire 
another planner. She also noted that City staff assistance is limited; adding that Grant 
Administrator Price-Hall has limited hours and Administrative Assistant Zetter has a full 
plate. Stockness questioned if the City could employ HSU students to help accomplish 
tasks. Parker responded that there are internships, but sometimes that can generate more 
work.  
 
Commissioner Hopkins questioned what Grant Administrator Price-Hall is involved 
with. Parker explained that Price-Hall is the City’s grant manager and coordinator. Her 
tasks primarily include organizing public outreach, along with reporting and ensuring 
that grant timelines are met. Hopkins volunteered to help with the grant writing.  
 
Commissioner Kelly asked if the Commission could prioritize the list and remove some 
items. She suggested a matrix that would guide the Commission on what tasks need to 
be completed (such as those with deadlines), along with outlining high impact activities 
that wouldn’t require much effort to completed quickly. She also echoed the desire of 
having the City Council weigh in on the priorities. She recognized that water is still a 
priority. Kelly suggested pushing the STR ordinance review to 2022. She wondered if the 
Commission should have a working group meeting.  
 
Parker suggested the Planning Commission take a stab at prioritizing tasks first, and then 
she could attempt a prioritization Gantt chart schedule. She stated meetings every two 
weeks is difficult to prepare for, and meetings every three weeks would put the 
Commission off their regular meeting schedule. However, she added that depending on 
the material, something like General Plan working sessions are doable. Parker clarified 
that the ADU ordinance cannot be finalized until the parking study is completed but 
much of it can be drafted before that, since so much is dictated by State law. Kelly 
suggested that she can partner with Parker and work on the priority list.  
 



 

 
02-04-2021                                                                                                                                                     DRAFT 
Planning Commission Meeting Minutes  Page 3 of 8 

Stockness stated that water security planning and processing permit applications need to 
be priorities. And the Commission should proceed with completing the General Plan and 
the ADU ordinance. Furthermore, she suggested that Commissioners attend the STR 
Committee meetings, so when the STR ordinance is reviewed, everyone has a better idea 
of what the issues are. Kelly and Hopkins agreed with Stockness.  
 
Hopkins wondered if the zoning ordinance is holding up progress on other tasks, such 
as completion of the General Plan. Parker explained that the zoning ordinance needs a 
total overhaul and must be consistent with the General Plan. She clarified that the CCC 
will not certify the General Plan until they receive the implementing ordinances. The City 
has the oldest LCP in the State, and she is hoping to work closely with Coastal 
Commission staff to expedite the review process. The goal is to make the LCP better, but 
not perfect, and then amend it more regularly as needed.  
 
Johnson asked if the ADU ordinance and the residential design guidelines have 
deadlines, as grant SB2 has a deadline at the end of the 2021. Parker confirmed Johnson 
is correct. Johnson continued to opine that it’s in the City’s interest to utilize grant funds, 
so those should be priority tasks. He also acknowledged the importance of completing 
the General Plan.  
 
Additionally, in terms of reviewing the STR ordinance, Johnson understands the need 
prioritize other items and limit discussions, but he noted there will likely be public push 
back as the summer tourist season approaches. Parker advised that it is too late to get an 
amendment adopted and certified by the Coastal Commission prior to summer. But she 
will work with City Manager Naffah and the City Attorney to see if the STR Committee 
recommendations could be implemented through administrative rules. 
 
Public Comment 
None 
 
Commissioner Discussion 
Kelly recapped what is going to be prioritized.  
 
2. After-the-Fact Permits: Discussion on existing and potential policies and procedures 

for evaluation after-the-fact permits for work already completed. Continued from the 
November 18, 2020 meeting.  

 
Staff report 
City Planner Parker advised she struggled to find examples from other communities but 
received some information from CCC staff as they handle after-the-fact permits on a 
regular basis. After consulting with CCC staff, it was evident that there is a lack of clear 
policies even there, but a commonality in all examples she found is charging increased 
fees. Often the fees are doubled for ATF permits, but she also found an example of a 
progressive rate structure, and the CCC charges 5 times the regular permit fee. Parker 
explained that processing ATF permit can be more expensive than other permits even 
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without additional fees, due to extra studies and investigations that may need to be done. 
Parker suggested creating an informal policy in the interim using a standard condition of 
approval.  
 
Commissioner Comments/Questions 
Commissioner Johnson asked how an informal policy would be implemented. Parker 
explained that can be implemented through conditions of approval. She added that it 
could be drafted more formally using the detached living space policy as an example. All 
Commissioners were in favor of reviewing a written policy at the next meeting.  
 
Commissioner Stockness advised that she is in favor of doubling fees and having the 
Planning Commission make the final decision. Commissioner Kelly was in agreement of 
having the fee doubled, and stated the Commission should recommend it to the City 
Council. Commissioner Hopkins also agreed, but noted that if a viewshed is impacted, 
there should be a heavier repercussion. Kelly advised that if construction turns out to be 
in violation and unapprovable, it would need to be torn out. Parker added that if 
unpermitted construction begins to affect a view, the neighbors are likely to complain 
quickly.  
 
Public Comment 
None 
 
Commissioner Discussion 
Parker advised she will compose the informal policy and present it at the next meeting.  
 
3. Trails Policy: Discussion regarding a revised draft Trails Policy incorporating staff 

comments as directed by the Planning Commission and Trinidad Trails Committee. 
 
Staff report 
City Planner Parker explained that she has reworked much of the document. She noted 
that the policy seems like it outgrew its intended purpose, trying to address too many 
things to be effective. It appears it was originally intended primarily for trail use, safety, 
and maintenance. But it wasn’t clear in the document what are existing rules and policies 
and what are proposed. Due to this, extensive revisions and reorganization occurred to 
redirect it to its original purpose.  
 
Parker noted that the policy has a description of the trails system, which overlaps into the 
General Plan discussion, and she would like to get the names, descriptions and maps 
consistent and finalized. Parker explained that the General Plan trails map should include 
minimal information, because it can’t be easily changed. But the map in the trails plan 
should include as much information as possible.  
 
Parker explained that she removed much of the information regarding trail 
improvements from the Trials Policy, as they hadn’t been fully vetted, except for benches. 
Staff is seeking any additional input from the Commission, after which it will be sent back 
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to the Trails Committee for further review, potentially to include the TAS representative 
as a formal member of the committee.  
 
Commissioner Comments/Questions 
Commissioner Stockness complimented Parker on the document. She also discussed the 
importance of signs and a physical map of the trail system at the entrance of town for 
visitors. She discussed partnering with the City’s Chamber of Commerce. Parker 
suggested that Janis Park could be a potential location for a central map. Commissioner 
Kelly advised the Commission that the Trails Committee is presenting at their annual 
report to the City Council on February 9, 2021, so she will bring this to their attention. 
 
Commissioner Hopkins stated he liked the description of annual maintenance and the 
documentation of how that will be accomplished. He advised that visitors need to be 
directed to the City’s website to learn the rules and history of City trails.  
 
A discussion surrounding the trail map occurred, as Commission Johnson questioned the 
lack of mention of the Van Wycke Trail in the Trails Policy. Parker explained that the Van 
Wycke trail is included as part of the Harbor Trails, but acknowledged that the details 
need to be flushed out.  
 
Johnson mentioned that the BLM should be included as a stakeholder, as it is a federal 
agency with recreational property in Trinidad. He also advised that he had a difficult 
time discriminating between recommendations versus policies in the document. 
Additionally, he mentioned that there are earlier documents that could be used as 
reference material (such as the Trinidad Head Report and the Tsurai Management Plan). 
He suggested that funding be mentioned in the document, as it will be required to 
implement the policy.  
 
Commissioner Kelly provided more background on the creation of the document. She 
added that the descriptions of the trails need to be mapped. Kelly also requested 
clarification on a few sections and provided a few suggestions for reorganization. Kelly 
also clarified that the Trails Committee presents an annual report to the City Council.  
 
Public Comment 
Written comment received from the Tsurai Ancestral Society’s (TAS) attorney regarding 
the TAS’s desire to be a part of the Trails Committee, in order to be formally a part of trail 
discussions and decisions.   
 
A. Hakenen (Trinidad resident) opined that there seems to be a need for discussion of the 
trail names and descriptions to ensure that the public has a chance to provide input. He 
suggested both hard copies and digital maps for the public, such as a kiosk with a QR 
code. He also suggested color coding the trails and markers.  
 
Commissioner Discussion 
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Parker advised she will discuss with City Manager Naffah about who to next route the 
document. Discussion was tabled.  
 
4.  General Plan Update: Discussion of public access policies and trails map (Figure 10) 

of the draft Conservation, Open Space and Recreation Element of the General Plan 
update and how they related to the draft Trails Policy. 

 
Staff report 
City Planner Parker advised she is seeking input from the Commission particularly 
regarding trails descriptions and mapping, which overlaps with the Trails Policy. She 
added that she will ensure that the CA Coastal Trail is mapped correctly (which it’s 
currently not on Figure 10). She advised that the CCC has guidelines for the coastal trail, 
but ultimately it is implemented by the local jurisdiction. In addition, she is seeking input 
on trails policies themselves.  
 
In terms of Figure 10, Parker recommended minimizing what is on the map in the General 
Plan, as it’s very difficult to change after the CCC certifies it. She explained that any 
proposed trails should be included in the LCP in order to require future easements. She 
proposed removing improvements such as benches, bike racks and markers from the 
map, while potentially adding a bike route or proposed bike routes. She stated she would 
like to identify the trails somehow on the map, such as color coding or naming. 
Additionally, she advised that the Planning Commission should not address any trail 
closures at this time, as that will be a significant endeavor if and when pursued, and it is 
important to get the general plan update done. In terms of the trail markers, Parker stated 
she likes the idea of having them numbered for emergency response and trail 
descriptions. She suggests removing them from the general plan map, but including them 
on the Trails Policy map. 
 
Commissioner Comments/Questions 
Commissioner Stockness advised that she believes parking will be an issue on Scenic 
Drive if any additional trails are located there. Commissioner Kelly agreed, while stating 
that more parking would be great for public access, but she wouldn’t want trees cut to 
make way for parking. She suggested including parking in trail guides/maps. Kelly was 
also in favor of color coding the trails, and all other recommended changes made by 
Parker. However, she is wary of including any proposed trails without further study.  
 
Public Comment 
A. Hakenen (Trinidad resident) stated he is in favor of the “less is more” approach with 
the trails in the General Plan, and then having more detail regarding trails in the Trails 
Policy.  
 
Commissioner Discussion 
Commissioner Johnson stated that he agrees that the inclusion of proposed trails should 
be avoided. He also opined that removing markers is acceptable. Furthermore, he stated 
he was in favor of color coding the trails. Commissioner Hopkins stated he also agrees 
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with the proposed changes. He also suggested showing a trail that goes up the road 
starting from the parking lot at the pier to provide additional options, since people walk 
there already.  
 
Stockness advised that the benches in Figure 10 need to be double checked, as some of 
the benches shown on the map aren’t physically there. She offers to help ground-truth. 
 
Parker redirected the discussion surrounding back to proposed trails. She recommended 
that if there is a desire for the McConnahas Trail it should be included on the map. The 
Commission agreed to have staff discuss with the CCC regarding a proposed trail off 
Scenic Drive (along McConnahas Trail). Parker then questioned how the Commission 
wants to name and/or categorize the trails? Kelly stated she is in favor of a destination 
descriptive. The Commission agreed not to rename the trails, but to categorize them with 
a destination descriptive.  
 
Public Comment 
A. Hakenen (Trinidad resident) stated he is in favor of color coding by destination and 
appreciates the preservation of history by choosing not to rename the trails. 
 
Commissioner Discussion 
Continued the discussion regarding the categorization and mapping of the trails proving 
input to Parker for a new draft.  
 
5. General Plan Update: Discussion of a revised draft Circulation Element and responses 

to Coastal Commission staff comments. 
 
Staff report 
City Planner Parker stated she has only edited sections A-F, advising that she is reviewing 
and responding to all CCC’s comments and updating the draft to be more consistent with 
recent discussions on the General Plan. Parker requested input from the Commission, 
and mentioned that the circulation map needs updates, and a designated a bike route 
should be considered.  
 
Parker touched on a few points, explaining that that environmental justice should be 
addressed; it’s just a matter of finding where to include it. She clarified that although the 
City doesn’t contain any disadvantaged communities, the CCC wants the City to address 
equity in coastal access. Additionally, parking in lieu, round-abouts and other street 
improvements need to be discussed. Furthermore, she asked if the City wants to 
designate scenic routes.  
 
Commissioner Discussion 
Commissioner Johnson recalled that the City engineers previously studied the 
intersection of Trinity and Edwards, and the intersection at the entrance of the City. He 
advised that his understanding was that there wasn’t room to have a roundabout at either 
site. Parker advised she had reached out to the City Engineer and he confirmed the study 
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done at Trinity and Edwards, but noted they had not done a detailed review of the 
entrance intersection; in concept he didn’t see any red flags that would preclude a 
roundabout there.  
 
Commissioner Kelly opined that she didn’t think the general plan needed a specific 
environmental justice section, but equity and access should be addressed throughout it 
where appropriate. She also was in favor of the idea of encouraging sidewalks and bike 
lines on collector streets but not local streets, noting it’s good for safety and outdoor 
activities on busy streets. Stockness and Hopkins agreed.  
 
Public Comment 
None 
 
Commissioner Discussion 
Commissioner Johnson advised that HCAOG has a bicycle plan that the City could 
reference for a bicycle route. He also suggested referencing HCOAG’s Annual Unmet 
Transit Program that the Social Services Advisory Committee conducts every year, which 
evaluates needs and makes changes where needed and possible.  
 
Parker urged the Commission to continue review the element and email her with any 
comments at this stage.  
 

VI. COMMISSIONER REPORTS 
Commissioner Stockness stated the STR Committee is deciding the meeting dates for the 
year – currently proposed on the last Tuesday of the month on a quarterly basis.  
 

VII. STAFF REPORT 
City Planner Parker advised she is expecting to have a design review application for a 
residential rebuild on the February 17th meeting agenda. Two or three other applications 
with likely be discussed in March. 
 

VIII. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 
• Chair and Vice Chair Appointments 
• Tsunami Siren Update 
• Westhaven CSD Inter-tie 

 
IX. ADJOURNMENT 

Adjourned at 8:30 pm. Next regularly scheduled meeting is February 17, 2021.  
 
Submitted by:                 Approved by: 
 
Angela Zetter 
Administrative Assistant           
                       Cheryl Kelly 
                                                 Planning Commission Chair 
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MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF THE TRINIDAD PLANNING 
COMMISSION 

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 17, 2021 VIA WEBEX 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL (6:01 pm) 
Commissioners Present: Kelly, Johnson, Hopkins, Stockness, Hakenen 
Commissioners Absent: None 
City Planner Staff: Parker 
City Staff: Zetter, Naffah 
 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
None  
 

III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
Approval by acclamation.   
 

IV. ITEMS FROM THE FLOOR 
R. Clompus (City Council member) asked if there would be an opportunity to talk about 
the water committee, because he wanted to confirm how that committee would be 
structured.  
 

V. AGENDA ITEMS 
Discussion/Decision/Public Hearing/Action 
 
1. Welcome new Planning Commissioner:  
 
Staff report 
Commissioner Kelly introduced the newly appointed Planning Commissioner A. 
Hakenen and thanked him for his service. She also recognized Commissioner Stockness 
for volunteering to renew her term.   
 
Commissioner Hakenen briefly introduced himself, stating he and his family moved to 
Trinidad a year a half ago from the Bay Area. He also advised that he has family that has 
resided in the Trinidad area for multiple years. City Manager Naffah added that 
Commissioner Hakenen is a volunteer fire fighter for the City of Trinidad.  
 
2. Election of new Chair and Vice Chair:  
 
Staff Report 
City Planner Parker advised that the election of a new Chair and Vice Chair should be 
done with the election cycle. However, the elections are for a two-year term, and as 
Commissioner Kelly has only served for a year, technically there isn’t a need to proceed. 
Parker further pointed out that a Chair isn’t allowed to serve more than once, but due to 
high turnover, the Planning Commission frequently has new commissioners that aren’t 
ready to step into that role. Parker suggested recommending to the City Council that the 
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language of Trinidad Municipal Code § 2.20.070 regarding the term-limit be done away 
with, due to the frequent circumstance of having new members. She noted that there is 
no such limit on the mayorship, and she doesn’t know the reasoning behind the 
limitation. 
 
Commissioner Comments/Questions 
Commissioner Stockness recommended nominating Commissioner Kelly for another 
term as Chair, along with Johnson for Vice Chair. She agreed with Parker’s 
recommendation to do away with the term limit for Chair. She advised that changing at 
the election cycle is a good process, but a renewed term should be allowed. Commissioner 
Hopkins noted that a Chair or Vice Chair can still be voted out, so there is no reason not 
to amend the ordinance.  
 
Commissioner Johnson agreed with Stockness, but stated that for this meeting and until 
the City Council makes the change, the Commission can have an interim Chair and Vice 
Chair for legality reasons. Commissioner Kelly was in agreeance with Stockness, 
Hopkins, and Johnson. Commissioner Hakenen questioned if a motion was required 
since Kelly was elected for a two-year term. He also suggested that the Commission could 
have conditional terms.  
 
Public Comment 
None 
 
Commissioner Discussion 
Parker advised no action is needed. It was agreed by acclamation that one more year will 
be served by the existing Chair and Vice-Chair, and after the term-limit is up the 
Commission will elect a Chair and a Vice Chair for a one-year term, and then at the next 
election, it will be back on schedule.    
 
3. 2021 Projects and Priorities: Continued discussion of ongoing and upcoming projects 

and priorities. Continued from the February 04, 2021 meeting.  
 
Staff report 
After feedback from the Commissioners at the previous meeting, City Planner Parker 
outlined project priorities. She explained that she prioritized tasks in broad tiers of first, 
second, and third priorities. The first-tier priority projects are generally ongoing projects 
and those with deadlines, largely the General Plan update and SB2 grant tasks. Third-tier 
projects are those that can be put off until 2022 such as the OWTS Program 
implementation, and second-tier tasks are somewhere in between, including the STR 
Ordinance Update and Water Security Planning. Parker directed Commissioners to view 
the Gantt chart, along with sample agendas for the next few months, while providing a 
brief explanation as to why each task was placed in each tier. Parker also briefly added 
that the Commissioners will need to appoint someone to the Water Committee that is 
being established.  
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Commissioner Comments/Questions 
Commissioner Johnson asked if ordinances needed to be completed before the General 
Plan was submitted to the CCC. If so, he questioned why the ordinances are in a lower 
priority than completing the General Plan. Parker explained that initially it was higher 
on her list, but she didn’t think it was possible for the Commission to delve into it just yet 
because of grant deadlines. She noted that some SB2 grant tasks do include ordinance 
updates, such as residential design standards. Additionally, she explained that some 
updates need to wait for the General Plan update to be completed in order to ensure 
consistency. Parker confirmed that it would be reasonable to anticipate that the General 
Plan will be submitted to the CCC in a year and a half. Johnson advised that the City 
Council needs to be kept informed.  
 
Commissioner Kelly questioned if the City Council could be given a list of the 
Commission’s top priorities/categories in rank form. She also suggested separating out 
staff tasks verses the Planning Commission’s tasks, as some items will not necessarily go 
before the Commission but will take staff time. She advised she would like to prioritize 
the OWTS program further, due to environmental concerns.  
 
Commissioner Stockness complimented Parker on the Gantt chart and list, and suggested 
giving the material to the City Council. She stressed to the Commission that the parking 
study needs to begin as soon as possible in order to obtain the data by the deadline. She 
also echoed Kelly’s sentiment regarding the OWTS program. In terms of the Water 
Committee, she recommends the Council also include 5th District Supervisor S. Madrone. 
Stockness also advised that she is in favor of the City Manager adopting administrative 
rules to implement the STR Committee recomendations. She also voiced her desire to 
have the Good Neighbor Brochure added to the website, along with the fine amounts. 
Stockness also stated the City needs signs in the City directing visitors where to park.  
 
Stockness questioned the need for a caretaker residence amendment. In response, Parker 
briefly explained the background, noting that the old church on Westhaven is owned by 
the same owner of the Yee-Haw commune on Quarry Road. Parker explained that there 
have been neighbor complaints regarding activities on the site. The property is not zoned 
for residential use but has had people residing at the location for several years. Currently, 
the caretaker residence on the property is an accessory use, so without a primary use it is 
unclear if the caretaker residence is allowed. Thus, staff suggested defining a caretaker 
unit, which might help resolve the issues.  
 
Public Comment 
Written comment was received from Kathleen Lake (Trinidad resident) regarding the 
importance of prioritizing the STR ordinance review.    
 
R. Clompus (City Council member) questioned if the ordinances needed to be finalized 
before the General Plan could be adopted. He further offered his help to get ordinances 
on the City Council agendas to keep the process moving along. Parker explained that for 
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the general plan to be adopted by the City, the ordinances do not need to be finalized, 
but they do need to be in order to be certified as a part of the City’s Local Coastal Program 
(LCP) by the CCC.  
 
Commissioner Discussion 
Commissioner Hopkins requested clarification whether ADUs are managed by the State. 
Parker explained that they are managed by the City, but many of the rules and allowances 
for them are dictated by State law. She further explained that in response to the City’s 
ADU ordinance, adopted in 2012, the CCC wrote a letter requesting more information 
regarding the availability of water, septic, and parking to ensure that coastal resources 
weren’t negatively impacted. Parker advised that the last bit of information missing is 
the parking study, which will be done this year. Parker expressed her interest in seeing 
how the CCC will handle housing, as it hasn’t never been a priority for them, but clearly 
is for the state now. Cities often enact ADU ordinances that only apply outside of the 
Coastal Zone, in order to avoid the Coastal Commission; Trinidad doesn’t have that 
option.  
 
Parker discussed the parking study, advising that staff has composed three user group 
surveys (residents, visitors, and businesses) that will be distributed. She discussed the 
process of data collection, along with the time frame/season. She advised that volunteers 
are needed.  Commissioner Stockness advised the Commission that she volunteered.  
 
Commissioner Hakenen questioned if the ADU ordinance bleeds into the STR concept, 
specifically where do they intermix? He advised that the STR Ordinance review is 
important, as he has witnessed in the Bay Area the desire to get out of the City due to 
COVID. He questioned if the review could be delegated to the STR Committee. Parker 
explained the difference between ADUs and STRs. Parker added that the State allows the 
City to preclude ADUs from being used as STRs. She notes that as far as staff is generally 
concerned, the STR ordinance is working, but a few people aren’t satisfied. She explained 
that a lot of effort went into the current ordinance just a few years ago. She added that 
the intent of the STR Committee was to do the legwork and make recommendations, and 
their recent recommendation were minor. 
 
City Manager Naffah mentioned that the City Council would like to address signs for no-
overnight parking. However, as many residents are opposed to signs, the City needs to 
find a way how to get the message across, while minimizing signage. Kelly opined that 
the City needs a master plan for signage, but the Planning Commission doesn’t have the 
capacity to take it on at this time. Johnson advised that there was an attempt at a master 
plan for signage about 8-10 years ago, so there potentially is material that could be 
recovered from those discussions.  
 
Parker noted that parking limitations are a coastal access issue. Currently, the City has 
and existing restriction on camping on public grounds, so the City could potentially 
enforce that, since there is already a prohibition. But there is no restriction on overnight 
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parking. Parker also notes that signs have been a controversial for many years. Naffah 
suggested that one sign at the entrance of town would suffice, which could note that law 
enforcement would enforce Chapter 12.18. Stockness was in favor of Naffah’s suggestion.  
 
The signage discussion was tabled. Parker advised she feels she received good guidance 
regarding priorities and will prepare a report for the City Council.  
 
4.  After-the-Fact Permits: Discussion and adoption policies and procedures for 

evaluating after-the-fact permits for work already completed. Continued from the 
February 04, 2021 meeting.  

 
Staff report 
City Planner Parker wrote up a basic policy based on the last discussion and modeled 
after other adopted policies. The policy provides guidance to City staff and the Planning 
Commission on processing permits for work that has already occurred, whether it is 
partially or fully completed. The guidelines will be used by staff and the Commission in 
reviewing and acting upon an application for an after-the-fact permit. The policy does 
not affect or supersede City ordinances dealing with building or land use violations or 
nuisances. Generally, the permit approval will be held to the same standards as if the 
work had not been completed, but applicants may be required to provide evidence or 
studies documenting conditions prior to work commencing and/or proof of permits for 
existing improvements. Work that is not approved through an after-the-fact permit shall 
be required to removed and restored to prior conditions. Unless the Planning 
Commission determines there were extenuating circumstances after-the-fact approvals 
will be conditioned on the applicant paying double the permit costs, which vary 
depending on the actual costs to the City for processing the application.  
 
Commissioner Comments/Questions 
Commissioner Johnson questioned at what point would double fees be charged, since the 
amount of work occurring without a permit may vary. Parker explained that the 
condition requiring the additional fee can be varied depending on the circumstances.  
 
Commissioner Hakenen suggested tightening up the language - indicating that work is 
dependent on the current codes and standards that are in effect at that time. Additionally, 
he suggested adding to point 4 – “the costs that varies on factors and permit costs as 
calculated by the City.” He asked about the expectation for the timeline of getting a 
permit.  
 
The Commission discussed the fees and issuance of those fees between building verses 
planning permits. Parker explained that usually if it’s a planning permit violation, it’s a 
building permit violation as well. Parker suggested adding a statement about how the 
Planning Commission can charge a fee based on the sensitivity or size of the project. 
There was a general consensus among the Commissioners to keep the wording vague.  
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Parker advised that after the Commission makes a decision, the applicant can appeal it 
to the City Council. Johnson suggested that the policy could include a statement that the 
Planning Commission decision, including, fees can be appealed so it’s clear.   
 
Public Comment 
R. Clompus (City Council member) questioned if the Planning Commission makes an 
individual remove unpermitted work, would they still need to pay double? Parker stated 
that would be reasonable, because it is still a cost to the City. She added that the point is 
to prevent it from being advantageous for someone to start work without a permit. In 
some cases, there isn’t anything that can be done except restoration, which would still 
require an application and fee. It might be worth mentioning that for denials the applicant 
wouldn’t have to pay the cost of the permit, but instead only the fees for processing the 
application.  
 
Commissioner Discussion 
Commissioner Stockness stated that in the County, unpermitted construction may need 
to be removed, and fees still apply. She suggested that the extenuating circumstances 
language in point 4 covers various scenarios. She also questioned how the Building 
Inspector would use these policies. Parker explained that it is a separate but parallel 
process dictated by the building code.  
 
Motion (Johnson/Kelly) to adopt After-the-Fact Permit Policy with inclusion of a new 
condition five, which clarifies that the Planning Commission’s decision can be appealed 
to the City Council.  (Passed 5-0). Passed unanimously.  
 
5. General Plan Update: Continued discussion of a revised draft Circulation Element 

and responses to Coastal Commission staff comments. Continued from the February 04, 
2021 meeting.  

 
Staff report 
City Planner Parker requested input from the Commission regarding the highlighted 
portions in the Circulation Element.  
 
Commissioner Discussion 
In regards to environmental justice, Parker confirmed with the Commission that 
everyone was in agreement that there won’t be an independent section, but policies 
regarding environmental justice will be included throughout the document. Parker 
explained that Trinidad doesn’t have a disadvantaged community, but some of the 
surrounding areas may qualify. Commissioner Johnson added that the needs to be 
addressed, but he doesn’t think it needs to be explicitly discussed in the Circulation 
Element, but it is a broad enough topic that it needs more than just a reference. 
 
Regarding designating or encouraging the County to designate any scenic roads with 
extra regulatory protection, Parker recommended against this as the routes would be 
more heavily regulated. The Commission agreed 
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Parker added that regarding a round-about, she is going to find a place in the Element to 
include it, as it will imply that the City isn’t against them. Kelly agreed as it provides the 
the City with more options.  
 
Commissioner Kelly addressed “parking-in-lieu” fees, opining that it should be removed 
because it isn’t enforceable in Trinidad. Parker clarified that it is only allowed in the PD 
zone, and most of those parcels are located on Trinity street. However, because those lots 
are already built and small in size, having to meet parking requirements would preclude 
most of them from having a business. Parker suggested that a better process could be to 
have an exception process instead of an in-lieu fee. City Manager Naffah stated he 
believes the City should have a variety of options.  
 
Stockness questioned if the parking study would help guide the decision in including or 
removing in-lieu fees. Parker advised that the study is only looking at pressure on current 
parking spaces, not parking opportunities.  
 
Commissioner Hakenen questioned what would preclude someone from choosing the 
parking-in-lieu option. Naffah advised it would be at the discretion of the City, not the 
developer, which would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. Parker added that the 
details will be laid out in the zoning ordinance.  
 
Commissioner Johnson advised that public transit and alternative methods of 
transportation need to be evaluated more holistically, rather than separate. He stated that 
Humboldt County Association of Governments (HCAOG) should be identified as the 
regional transportation agency. HCAOG would cover all transportation elements. Parker 
advised she was going to recommend that as well, as Trinidad doesn’t have its own 
public transportation system. Stockness agreed.  
 
Ridesharing was discussed as a way to mitigate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. In 
response, Parker advised that she is participating in the Regional Climate Action Plan 
(CAP), which encourages minimizing miles traveled to meet the State standards of 
decreasing GHGs. She advised that GHG reduction measures should be incorporated in 
this Element.  
 
Johnson suggested indicating where the charging stations are on the Transportation and 
Parking map. Additionally, public/public after hours parking should be reflected. 
 
Public Comment 
None  
 
Commissioner Discussion 
Discussion was tabled. 
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6. Hasselquist 2021-01: Design Review, Grading Permit, and Coastal Development 
Permit to replace a 1,585 sq. ft., 2-story, 1-bedroom residence with a new 2,335 sq. ft., 
2-story, 1-bedroom residence in approximately the same footprint. The 2-bedroom 
septic system, which also serves a 1-bedroom accessory dwelling unit will be 
improved as part of this project with the additional of a pre-treatment unit. Located 
at: 150 Scenic Drive; APN: 042-141-003. Continued to the March 17, 2021 meeting.   

 
VI. COMMISSIONER REPORTS 

None  
 

VII. STAFF REPORT 
City Planner Parker advised she will continue to work on the priorities and keep the 
General Plan on the agenda.  
 

VIII. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 
• Committee Assignments 
• Tsunami Siren Update 
• Westhaven CSD Inter-tie 
• Signage 

 
IX. ADJOURNMENT 

Adjourned at 8:37 pm. Next regularly scheduled meeting is March 17, 2021.  
 
 
Submitted by:                 Approved by: 
 
Angela Zetter 
Administrative Assistant           
                       Cheryl Kelly 
                                                 Planning Commission Chair 
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 AGENDA MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Trinidad Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Trever Parker, City Planner 
 
DATE: March 12, 2021 
 
RE: March 2021 Agenda 
 
 
I wanted to provide a little more background on a couple of items that do not have their 
own packet materials.  
 
On the Hasselquist project, Coastal Commission staff have raised concerns regarding 
the geologic conditions and stability of the site. A geologic report was prepared for the 
project, but it is likely that additional work will be needed to address the issues raised. I 
left this item on the agenda, since notices were sent out. If anyone at the meeting wishes 
to make comments, we should take them. However, I did not provide the plans or staff 
report in the packet, since the project may have to change. The item should be 
continued until the issues raised by Coastal Commission staff are addressed. 
 
I expect to be able to get through the rest of the Circulation Element in the next week or 
so. Therefore, I would suggest a special meeting / workshop prior to the next regular 
meeting to discuss the general plan. There is five weeks before the next meeting, and I 
would suggest Wednesday March 31 or April 7. But we can discuss other dates if those 
don’t work. Please check your calendars so we can get that meeting scheduled.  
 
Staff Recommendation/Suggested Action(s) 

• Continue the Hasselquist project (date uncertain) 
• Schedule a special meeting 

 
Attachments 

• None 
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 AGENDA ITEM MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Trinidad Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Trever Parker, City Planner 
 
DATE: March 10, 2021 
 
RE: Planning Commission Committee Appointments 
 
 
With new Planning Commissioner terms starting, it is a good time to reconsider 
Committee appointments. The Council has created several standing advisory 
committees in which the membership includes a Planning Commissioner, including a 
newly created Water Advisory Committee that doesn’t have an existing appointment. 
These advisory committees include the Short-term Rental (STR) Advisory Committee, 
Trails Advisory Committee and the new Water Advisory Committee.  
 
I have attached the Resolutions that have been approved by the City Council in creating 
each of these three Committees. Please review the resolutions and consider which 
committee you would be interested in serving on, if any. You can see that the Planning 
Commission will make a recommendation, and it will be the City Council who 
ultimately appoints the member.  
 
One thing to note is that a couple of changes were made to the Water Advisory 
Committee membership at the City Council’s March 9, 2021 meeting. But the resolution 
has not be finalized yet, so I only have the draft to give you. The final membership will 
consist of two Councilmembers, one Planning Commissioners, one Public Works staff 
member, and one water customer from inside the City.  
 
Staff Recommendation/Suggested Action(s) 
Discuss and recommend new members for the STR, Trails and Water Advisory 
Committees for appointment by the City Council. 
 
Attachments 

• Resolution 2019-07 (STR Advisory Committee) 
• Resolution 2019-13 (Trails Advisory Committee) 
• Resolution 2021-02 (Water Advisory Committee) 



 

 

Trinidad City Hall             Steve Ladwig, Mayor 

P.O. Box 390                    Gabriel Adams, City Clerk 

409 Trinity Street 

Trinidad, CA 95570 

707-677-0223 

 
 

RESOLUTION 2019 - 07 
 
 

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE SHORT-TERM RENTAL (STR) ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
 
WHEREAS, the City has an obligation to protect the village atmosphere for the citizens of Trinidad, to 
provide opportunity for STR residences, and enhance the positive experience of tourists; and 

WHEREAS, STR owners and managers have an obligation to manage their property in a manner consistent 
with the residential neighborhood character, and therefore over the years the City developed a STR 
Ordinance to define the policies and procedures that regulate the STR residences in Trinidad; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Council established the Short-Term Rental Advisory Committee in January 2019 to bring 
members with various viewpoints together to engage in dialog, facilitate public involvement in the STR 
process, and to make recommendations to the Council on various topics identified below; and  
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Trinidad City Council hereby adopts a Short-Term Rental 
Advisory Committee to hold public meetings in accordance with the Brown Act, and to operate within the 
framework as follows: 
  

1. PURPOSE:  The purpose of the Committee is 1) to evaluate the Ordinance for its effectiveness 
relating to permitting and implementation, 2) analyze benefits to visitors, 2) analyze impacts to 
residents such as parking, noise, over-occupancy, gatherings, etc. that have been identified in the 
Ordinance, and 3) assist the Council in resolving or making recommendations on such matters.  
Guidance and oversight will be provided by the City Manager.  

 
2.  OBJECTIVES:  Committee objectives include; 1) provide a public forum at the end of the busy tourist 

season to solicit input from the community on issues or successes related to the implementation of 
the short-term rental regulations, 2) assist the City Manager in evaluating formal complaints received 
throughout the calendar year, 3) make balanced and informed recommendations to the City Council 
on ways to improve the Ordinance, or share ways in which the policies and procedures are being 
successfully implemented, and 4) report to the Council annually on the Committee meetings, activity, 
and recommendations. 

 
3. COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP:  The STR Committee will consist of two members of the Trinidad 

community who are not STR owners or STR business representatives, two members of the Trinidad 
community who are STR owners or business representatives.  These 4 members will be appointed by 
the City Council in open session based on letters of interest and public interviews.  Preference will be 
given to applicants that live inside the City limits, but when necessary the Council may choose to 
have up to 1 member that resides outside the City limits.  One member of the Planning Commission 
will be recommended by the Commission and appointed by the City Council.  The committee 
members shall vote and select one of their own to serve as the committee Chairperson. 

 
4. TERMS OF OFFICE:  All members will hold two-year terms. Committee members serve at the 

pleasure of the City Council and may be removed from office by a majority vote of the Council. 
 

5. MEETING DATES:  The STR Committee will meet regularly on a quarterly basis, with one meeting 
being held in the fall in conjunction with the end of the busy tourist season.  Additional special 
meetings may be added to the quarterly schedule, subject to the availability of all Committee 
members.  Special meetings must be reviewed and approved by the City Manager or City Council.  

 



 

 

6. STAFF ASSISTANCE: City Staff will provide agenda preparation, notification, and outreach 
assistance to the Committee. The STR Committee may choose a member of the Committee to record 
the meeting minutes, or request to have a City Staff member to provide the service.  

 
7. ETHICS CODE:  All members shall review, accept, and conduct themselves in a manner consistent 

with the values promoted in the City of Trinidad’s Code of Ethics. 

 
PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 10th day of April, 2019 by the following vote:  

 

AYES:  West, Miller, Ladwig 

NOES:  Davies 

ABSTAIN: None 

ABSENT: None   

    

   

ATTEST:  

 

___________________________   ________________________________________ 

Gabriel Adams      Steve Ladwig       

Trinidad City Clerk     Mayor 
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RESOLUTION 2019-13 

Revised 10-13-2020, and 03-09-2021 
 

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE TRAILS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Trinidad’s unique location on the coast with panoramic vistas and beautiful 
beaches makes its trail system a treasured asset for residents and visitors alike; and 

WHEREAS, trails are important because they provide access to natural and culturally significant areas, for 
recreation, for scientific study, and for understanding our relationship with nature; and  
 
WHEREAS, trails enhance public health and provide a vital medium for community cohesion, they are also 
serve to bolster the local economy by attracting people to the area, and some of the trails in the City also 
provide a means of use for alternative transportation; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Council established the Trails Advisory Committee as a sub-committee of the City 
Council on March 22, 2019 to bring members with various viewpoints together to make recommendations 
to the City Council, City Staff, and Planning Commission on various topics identified below; and  
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Trinidad City Council hereby adopts a Trails Advisory 
Committee to hold public meetings in accordance with the Brown Act, and to operate within the framework as 
follows: 
  

1. PURPOSE:  The purpose of the Committee is 1) to advise on matters relating to policies affecting 
trails in the City of Trinidad, 2) to serve in an advisory capacity to the Council, Commissions, and City 
Staff, 3) make recommendations during the environmental review process on projects that may 
involve or affect trails in the City of Trinidad, 4) provide a forum for community engagement, outreach, 
and education regarding trails, and 5) make recommendations to City Manager and City Council on 
the maintenance and repair of trails in the City of Trinidad.   

 
2. OBJECTIVES:  Committee objectives include; 1) provide a public forum to solicit input from the 

community on issues or successes related to the maintenance and management of City trails, 2) 
assist City Staff in evaluating the need for maintenance on the trails throughout the calendar year, 3) 
make balanced and informed recommendations to the City Council on ways to improve the trails, and 
4) report to the Council annually on the Committee meetings, activity, and recommendations. 

 
3. COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP:  The Trails Committee will consist of one City Council representative, 

one Planning Commissioner, two City residents, one Trinidad Rancheria Representative, one Yurok 
Tribe Representative, one Tsurai Ancestral Society Representative, and one Visitor 
Services/Business Representative. The City Council representative will be appointed by the City 
Council, and will serve as the Committee Chairperson. The Planning Commission will be 
recommended by the Commission and appointed by the City Council. The Tribal Representatives will 
be appointed by the appropriate Tribal governments, and will also provide their alternates. The two 
city residents, as well as the Visitor Services/Business Representative, will be appointed by the City 
Council in open session based on letters of interest and public interviews.   

 
4. TERMS OF OFFICE:  All members will hold staggered two-year terms. Committee members serve at 

the pleasure of the City Council and may be removed from office by a majority vote of the Council. 
 

5. MEETING DATES:  The Trails Committee will meet at minimum quarterly. The meetings will be held 
on the 3rd Tuesday of January, April, July, and October, with special meetings as needed. The 



Committee will report to the City Council on a regular basis and present recommendations to the City 
Council on a quarterly or annual basis as needed. 

 
6. STAFF ASSISTANCE: City Staff will provide agenda preparation, notification, and outreach 

assistance to the Committee. The Trails Committee may choose a member of the Committee to 
record the meeting minutes, or request to have a City Staff member to provide the service.  

 
7. ETHICS CODE:  All members shall review, accept, and conduct themselves in a manner consistent 

with the values promoted in the City of Trinidad’s Code of Ethics. 
 
PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 12th day of November, 2019 by the following vote:  
 
AYES:  West, Miller, Ladwig, Grover, Davies 
NOES:  None 
ABSTAIN: None 
ABSENT: None 
    
   
ATTEST:  
 
___________________________   ________________________________________ 
Gabriel Adams      Steve Ladwig       
Trinidad City Clerk     Mayor 
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RESOLUTION 2021 - XX 

 
 

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE WATER ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
 
WHEREAS, the City has an obligation to assure that clean and potable water is available for the 
residents, businesses, visitors, buildings, and properties of the City of Trinidad; and 

WHEREAS, the current source of water provided to the City of Trinidad is from Luffenholtz Creek which can 
be impacted by drought, climate change, and other stream users; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Trinidad desires to explore supplemental sources of water to create resiliency; 
and  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Trinidad desires to improve its water infrastructure including storage and 
distribution; and  
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Trinidad City Council hereby forms a Water Advisory Committee 
to hold public meetings in accordance with the Brown Act, and to operate within the framework as follows: 
  

1. PURPOSE:  The purpose of the Committee is 1) to evaluate water needs of the City, 2) analyze 
potential options of water sources and infrastructure, and 3) assist the Council in pursuing water-
related opportunities including funding.    

 
2.  OBJECTIVES:  Committee objectives include; 1) provide a public forum to address and discuss 

water concerns and solutions, 2) assist the City Manager and Public Works Department in addressing 
water-related issues, 3) make balanced and informed recommendations to the City Council on ways 
to improve the supply of water, and 4) report to the Council regularly.  

 
3. COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP:  The Water Advisory Committee will consist of two members of the 

City Council.  One member of the Planning Commission will be recommended by the Commission 
and appointed by the City Council.  The City Engineer and the City Manager.  The Council Members 
and the Planning Commissioner shall vote and select one of their own to serve as the committee 
Chairperson. 

 
4. TERMS OF OFFICE:  The Council Members and the Planning Commissioner will hold two-year 

terms.  
 

5. MEETING DATES:  The Water Advisory Committee will meet monthly or on an as needed basis 
(either more or less frequently depending on need).  
 

6. STAFF ASSISTANCE: City Staff will provide agenda preparation, notification, and outreach 
assistance to the Committee. The Water Advisory Committee may choose a member of the 
Committee to record the meeting minutes, or request to have a City Staff member to provide the 
service.  

 
7. ETHICS CODE:  All members shall review, accept, and conduct themselves in a manner consistent 

with the values promoted in the City of Trinidad’s Code of Ethics. 



 
PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this     day of              , 2021 by the following vote:  
 
AYES:   
NOES:   
ABSTAIN:  
ABSENT:    
    
   
ATTEST:  
 
___________________________   ________________________________________ 
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Draft – March 2021  APN 042- 041-024, -026 

Filed:  January 13, 2021 
 Staff: Trever Parker 
 Staff Report: February 17, 2021 
 Hearing Date: March 17, 2021 
Commission Action:  

 
STAFF REPORT: CITY OF TRINIDAD 

 
APPLICATION NO: 2021-02 
 
APPLICANT (S): Robert Lake 
 
AGENT: NA 
 
PROJECT LOCATION: 740 Edwards Street 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Lot Line Adjustment and Coastal Development 

Permit between the two properties that make up 
Katy’s Smokehouse establishment. The lot line 
adjustment will clear up an encroachment of the 
smokehouse onto the southern property and satisfies 
a condition for installing a new septic system on the 
northern parcel in 2019.  

 
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER: 042-041-024 and -026 
 
ZONING: UR – Urban Residential 
 
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: UR – Urban Residential 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: Categorically Exempt from CEQA per § 15305 of the 

CEQA Guidelines exempting minor alterations in 
land use limitations, including lot line adjustments. 

 
APPEAL STATUS:  
 
Planning Commission action on a Coastal Development Permit, Variance, Use Permit, or 
Design Review application will become final 10 working days after the date that the 
Coastal Commission receives a “Notice of Action Taken” from the City unless an appeal to 
the City Council is filed in the office of the City Clerk at that time. Furthermore, this project 
_X_ is ___is not appealable to the Coastal Commission per the City’s certified LCP and may 
be appealable per the requirements of Section 30603 of the Coastal Act. 
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SITE CHARACTERISTICS: 
 
The property is located on the north side of Edwards Street, just west of the intersection 
with upper Van Wycke. Access to the site is from Edwards Street. The site is bordered by 
other residential development to the east, west and north, with Edwards Street to the 
south. Both properties are owned by the applicant and have been owned and managed as 
one property since Katy’s Smokehouse was established in the 1940’s. The southern parcel (-
024) is 11,199 sq. ft., and is currently developed with a 2,400 sq. ft., two-bedroom, single-
story residence with a one-car garage. This lot also contains a septic system that serves the 
house and previously served the smokehouse located on the northern parcel.  
 
Parcel -026 is 4,953 sq. ft. in area and is developed with the approximately 2,145 sq. ft. 
commercial smokehouse and retail building, which also contains a small one-bedroom 
apartment. That parcel also contains a refrigeration building and a septic system. The 
majority of the site is already covered with existing structures and paving, which includes 
parking and a driveway to access Katy’s Smokehouse in the rear as well as two adjacent 
residences to the west. The proposed project is not located in an area of unstable or 
questionable stability. Most of the lot has an approximately 4% slope to the southwest, 
which steepens on the southern portion of the lot towards Edwards Street.  
 
 
STAFF COMMENTS: 
 
The purpose, as stated by the applicant, is to facilitate completion of a new septic system 
for Katy’s Smokehouse and to correct a minor encroachment of the smokehouse building 
over a property line. A new septic system was installed on the Katy’s parcel in 2019. It was 
sized to accommodate the smokehouse, which was previously connected to the septic 
system serving the residence on the southern parcel. As a condition of installing the new 
system, the County Division of Environmental Health (DEH) required that the lots either 
be merged or the smokehouse to be connected to the new system. A previous DEH 
condition required the lots to be merged and restricted them from being sold separately 
due to the smokehouse being primarily located on the northern property, but connected to 
the septic system on the southern property. 
 
Referrals were sent to the City Engineer, DEH and the Coastal Commission. The City 
Engineer had no concerns or comments on the LLA itself, but will require some additional 
documentation to provide a final approval, which has been included as a condition of 
approval. The LLA accommodates DEH requirements, and they are in support of it.  
 
Potential Conflicts of Interest 
No Commissioners live or own property within 300 ft. of the project, so there is no known 
conflict due to proximity. 
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SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE CONSISTENCY 
 
Chapter 16.24 of the City’s Subdivision Ordinance deals with lot line adjustments.  The 
submitted plot plans and application information meets the filing requirements.  The map 
was referred to the City Engineer who must certify in writing, per §16.24.040 of the 
subdivision ordinance that the lot line adjustment map is technically correct. He has noted 
that he is not a licensed surveyor, but will have a surveyor in their office review it. Some 
additional technical information (Title Report, legal descriptions, mathematical closures, 
plat) will need to be provided by the applicant prior to the Engineer’s certification. A 
condition of approval has been added that the Engineer’s requirements need to be met and 
his certification given prior to being recorded. 
 
According to Section 16.24.03 the City Planner shall recommend approval of a lot line 
adjustment where he finds that: 

1. The lot line adjustment does not violate existing codes and policies;  
2. The lot line adjustment will not create difficult or unreasonable access to the parcels; 
3. The lot line adjustment will not require variances to permit standard development; 
4. Utilities and public services can be provided to the revised parcels; and  
5. No street dedications or improvements are required.   

 
Public utilities and services already exist to the sites. However, only one water connection 
and one meter exist for the two parcels. Section 13.04.280 of the City’s water ordinance 
requires each separate use and/or unit to have its own meter unless an exception is 
granted by the City Council. The applicant will need to ensure that a separate water 
connection and meter needs is provided to each parcel prior to any future sale or transfer. 
The applicant has already applied for a separate water connection. No street dedications or 
improvements are proposed or required. Therefore findings 4 and 5 can be made. Findings 
1 through 3 are further discussed below under Zoning Ordinance / General Plan 
Consistency.  
 
Section 16.24.050 states that, “The Planning Commission shall approve, conditionally approve or 
deny lot line adjustment proposals at its next regularly scheduled meeting after receiving 
recommendations from the City Engineer and Planner.” Although a public hearing is not 
necessary for the lot line adjustment, a public hearing has been noticed for this project 
because it has to be heard at a public meeting anyway, and there is no reason not to take 
public comment on the project. For lot line adjustments, the Planning Commission has final 
approval authority in accordance with Section 16.04.100 (Planning commission – Powers 
and duties) of the Trinidad Subdivision Ordinance. The project action is appealable to the 
City Council and Coastal Commission. 
 
An earlier determination by the State Attorney General states that, "A local agency or 
advisory agency shall limit its review and approval to a determination of whether or not the parcels 
resulting from the lot line adjustment will conform to local zoning and building ordinances.  An 
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advisory agency or local agency shall not impose conditions or exactions on its approval of a lot line 
adjustment except to conform to local zoning and building ordinances, to require the prepayment of 
real property taxes prior to the approval of the lot line adjustment or to facilitate the relocation of 
existing utilities, infrastructures or easements.  No tentative map, parcel map or final map shall be 
required as a condition to the approval of the lot line adjustment.  The lot line adjustment shall be 
reflected in a deed which shall be recorded.” 
 
 
ZONING ORDINANCE/GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY 
 
The properties involved in the LLA are both zoned UR – Urban Residential. The purpose of 
this zone is to allow relatively dense residential development; single-family residences are 
a principally permitted use. The existing smokehouse is a legal, nonconforming use. The 
business was established in the 1940’s and has operated ever since, serving both the fishing 
community and the public. According to the owner, the apartment in the smokehouse 
building has been there since the business was established, because it was necessary for an 
employee to be able to take fish and crab deliveries at all hours. The two parcels have been 
managed as one lot for many years.  
 
Nonconformance 
 
There are a number of issues with nonconformance on these properties, including uses, lot 
size, setbacks and more. Applicable nonconforming regulations include the following: 
 

17.64.010 Nonconforming uses and structures. The lawful use of lands or structures 
existing on the effective date of the regulations codified in this title, although such use or structure 
does not conform to the regulations applied to such property or structure, may be continued, except 
as provided as follows: 

A. Any structure conforming as to use but not conforming as to lot area, yards, height or 
other requirements herein at the effective date of the ordinance codified in this title may be altered, 
repaired or extended provided that such alteration, repair, or extension shall not increase the 
existing degree of nonconformance. 

B. If any nonconforming building is destroyed to the extent that the cost of repair, using 
new materials, exceeds sixty percent of the current value of the structure, then the building shall 
become subject to all regulations in the applicable zone except as provided in Chapter 17.60. [See 
View Protection (17.60.050) Finding D.] The repair of a partially destroyed building shall 
commence within one year and an additional six months shall be allowed for the completion of the 
exterior of any reconstruction. 

C. Any change of a nonconforming use shall be to a conforming use, and a 
nonconforming use which has been discontinued for a period of one year or more shall not be re-
established. A nonconforming use of a part of a lot or a structure shall not be extended throughout 
the lot or structure. 

D. Any use for which a use permit is required by these regulations shall be considered a 
nonconforming use until a use permit is obtained. 

E. Any signs, existing on the effective date of the ordinance codified in this title, but not 
conforming to the provisions of this title, shall be permitted to continue for a period of three years 
from the effective date of the ordinance codified in this title and shall be removed or conformed on or 
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before that date. Signs advertising a discontinued use shall be considered nonconforming and shall 
be removed within thirty days of the discontinuance. 

 
_17.64.020 Nonconforming lots. If a lot was delineated on a recorded subdivision map, 

or was lawfully established as a separate lot on the effective date of the regulations codified in this 
title, and such lot does not conform to the minimum lot area of the zone in which it is located, it 
shall be considered a legal building site for uses permitted in the pertinent zone, even if the owner of 
the lot has at any time owned land contiguous to the lot, provided all other requirements of this title 
and other applicable city ordinances and standards can be satisfied. 
 
The minimum lot size allowed in the UR zone is 8,000 sq. ft. and the maximum density is 
one dwelling per 8,000 sq. ft. Commercial uses, including a smokehouse and retail 
operations are not allowed as either a principally or conditionally permitted use (§17.32.020 
and §17.32.030). The southern lot, -024, is 11,199 sq. ft. in size. The northern lot (-026) is 
4,953 sq. ft., well below the minimum lot size. The LLA will increase the size of the smaller 
lot by 206 sq. ft. The lot will still be nonconforming, but the LLA will not increase the 
existing degree of nonconformity. The southern lot will end up at 10,994 sq. ft. after the lot 
line adjustment, so will still meet the minimum lot size.  
 
As noted above, the commercial use on the northern parcel is nonconforming; the 
apartment is a conforming use. Suggestions to merge these to lots in order to resolve some 
of the encroachment and setback issues have been made in the past. However, although 
some issues of nonconformance would be resolved, it would create additional 
nonconformance by extending the property with a nonconforming commercial use over a 
larger area, and by making the apartment a nonconforming accessory dwelling unit. There 
are currently no longer any structures or equipment associated with the business located 
on the southern lot (except for the encroachment of the smokehouse). The applicant has 
not applied to merge the parcels, and staff sees no reason why that would be a preferable 
outcome.  
 
Note that the fact that Katy’s smokehouse encroaches on the lot to the rear/north (042-
041-039) is not an issue of nonconformance. It would be considered illegal, since it was 
never legal to build outside one’s property lines. However, this is a common occurrence, 
since exact locations of property lines are often not known. That issue will not be impacted 
by the proposed lot line adjustment, so at this point, it is not a City issue; it is a private 
matter between neighboring property owners.  
 
Setbacks 
 
The Urban Residential zone (§17.36.050) requires minimum yards of front 20’, rear 15’, and 
side 5’ (§ 17.36.060). The setbacks for the southern, residential lot (-024) are clear.  
Trinidad’s ordinance does not include any special provisions for lots without street 
frontage (or oddly shaped lots).  Section 17.08.740 of Trinidad’s Zoning Ordinance defines 
"Front yard" as “a yard extending the full width of the lot abutting the front lot line.” Many 
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jurisdictions do not require the full front setback on lot lines that do not abut a street, even 
though they face the front of the lot. However, that is not the case in Trinidad based on the 
above definition.  
 
Detached accessory structures are required to meet the front yard setback, which is 20 ft. in 
the UR Zone. Therefore, the smokehouse is currently nonconforming as the front setback 
and will continue to be so after the LLA. The side setback is five ft., and the rear setback is 
15 ft. (§17.32.060). The main building of Katy’s Smokehouse is nonconforming as to the rear 
and east side setbacks. The LLA would not affect those setbacks or the nonconformity of 
that structure.  
 
The existing residence on parcel -024 is also nonconforming as to the rear yard setback. 
The reason the new lot line is located as far south as possible is to accommodate a new 
grinder pump at the drain outlet on the south side of the smokehouse in order to connect 
it to the new septic system. The LLA could be considered to increase the nonconformity of 
the primary residence because, it would further reduce the rear setback to essentially zero. 
However, the LLA decreases the nonconformity in other ways, by increasing the size of 
the undersized northern lot, and eliminating the encroachment of the smokehouse onto 
the southern lot.  
 
Other 
 
The LLA will not affect density or parking. And the LLA does not involve any physical 
changes to the structures or ground disturbance. Therefore, things like grading 
requirements, height limits, view considerations and architectural design, are not issues.  
 
Findings 
 

1. The lot line adjustment does not violate existing codes and policies;  
2. The lot line adjustment will not create difficult or unreasonable access to the parcels; 
3. The lot line adjustment will not require variances to permit standard development; 

 
 
SLOPE STABILITY: 
 
The majority of the site has a moderate 4% slope towards the southwest, and the slope 
significantly increases to the south approaching Edwards Street. The property in not in an 
area mapped as being either ‘unstable’ or ‘questionably stable’ on Plate 3 of the Trinidad 
General Plan.  
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SEWAGE DISPOSAL: 
 
The southern property is served by a standard 3-bdrm septic system installed in 1996 as a 
repair. Because it was a repair, no reserve area was required to be located or documented. 
That system was previously connected to the floor drain in the detached smokehouse 
structure.  
 
The LLA will not increase the footprint of the structures, add any bedrooms or otherwise 
increase flows to the system; it will result in the smokehouse being located on the same 
property as the OWTS that serves it. As noted above, the lot line is being moved as far 
south as possible to accommodate a new grinder pump. Because the plumbing was 
originally connected to the system on the southern lot, the drainpipes exited the building 
on the south side. In order to connect it to the new system, the pipe needed to be 
disconnected, the pump added, and a new line from the pump to the new system was 
installed.  
 
An OWTS Operating Permit was previously issued for the southern parcel/system but is 
now expired. An inspection occurred on 03/04/21 and the system is functioning fine; the 
application form and fees still need to be submitted. The northern system was installed in 
2019, so just needs an application questionnaire and fees in order to issue an OWTS 
Operating Permit. A condition of approval has been included that the applications and fees 
need to be submitted prior to recordation of the lot line adjustment.  
 
 
LANDSCAPING AND FENCING: 
 
No tree removal is proposed as part of this project; no new fencing or landscaping is 
proposed at this time.  
 
 
DESIGN REVIEW / VIEW PROTECTION FINDINGS: 
 
Because the project will not result in the alteration of any existing structures, no Design 
Review approval is required.  
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Based on the above analysis, the project was found to be consistent with the City’s Zoning 
Ordinance, Subdivision Ordinance, General Plan and other applicable policies and 
regulations, and the necessary findings for granting approval of the project can be made.  If 
the Planning Commission agrees with staff’s analysis and findings, the project could be 
approved with the following motion: 
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Based on application materials, information and findings included in this Staff Report, and 
based on public testimony, I move to adopt the information and required findings in this 
staff report and approve the lot line adjustment as submitted and as conditioned below. 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION ALTERNATIVES  
  
If the Planning Commission does not agree with staff’s analysis, or if information is 
presented during the hearing that conflicts with the information contained in the staff 
report, the Planning Commission has several alternatives.  

A.  Add conditions of approval to address any specific concerns on the part of the 
Commission or the public.  

B.  Delay action / continue the hearing to obtain further information.  
• In this case, the Planning Commission should specify any additional information 

required from staff or the applicant and / or suggestions on how to modify the 
project and / or conditions of approval.  

C.  Denial of the project.  
• The Planning Commission should provide a motion that identifies the Finding(s) 

that cannot be made and gives the reasons for the inability to make said 
Finding(s).  

  
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
1. The applicant is responsible for reimbursing the City for all costs associated with 

processing the application. Responsibility: City Clerk to place receipt in conditions 
compliance folder prior to map recordation. 

 
2. Recommendations of the City Engineer shall be required to be met prior to 

certification of the Lot Line Adjustment Map. Responsibility: City Engineer prior to map 
recordation. 

 
3. The application is responsible for submitting applications and fees for both septic 

systems prior to recordation of the Lot Line Adjustment Map. Responsibility: City 
Clerk to verify prior to map recordation. 
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             Filed: February 12, 2021 
 Staff: Trever Parker 

   Staff Report: February 26, 2021 
  Commission Hearing Date: March 17, 2021 

     Commission Action:   
     

STAFF REPORT: CITY OF TRINIDAD 
 
APPLICATION NO: 2021-03 
 
APPLICANT / OWNER(S): Russel Reiner 
 
AGENT: Andrew Zappettini 
 
PROJECT LOCATION: 170 Scenic 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  
Design Review and Coastal Development Permit for a partially completed remodel of 
and addition to an existing 2-story, 2-bedroom, 2,386 sq. ft. single family-residence. The 
project includes conversion of a 552 sq. ft. garage to a family room, conversion of a 209 
sq. ft. storage area to a sunroom, a 94 sq. ft. addition to the sunroom area, and removal 
of 136 sq. ft. woodshed/storage area, for a total increase in living area of 855 sq. ft., and 
a 42 sq. ft. reduction in the footprint, resulting in a 3,241 sq. ft. residence. 
 
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER: 042-141-003 
 
ZONING: SR – Suburban Residential / SE – Special 

Environment 
 
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: SR – Suburban Residential / SE – Special 

Environment 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: Categorically Exempt from CEQA per §15301 

exempting alterations of and minor additions to 
existing structures. 

APPEAL STATUS:  
Planning Commission action on a Coastal Development Permit, Variance, Conditional 
Use Permit, and/or Design Review approval application will become final 10 working 
days after the date that the Coastal Commission receives a “Notice of Action Taken” 
from the City unless an appeal to the City Council is filed in the office of the City Clerk 
at that time. Furthermore, this project is _X_ / is not ___ appealable to the Coastal 
Commission per the City’s certified LCP, and may be appealable per Section 30603 of 
the Coastal Act. 
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SITE CHARACTERISTICS: 
 
The project is located on an approximately 55,000 sq. ft. lot that extends from Scenic 
Drive to the beach. The site borders the City limits and Trinidad Rancheria to the east. 
The property is currently developed with a 2,386 sq. ft., 2-story, 2-bedroom residence. 
The house sits atop a relatively flat, large “rock block” with steep slopes to the north 
and south, and the exposed rock face to the west. The existing residence occupies a 
portion of a narrow ridge with a gentle slope gradient. Drainage is generally towards 
the west and has been carefully managed over the years. The upper portion of the 
property is zoned SR – Suburban Residential and mapped on Plate 3 of the General Plan 
as being “questionably stable.” The lower portion of the property, below the break in 
slope and consisting of a narrow strip leading to the coast, is zoned SE – Special 
Environment and mapped as being “unstable.” The residence is served by a 2-bedroom 
septic system. 
 
STAFF COMMENTS: 
 
In October 2020, the City was alerted to unpermitted work occurring on this property. 
The Building Inspector followed up, placing a stop-work-order on the project. The new 
decking had been partially completed, and some interior and exterior demolition work 
had started. Since then, the owner and contractor have been working with the Building 
Inspector to determine which parts of the project just needed building permits, and 
which parts also needed planning approval. Some of the interior remodeling of existing 
living space does not need planning approval, but the exterior changes and conversions 
of garage/storage spaces to living spaces constitutes development requiring a Coastal 
Development Permit and/or Design Review. Once that was established, it took time to 
put together the application materials for the planning review, including completion of 
a geologic evaluation.  
 
Referrals were sent to the City Engineer, Building Inspector, County Division of 
Environmental Health (DEH) and Coastal Commission. No comments or concerns were 
brought up in the referral process.  
 
Project Description     
 
The house was originally constructed in 1975 and has had a number of additions 
approved by the City over the years. These additions have resulted in various geologic 
and septic evaluations and recordation of easements, agreements and deed restrictions, 
which are further described in this staff report. Previous additions including the 
following: 

• 80 sq. ft. addition to an existing bathroom; 1992; no permit # 
• 265 sq. ft., second story addition to an existing bedroom; an additional bathroom 

was included in the addition; 2001; permit # 2001-03 
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• 384 sq. ft. addition of an art studio above the garage; 2003; permit # 2003-01 
The current project results in a substantial increase in the living area of the residence, 
with a decrease in the footprint of existing buildings. The project also includes a 
substantial increase in the square footage of outdoor decking. Specifically, the project 
includes the following improvements: 

• Conversion of an existing 552 sq. ft. garage to a family room 
• Conversion of an existing (potentially unpermitted) 209 sq. ft.  

sunroom/storage/workshop area to a sunroom 
• A 94 sq. ft. addition to the new sunroom area 
• Removal of a 139 sq. ft. storage area 
• Addition of 735 sq. ft. of new deck 
• Various interior remodeling 

 
Potential Conflicts of Interest 
None known; no Commissioners live or own property within 300 ft. of the project.  
 
 
ZONING ORDINANCE / GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY 
 
The property where the structure is located is zoned SR – Suburban Residential. The lot 
itself has both SR and SE – Special Environment Zoning. The purpose of the SR zone is 
to allow low-density residential development consistent with nearby development and 
any site limitations; single-family residences are a principally permitted use 
(§17.28.020). The minimum lot size allowed in the SR zone is 20,000 sq. ft. (§17.28.040), 
and the maximum density is one dwelling per 20,000 sq. ft. of lot area (§17.28.050). The 
existing lot is approximately 55,000 sq. ft. 
 
According to the site plan and application materials, the floor area of the proposed 
residence, as defined by the Zoning Ordinance Sec. 17.08.310, will be 3,241 sq. ft., which 
is well above the maximum guideline of 2,000 sq. ft. suggested in Design Criterion H 
(§17.60.040), which includes the caveat: “unless they are designed and situated in such a way 
that their bulk is not obtrusive.” In this case, very little change is being made to the 
exterior of the structure, and the existing footprint will be somewhat reduced.  
 
Another measure that the Planning Commission uses as a standard is a 25% maximum 
floor-to-lot area ratio even though it is not codified; this number is based on the fact that 
2,000 sq. ft. is 25% of an 8,000 sq. ft. lot. In the SR/SE Zone, that ratio would more 
appropriately be 10% (2,000 sq. ft. on a 20,000 sq. ft. lot). In this case, the residential 
floor area ratio will be 5.9% (see Table 1). 
 
The maximum height allowed in the SR zone (Zoning Ordinance §17.28.070) is 25 feet, 
(measured from the average ground level elevation covered by the structure to the 
highest point of the roof, §17.56.100), except that the Commission may require a lesser 
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height in order to protect views. The maximum height of the remodeled structure will 
not change.  
 

TABLE 1 – AREAS* 
 EXISTING PROPOSED 
LOT AREA  55,034 sq. ft. 55,034 sq. ft. 
   
RESIDENCE FLOOR AREA   
First Floor (w/out sunroom) 1,480 sq. ft. 2,032 sq. ft. 
Sunroom 0 sq. ft. 303 sq. ft. 
Second Floor 906 sq. ft. 906 sq. ft. 
Total Residence 2,386 sq. ft. 3,241 sq. ft. 
   
OTHER FLOOR AREA   
Garage 552 sq. ft.  0 sq. ft.  
Workshop 209 sq. ft.  0 sq. ft.  
Shed/storage 139 sq. ft.  0 sq. ft.  
Total Other 900 sq. ft.  0 sq. ft.  
   
Deck 844 sq. ft. 1,579 sq. ft. 
   
FOOTPRINT   
Total Building Footprint 2,380 sq. ft.  2,335 sq. ft. 
   
FLOOR TO LOT AREA RATIOS   
Residence  4.3% 5.9% 
Footprint 4.3% 4.2% 

 
*The City does not have a record of permits for the workshop and storage areas (the 
workshop is proposed to be converted into a sunroom, and the storage area/woodshed 
is proposed to be removed). The space shows up on plans between the 1992 and 2001 
projects. The City’s records are not always complete, especially for building permits, or 
it could just be a difference in the level of detail in the different site plans, or it could be 
a space that evolved over time. Regardless, that entire structure will be removed and/or 
replaced as part of this permit. If it was not permitted, then that would equate to a 303 
sq. ft. increase in the footprint of the residence, rather than 94 sq. ft. decrease. 
 
The Zoning Ordinance (§ 17.56.180) requires two off-street parking spaces other than 
any garage spaces for single-family dwellings. Each parking space is required to be 18’ 
long and 8.5’ wide. There is more than enough room for two vehicles within the existing 
paved parking area. Therefore, parking requirements are met.  
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The SR zone (§17.28.060) requires minimum yards of front-30 ft., rear-20 ft., and side-10 
ft. The parcel is oddly shaped. The front lot line would the one along Scenic Drive. The 
rear line would probably be the one(s) facing southwest. But the smallest setback 
between the building and a property line is 36.5 ft., so setbacks are clearly met anyway. 
 
Minimal grading is required for the project. This site is already connected to services 
and utilities, and these will not change. Exterior materials and colors will also remain 
the same.  
 
The Trinidad General Plan and Zoning Ordinance protect importance public coastal 
views from roads, trails and vista points and private views from inside residences 
located uphill from a proposed project from significant obstruction. Due to the project’s 
location and the minor external changes proposed, there is minimal potential to impact 
views from residences located adjacent to or above the structure. Elevations have been 
provided for this project, and the neighbors have been notified.  
 
SE Zone Requirements 
 
Although the residence is not located within the SE Zone, a portion of the property is 
designated SE, therefore, some of the standards apply. 
 
17.20.070 Requirements in tsunami hazard area. 
The residence is well above the tsunami zone. 
 
17.20.080 Requirements for structures on ocean bluffs 
This section prohibits most structures from being located on bluff faces. The proposed 
improvements are all located above the bluff edge. 
 
17.20.090 Requirements for development on slopes near bluffs 
This section includes several stipulations as follows: 
 
A. This subsection does not allow buildings within 30 ft. of the edge of a bluff. As 
described in the geologic assessment prepared for this project, the rockface that the 
structure is adjacent to is not a coastal bluff and is not in substantial danger of erosion 
or retreat. 
 
B. This subsection requires that grading be the minimum necessary to complete the 
project; this project primarily utilizes existing building space, so minimal grading is 
proposed. 
 
C. This subsection does not allow structures on slopes greater than 20%. The location of 
the structure is relatively flat. 
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D. This subsection requires the development areas to be identified in the Use Permit 
and staked prior to construction. This is not applicable, because the structure is not 
located in the SE zone.  
 
E. This subsection limits excavation prior to Planning Commission approval of the 
staked development area. This is not applicable, because the structure is not located in 
the SE zone. 
 
F. This subsection requires construction of access road prior to bringing building 
materials to the site. In this case, the access road already exists. 
 
G. This subsection protects existing vegetation outside the development area. See 
section 17.20.120 below. 
 
H. This subsection requires that improvements minimize vegetation removal, alteration 
of natural landforms and adverse impacts on scenic qualities.  
 
17.20.100 Requirements for development in stream protection areas 
This section does not apply. There is no watercourse on the property.  
 
17.20.110 Requirements in Tsurai Study Area 
The project site is not within or near the Tsurai Study Area.  
 
17.20.120 Requirements for open space protection 
This subsection applies to new development and is closely related to §17.56.150 (Public 
access to the shoreline) and General Plan Policy 65. Section 17.20.120 requires areas 
within the SE zone, but outside of the construction area to be preserved through an 
open space easement. Both sections 17.20.120 and 17.56.150 also require granting of a 
public access easement along the beach between the mean high tide line and the 
landward edge of vegetation. Both an open space and public access easement have been 
previously recorded on this parcel as part of past development approvals.  
 
17.20.130 Determination of development feasibility 
This section requires a report by a registered geologist or certified engineering geologist 
for any development within areas designated as “unstable” or of “questionable 
stability” as mapped on Plate 3 of the General Plan. The structure is within the 
“questionable stability” area. The Planning Commission must find that the proposed 
development “will not significantly increase erosion and slope instability and that any 
potential adverse impacts have been mitigated to the maximum extent feasible.” The 
geologic report must be based on an onsite inspection and address all aspects of the 
project. In this case, the report considered the entire residence and building site, but 
focused on the expanded deck and sunroom. The overall conclusions of the report 
found that the development would neither cause or increase geologic hazards, nor 
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would it be subject to substantial geologic hazards; the report included the following 
specific conclusions.  
 
• The residence at 170 Scenic Drive is a unique structure from a geologic, regulatory, and 

certainly aesthetic standpoint.  
• We conclude that the structure at 170 Scenic Drive is more than 50 feet from the coastal 

bluff, which we take to occur south and west of the site, below residences occupying a lower 
terrace surface. 

• The proposed deck expansion does not appear to be subject to substantial geologic hazards; 
the construction is largely occurring within previously disturbed areas as in-fill of the pre-
existing deck.  As such, exposure to geologic hazards is essentially equivalent to the existing 
deck structure that has been in place without significant impact for many years.  Over time, 
we expect the proposed deck expansion to be a benign improvement with a low potential to 
impact the surrounding geologic setting.   

• Removal of the dilapidated outboard portion of the pre-existing storage area is a favorable 
improvement, as it was built at the crest of the steep valley wall slope bordering the north 
side of the developed area.  Improvements to develop the proposed sunroom will bear on an 
existing perimeter foundation, which is appropriate as it is adequately setback from the 
adjacent slope.  The proposed expansion of the sunroom occurs on the landward side, 
encroaching into the paved driveway, and is not exposed to geologic hazards.   

• As described above, the residence is surrounded on three sides by steep slopes that directly 
border the developed area.  It is, therefore, of critical importance to carefully manage these 
areas.  Existing landscaping and drainage appear to have been effective in the past and 
should be maintained at a high level.  Concentrated runoff, grading, placement of sidecast fill 
soils or other waste, or other potentially disruptive activities should be avoided on the 
adjacent slopes.    

• The rock face below the residence will provide an ongoing, unavoidable rock fall hazard.  
Periodic, continued maintenance of the slope is appropriate, primarily to manage vegetation 
(pampas grass and so on) on the slope.   

• This assessment does not include evaluation of the integrity of the overall rock mass 
underlying the site.  Historically, the mass has experienced only shallow block falls from the 
exposed seaward face, and there is no visible sign to suggest a substantial potential for more 
significant failures.  However, an assessment of global rock stability would require additional 
work that is beyond the scope of this investigation.   

 
SLOPE STABILITY: 
 
As noted above, the project site is mapped as being of “questionable stability” on Plate 3 
of the General Plan. The structure can be found to have met the geologic requirements 
of the City’s LCP as described above.  
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The project is also located within the Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone. However, single-family, 
wood-frame dwellings up to two stories are exempt from the Alquist-Priolo Special 
Studies Zone Act.  
 
SEWAGE DISPOSAL: 
 
The residence is served by an existing onsite sewage disposal system (OWTS) that was 
installed in 1974. The system was upgraded in 2001 to add a reserve area. The OWTS is 
an older system and located under pavement along the eastern side of the parking area. 
However, it is generally a standard system and functioning satisfactorily. The project 
will not increase flows to the system, nor encroach into the leachfield or reserve area. A 
deed restriction limiting the residence to two bedrooms has already been recorded as 
part of a previous approval. An OWTS operating permit was obtained by the previous 
owner, which the project applicant will need to have transferred into their name. 
However, the City’s OWTS Management Program does not require any upgrades or 
alterations to the system.  
 
 
LANDSCAPING AND FENCING: 
 
This project does not involve any new landscaping or fencing. An open space easement 
has already been recorded that protects undeveloped portions of the site from further 
disturbance.  
 
 
DESIGN REVIEW / VIEW PROTECTION FINDINGS: 
 
Because the project proposes exterior alterations to the existing structure and is not 
exempt (§17.72.070.C) from a CDP, §17.60.030 of the zoning ordinance requires Design 
Review and View Preservation Findings to be made. The required findings are written 
in a manner to allow approval, without endorsing the project. However, if conflicting 
information is submitted at the public hearing, or public comment received indicating 
that views, for instance, may be significantly impacted, or the structure proposed is 
obtrusive, the findings should be reworded accordingly.  
 
Design Review Criteria 
 
A. The alteration of natural landforms caused by cutting, filling, and grading shall be minimal. 

Structures should be designed to fit the site rather than altering the landform to 
accommodate the structure. Response: Little to no grading is required for the proposed 
project. The deck extensions require some new footings, and the sunroom addition 
will be located within an existing paved and level area.    
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B. Structures in, or adjacent to, open space areas should be constructed of materials that 
reproduce natural colors and textures as closely as possible. Response: The project is not 
located adjacent to any open space area, but may be visible from the coastline and 
ocean. The materials and colors of the new construction will match those of the 
existing structure, which were chosen to blend with the site.  

 
C. Materials and colors used in construction shall be selected for the compatibility both with the 

structural system of the building and with the appearance of the building’s natural and man-
made surroundings. Preset architectural styles (e.g. standard fast food restaurant designs) 
shall be avoided. Response: The materials and colors of the new construction will 
match those of the existing structure, which were chosen to blend with the site. 

 
D. Plant materials should be used to integrate the manmade and natural environments to screen 

or soften the visual impact of new development, and to provide diversity in developed areas. 
Attractive vegetation common to the area shall be used. Response: No changes in 
landscaping are proposed at this time. Much of the property is already heavily 
vegetated. The structure is not readily visible from most public viewing locations. 
Screening can be found to be unnecessary.  

 
E. On-premise signs should be designed as an integral part of the structure and should 

complement or enhance the appearance of new development. Response: No new signs are 
proposed as part of this project.  
 

F. New development should include underground utility service connections. When above 
ground facilities are the only alternative, they should follow the least visible route, be well 
designed, simple and unobtrusive in appearance, have a minimum of bulk and make use of 
compatible colors and materials. Response: No change to the existing utilities is 
proposed, which are located under the existing driveway from Scenic Dr. 

 
G. Off-premise signs needed to direct visitors to commercial establishments, as allowed herein, 

should be well designed and be clustered at appropriate locations. Sign clusters should be a 
single design theme. Response: No off-premise signs are proposed as part of this 
project. 

 
H. When reviewing the design of commercial or residential buildings, the committee shall 

ensure that the scale, bulk, orientation, architectural character of the structure and related 
improvements are compatible with the rural, uncrowded, rustic, unsophisticated, small, 
casual open character of the community. In particular: 
1. Residences of more than two thousand square feet in floor area and multiple family 

dwellings or commercial buildings of more than four thousand square feet in floor area 
shall be considered out of scale with the community unless they are designed and situated 
in such a way that their bulk is not obtrusive. Response: The square footage of the 
remodeled residence will be 3,241 sq. ft. However, the additional square footage 
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is primarily the result of converting existing space within the structure to living 
space, and will actually result in a decrease in the footprint of existing structures. 

2. Residential and commercial developments involving multiple dwelling or business units 
should utilize clusters of smaller structures with sufficient open space between them 
instead of a consolidated structure. Response: The project does not involve multiple 
units.  

 
View Protection 
 
A. Structures visible from the beach or a public trail in an open space area should be made as 

visually unobtrusive as possible. Response: Although the structure is located close to 
the coastline, it is not readily visible from many locations. Trees and other 
vegetation screen the structure from most locations within Trinidad. It may be 
visible from Trinidad Bay and parts of Trinidad Head, but only minor changes are 
proposed and the proposed materials and colors will blend in with the site.  

 
B. Structures, including fences over three feet high and signs, and landscaping of new 

development, shall not be allowed to significantly block views of the harbor, Little Trinidad 
Head, Trinidad Head or the ocean from public roads, trails, and vista points, except as 
provided in subdivision 3 of this subsection. Response: Due to the project’s location and 
the topography of the site, the structure does not have the potential to block public 
views.  

 
C. The committee shall recognize that owners of vacant lots in the SR and UR zones, which are 

otherwise suitable for construction of a residence, are entitled to construct a residence of at 
least fifteen feet in height and one thousand five hundred square feet in floor area, residences 
of greater height as permitted in the applicable zone, or greater floor area shall not be allowed 
if such residence would significantly block views identified in subdivision 2 of this 
subsection. Regardless of the height or floor area of the residence, the committee, in order to 
avoid significant obstruction of the important views, may require, where feasible, that the 
residence be limited to one story; be located anywhere on the lot even if this involves the 
reduction or elimination of required yards or the pumping of septic tank wastewater to an 
uphill leach field, or the use of some other type of wastewater treatment facility: and adjust 
the length-width-height relationship and orientation of the structure so that it prevents the 
least possible view obstruction. Response: The project will not be located on a vacant 
lot, and due to the project location and topography, the structure does not have the 
potential to block private views. 

 
D. If a residence is removed or destroyed by fire or other means on a lot that is otherwise usable, 

the owner shall be entitled to construct a residence in the same location with an exterior 
profile not exceeding that of the previous residence even if such a structure would again 
significantly obstruct public views of important scenes, provided any other nonconforming 
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conditions are corrected. Response: There was no residence that was destroyed by fire 
associated with this project. 

 
E. The Tsurai Village site, the Trinidad Cemetery, the Holy Trinity Church and the Memorial 

Lighthouse are important historic resources. Any landform alterations or structural 
construction within one hundred feet of the Tsurai Study Area, as defined in the Trinidad 
general plan, or within one hundred feet of the lots on which identified historical resources 
are located shall be reviewed to ensure that public views are not obstructed and that 
development does not crowd them and thereby reduce their distinctiveness or subject them to 
abuse or hazards. Response: The proposed project is not within 100 feet of the Holy 
Trinity Church, the Memorial Lighthouse, the Tsurai Study Area, or the Cemetery.  

 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Based on the above analysis, the project can be found to be consistent with the City’s 
Zoning Ordinance, General Plan, Coastal Act, and other applicable policies and 
regulations. Therefore, the necessary findings for granting approval of the project can 
be made. If the Planning Commission agrees with staff’s analysis, a proposed motion 
might be similar to the following:  
 
Based on application materials, information and findings included in this Staff Report, 
and based on public testimony, I move to adopt the information and required Design 
Review, View Protection, and other findings in this staff report and approve the project 
as submitted in the application, as described in this staff report, and as conditioned 
herein. 
 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION ALTERNATIVES 
 
If the Planning Commission does not agree with staff’s analysis, or if information is 
presented during the hearing that conflicts with the information contained in the staff 
report, the Planning Commission has several alternatives. 

A.  Add conditions of approval to address any specific concerns on the part of the 
Commission or the public. 

B.  Delay action / continue the hearing to obtain further information. 
• In this case, the Planning Commission should specify any additional 

information required from staff or the applicant and / or suggestions on how 
to modify the project and / or conditions of approval. 

C.  Denial of the project. 
• The Planning Commission should provide a motion that identifies the 

Finding(s) that can not be made and giving the reasons for the inability to 
make said Finding(s). 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
1. The applicant is responsible for reimbursing the City for all costs associated with 

processing the application. Because work was started without appropriate permits, 
these fees shall be doubled per the Planning Commission’s After-the-Fact Permit 
Policy. Responsibility: Building Inspector prior to building permits being issued and/or 
prior to final inspections as appropriate. 

 
2. Based on the findings that community values may change in a year’s time, approval 

of this Design Review is for a one-year period starting at the effective date and 
expiring thereafter unless the project has been initiated through issuance of a 
building permit or an extension is requested from the Planning Commission prior to 
that time. Responsibility: Building Inspector prior to building permits being issued.  

 
3. Any construction related activities are to occur in a manner that incorporates storm 

water runoff and erosion control measures as necessary in order to protect water 
quality considerations near the bluffs. Specific water quality goals include, but are 
not limited to: 

  a. Limiting sediment loss resulting from construction 
  b. Limiting the extent and duration of land disturbing activities 
  c. Replacing vegetation as soon as possible 
  d. Maintaining natural drainage conditions 

Responsibility: Building Inspector to confirm prior building permits being issued. 
 
4. Recommended conditions of the City Building Inspector shall be required to be met 

as part of the building permit application submittal. Grading and drainage will need 
to be specifically addressed at the time of building permit application. Responsibility: 
Building Inspector prior to building permits being issued. 

 
5. All construction activity shall minimize the removal of vegetation, minimize altera-

tion of natural landforms and adverse impacts on the scenic qualities of the area. 
Responsibility: Building Official to verify prior to final project sign off. 
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CIVIL ENGINEERING • ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES • GEOSCIENCES • PLANNING • SURVEYING   

Reference:  021010 
 
February 11, 2021 
 
Russell Reiner 
c/o Andrew Zappettini 
2856 Gunn Court 
Redding, CA  96001  
 

Subject: Engineering Geologic Assessment of Proposed Improvements, 170 
Scenic Drive, Trinidad, California 

 
Russell Reiner: 
 
As requested, SHN is providing this letter report to document our engineering geologic assessment of 
proposed improvements at your residence at 170 Scenic Drive (Assessor’s parcel number [APN] 042-
141-018) in Trinidad, California.  The improvements relevant to this assessment consist of additional 
decking on the exterior of the home and improvements at the north end of the residence, including 
extension of an existing storage area by 7 feet into the driveway to create a new “sunroom.”  Interior 
remodeling is also occurring but is not relevant to this evaluation of engineering geologic impacts.  We 
understand that the work constitutes development that requires a Coastal Development Permit (CDP).  
Because of the setting of the residence, it has been identified in the City of Trinidad General Plan as 
being potentially “unstable”; therefore, the proposed improvements require this assessment of geologic 
hazards.  We understand the proximity of the coastal bluff relative to the proposed improvements is 
also a relevant factor; therefore, this assessment includes an evaluation of the location of the bluff. 
 
The scope of our investigation included review of geologic literature and aerial photographs, review of 
design plans, and a site reconnaissance that occurred on January 6, 2021.  We note we have previously 
visited the subject residence, and adjacent properties, so we have had the opportunity to see the area 
over a period of several years.   
 

Geologic Setting 
The residence at 170 Scenic Drive is a unique site, one of a very few of its kind on the north coast.  
Bedrock in the region is the central belt of the Franciscan Complex (Cretaceous age), a tectonic mélange 
characterized by a “block-in-matrix” texture consisting of pervasively sheared “matrix” material (sheared 
argillite) containing a chaotic mixture of heterogeneous rock “blocks.”  The blocks range in size from 
small to mountain-scale; Trinidad Head represents the most visible mélange block in the region.  The 
residence at 170 Scenic Drive is built atop one such rock block. 
 
The property is west of Scenic Drive and is accessed by a private driveway.  The primary feature of the 
property is a tall, steep-sided rock mass with its seaward (western) face largely exposed, forming a 30+ 
foot high near-vertical cliff.  The other three sides of the block (north, east, and south sides) are buried 
by mélange matrix and a veneer of sandy marine terrace sediments (these are late 
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Pleistocene in age).  Slopes to the north and south of the residence are forested and both are relatively 
steep (>65%).  At the residence, several feet of terrace sands are apparent capping the rock block.  The 
residence is built atop the rock mass, in close proximity to the steep seaward-facing rock face.   
 
Marine terraces are common in the Trinidad area, representing erosional surfaces associated with 
previous high sea level stands.  As the area is subject to regional tectonic uplift, the landscape is etched 
with a series of older terraces that form topographic “steps” (benches).  Several of these are evident in 
the project vicinity, providing relevant information toward the interpretation of the location of the 
“coastal bluff.”   
 
To the south and southwest of the subject property, directly below the rock block, a relatively low 
marine terrace surface (elevation of 60 to 70 feet) is present.  This surface is occupied by a paved 
driveway and residential structures.  These lower residences are water-front sites occupying the 
seaward edge of the low marine terrace.  The rock block underlying 170 Scenic Drive is essentially a 
resistant block at the toe of the terrace riser leading to the next-higher terrace surface (underlying Cher-
Ae Heights Rancheria and Baker Ranch).   
 

Location of the Coastal Bluff 
The “coastal bluff,” as defined in coastal planning terminology, is the geomorphic area representing the 
seaward-facing slope between a marine terrace or upland area and the sea.  This is effectively the area 
subject to coastal processes that is subject to “retreat” when the ocean encroaches upon the coastal 
bluff.   
 
By definition, the “coastal bluff” is limited to the seaward-facing slope below the lowest marine terrace 
when a sequence of such terraces is present.  Therefore, at the project site, the coastal bluff occurs on 
the seaward-facing slope below the lower terrace downhill of the site (seaward of the lower driveway 
and residences).  Given that the rock mass at 170 Scenic Drive is interpreted as a resistant feature within 
the riser leading to the “Baker Ranch terrace,” it not considered a part of the “coastal bluff.”   
 
Relative to the pertinent coastal requirements, the subject residence is in excess of 50 feet from the 
coastal bluff, as it occurs west of the site.  We take the specific location of the crest of the coastal bluff 
west of the site to be the heads of active earthflows that we are aware of in the residential area on the 
lower terrace. 
 

Geologic Hazard Assessment 
We assessed potential geologic impacts relative to the proposed improvements, and their potential 
impacts to the surrounding geologic setting, during our site reconnaissance.  At the time of our site visit, 
footings for the decks had already been constructed and considerable demolition had been completed 
on the north end of the structure, where remodeling is proposed.  A dilapidated woodshed on the north 
end of the structure had been removed prior to our most recent site visit.   
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As noted above, we have visited the subject area previously over the past several years.  This includes a 
site visit following a rock fall that occurred on the seaward-facing rock face below the site several years 
ago, above the driveway that accesses the residences below.  That rockfall impacted a localized area of 
weathered rock and an accumulation of brush and pampas grass.  Based on recommendations at the 
time, additional weathered rock and excess vegetation were removed to reduce the potential for future 
failures.   
 
As described above, the residence at 170 Scenic Drive is a unique site–it is situated on a rock block with 
a steep (near-vertical) seaward face.  Because of the location on a large rock mass, the development of 
the residence (in 1974) was made feasible by the ability to (reportedly) anchor the structure into rock.  
The site is bordered to the north and south by steep slopes as well, so the residence occupies a narrow 
piece of land that requires careful management to protect the limited veneer of soils surrounding the 
residence.  Over the years that I have observed the site, there has been little change to the surrounding 
slopes, as well-maintained landscaping and drainage have been in place. 
 
In general, we observed that the proposed deck expansion occurred in areas with minimal potential for 
impacts.  The areas are essentially in-filling along the existing deck layout and do not involve disturbance 
in areas not previously associated with low retaining walls or paved areas.  As the footings were in place 
at the time of our inspection, we were able to observe the distribution and size of the individual piers 
and evaluate their potential impact.  
  
Removal of the outboard portion of the dilapidated storage area at the north end of the residence is a 
favorable improvement, as it was built at the crest of the steep valley wall slope with shallow footings in 
loose soils.  We understand current plans call for development of a “sunroom” over the remainder of the 
previous storage area, which will be limited to the areas bearing on an existing perimeter foundation, 
which appears suitable based on its setback from the valley wall slope.  The 7-foot addition to the 
proposed sunroom occurs on the landward side of the structure, extending into the driveway, and is, 
therefore, not a consideration herein.   
 
We reviewed the exposed rock face below the site to evaluate its condition relative to ongoing 
maintenance.  The condition of the rock face appears improved relative to previous site visits as less 
weathered rock and vegetation/brush was present on the exposed rock face. It is clear, however, that an 
inherent rock fall hazard remains below the face regardless of maintenance; it is after all, a near-vertical 
face of jointed, fractured rock subject to localized block falls.  At the time of our visit, the area below the 
rock face had signage excluding parking.  
  

Conclusions and Recommendations 
• The residence at 170 Scenic Drive is a unique structure from a geologic, regulatory, and certainly 

aesthetic standpoint.   

• We conclude that the structure at 170 Scenic Drive is more than 50 feet from the coastal bluff, 
which we take to occur south and west of the site, below residences occupying a lower terrace 
surface. 
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• The proposed deck expansion does not appear to be subject to substantial geologic hazards; the 
construction is largely occurring within previously disturbed areas as in-fill of the pre-existing 
deck.  As such, exposure to geologic hazards is essentially equivalent to the existing deck 
structure that has been in place without significant impact for many years.  Over time, we expect 
the proposed deck expansion to be a benign improvement with a low potential to impact the 
surrounding geologic setting.   

• Removal of the dilapidated outboard portion of the pre-existing storage area is a favorable 
improvement, as it was built at the crest of the steep valley wall slope bordering the north side 
of the developed area.  Improvements to develop the proposed sunroom will bear on an 
existing perimeter foundation, which is appropriate as it is adequately setback from the adjacent 
slope.  The proposed expansion of the sunroom occurs on the landward side, encroaching into 
the paved driveway, and is not exposed to geologic hazards.   

• As described above, the residence is surrounded on three sides by steep slopes that directly 
border the developed area.  It is, therefore, of critical importance to carefully manage these 
areas.  Existing landscaping and drainage appear to have been effective in the past and should 
be maintained at a high level.  Concentrated runoff, grading, placement of sidecast fill soils or 
other waste, or other potentially disruptive activities should be avoided on the adjacent slopes.   

• The rock face below the residence will provide an ongoing, unavoidable rock fall hazard.  
Periodic, continued maintenance of the slope is appropriate, primarily to manage vegetation 
(pampas grass and so on) on the slope.   

• This assessment does not include evaluation of the integrity of the overall rock mass underlying 
the site.  Historically, the mass has experienced only shallow block falls from the exposed 
seaward face, and there is no visible sign to suggest a substantial potential for more significant 
failures.  However, an assessment of global rock stability would require additional work that is 
beyond the scope of this investigation.   

 

Closure 
This engineering geologic evaluation is focused on improvements that are being proposed at the time of 
the preparation of this report.  The intent is to provide information necessary to inform planning 
decisions relative to regulatory requirements.  This report should not be construed as an assessment for 
future improvements or for other parts of the property not relevant to the assessment described 
herein.   
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We trust that this report provides the information that you need at this time.  If you require additional 
information, or clarification of the information herein, please do not hesitate to contact our office at 
(707) 441-8855. 
 
Respectfully, 

SHN  
 

 
 
Gary D. Simpson, CEG 
Geosciences Director/Sr. Engineering Geologist 
 
GDS:lam 
 
 

2/11/21 
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