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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 JUNE 16th, 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 Zoom platform. 
 

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 Zoom 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: 
Join from PC, Mac, Linux, iOS or Android: 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82634633461?pwd=dzF6NkF2Y20xRW5xTTZ3blRUaEVWdz09 
Password: 249029 

 
To phone in, dial 866-434-5269 (toll free); Conference Code: 915646 

 
 
 
 
I. ROLL CALL 
 
II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – May 19, 2021 
 
III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 
IV. ITEMS FROM THE FLOOR 
 
V. AGENDA ITEMS 

The following items will be discussed: 

Posted: June 11, 2021 

mailto:azetter@trinidad.ca.gov
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82634633461?pwd=dzF6NkF2Y20xRW5xTTZ3blRUaEVWdz09
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Discussion / Decision / Public Hearing / Action 
 
1. Civic Club 2021-05: Design Review, Use Permit, and Grading Permit for a new 

permanent foundation and associated improvements for the Trinidad Memorial 
Lighthouse in approximately its current location. Located at: Trinidad Harbor; APN: 
042-071-008 

 
2. ADU Ordinance: Continued discussion and decision on amending the City’s non-

certified ADU ordinance (#2012-02) to meet State housing laws and the Coastal Act 
while addressing local conditions and constraints. Continued from the May 16 meeting. 

 
3. STR Ordinance Review: Continued review and discussion of the City’s STR 

Ordinance (2016-03) per §17.56.190.S of the ordinance. Continued from the May 16 
meeting. 

 
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 
• TMP incorporation into the GP 

 
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 REGULAR MEETING OF THE TRINIDAD PLANNING COMMISSION 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 19, 2021 VIA ZOOM 

 
I. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL (6:00 pm) 

Commissioners Present: Hopkins, Stockness, Hakenen, Johnson, Kelly 
City Planner Staff: Parker 
City Staff: Zetter, Naffah 
 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
April 08, 2021  
Page 2 of 6 – “There was a general consensus to keep this section general, as some 
information can and will go out of date.” 
 
Page 3 of 6 – “Commissioner Hakenen agreed that there is a truck traffic in town that needs 
to be managed.” 
 
Page 3 of 6 – “Hopkins suggested the City learn from the HSU Marine Lab’s hydrogen 
fueling station. (However, it has been relocated)” 
 
Page 4 of 6 – “Commissioner Johnson suggested reviewing what other small, rural 
communities do. (Stockness noted that smoke does settle in the winter months.)” 
 
Motion (Stockness/Hakenen) to approve the minutes as amended. Passed (5-0). Passed 
unanimously.  
 
April 21, 2021  
Page 4 of 5 – “Parker confirmed it would be up to the City Council, and added that she 
doesn’t think it’s likely that the City would abandon the line, because it is part of an 
important loop.” 
 
Motion (Johnson/Hopkins) to approve the minutes as amended. Passed (5-0). Passed 
unanimously.  
 

III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
Approval by acclamation. Agenda modified: STR Ordinance Review moved to be the first 
agenda item.  
 

IV. ITEMS FROM THE FLOOR 
R. Johnson (Greater Trinidad Area - Baker Ranch resident) noted there have been multiple 
discussions in the past several weeks regarding the issue of whether or not the City 
should expand. He recommended that, in the near future, there be a detailed discussion 
at the City Council level in order to give the public the ability to weigh in.  
 
P. Levine (Greater Trinidad Area – Mill Creek resident) questioned if the City is considering 
expanding into the sphere of influence. She opined that it would be a disservice to the 
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people in the area, as the creeks those residents depend on to supplement their wells, are 
just susceptible to drought.  
 

V. AGENDA ITEMS 
Discussion/Decision/Public Hearing/Action 
 
1. STR Ordinance Review: Initial review and discussion of the City’s STR Ordinance 

(2016-03) per §17.56.190.S of the ordinance. 
 
Staff report 
City Planner Parker stated that the City Council voted at their May meeting to request 
the Planning Commission expedite the review of the STR Ordinance. She provided a brief 
overview of the steps the City took to develop the ordinance. Additionally, the City 
Council formed the STR Advisory Committee, who haven’t made substantial 
recommendations on revising the ordinance. Staff feels that the current ordinance is 
working well. She added that complaints are rare, as only one was received in 2020 and 
none have been received in 2021.  
 
Parker expressed a concern over how much time could be spent on reviewing the 
ordinance, considering other current priorities and the amount of time that went into 
developing the existing ordinance. She also summarized the current status of STRs and 
caps. Parker also noted the substantial T.O.T. revenue brought into the City, along with 
the need for overnight accommodations, which is a Coastal Act priority. She advised that 
the STR Advisory Committee will be meeting in June 2021, where the the intent is to make 
some recommendations on the ordinance. 
 
Commissioner Comments/Questions 
Commissioner Stockness noted her appreciation of the map provided. She also voiced 
her concern regarding the number of STRs in the Planned Development zone (PD) and 
expressed support for a cap in said zone. She made note of the multiple STRs around the 
Trinidad Bay Eatery. Parker clarified that there are only two STRs located on that block, 
one zoned C (Commercial) and one zoned PD.  
 
As a member of the STR Advisory Committee, she advised the Commission that the 
Committee wants a definition for the Meet and Greet added to the ordinance. She 
explained the rationale behind the requirement. She also advised that the Committee 
recommended a $200 fine be issued if the Meet and Greet doesn’t occur.  
 
Commissioner Kelly clarified that the primary STR Committee recommendation that 
hasn’t been implemented is adding a Meet and Greet definition. Kelly, however, 
requested clarification on the guidance from the City Council regarding a cap on STRs. 
Parker advised that the City Council didn’t give specific direction on changing the caps. 
City Manager Naffah explained that purpose of the moratorium was to limit the issuance 
of new STRs licenses, until the STR ordinance review is complete and certified by the 
California Coastal Commission.  
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Commissioner Johnson complimented the work the STR Advisory Committee has done. 
Additionally, he questioned if Commissioner Stockness was recommending an overall 
cap on all STRs, or just a cap in the PD zone. Stockness clarified a cap on the PD zone 
specifically. Johnson recommended the Commission put together a timeline and commit 
to it, as the Commission has other priorities and deadlines, suggesting that by the end of 
summer 2021 the review should be complete. In regards to the recommendations 
presented in the STR Advisory Committee’s annual report, he opined that the definition 
of a Meet and Greet provided is excellent, but suggested that fine amounts should be 
determined by resolution passed by the City Council. Johnson added that it would be 
beneficial to color code the zones on the STR map.  
 
City Manager Naffah noted that STR Advisory Committee Chair Bruce had suggested 
the Committee only delve into the ordinance review when there is a Committee of 5 
(currently only 4 members). Naffah did clarify, however, that the Committee’s primary 
role is to review how the ordinance is working, not an in-depth review of the ordinance. 
The ordinance was written in a way that after two years it would be reviewed, and then 
as on an as needed basis. Commissioner Johnson clarified that the STR Committee plans 
to review the ordinance at their next meeting. 
 
Kelly and Parker discussed the percentage of vacation rentals to housing units and 
parcels. Kelly stressed the importance of maintaining a community feeling, so the 
percentage of rentals should be about 15% of the community. Parker stated that the City 
has been at about 14% with 31 STRs. Parker stated she envisions a cap in the PD zone, but 
to also allow additional STRs with a Use Permit. She continued to explain that an 
advantage of allowing STRs in the PD zone is that it is  a mixed use zone and STRs don’t 
alter the residential nature of a structure compared to having other types of business, so 
they can easily be converted back to residential use.   
 
Public Comment 
R. Clompus (City Council member) requested clarification on whether the City’s General 
Plan has to include content on affordable housing and the impact of STRs. He suggested 
reviewing and raising licenses fees, to cover enforcement and keep residents feeling safe. 
He also suggested that the Commission should look at an overall cap for STRs.  
 
In response, City Planner Parker advised that, yes, the General Plan does need to address 
affordable housing, and stated it is an issue that has come up repeatedly. She noted that 
she will look to see if there is new data, but has found little evidence that STRs affect 
housing prices. In general, homes that are used for STRs will never be affordable. And 
STRs provide a means for some people to supplement their income so they can live in the 
home most or part of the time. In terms of raising fees, she advised that Administrative 
Support Zetter is conducting a cost analysis.  
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P. Levine (Greater Trinidad Area – Mill Creek resident) questioned if the City is looking to 
limit STRs in the sphere of influence. In response, Commissioner Kelly advised that the 
City can’t regulate STRs  outside City limits.  
 
Commissioner Discussion 
Parker requested any additional direction from the Planning Commission. Stockness 
requested more information on the setting and collection of fines. City Manager Naffah 
explained that the City Attorney has addressed the issues brought up the STR Committee. 
Commissioner Hakenen requested a brief education on the complaint process. No further 
discussion.  
 
2. ADU Ordinance: Continued discussion and decision on amending the City’s non-

certified ADU ordinance (#2012-02) to meet State housing laws and the Coastal Act 
while addressing local conditions and constraints. Continued from the April 21 meeting. 

 
Staff report 
City Planner Parker provided a brief background and reminded the Commission that the 
ADU Ordinance is funded under the SB2 grant which runs out December 2021. She noted 
that at the last meeting, it was agreed to review the complex regulations in pieces. For 
this meeting, she has provided regulations for on Junior ADUs (JADUs), which have 
good potential in Trinidad, because they are carved out of existing residences and usually 
are not considered development. Thus, JADUs aren’t expected to produce more water, 
wastewater, etc. She is suggesting they be allowed anywhere, as opposed to ADUs.  
 
JADUs  
Commissioner Discussion 
Commissioner Kelly questioned if JADUs count as an ADU. Parker confirmed that, yes, 
they would count toward the City’s required housing allocation. She clarified that 
existing ADUs cannot be counted. Commissioner Hakenen questioned if the City can 
limit the placement of an ADU and JADU. Parker clarified that State law states the City 
cannot be more restrictive. Hakenen questioned if there is a demand for JADUs. Parker 
advised that she is unsure. Commissioner Hopkins stated that the regulations for JADUs 
seem to be relatively straightforward.  
 
Commissioner Johnson stated that it is clear that Parker needs input on the requirements 
for an efficiency kitchen, as there is some ambiguity. He further noted, it is unclear if the 
definition needs to be more specific or general, as everyone has a different idea of what a 
kitchenette or kitchen is. Hakenen provided a definition of efficiency kitchen in the Zoom 
chat from the City of Sonoma. Johnson also opined that the definition of passageway needs 
to be reviewed. Additionally, building and fire code requirements need to be examined. 
Johnson expressed concern that the regulations imply that a property owner only needs 
to have an approved reserved leach field, but not necessarily have one constructed. He 
also opined that the language regarding the deed restriction is confusing. 
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Kelly questioned if the City wants to allow JADUs in the multifamily units. Also she 
noted that the Planning Commission has already set policy for the definition of a kitchen. 
She also opined that the City needs to be aware of how many people are going to be 
residing at a property with an ADU or JADU. Kelly questioned if a permit would be 
required for an ADU or JADU. Parker clarified that a permit is required, but for ADUs 
and JADUs that meet certain standards, the permit must be issued ministerially (e.g. 
administratively like a building permit).  
 
In terms of provisions for septic systems, Parker clarified that a reserve area is just space 
reserved for a future leachfield in case the existing leachfield fails. She also noted that the 
deed restriction language is straight from State law, and added that the City would 
definitely include provisions that indicate that JADUs and ADUs cannot be used as an 
STR. Additionally, from 2020-2025 the City cannot require owner occupancy of an ADU.  
 
Public Comments 
None  
 
ADUs 
Commissioner Discussion 
Parker requested suggestions for where ADUs should be allowed in the City. They can 
potentially be restricted based on traffic, wastewater, slope stability, etc. Because of the 
City’s unique limitations, ADUs could potentially be restricted based on lot size, which 
isn’t allowed under the State law, or possibly by zone, or adjacency to a bluff or based on 
the City’s infiltration study. 
 
Johnson advised that he has repeatedly revisited the OWTS ordinance. If the system is 
sized to accommodate the additional living space and it demonstrates that it is satisfying 
regulatory requirements, why would infiltration and location be issues. Parker advised 
that it is not just treatment capacity, but also the volume of water going into the 
groundwater, which does have potential to affect slope stability. She believes that the 
CCC will bring up this issue, so that is why she wants the Planning Commission to 
consider limiting them to a certain distance from the bluff if warranted.  
 
Stockness expressed her concern about the creation of ADUs and increased density, but 
acknowledged the City needs more housing. Parker advised that the City can have zones 
where an ADU would be allowed ministerially, while other areas may require Planning 
Commission approval of a use permit. Stockness and Commissioner Hopkins requested 
a map of the zones. Commissioner Hakenen advised that he is in favor of having a 
requirement for additional studies if a property owner wants to build an ADU outside 
an approved area.  
 
Hakenen also acknowledged that parking is a concern. Parker advised that the City could 
show that by limiting ADUs to areas where parking isn’t saturated, Coastal 
resources/access are not impacted. Parker stressed the need to be careful about being 
overly restrictive. Stating that ADUs and JADUs can only be restricted to the extent that 
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they are affecting coastal resources. Kelly referenced public comment received in March 
2020 from past Planning Commissioner J. Graves (Greater Trinidad Area - Westhaven) who 
mentioned the need to look into the benefits of tiny homes.  
 
No further discussion.  
 

VI. COMMISSIONER REPORTS 
Commissioner Stockness stated the STR Advisory Committee will meet in June and will 
review the ordinance. Commissioner Hopkins stated the City Council has discussed 
appointment of members to the Tsurai Management Team. He encouraged 
implementation of the Tsurai Management Plan. Incorporating the TMP into the general 
plan was discussed. Commissioner Hakenen requested copies of all the draft general plan 
maps for his reference. 
 

VII. STAFF REPORT 
City Planner Parker advised that she finished a first draft of an ordinance to implement 
the Water Shortage Contingency Plan. Additionally, the Planning Commission will be in 
the final review of the Water Shortage Contingency plan. She also confirmed that 
planning applications have been trickling in.  
 

VIII. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 
• Tsunami Siren Update 
• Westhaven CSD Inter-tie 
• TMP incorporation into the GP 

 
IX. ADJOURNMENT 

Adjourned at pm. Next regularly scheduled meeting is June 16, 2021.  
 
 
Submitted by:                 Approved by: 
 
Angela Zetter 
Administrative Assistant           
                       Cheryl Kelly 
                                                 Planning Commission Chair 
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             Filed: February 24, 2021 
 Revised: May 28, 2021 

 Staff: Trever Parker 
   Staff Report: June 2, 2021 

  Commission Hearing Date: June 16, 2021 
     Commission Action:  
     
 

STAFF REPORT: CITY OF TRINIDAD 
 
APPLICATION NO: 2021-05 
 
APPLICANT: Trinidad Civic Club & Trinidad Rancheria 
 
OWNERS: Trinidad Rancheria 
 
PROJECT LOCATION: Trinidad Harbor parking area 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Design Review, Use Permit and Grading Permit 

application for building and permanent 
foundation and associated improvements for the 
Trinidad Memorial Lighthouse. 

 
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER: 042-071-008 
 
ZONING: C - Commercial 
 
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: C - Commercial 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: Statutorily Exempt per CEQA Guidelines Section 

15303 exempting construction of small structures.  
 
APPEAL STATUS:  
 
Planning Commission action on a Coastal Development Permit, Design Review, 
Variance, Conditional Use Permit or Grading Permit 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. However, the City is not taking action on the Coastal 
Development Permit, because the project occurs within an Area of Deferred 
Certification where the Coastal Commission retains permitting jurisdiction. Therefore, 
the City’s action is not appealable to the Coastal Commission.   
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SITE CHARACTERISTICS: 
 
The proposed project is located adjacent to the Trinidad Harbor parking area on 
property owned by the Trinidad Rancheria. The TML and Bell were placed between the 
southern paved parking lane and the driveway / roadway up to Trinidad Head. This 
site, which consists mostly of beach sand and non-native vegetation, is slightly elevated 
and slopes towards the northwest. Surrounding uses include a commercial harbor, 
parking, and recreation facilities; Trinidad Head is located to the south, and Trinidad 
State Beach to the west.  
 
STAFF COMMENTS: 
 
Background 
In 2017, it was determined that the TML was subject to imminent threat from an active 
landslide. A geologic report recommended relocating the TML prior to the rainy season 
in order to protect it from instability. The City originally issued an Emergency CDP 
(#2017-06E) to relocate the structure approximately 20 ft. to the northeast, which was 
determined to be outside of any immediate risk. However, after sod was removed to 
pour the new concrete slab, significant protests were initiated due to the unexpected 
soil disturbance and potential cultural resource impacts. As a result of various 
discussions, the Trinidad Rancheria offered to allow the TML to be placed, at least 
temporarily, in the Trinidad Harbor parking area. The City processed Design Review 
Permit # 20018-06 to authorize the temporary placement for up to four years to allow 
the Civic Club to find a suitable permanent location for the TML. It has since been 
decided that the TML (and associated improvements including the Bell and memorial 
plaques) will be housed permanently in the Harbor Area (see attached site selection 
process summary). 
 
Process 
Procedurally, the City of Trinidad is not processing the Coastal Development Permit 
(CDP) portion of the project approvals. Much of the Harbor Area property was not 
certified by the Coastal Commission as part of the Trinidad LCP. This area is known as 
an “Area of Deferred Certification” (ADC). The City is not authorized to issue CDPs in 
this area, so any CDPs have to be approved directly by the Coastal Commission, though 
other types of approvals are still in the City’s jurisdiction. The Civic Club must apply 
directly to the Coastal Commission for the CDP approval. The Civic Club previously 
applied for and received an emergency permit (#GD180001) from the Coastal 
Commission to place the TML in the Harbor ADC, and CDP 1-18-0630 later authorized 
the placement for up to four years, similar to the City process that occurred. 
 
Normally a CDP is processed concurrently with any other City approvals, such as 
Design Review. Therefore, the City’s approval process will basically be unchanged as a 
result of the ADC, except that it will not be appealable to the Coastal Commission. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The following description is taken from the Trinidad Memorial Lighthouse Project 
Initial Impact Assessment prepared by Analytical Environmental Services: 
 
The Tribe proposes to improve the current temporary site that houses the TML and Bell 
to become a permanent fixed location (the Proposed Project). Improvements to the 
project site will include, but are not limited to, concrete pavers, a retaining wall, and 
pedestrian walkways. The TML will be raised approximately 8 feet above its current site 
and onto a concrete foundation. The height of the complete structure, from the concrete 
foundation to the tip of the TML dome, will be approximately 27 feet. A railing will 
surround the top of the foundation so that the TML is observable from all sides. The 
Bell will be positioned on a concrete pedestal in front of the TML on the west side. 
Sidewalks, curbs, two observation benches, and a historic anchor from Humboldt Bay 
will be included on the grounds around the TML. Approximately 0.07 acres (3,075.8 
square feet) that make up the project site will be permanently disturbed as a result of 
the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project is anticipated to be constructed in Spring-
Summer 2022. 
 
Site Access 
Regional access to the project site is provided via Highway 101, which travels in a 
general north-south direction and is located approximately 0.5 miles to the northeast. 
Local access to the project site is provided by Lighthouse Road, at the corner of 
Lighthouse Road and Bay Street. Lighthouse Road runs in a general northeast to 
southwest direction. Access to Lighthouse Road from Highway 101 is provided via 
Main Street, Trinity Street, and Edwards Street. Parking is provided directly west and 
southeast of the project site. 
 
Staging Area 
During construction, the TML and Bell will be temporarily relocated to a staging area 
located approximately 100 feet southwest of the project site. The staging area is 
generally flat and consists of an impervious gravel surface. The staging area is currently 
used for parking as well as operation (storage) of the Harbor. 
 
Retaining Wall 
A concrete retaining wall will be constructed along the southeast perimeter of the 
project site, between the southeastern slope and the parking area. The retaining wall 
will run the entire length (approximately 160 feet) from the start of the southeast 
parking area to the southeast corner of the restrooms. The retaining wall will be 
measured at 8.5 feet in height, and an additional 3 feet of wall will be located 
underground. 
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Foundation and Supports 
A foundation will be constructed for the TML and the proposed surrounding 
walkways. An additional concrete support structure (pedestal) and concrete pad will be 
constructed to secure the Bell. The foundation will cover the entirety of the project site. 
 
Grading 
The project site was disturbed and mostly graded due to the emergency action to 
temporarily relocate the TML to its current location. To create the permanent structure, 
additional grading activities during construction will consist of a balanced cut and fill 
of approximately 81 cubic yards (CY) plus an additional 230 CY of imported fill from a 
commercial source. Approximately 81 CY of cut will be exported to the Trinidad 
Rancheria disposal site. Any additional material (such as invasive iceplant) will be 
disposed of via the Humboldt Sanitation Company and then transferred to the 
Anderson Landfill located in Redding, California. Based on request by surrounding 
Tribes, a cultural monitor will be onsite during ground disturbing activities. Any 
additional disturbed areas outside of the project site will be replanted with draught 
resistant native grasses or strawberries. 
 
Utilities 
Operation of the Proposed Project will require access to electricity and water. Electricity 
will be needed for the light inside the Fresnel lens located at the top of the TML and for 
outdoor seasonal lighting (November through January). Additionally, electricity will be 
hooked up to the Bell so that it can chime daily at noon. A portable sound system 
would also be installed for use during the Memorial Service in May. Water will be used 
for general cleaning purposes. The proposed 2-inch electrical conduit and the 1-inch 
poly water pipe will be serviced via the existing restrooms and will run below ground 
to a connection point at the southern end of the TML. 
 
Stormwater 
A project component of the Bay Street Stormwater Improvement Plan proposes the 
installation of a rain garden to collect rainwater and reduce stormwater flow, as 
illustrated in Appendix A of the 2017 Stormwater Improvement and Interpretive Visitor 
Center Project Environmental Assessment for the Trinidad Rancheria. The proposed 
rain garden will be located immediately east of the project site and developed on the 
existing vegetative berm where Bay Street bisects the project site. Runoff from the 
additional impervious surfaces associated with the Proposed Project will drain to the 
rain garden. 
 
GRADING & ZONING ORDINANCE / GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY 
 
Zoning Standards 
The project site is zoned C – Commercial. The purpose of the C zone is to provide for 
the commercial services that meet the convenience and retail needs of residents and 
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visitors, including uses serving the commercial fishing industry (§17.44.010). Principally 
permitted uses include professional and business offices, social and fraternal uses, retail 
and light commercial (§17.44.020). Conditionally permitted uses include more intense 
commercial uses such as motels, auto/boat/RV service, repair and sales, warehousing, 
lumber yards, seafood processing and commercial recreational facilities. The TML site 
serves as a memorial to those lost and buried at sea and is maintained by the Trinidad 
Civic Club. Therefore, the use best fits under “social halls, fraternal and social 
organizations and clubs,” which is principally permitted.  
 
The minimum lot area in the C zone is 8,000 sq. ft (§17.44.040). The property containing 
the TML is 2.8 acres. The density standards of §17.44.050 only apply to motel rooms and 
dwellings. Setbacks are front-20’, rear and side-none, except 5’ when adjacent to another 
zone (§17.44.060). Setbacks would be difficult to apply in the Harbor Area, since all the 
properties are managed as one. But it appears that these setbacks are met by the TML 
placement anyway.   
 
The maximum building height is 25’ in the C zone (§17.44.070). The TML itself is 
approximately 19 ft. in height to the top of the spire, and the new foundation will be 8’ 
in height, for a total height of 27’. In Trinidad, heights are measured from the average 
ground elevation covered by the structure (§17.56.100). In this case some excavation 
already occurred to accommodate the temporary placement of the TML. And the 
ground covered by the structure is irregular. Therefore, the exact height is difficult to 
determine. However, the Planning Commission can allow a height greater than 25’. 
with approval of Use Permit. Therefore, a use permit has been included, assuming that 
the height may exceed the 25’ limit.  
 
Grading 
Additional grading at the site is needed in order to accommodate the concrete 
foundation and walkways that are proposed. The area of disturbance is just over 3,000 
sq. ft. Approximately 81 cu. yds. of unconsolidated beach sand will need to be removed 
and approximately 230 cu. yds. of fill will be brought in to provide a stable base for the 
concrete improvements. The excavated sand will be disposed of in an offsite, upland 
location on the Trinidad Rancheria, similar to what occurred for the temporary 
placement.  
 
The City’s grading and zoning ordinances require a grading permit and CDP if more 
than 1,000 sq. ft. of surface area or more than 50 cu. yds. of soil will be disturbed. The 
proposed project clearly exceeds those thresholds. The information required to be 
submitted by the grading ordinance as part of an application has been received. The 
Grading Permit is issued by the Planning Commission, but it is up to the City Engineer 
to ensure that all the provisions have been met.  
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The grading ordinance includes a variety of standards and specifications, particularly 
for things such as excavation, filles and terraces. In general, it is the responsibility of the 
City Engineer to ensure the standards are met, both through review of the plans and 
also through inspections during and after construction. The ordinance also allows the 
Planning Commission to place various conditions on the project to ensure compliance 
with City codes and policies.  
 
An R2 Soils Report was prepared in order to inform the project design and ensure 
stability of the structure. An erosion control plan was included as part of the 
application. In addition, earthwork will generally occur during the dry season, between 
mid-April and mid-October. If work occurs during the wet season, additional erosion 
control will need to be implemented in accordance with the erosion control plan. 
 
Section 15.16.070 of the City’s grading ordinance requires the City Engineer to provide 
recommendations on approval of a grading permit. The City Engineer must find that 
“the proposed grading will not adversely affect the drainage or lateral support of other 
properties in the area, and will not be detrimental to the public health, safety or the 
general welfare, or is not in conflict with the provisions of this chapter, TMC Title 17 
and the general plan.” The plans were forwarded to the City Engineer and their 
comments, which were forwarded to the applicant, are included below.  

 
We reviewed the plans and offer the following: 
1. Drawing C00 – Notes: Communication notes reference “Frontier” which we assume is a 

utility company that may not have any facilities at this site 
2. Drawing C00 – Notes: Culturally Sensitive Areas notes do not mention the need to have 

a cultural monitor for all excavation work 
3. Drawing C02 – Proposed grading & drainage: Does this need to be ADA compliant? We 

did not check grades for compliance and don’t intend to, but if compliance is needed it 
should be noted on the plans so that the building official can verify. 

4. Drawing C02 – Proposed grading & drainage: Appears there would be more runoff with 
less permeable materials, and it is not clear where water is being routed with curbs, and 
importantly where it may be concentrated and discharged. 

5. Drawing C02.3 – Electrical & water: The utility trench traverses a 84.4% cross slope 
and the trench detail shows 6” top soil on top of trench. It is not clear what final grades 
are to be in area so there is potential for concentration of flows and erosion along or 
across trench which should be avoided. 

6. Drawing C04.1 Erosion control plan: Shows a staging area in different location than 
staging area shown on C02.1 – Demolition plan. Staging area should be consistent across 
sheets and erosion control updated as appropriate. Does not address erosion control for 
utility trench on slope. 

7. Drawing C04.2 Erosion control details: BMP schedule table shows 
hydroseeding/mulching before grading but not storm drain inlet protection. Concrete 
washout BMP is not scheduled for use and should be. No BMPs are shown to be used 
during underground work, storm drain improvements, or paving; they should all have 
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some BMPs associated with those activities. BMPs for construction entrance, equipment 
controls, material & waste disposal, dust control, etc are all just shown during pre-
grading and should be employed throughout the work. 
  

We reviewed the Soils report and offer the following: 
1. Report did not seem to mention the existing leachfield located on the hill upslope of the 

preferred Alternative Site#1 nor was it shown/identified on the report’s site map. 
Suggest getting confirmation that the report recommendations are valid with the 
adjacent leachfield. 

2. Page 15 recommends replanting the site with trees and shrubs native to the area; not 
shown on plans 

  
Drainage: There does not appear to be any related drainage report or analysis. This should be 
addressed to avoid erosion and confirm if additional flows are expected at any discharge 
points or if onsite detention and infiltration may be proposed. If any new or increased 
concentrated flows are expected then the routing of those flows off the project site should be 
determined and shown on the plans; and the same should be reviewed by the Trinidad 
Rancheria to confirm that it would not adversely affect the drainage on their adjacent 
property with or without their proposed stormwater improvement plans in the immediate 
area prior to the City’s approval. 
  

Some of these comments have since been addressed in the Initial Impact Assessment 
and in correspondence with the applicants, including the Trinidad Rancheria. Most 
importantly, the Rancheria has acknowledged that their stormwater improvement 
project has the capacity to accommodate the minimal amount of stormwater that will be 
generated by the TML project. Stormwater will be directed into the raingarden that will 
be located to the north-northeast of the project site. The City Engineer has concurred 
that these comments can be addressed through a condition of approval requiring their 
final sign-off on the plans prior to construction, which has been included. 
 
Public Access and Traffic Control 
Construction and staging activities, planned for spring or summer 2022, may have 
temporary impacts on traffic and parking. However, due to the location and scale of the 
project, substantial impacts are not anticipated. The staging area will be at the base of 
the hillside approximately 100’ southwest of the project site, where some gravel parking 
will be impacted, but traffic flow will be maintained. Phase II of the City’s Stormwater 
Project, which includes construction of infiltration basins in the gravel parking area 
west of the project site will be constructed this year. The Rancheria plans to construct 
their stormwater project in the paved parking area in 2022. City approval of that project 
requires a traffic control plan. In addition, Coastal Commission approval of both 
projects will also require maintenance of public access during construction. A condition 
of approval has been included that the Civic Club will coordinate with the Rancheria to 
ensure efficient traffic control and maintenance of public access during construction.  
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Other 
The Trinidad General Plan and Zoning Ordinance protect important public coastal 
views from roads, trails and vista points, and private views from inside residences 
located uphill from a proposed project, from significant obstruction. The TML could be 
considered as being part of and enhancing the coastal viewshed at the proposed 
location. No other structures are proposed at this time.  
 
Several aspects of the TML require electrical power, which will be provided via an 
underground conduit from the public restroom building. Water for washing the 
structure will also be provided via the same trench from the restroom building.  
 
GEOLOGIC STABILITY: 
 
Portions of the Harbor Area are mapped as being of questionable stability and as 
having clayey soils. Both conditions require soil and/or geologic studies to determine 
site and soils suitability. The TML appears to be located in an area mapped as “clayey,” 
but it was found that the soils are quite sandy. The site was chosen because it is not near 
any unstable bluffs or steep hillsides and won’t affect other Harbor uses or operations. 
The imported compacted fill will provide a stable base for the concrete foundation and 
other improvements as described in the R2 report.  
 
The ground level of the TML site is approximately 30 ft. above mean sea level and the 
base of the lighthouse will be at approximately 35 ft. The foundation extends from 
about 26 ft. to 35 ft. The project site is outside and above any flood zone, including a 
potential storm surge and is not subject to sea level rise impacts. It is within the tsunami 
hazard zone, which comes up to about 50 to 55 ft. in this location. But that is not unique 
to the TML and is true for all the harbor improvements. The TML is not a habitable 
structure and does not contain hazardous materials, so the risks are minimal. The site is 
located outside of the Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone. Therefore, no further geologic study is 
required. 
 
SEWAGE DISPOSAL: 
 
This project will not produce any wastewater and will not impact the existing septic 
system (advanced treatment system) serving the Harbor Area uses. The leachfield is 
located on the slope above and to the south of the proposed location of the Trinidad 
Memorial Lighthouse.   
 
LANDSCAPING AND FENCING: 
 
This project does not involve any new landscaping or fencing.  
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
According to a letter submitted by Rachel Sundberg, Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer for the Trinidad Rancheria, a cultural monitor was present and monitored 
ground disturbance associated with preparation of the temporary site. No cultural 
resources were encountered. One of the reasons this site was chosen was due to the lack 
of impacts to cultural resources as identified by the search committee and public 
outreach. 
 
In addition, archaeological studies have been completed for the Rancheria for their 
properties in the Harbor Area in 2011 and 2015. Although there are cultural and historic 
resources located in the project vicinity, the project site itself contains no resources. In 
addition, a cultural monitor will be onsite during ground disturbing activities, which 
has been included as a condition of approval. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
 
Although the project is exempt from CEQA per CEQA Guidelines Section 15301 
exempting minor alterations of existing facilities and/or CEQA Guidelines Section 
15303 exempting construction of small structures, there are exceptions to exemptions if 
there are unusual circumstances that could cause significant impacts. Therefore, an 
Initial Impact Assessment was prepared for the project by Analytical Environmental 
Services that went through the CEQA Initial Study checklist to evaluate whether the 
exemption was appropriate or if an exception would apply. No significant impacts were 
found. The document is available for review in the application file.  
 
Some highlights of the assessment are as follows. A biological survey of the site was 
completed in 2015, and no special status species or sensitive habitat was found in the 
immediate vicinity. An erosion control plan was prepared for the project that outlines 
best management practices to be used during and after construction to ensure stability 
of the site. The final plan will require approval by the City Engineer to ensure there will 
be no discharge into the Trinidad Head ASBS. Noise and traffic will be generated by 
project construction, but it will not exceed standards and will not be greater than other 
small, routine construction projects. 
 
USE PERMIT FINDINGS:  
  
The following findings, as may be revised, are required in order to approve the height 
of the project. The required findings are written in a manner to allow approval, without 
endorsing the project. But if the Planning Commission disagrees with any of the 
findings, or public testimony presents conflicting information, then the findings should 
be reworded accordingly.   
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A. The proposed use at the site and intensity contemplated and the proposed location will 
provide a development that is necessary or desirable for and compatible with the 
neighborhood or the community. Response: The use of the site is compatible with the 
existing zoning and existing uses within the Harbor Area. The height is only 
minimally over the maximum allowed, and due to the location of the structure, 
views will not be significantly impacted. The TML was considered an iconic 
viewpoint in its previous location and will add character and interest to it’s new 
location.  

  
B. Such use as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience, or general 

welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity or injurious to property improvements 
or potential development in the vicinity with respect to aspects including but not limited to 
the following:  

  
1. The nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape 

and arrangement of structures; Response: Geologic and other risks of and to the 
structure have been evaluated and are not considered significant.  

  
2. The accessibility of the traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, and the type and volume of 

such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading; Response: 
After construction, the proposed project will not affect parking and traffic. The 
Harbor Area accommodates significant amounts of parking and traffic on a daily 
basis. The TML is not expected to draw significant numbers of visitors that 
would not have otherwise come to the Harbor Area except for special events 
such as the Blessing of the Fleet.   

  
3. The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust 

and odor; Response: The proposed project will not involve any emissions.   
  
4. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open space, 

parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs; Response: Revegetation 
will consist of native, drought tolerant grasses and/or strawberries. The project 
will not affect existing parking and loading areas after construction. Lighting and 
signage will be minimal.   

  
C. That such use or feature as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of this title, 

will be consistent with the policies and programs of the general plan and will assist in 
carrying out and be in conformity with the Trinidad coastal program. Response: 
As discussed above, under the Grading & Zoning Ordinance / General Plan 
Consistency section, the proposed project can be found to be consistent with the 
City’s Grading Ordinance, Zoning Ordinance, General Plan and Local Coastal 
Program.  
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D. That the proposed use or feature will have no significant adverse environmental impact or 
there are no feasible alternatives, or feasible mitigation measures, as provided in the 
California Environmental Quality Act, available which would substantially lessen any 
significant adverse impact that the actions allowed by the conditional use permit may have 
on the environment. Response: As described above, the project is exempt from CEQA. 
In addition, an initial impact assessment was prepared for the project. There are no 
foreseeable significant environmental impacts that would result from the project.   

  
E. When the subject property is located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the 

sea or within three hundred feet of the inland extent of any beach or of the mean high tide line 
where there is no beach, whichever is the greater, that: Response: The project is located 
between the sea and the first public road, therefore the following findings are 
applicable.  
  
1. The development provides adequate physical access or public or private commercial use 

and does not interfere with such uses. Response: The project does not interfere with 
existing access and provides a public use that complements other development 
in the Harbor Area. 

  
2. The development adequately protects public views from any public road or from a 

recreational area to, and along, the coast. Response: The project is not readily visible 
from many locations except the Harbor Area itself. The TML will provide 
aesthetic interest and enhance viewsheds in the Harbor Area. 

  
3. The development is compatible with the established physical scale of the area. Response: 

The TML has been in the existing location for several years and has not been in 
conflict with any of the other uses in the Harbor Area.    

  
4. The development does not significantly alter existing natural landforms. Response: Some 

grading and excavation already occurred to accommodate the TML, and 
additional work will be needed to construction the new foundation. However, 
the site was chosen due to its stability and so it wouldn’t interfere with other 
uses in the Harbor Area.  

  
5. The development complies with shoreline erosion and geologic setback requirements. 

Response: The project location is considered geologically stable. It is not within 
an area at risk from shoreline erosion or sea level rise.  

 
DESIGN REVIEW / VIEW PROTECTION FINDINGS: 
 
Because the project proposes changes to the location of the structure and contours of the 
land, and is not exempt from a CDP (§17.72.070.C), §17.60.030 of the zoning ordinance 
requires Design Review and View Preservation findings to be made. The required 
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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: Grading is required to prepare an appropriate 
base for the TML foundation. However, changes to existing landforms and contours 
will be minimal. The same amount of material that will be exported will be 
imported. The improvements have been designed to compliment and stabilize the 
knoll they are sitting on.  

 
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 
located adjacent to open space areas. But the area is already developed as a working 
harbor and coastal recreation area; the TML and Bell complement the existing 
setting and surroundings. 

 
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 project site is already developed as a working harbor 
and recreation area; the TML and Bell complement the existing setting and 
surroundings. The TML is a replica of the original lighthouse on Trinidad Head, and 
the concrete foundation is compatible with the sand and gravel and pavement that 
surround the site. Lighting of the Fresnel lens would be low wattage (20 to 60 watts), 
only used occasionally, and consistent with other lighting around the Harbor Area. 

 
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 new landscaping is 
proposed at this time. Disturbed areas outside the structure footprint will be 
replanted with drought-resistant native grasses or strawberries. 

 
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 signs are 
proposed as part of this project. An identifying plaque or sign will be included on 
the front of the foundation, but is not meant to be seen from offsite. 
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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: Water and electrical service will be 
provided to the TML via an underground trench from the restroom building.  

 
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 TML is neither a 
commercial or residential structure. The total area of the memorial is less than 
3,000 sq. ft. 

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: No such development is proposed.  

 
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: The TML is a replica of the original 
lighthouse on Trinidad Head and is intended to be a visual attraction that is 
consistent with the seaside development of the Trinidad Harbor.  

 
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 its elevated location 
adjacent to the Trinidad Head access road, the TML will block some views from 
certain positions, but it will be minimal. In addition, the TML is intended to be a 
visual attraction and enhance the seaside character of the Trinidad Harbor. 

 
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 
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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. Private views are not likely to be impacted due to the project’s location and 
surrounding topography (e.g. Trinidad Head).  

 
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 
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 
Cemetery, the Holy Trinity Church, or the Tsurai Study Area. The project involves 
the relocation of the TML, which was threatened by a landslide at its original 
location. The Trinidad Harbor is an appropriate and complimentary location for the 
TML and associated improvements.  

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Based on the above analysis, and as conditioned, the proposed TML and Bell 
foundation and associated improvements can be found to be consistent with the City’s 
Zoning Ordinance, Grading Ordinance General Plan and other 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, the project may be approved with the 
following motion: 
 
Based on the information submitted in the application, and included in the staff report 
and public testimony, the project is consistent with applicable regulations, and I move 
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to adopt the information and Use Permit, Design Review and View Protection findings 
in the staff report and approve the project as submitted and conditioned therein. 
 
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.  Alter the proposed 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 giving 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 prior to work commencing. 
 
2. Based on the findings that community values may change in a year’s time, 

approval is for a two-year period starting at the effective date and expiring 
thereafter unless an extension is requested from the Planning Commission prior to 
that time. Responsibility: City Clerk to verify prior to commencement of construction. 

 
3. The applicant is responsible for ensuring that a certified cultural monitor from 

either the Trinidad Rancheria, Yurok Tribe and/or Tsurai Ancestral Society is 
onsite at all times during demolition and any soil disturbing activities. 
Responsibility: Civic Club during project activities.  

 
4. Recommendations of the City Engineer, including in their June 10 email, shall be 

required to be met as part of the Grading Permit approval. Grading, drainage, 
utilities, and erosion control need to be reviewed and approved by the City 
Engineer prior to work commencing. The City Engineer must find that the 
proposed grading will not adversely affect the drainage or lateral support of other 
properties in the area, and will not be detrimental to the public health, safety or the 
general welfare, and is consistent with the Trinidad Municipal Code. Responsibility: 
City Engineer prior to work commencing. 
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5. The Civic Club will coordinate with the Rancheria to develop a traffic control plan 

prior to the commencement of construction. The traffic control plan shall maintain 
public and emergency access to harbor area facilities, including recreation areas.   

 
ATTACHMENTS 

• TML Plans (12 11x17 pages) 
• Conceptual renderings (2 pages) 
• Site Search Summary (10 pages) 
• List of documents submitted for the application and available in the file for 

review (1 page) 
• Public comments (44 pages) 
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Site Search Summary 
12 Sites 

 
 
The	Trinidad	Civic	Club	considered	12	total	sites	in	the	search	for	a	permanent	home	for	the	
Memorial	Lighthouse.		Community	members	suggested	the	first	9	sites,	many	convinced	that	
their	preferred	location	was	the	perfect	one.		Later,	Joshua	McKnight,	a	TCC	engineer	from	
Trinity	Valley	Consulting	Engineers	hired	in	May	2020,	identified	4	sites,	one	from	the	first	9	
sites	and	3	additional	sites	on	Harbor	property.	
	
Here	is	a	summary	of	the	12	sites	and	the	reasons	they	were	considered	viable	or	not	viable.	
	
Site	#1:		Lot	near	Trinity	Catholic	Church	on	Hector	Street	 	 	 	 Not	Viable	
Axel	Lindgren	III,	President	of	the	Tsurai	Ancestral	Society,	suggested	this	site	when	interviewed	
by	the	news	media	on	January	10,	2018.		It	was	the	first	site	researched	with	a	call	to	a	real	
estate	agent.		It	was	learned	that	a	property	owner	purchased	the	lot	to	protect	the	viewshed	
and	the	private	property	was	not	for	sale.	
	
Site	#2:		Horse	Pasture	Across	from	Trinidad	School	 	 	 	 Not	Viable	
A	call	to	one	of	the	owners	determined	that	the	private	property	was	not	for	sale.	
	
Site	#3:		Lot	Behind	Murphy’s	Market	 	 	 	 	 	 Not	Viable	
A	call	to	one	of	the	owners	determined	that	the	private	property	was	not	for	sale.	
	
(The	above	three	sites	were	not	for	sale	and	therefore	not	presented	at	our	Public	Meeting	on	
Feb.	27,	2018.)	
	
At	the	Public	Meeting,	the	following	six	sites	were	presented,	analyzed	and	discussed.		(Please	
refer	to	the	Public	Meeting	document	for	detailed	information	about	how	the	meeting	was	
structured,	the	site	selection	advisory	committee,	site	selection	criteria,	response	tabulation	
report,	Google	maps	of	the	proposed	sites	(some	with	sketches),	six	chart	transcriptions	of	
public	input	pros/cons,	small-group	table	conversation	pros/cons	lists,	written	communications	
from	those	unable	to	attend	the	meeting	and	photographs	of	the	event.	
	
Site	#4:		Saunders	Park	on	Trinidad	Coastal	Land	Trust	Property	 	 	 Not	Viable	
Glenn	and	Janis	Saunders	donated	this	property	to	the	Trinidad	Coastal	Land	Trust	to	establish	
a	museum,	a	library	and	a	park	in	memory	of	Glenn’s	parents.		It	seemed	inappropriate	to	place	
the	Memorial	Lighthouse	in	the	park	dedicated	to	other	purposes.		In	addition,	the	following	
main	reasons	contributed	to	the	decision	that	the	property	was	“Not	Viable:”	

1. Issues	with	the	location.		Criteria	#1:		“Consider	the	aesthetics	of	a	Lighthouse	by	the	
sea…”	Chart	entries	in	the	cons	column	included:		“Would	resemble	a	mini	golf	course.”	
“Would	create	a	‘corny’	atmosphere	rather	than	a	memorial.”		“No	ocean	view.		
Illogical.”		The	site	not	being	near	the	ocean	was	problematic.		(See	Public	Meeting,	
Saunders	Park	Chart	Transcription,	page	12)	
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2. Issues	with	the	land	and	space.		Criteria	#2:		“The	dedicated	site	needs	room	to	locate	
the	bell,	the	Lighthouse,	the	memorial	plaques,	the	anchor	and	a	flagpole	in	one	unified	
area.”		Example	chart	entries:		“The	majority	of	the	site	area	is	under	laid	with	piping	
associated	with	the	Library	geothermal	heating	system.”		[Contractor	Charles	Netzow	
who	built	the	Trinidad	Museum	and	Trinidad	Library	next	to	Saunders	Park]		“Would	
cramp	existing	park	features.”	“No	good	place	to	build.		Limited	site.”		With	the	Alquist-	
Priolo	earthquake	fault	zone	running	through	the	property,	one	person	wrote:		“Not	
stable	re	land	issues.”		(See	Public	Meeting,	Saunders	Park	Chart	Transcription,	page	12)		
In	addition,	the	leach	fields	of	the	Museum	and	Library	occupy	much	of	the	property.		
(See	Public	Meeting,	Google	map	drawn	by	Charles	Netzow,	page	11)		
	

3. Issues	with	parking.		Criteria	#3:		“The	site	must	be	able	to	accommodate	the	annual	
Memorial	Service	and	elderly	family	members	who	come	to	honor	their	loved	ones.”		
Although	one	comment	indicated	“Parking	and	good	access,”	there	were	two	indicating	
not	enough	parking:		“Very	little	parking.”	“Not	a	lot	of	parking.”		The	amount	of	parking	
is	more	than	at	some	other	sites,	but	may	not	be	sufficient	to	meet	the	needs	of	the	
memorial	site.	

	
					(Documentation:		See	Public	Meeting,	Saunders	Park,	pages	11	–	17)	
	
Site	#5:		Trinidad	Cemetery	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Not	Viable	
At	first	thought,	the	suggestion	could	have	merit.		A	memorial	to	those	lost	or	buried	at	sea	in	
the	City	cemetery	seemed	appropriate.		However,	this	location	was	eliminated	and	received	the	
least	support	of	the	6	sites	due	to	the	following	main	reasons:	

1. Issues	with	location.		Criteria	#1	(See	Public	Meeting,	Site	Selection	Criteria,	page	6):		
Chart	entries	stated:		“Not	in	view	of	the	sea…”	“No	ocean	view.”	“Not	close	to	the	
ocean.”			
	

2. Issues	with	the	land	and	space.		Criteria	#2	(See	Public	Meeting,	Site	Selection	Criteria,	
page	6):		Not	enough	space.		This	was	evident	when	the	cemetery	plot	map	was	
displayed	in	the	presentation.		Also,	Dan	Berman,	the	City	Manager	told	us	the	location	
of	unknown	graves	before	records	were	established	was	a	possibility.		Adamant	chart	
entries	declared	the	site	unworkable:	“No	room	and	could	be	viewed	as	disrespectful.”	
“Horrible	idea!”		(See	Public	Meeting,	Trinidad	Cemetery	Chart	Transcription,	page	20)	

	
3. Issues	with	parking.		Criteria	#3:		(See	Public	Meeting,	Site	Selection	Criteria,	page	6):		

There	is	no	parking	except	on	the	cemetery	road	circling	the	graves.		Stagecoach	Road	is	
a	small	2-lane	road	with	almost	no	shoulder	areas	for	parking.	

	
(Documentation:		See	Public	Meeting,	Trinidad	Cemetery,	pages	18	–	22.)	
	

Site	#6:		Trinidad	Harbor	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 				Viable	
When	input	was	tabulated	at	the	end	of	the	Public	Meeting,	this	site	received	the	most	support.		
(See	Public	Meeting,	“Response	Tabulation	Report,”	pages	9	–	10.)		The	following	reasons	justify	
the	“Viable”	recommendation:	

1. Location.		Criteria	#1:		“Consider	the	aesthetics	of	a	Lighthouse	by	the	sea	in	the	new	
location	that	is	environmentally	and	culturally	sensitive.”			
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a. By	the	Sea:		This	site	offered	the	only	location	directly	by	the	sea	of	all	the	
proposed	sites.		One	writer	felt	this	was	appropriate	because	of	the	nearby	
fishing	industry	and	the	danger	fishermen	face	at	sea.		(Several	names	of	
fishermen	and	Coast	Guardsmen	who	perished	on	rescue	missions	are	listed	on	
the	Lost	at	Sea	memorial	plaque	affixed	to	the	back	of	the	Lighthouse.)		Many	
expressed	opinions	in	this	and	other	chart	comments	that	a	Lighthouse	should	
be	by	the	sea:		“Perfect	waterside	location.”		(See	Public	Meeting,	Trinidad	
Harbor	Chart	Transcription,	page	30)	
	

b. Cultural	Sensitivity:		At	the	Public	Meeting,	despite	the	fact	that	there	were	many	
participants	with	tribal	affiliations,	not	one	comment	regarding	cultural	
sensitivity	was	expressed	in	the	cons	column	for	the	Harbor	site,	although		
cultural	issues	were	brought	up	on	3	other	proposed	sites.		(See	Public	Meeting,	
Trinidad	Harbor	Chart	Transcription,	page	30)		The	Trinidad	Rancheria,	as	co-
applicant,	fully	supports	the	community	service	the	Trinidad	Civic	Club	provides	
to	grieving	families,	along	with	generational	continuity	and	connection	to	the	
past	that	the	memorial	site	creates.			

	
c. Historical	Significance	to	the	California	Coastal	National	Monument:		The	

Memorial	Lighthouse	preserves	maritime	navigational	aids	at	this	location,	
serving	as	a	gateway	to	the	1871	Trinidad	Head	Lighthouse,	which	is	open	to	the	
public	once	a	month	for	two	hours.		With	the	formation	of	the	California	Coastal	
National	Monument,	a	number	of	partners	are	committed	to	“working	together	
to	help	protect	and	provide	for	public	enjoyment	of	this	unique	part	of	the	
California	Coastline:”	The	Bureau	of	Land	Management,	the	Trinidad	Coastal	
Land	Trust,	the	Trinidad	Museum,	the	Cher-Ae	Heights	Indian	Community	of	the	
Trinidad	Rancheria,	the	Yurok	Tribe,	the	Tsurai	Ancestral	Society,	the	City	of	
Trinidad,	California	Department	of	Fish	and	Game,	California	State	Parks	and	the	
Humboldt	State	Marine	Lab.				
	

d. Stabilizing	Effect:		The	location	of	the	memorial	site	at	Bay	Street	and	Lighthouse	
Road	will	stabilize	upper	road	and	prevent	wind	sand	erosion.		Joshua	McKnight,	
with	TVCE,	wrote,	“Structure	will	be	built	on	competent	soil	and	will	definitely	
help	to	stabilize	anything	near	it.”		In	over	three	years	that	the	Lighthouse	has	
been	at	its	current	location	without	a	foundation,	significant	sand	erosion	has	
occurred,	which	necessitated	the	placement	of	sand	bags	along	the	front	edge	of	
the	Lighthouse.	

	
2. Space.	Criteria	#2		(See	Public	Meeting,	Site	Selection	Criteria,	page	6):		This	location	

offers	enough	space	to	include	all	the	components	of	the	memorial	site.		Joshua	
McKnight’s	unique	design	elevates	the	Lighthouse,	using	the	structural	walls	for	plaques	
and	the	top	level	for	observing	the	Lighthouse,	an	historic	anchor	and	benches	via	a	
trail.	
	

3. Public	Access/Parking.		Criteria	#3	(See	Public	Meeting,	Site	Selection	Criteria,	page	6):		
ADA	accommodations	are	planned	for	the	sidewalk	surrounding	the	structural	walls	and	
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the	trail	access	behind	the	Lighthouse.		The	parking	lot	provides	the	most	parking	places	
in	the	City	of	Trinidad.	

	
4. Longevity.		Criteria	#4:		“The	site	must	allow	for	expansion	to	continue	the	tradition	of	

honoring	those	lost	or	buried	at	sea	annually	into	the	future.”		The	strong	structural	
walls	are	designed	to	withstand	tumultuous	oceanic	events	and	to	maximize	the	
number	of	plaques	that	could	be	displayed	into	the	future.	

	
5. Security.		Criteria	#5:		“The	site	needs	to	be	in	full	view	to	protect	it	from	vandalism	and	

disrespect,	such	as	climbing	on	the	structure	or	striking	the	bell.”		The	Rancheria	has	24-
hour	security	at	the	Harbor.		None	of	the	other	sites	offered	this	level	of	security.	

	
6. Access	to	Electricity	and	Water.		Criteria	#6:		“The	following	items	need	access	to	

electricity:		a.	The	light	in	the	top	of	the	Lighthouse;	b.	The	historic	bell,	which	chimes	
daily	at	noon	in	honor	of	those	commemorated;	c.	A	sound	system	for	the	Memorial	
Ceremony	in	May;	d.	The	seasonal	lights	placed	in	late	November	through	the	new	
year.”		Electricity	will	be	wired	into	the	site,	accessed	from	the	nearby	building.	Water	
will	be	available	via	a	long	hose	from	the	same	building--no	plumbing	will	be	necessary.			

	
7. Financial	Cost.		Criteria	#7:		“The	cost	of	relocating/building	the	memorial	site	must	be	

taken	into	consideration,	including	design	plans,	permits	and	landscaping	(with	on-going	
maintenance	costs),	along	with	the	resources	and/or	assistance	available	for	any	specific	
site.”		The	following	reasons	are	important	regarding	costs:	

a. Original	Moving	Costs:		The	Civic	Club	paid	approximately	$80,000	to	move	the	
Lighthouse	to	the	temporary	location	in	the	Harbor.		This	included	about	$10,000	
in	City	and	Coastal	Commission	permit	fees.		Most	of	the	costs	consist	of:	
engineering	fees,	special	crane	fees	and	other	miscellaneous	expenses.		The	
expense	would	have	been	much	more	if	the	Trinidad	Rancheria	had	not	provided	
a	location	for	the	Lighthouse,	prepared	the	site	by	grading	to	level	the	ground.		
Additionally,	flat-bed	trucks	and	drivers	for	moving	the	Lighthouse	and	bell	were	
provided	by	the	Trinidad	and	Big	Lagoon	Rancherias.	
	

b. Potential	Crane	Costs	to	Move	to	Another	Site:		Moving	the	Lighthouse	to	any	
other	location	would	involve	expensive	crane	costs.		The	Lighthouse	weighs	20	
tons	and	the	Fog	Bell,	2	tons.		Chart	comments	included:		“…Not	far	to	move.”		
“Easy	move.”		(See	Public	Meeting,	Trinidad	Harbor	Chart	Transcription,	page	26)	

	
c. Trinidad	Rancheria	Partnership:		By	accepting	the	Rancheria’s	generous	offer	to	

locate	the	Lighthouse	on	their	property,	the	project	realizes	cost	savings	in	a	
number	of	ways:	

i. Landowner	&	Co-Applicant:		The	Rancheria	has	expertise	with	permits,	
contracts,	applications	and	engineers.		As	the	Trinidad	Civic	Club	
navigates	the	challenging	process	of	building	a	new	memorial	site,	the	
collaboration	with	the	Rancheria	is	extremely	valuable	and	helpful.	Hiring	
personnel	to	provide	these	services	is	expensive	and	cost	prohibitive.		As	
a	co-applicant,	the	Rancheria	has	access	to	funding	not	available	to	the	
Civic	Club,	a	non-profit	organization.	
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ii. In-Kind	Donations:		The	Rancheria	will	donate	all	the	grading	for	the	

project	as	the	landowner,	reducing	construction	costs.		Some	of	the	
Coastal	Commission	application	preparation	fees	will	also	be	included.	

	
iii. Land	Cost:		The	Rancheria	is	the	only	property	owner	that	offered	to	

accommodate	the	memorial	site	with	no	financial	obligation	for	the	land.		
No	private	property	owner	in	Trinidad	offered	land	for	sale.		Sites	on	
public	lands	were	deemed	not	viable.	

	
iv. Security:		The	Rancheria	agreed	to	provide	security	at	no	cost	for	the	site,	

which	was	not	available	at	any	of	the	other	sites.	
	

In	summary,	the	Trinidad	Harbor	site	is	the	only	one	that	met	all	the	established	criteria.											
Comments	on	the	Harbor	chart	stated,	“Meets	and	exceeds	all	criteria.”	“Best	location	in	our	
Town.”		A	personal	favorite:		“The	stars	align	on	this	spot.”		(See	Public	Meeting,	Trinidad	
Harbor	Chart	Transcription,	page	30)	
	
(Documentation:		See	Public	Meeting,	Trinidad	Harbor,	pages	23	–	42)	
	

Site	#7:		Trinidad	Head	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Not	Viable	
Near	the	Bureau	of	Land	Management	chain-link	gate	to	the	Trinidad	Head	Lighthouse	is	a	flat,	
grassy	area	owned	by	the	City	of	Trinidad.		This	site	received	little	public	support	for	the	
following	reasons:	

1. Issues	with	Location.		Criteria	#1:		“Consider	the	aesthetics	of	a	Lighthouse	by	the	sea	in	
the	new	location	that	is	environmentally	and	culturally	sensitive.”		The	site	did	not	meet	
the	selection	criteria	for	cultural	sensitivity	with	4	comments	in	the	cons	column	
expressing	the	same	idea:	“Yurok	sacred	site!”		(See	Public	Meeting,	Trinidad	Head	Chart	
Transcription,	page	44)		This	location	on	Trinidad	Head	was	deemed	not	culturally	
sensitive.	
	

2. Issues	with	Public	Access/Parking.		Criteria	#3	(See	Public	Meeting,	Site	Selection	
Criteria,	page	6):		Quoting	one	entry	in	the	Cons	column:		“Difficult	or	no	access—
vehicular	access	prohibited.”		(See	Public	Meeting,	Trinidad	Head	Chart	Transcription,	
page	44)		Parking	would	be	in	the	lot	at	the	base	of	the	Head,	with	a	long,	uphill	hike	
required	to	access	the	site.		In	addition,	the	hairpin-curve	road	to	the	site	would	prohibit	
access	by	trucks	to	move	the	Lighthouse	and	pour	cement,	making	the	transport	of	
construction	equipment	prohibitive.			

	
3. Issues	with	Financial	Cost.		Criteria	#7	(See	Public	Meeting,	Site	Selection	Criteria,	page	

6):		Without	truck	access,	a	solution	would	be	to	helicopter	in	the	Lighthouse,	the	Bell,	
along	with	construction	equipment	and	materials.		One	wrote:		“Would	need	a	
helicopter	to	get	it	thereL”	(See	Public	Meeting,	Trinidad	Head	Chart	Transcription,	
page	44)		This	would	be	extremely	expensive	and	immediately	disqualifying	as	a	
solution.			

	
			(Documentation:		See	Public	Meeting,	Trinidad	Head,	pages	43	-	47)	
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Site	#8:		Trinidad	State	Park	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Not	Viable	
Many	were	attracted	to	the	vision	of	the	Lighthouse	at	the	end	of	the	road	in	the	State	Park	
overlooking	Trinidad	State	Beach	far	below.		However,	issues	revealed	in	the	public	meeting	led	
to	the	determination	that	the	site	was	“Not	Viable”	for	the	following	reasons:	

1. Issues	with	Land.		Criteria	#1	(See	Public	Meeting,	Site	Selection	Criteria,	page	6):		The	
land	is	within	a	State	Park,	owned	by	the	State	of	California.		Keven	Harder,	the	
Supervising	State	Park	Ranger,	was	out	of	town	the	night	of	the	Public	Meeting	and	
could	not	attend.		He	consulted	with	his	Supervisor	regarding	the	question	about	the	
possibility	of	a	memorial	site	in	the	Park.			
Keven	provided	the	following	quotes	for	the	PowerPoint	presentation	regarding	this	
site:		“State	Parks	would	be	willing	to	entertain	the	idea.		This	would	require	a	formal	
request	and	proposal,	which	would	require	multiple	layers	of	approval	and	permitting	to	
the	State	level	with	many	departments	involved	in	the	decision.“		“The	answer	could	be	
‘No,’	but	if	‘Yes,’	that	could	be	a	win/win	for	the	local	community.”		(See	“Lighthouse	in	
Limbo”	PowerPoint)	
In	phone	conversations	with	Keven,	TCC	was	told	that	the	process	would	be	very	lengthy	
and	could	take	up	to	5	years	or	more,	without	assurance	the	proposal	would	be	
approved.		Attendees	were	negative	about	the	bureaucracy	and	red	tape	that	securing	
this	site	would	entail.		One	explicit	entry	was:		“Very	long	process	to	accomplish	
movement…	State	permit	and	appeal	process	=	SLOW”		(See	Public	Meeting,	Trinidad	
State	Park	Chart	Transcription,	page	52)	
	
“Cultural	Problems!”	was	also	noted	in	the	cons	column,	but	no	details	were	provided	as	
to	why.		(See	Public	Meeting,	Trinidad	State	Park	Chart	Transcription,	page	52)	
	

2. Issues	with	Security.		Criteria	#4	(See	Public	Meeting,	Site	Selection	Criteria,	page	6):		
Numerous	entries	in	the	Cons	column	mentioned	security	issues:		“Homeless?		Many	
people	camp/dump/etc.		Could	be	potential	problem	for	desecration.”	“Poor	security.		
Homeless	camps	everywhere	there.”	“Lack	of	security.		Poor	maintenance.”		“Lack	of	
security—not	safe	for	Lighthouse	or	visitors.”		“Security	issues—night.”		“Too	isolated.”		
“Secluded.”		“Out	of	the	way	=	vandalism,	etc.”	“Worst	site	for	security…”	“Too	few	eyes	
to	watch	over	the	Lighthouse.”		This	site	generated	the	most	negative	comments	
regarding	security	of	any	of	the	sites.		(See	Public	Meeting,	Trinidad	State	Park	Chart	
Transcription,	page	52)	
	

3. Issues	with	Financial	Cost.		Criteria	#7	((See	Public	Meeting,	Site	Selection	Criteria,	page	
6):		The	application	and	appeal	process	would	be	daunting	and	expensive.		The	ongoing	
maintenance	issues	at	the	State	Park,	due	to	funding	concerns,	have	resulted	in	a	less-
than-appealing	property	for	the	location	of	a	memorial	site.		It	would	be	challenging	and	
expensive	to	hire	a	maintenance	employee	to	keep	the	site	presentable.		Other	factors	
include:		costs	to	repair	vandalism,	additional	lighting	for	security	purposes,	additional	
signage	to	direct	the	public	to	find	the	Lighthouse.		Finally,	moving	the	Lighthouse	to	
this	location	from	its	current	location	would	make	it	cost	prohibitive.		As	one	attendee	
commented:		“Who	will	pay	for	this?		Most	expensive	option.”	(See	Public	Meeting,	
Trinidad	State	Park	Chart	Transcription,	page	52)	

	
(Documentation:		See	Public	Meeting,	Trinidad	State	Park,	pages	48	–	60)	
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Site	#9:		Trinity	&	Edwards	Streets	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Not	Viable	
The	City	owns	property	at	the	street	level	above	the	previous	site	of	the	Memorial	Lighthouse	
and	the	two	streets.		There	was	interest	in	this	site,	but	the	attendees	brought	up	a	number	of	
issues	that,	in	the	end,	determined	the	site	was	“Not	Viable:”	

1. Issues	with	the	Location.		Criteria	#1	(See	Public	Meeting,	Site	Selection	Criteria,	page	6):		
The	site	was	opposed	by	Joan	Lindgren	Butler,	Tsurai	Village	descendant,	who	provided		

	 written	input:	“I	oppose	#1	intersection	of	Trinity	and	Edwards	Streets	for	the	same	
	 engineering	and	geological	reasons	that	the	lighthouse	needed	to	be	moved.		More	
	 importantly,	the	historical	and	cultural	value	of	the	Native	American	Village,	Tsurai,	
	 which	is	located	at	site	#1,	should	be	restored.”		(See	Public	Meeting,	Public	Written	
	 Input	Form,	Joan	Lindgren	Butler,	pages	15	-	16)			A	comment	in	the	con	column	stated:		
	 “Practically	on	top	of	controversial	land.”		This	site	did	not	meet	the	culturally	sensitive	
	 criteria.		(See	Public	Meeting,	Trinity	&	Edwards	Chart	Transcription,	page	63)	

	
2. Issues	with	Space.		Criteria	#2	(See	Public	Meeting,	Site	Selection	Criteria,	page	6):		

Numerous	comments	on	the	chart	mentioned	traffic	issues	and	lack	of	space:		“Too	tight	
and	flat	for	all	necessities.”		“Big	issue	with	traffic.”	“Closing	Edwards	to	one	way—fire	
issues?		Seems	like	it	would	clog	up	that	congested	spot	more.”	“There	is	more	than	
enough	problems	with	this	corner,	without	adding	more.”	“More	traffic	on	Edwards.		
How	much	parking?”	“Traffic	congestion/commercial	trucks	heading	to	harbor	possible	
vehicular	damage.”		(See	Public	Meeting,	Trinity	&	Edwards	Chart	Transcription,	page	
63)		These	comments	were	based	on	the	experience	of	community	members	with	this	
intersection.		It	was	made	clear	that	there	are	many	traffic	problems	without	placing	the	
memorial	site	in	this	location.	
	

3. Issues	with	Longevity.		Criteria	#4	(See	Public	Meeting,	Site	Selection	Criteria,	page	6):						
The	bluff	along	Edwards	Street	on	City	property	was	rain	saturated	in	the	winter	of	2017	
and	began	sliding,	threatening	the	stability	of	the	Lighthouse	on	Civic	Club	adjacent	
property	at	the	end	of	Trinity	Street.		Though	the	Lighthouse	had	not	moved	from	its	
original	foundation,	Gary	Simpson,	an	engineer	with	SHN	Consulting	Engineers	&	
Geologists,	recommended	that	the	Lighthouse	be	relocated	as	a	precautionary	measure.		
These	same	geological	conditions	on	the	bluff	still	exist	due	to	coastal	erosion:		“No—
too	close	to	where	it	was	removed!”	“Make	sure	it	can	be	on	stable	ground.”	(See	Public	
Meeting,	Trinity	&	Edwards	Chart	Transcription,	page	53)	
	

(Documentation:		See	Public	Meeting,	Trinity	&	Edwards	Streets	documents,	pages	61	–	77)	
	

SUMMARY:		PUBLIC	MEETING	RECOMMENDATIONS	
	

The	Civic	Club	was	grateful	to	the	Yurok	Tribe	and	Trinidad	Rancheria	representatives	who	
participated	on	the	Site	Selection	Committee	in	the	Public	Meeting	on	Tuesday,	Feb.	27,	2018	in	
the	Trinidad	Town	Hall.		Their	input	regarding	cultural	sensitivity	was	critical	to	the	selection	
process.		The	Civic	Club	meeting	was	held	on	Thursday,	March	1,	2018.		The	members	of	the	
Trinidad	Civic	Club,	as	owners	and	stewards	of	the	Memorial	Lighthouse,	considered	the	
information	generated	in	the	Public	Meeting	contained	in	packets	for	each	site	and	made	the	
final	decision.		The	Trinidad	Harbor	site	was	unanimously	approved.			
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ADDITIONAL	SITES	
	

The	Civic	Club	hired	Joshua	McKnight	of	Trinity	Valley	Consulting	Engineers	in	May	2020.		A	soils	
report	was	completed	on	Harbor	property	in	the	vicinity	of	the	current	temporary	location	of	
the	Lighthouse.		Four	potential	sites	were	identified,	which	can	be	seen	in	the	TVCE	soil	report.	

	
Site	#1	Current	Location	in	Trinidad	Harbor		 	 	 	 						Viable	
This	site	is	the	same	as	Public	Meeting	Site	#6,	previously	described	on	pages	3	–	5	of	this	
document.		The	3-D	rendering	of	the	Memorial	Lighthouse	and	the	engineering	designs	were	
created	for	the	memorial	site	at	this	location.	

	
Site	#2	Below	the	Driveway	to	the	B&B	 	 	 	 	 					Potentially	Viable	
Originally,	this	location	was	a	favored	site	of	some	in	the	community	and	the	Civic	Club	because	
of	the	higher	elevation	for	the	dramatic	view.		This	site	is	potentially	viable,	but	is	not	preferred	
for	the	following	reasons:	

1. The	site	would	require	more	soil	disturbance	to	dig	down	to	solid	ground.	
2. More	foundation	work	would	be	required.	
3. The	current	engineering	plans	could	not	be	used	at	this	site.	
4. All	of	the	above	would	increase	construction	costs	considerably.	
5. At	this	height,	there	is	a	potential	for	concerns	about	the	viewshed.	

	
Site	#3	Up	the	Road	Near	the	Telephone	Pole	 	 	 	 								Not	Viable	
The	Lighthouse	would	look	dramatic	at	this	height,	but	the	location	was	deemed	“Not	Viable”	
for	the	following	reasons:	

1. The	ocean	waves	below	this	location	are	eroding	the	bluff,	creating	the	same	situation	
at	the	original	location	of	the	Lighthouse.		This	site	does	not	meet	the	“Longevity”	
criterion.	

2. The	telephone	pole,	which	provides	electricity	to	the	Head,	would	be	cost	prohibitive	to	
relocate.	

3. Finding	solid	ground	for	foundation	support	is	problematic.	
4. The	current	engineering	plans	could	not	be	used	at	this	site.	
5. Access	requires	a	higher	climb	than	the	previous	sites	(ADA	concerns).	
6. For	those	concerned	about	viewshed,	this	might	present	a	challenge.	

	
Site	#4	Near	Road	Chain	on	Right	Side	 	 	 	 	 									Not	Viable	
This	site	has	the	least	potential	for	the	following	reasons:	

1. The	site	is	the	closest	to	Trinidad	Head	and	potentially	culturally	sensitive.	
2. The	space	is	limited	and	would	require	dividing	up	components	of	the	memorial.			
3. Access	requires	a	higher	climb	than	the	other	sites	(ADA	concerns).	
4. The	site	is	very	close	to	the	leach	fields	on	the	right	side	of	the	road.	
5. The	current	engineering	plans	could	not	be	used	at	this	site.			
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CONCLUSION	
	
Private	Property:		Three	private	property	sites	investigated	were	unavailable.	
Public	Meeting:		Of	six	locations	considered	in	Trinidad,	only	one	was	deemed	viable—the	
Harbor	property	owned	by	the	Trinidad	Rancheria.	
Harbor	Locations:		Of	the	four	Harbor	sites	identified	in	the	soil	report,	only	Site	#1,	the	current	
site	of	the	Lighthouse,	the	one	favored	by	the	community	and	approved	by	the	Civic	Club,	was	
viable.		Site	#2	was	the	only	other	site	that	might	be	potentially	viable,	but	higher	construction	
costs	and	possible	viewshed	concerns	are	factors	to	consider.	
	
Key	Components	of	The	Search:			
Site	Selection	Criteria:		The	development	of	7	site	selection	criteria	by	which	to	analyze	all	the	
sites	was	instrumental	in	defining	the	needs	of	the	project	and	identifying	the	one	site	that	met	
all	the	criteria.		(See	Public	Meeting,	Site	Selection	Criteria,	page	6).	
	
Public	Input:		Public	input	played	an	important	role	throughout	the	process.		All	the	private	
property	locations	and	the	six	locations	presented	in	the	Public	Meeting	were	suggested	by	
community	members.		Since	TCC	is	creating	a	memorial	site	for	the	community,	community	
participation	in	the	process	was	essential.		The	activities	for	the	Public	Meeting	were	designed	
for	maximum	public	input	through	written	comments	on	charts,	small	group	table	
conversations	focused	on	the	best	locations,	charts	of	pros/cons	developed	for	potential	sites	
by	small	group	participants,	sketching	the	memorial	site	on	Google	maps	of	preferred	locations	
and	finally,	having	one	member	from	each	table	group	share	the	recommended	site	or	sites	to	
the	whole	group.			
	
The	Selection	Process:		The	process	involved	creating	a	Site	Selection	Committee	with	3	
representatives	from	the	Trinidad	Rancheria,	4	from	the	Yurok	Tribe	(with	which	the	Tsurai	
Ancestral	Society	is	affiliated)	and	3	from	the	Trinidad	Civic	Club,	who	collaborated	on	the	
“Memorandum	of	Understanding	Between	the	Cher-Ae	Heights	Indian	Community	of	the	
Trinidad	Rancheria,	the	Trinidad	Civic	Club,	the	Yurok	Tribe	and	the	Tsurai	Ancestral	Society	
Regarding	the	Removal	of	the	Trinidad	Memorial	Lighthouse	from	the	Civic	Club	Property.”	All	
the	stakeholders	signed	the	document	on	January	7,	2018,	except	the	Tsurai	Ancestral	Society.		
The	stakeholders	who	participated	and	signed	the	MOU	were	included	on	the	Site	Selection	
Committee,	each	selecting	their	own	representatives.		(See	Memorandum	of	Understanding	
and	Public	Meeting,	Site	Selection	Advisory	Committee,	page	4.)		Having	the	voices	and	
comments	of	the	local	Yurok	community	involved	in	the	process	was	essential.	
	
Transparency:		The	Civic	Club	is	committed	to	full	transparency	regarding	the	selection	process.	

Written	Documentation:		All	of	the	written	documentation	from	the	Public	Meeting	was	
tabulated	and	made	public	in	our	Public	Meeting	pdf	document.		The	entire	document	contains	
84	pages	of	information	that	reveal	the	step-by-step	process	with	the	stakeholders.		(See	Public	
Meeting,	Response	Tabulation	Report,	pages	9	–	10)			

Photographs:		Photographs	taken	at	the	meeting	were	included	at	the	end	of	the	
document.		(See	Public	Meeting,	Photographs,	pages	81	-	84).		Photographs	were	also	taken	of	
the	6	charts	displayed	on	the	walls.		Unfortunately,	the	handwriting	on	the	charts	proved	
difficult	to	read,	so	the	charts	were	transcribed	and	included	in	the	Public	Meeting	document	
under	each	relevant	site.		(Transcription	was	aided	by	a	magnifying	glass;	also	by	enhancing	the	
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light	settings	and	increasing	the	size	of	the	photographs	in	Adobe	Photoshop.)		These	enhanced	
photographs,	taken	the	night	of	the	event,	are	included	following	each	chart	transcription.	

PowerPoint	Presentation:		The	“Lighthouse	in	Limbo”	PowerPoint	presentation	during	
the	Public	Meeting	has	also	been	submitted	to	make	the	information	available	to	all.		

	
	
COMMUNITY	SUPPORT	
	
Many	people,	organizations,	businesses	and	artisans	in	Humboldt	County	have	donated	money,	
in-kind	services	and	goods	to	the	Memorial	Lighthouse	Project.		(See	Friends	of	the	Memorial	
Lighthouse	document.)		More	complete	records	of	all	donations	indicate	that	there	are	over	
140	donation	entries	(individuals,	couples	and	organizations),	along	with	53	local	businesses,	32	
artists	and	musicians,	as	well	as	numerous	individuals	who	attended	fundraising	events.	
	
The	Trinidad	Memorial	Lighthouse	Project	provides	a	permanent	home	for	the	Memorial	
Lighthouse.			The	unique	design	of	the	structure	will	serve	the	community	for	decades	to	come	
as	“a	monument	preserving	maritime	history	dedicated	to	those	lost	or	buried	at	sea.”		The	
Project	will	restore	and	preserve	the	iconic	Lighthouse,	fulfilling	its	original	purpose	to	honor	
the	past	and	serve	as	a	beacon	of	hope	for	the	future.		
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
						 							



DOCUMENTS FOR MEMORIAL LIGHTHOUSE PROJECT 
 

 
MAIN DOCUMENTS: 
 

1. Conceptual Project Drawing: Trinity Valley Consulting Engineers  
2. Conceptual Project Drawing in Harbor Setting: Trinity Valley Consulting 

Engineers  
3. Cover Letter:  Trinidad Civic Club and the Cher-Ae Heights Indian Community 

of the Trinidad Rancheria 
4. Memorial Lighthouse Relocation Plans:  Joshua McNight, Trinity Valley 

Consulting Engineers  
5. R2 Soil Report:  Preliminary Site Evaluation, Trinidad Lighthouse Relocation:  

Trinity Valley Consulting Engineers 
6. Cultural Report:  Rachel Sundberg 
7. Environmental Report:  Analytical Environmental Services  

 
 
BACKBROUND DOCUMENTS: 
       8.  Site Search Analysis:  Trinidad Civic Club Leadership 

 
       SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS for Site Search Analysis: 

9.    “Public Meeting” pdf:  Trinidad Civic Club   
10.  “Lighthouse in Limbo” PowerPoint Presentation:  Trinidad Civic Club   
11.  “Memorandum of Understanding Between the Cher-Ae Heights Indian    

Community of the Trinidad Rancheria, the Trinidad Civic Club, the Yurok Tribe and  
the Tsurai Ancestral Society Regarding the Removal of the Trinidad Memorial 
Lighthouse from the Civic Club Property” dated January 7, 2018. 

12.  “Friends of the Memorial Lighthouse” pdf:  Trinidad Civic Club 
 

 



























































































p. 1 of 4 
ADU Ordinance Memo  June 16, 2021 PC Meeting 

 
  
 AGENDA ITEM MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Trinidad Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Trever Parker, City Planner 
 
DATE: June 1, 2021 
 
RE: Accessory Dwelling Units  
 
 
Background 
As a reminder, State law requires local jurisdictions to approve Accessory Dwelling 
Units (ADUs) that meet certain standards. As the State housing crisis continues and 
housing goals have not been met, the State has further curtailed local jurisdictions’ 
ability to restrict ADUs. Trinidad has been somewhat buffered from these requirements, 
because the State ADU law does not supersede Local Coastal Programs that have been 
certified by the Coastal Commission. But ADUs can provide an important source of 
more affordable housing in the Coastal Zone, and one of the implementation measures 
in the City’s approved Housing Element is to adopt an ADU ordinance.  
 
Trinidad adopted an ADU ordinance in 2012 that was in compliance with the State 
ADU law in effect at that time. However, upon submittal to the Coastal Commission for 
certification, Coastal Commission staff requested additional information and analysis to 
ensure that ADUs would not impact coastal resources. The additional information 
generally fell into three categories: adequacy of water, wastewater and parking. At the 
time, the City did not have the information that was being requested, nor the means to 
obtain it. However, we now, or soon will, have that information, and so can and should 
adopt an ADU ordinance. The City has SB2 grant funding to complete the ordinance.  
 
Current 
Because the regulations are so complex, it was previously determined that the best 
approach would be to review and develop individual sections prior to tackling the 
entire ordinance. At the last meeting, we discussed JADUs and where/how to locate 
ADUs appropriately in Trinidad. For this meeting, I have included revised JADU 
regulations based on the discussion at the last meeting. I do not have new information 
regarding potential locations, but that will be a topic that we continue to discuss and 
reach out to other staff and agencies as appropriate. Note that there are some highlights 
in the document indicating notes, but they are more for myself at this point, so I didn’t 
print them. 
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In the meantime, I have provided most of the procedural sections of the ordinance 
highlighted in green. These include: ‘Purpose’ (§ 17.54.010), ‘Permits Required’ (§ 
17.54.040), ‘ADU Permitting Procedures’ (§ 17.54.050), and ‘Existing ADUs’ (§ 
17.56.060). The remainder of the ordinance will primarily consist of the development 
standards for ADUs, which we will review at the next meeting. There are some 
procedural requirements that may depend on the development standards, and we will 
revisit these provisions once we get through the development standards. I provided 
you with the permitting requirements first to provide better context for reviewing the 
development standards.  
 
JADUs 
I updated the section on efficiency kitchens to include the minimum standards from the 
state regulations and took out the food prep counter/storage space requirement so that 
it can be reviewed on a case-by-case basis. I also took out the requirement for an interior 
door, because that was not part of the state regulations and was deemed unnecessary. I 
also tried to clarify the deed restriction section with more standard language.  
 
There are still a couple of outstanding issues that we can address as more information 
becomes available. One is whether a detached accessory structure can be converted to a 
JADU. I think that the City can interpret “within the walls of a… single-family dwelling 
unit” to include structures that have already been approved as part of the living space 
of the residence. Those spaces already went through the CDP and review process. 
Creating new JADUs in detached accessory structures without that review is a little 
different. In that case, a CDP should be required. But rather than include a separate 
permit process for JADUs that require a CDP, they may best be considered and 
processed as ADUs at that point.   
 
Purpose and Intent 
This section is pretty self-explanatory, but let me know if you have anything to add or 
any questions. There will also be a set of findings at the beginning of the ordinance.  
 
Permits Required 
This section applies to both ADUs and JADUs. It would be nice to have a name for 
ADU and JADU permits besides just ADU and JADU permits. I used “second dwelling 
permit” for now, but we may come up with something better, especially if the City is 
going to allow multiple ADUs on a property as provided for in the state law.  
 
The intent is that there will be a subset of ADUs that meet certain standards, and all 
JADUs (unless OWTS upgrades are required) that will be approved ministerially by the 
City Planner. However, if someone wants to construct an ADU that does not meet all 
the standards (e.g. size limits), then they can apply for a use permit for that ADU (also 
see next section). As we refine the development standards, we may also need to refine 
the permit requirements.  
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The condition of the OWTS and whether any improvements are required will affect the 
type of permit needed for an ADU or JADU (e.g. whether a CDP is required). Trinidad 
has not required CDPs for OWTS repairs and upgrades to meet current standards when 
there is no increase in flows. However, Coastal Commission staff have indicated that 
any modifications, except for truly like-for-like replacements, constitute development 
requiring a CDP. City staff have resisted the idea of requiring CDPs for someone to 
upgrade from a pit to leachlines, for example. However, we are likely going to have to 
address that issue as part of this ordinance. I would like to develop a waiver process for 
OWTS modifications/upgrades that meet certain conditions. A waiver is for de minimis 
development that is a step above an exemption, where certain findings and 
documentation are required. Such a waiver would probably be included in a different 
section of the zoning ordinance, so that it would apply more broadly than just for 
ADUs.  
 
ADU Permitting Procedures 
This section applies to ADUs only. There are two different processes—one for ADUs 
that meet the standards for a ministerial permit and one for those that don’t. As noted 
above, we will need to specify the standards that can be deviated from. This just refers 
to the narrow standards for ministerial approval of ADUs, other zoning ordinance 
standards would still apply. Things like size and height would be standards that 
reasonably could be deviated from with approval of a use permit. OWTS standards 
cannot be deviated from regardless of the type of permit. Setbacks and parking 
requirements are examples of standards that should be discussed further when we get 
to that portion of the ordinance. 
 
In the 2012 version of the ordinance, subsection C.3.c included more detailed language 
about view obstruction. However, that would be a difficult determination to make as 
part of a ministerial process, so I made it more general. ADUs that will meet the 
standards for a ministerial permit should have minimal potential to impact views due 
to limitation on height, location and size, but that is an issue to keep in mind. Along 
those same lines, instead of subsection D.2 requiring design review, it could refer to the 
findings of C.3, but probably only if they include a view protection finding. 
 
Existing ADUs 
This section applies to both legal nonconforming and illegally constructed ADUs that 
are already in existence. Nonconforming ADUs would be allowed to continue as a 
nonconforming use like they are now. But if the ADU can be found to meet the ADU 
regulations, the owner can choose to get it fully permitted. A question to consider is 
whether nonconforming ADUs should have additional OWTS requirements that are not 
generally applicable to other nonconforming uses. The way subsection A.2 is currently 
worded, is basically how the OWTS Operating Permit process currently works, so may 
be redundant.  
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Note that the provisions for illegal ADUs include an allowance to not fully meet current 
OWTS standards as would be required for a new ADU. The alternative would be to 
require the ADU to be removed or converted to another use. There is the potential to 
require monitoring wells and/or to limit to water use and other means to ensure that 
wastewater is being property treated. The previous version of the ADU ordinance also 
included a provision for the Planning Commission to allow exceptions for existing, 
illegal ADUs that can’t meet all the standards (not just OWTS). But I’m not sure what 
standards we would allow to be deviated from that the owner couldn’t apply for a use 
permit as a means to legally permit their ADU. I left a placeholder for further 
consideration. 
 
Location of ADUs 
I don’t have new information to provide on this issue, though I did include the Coastal 
Commission letters as requested. Note that some of the material is no longer applicable. 
I also provided some excerpts from the 2018 Water Demand Assessment applicable to 
ADUs. New overlay maps can take a fair amount of time and budget, so I want to make 
sure they will be useful. I also want to have a chance to discuss the infiltration and 
groundwater model with GHD staff and slope stability with a geologist. At this point, 
I’m thinking that somewhere around 200 ft. from a bluff or a creek might be a good 
starting point for limiting the location of ADUs. The distance may vary depending on 
the closest bluff, since certain segments are more stable than others based on a Coastal 
Landslide Hazard Evaluation prepared in 2019. Coastal Commission staff also 
suggested that putting a cap on the number of ADUs may be a way to effectively limit 
impacts to coastal resources. They are currently processing an ADU ordinance for 
Mendocino County that applies in the Coastal Zone, and I will keep abreast of that 
process. 
 
 
Staff Recommendation/Suggested Action(s) 
Discuss regulations and provide feedback to staff for the next draft.  
 
Attachments 

• Consider bringing the attachments from the previous two meetings 
• Draft regulations/updates (7 pages)  
• Coastal Commission letters (July 5, 2012 and January 23, 2013) regarding 

previous ADU ordinance (10 pages) 
• Water Demand Assessment Excerpts (6 pages) 
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     CHAPTER 17.54 (ARTICLE 5.6)    

REGULATIONS FOR ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

 

Section 17.54.010 (5.6.01) – PURPOSE AND INTENT 

The City recognizes the importance of a suitable living environment for all residents. 
The State Legislature has declared that accessory dwelling units (ADUs) are a valuable 
form of housing in California. It is the intent of the City to permit ADUs and Junior 
ADUs (JADUs), in conformance with state law, subject to standards that will ensure the 
units contribute to a safe living environment for all residents while protecting the water 
quality and coastal resources in and around Trinidad. The purpose is to provide 
flexibility in housing options, an opportunity for the development of small rental units, 
to provide relatively affordable housing for low- and moderate-income individuals and 
families, to provide economic support for resident property owners and to provide 
rental units for the elderly or disabled while still maintaining the small town, residential 
character of the City and protecting coastal resources. 
 

Section 17.54.020 (§ 5.6.02) – DEFINITIONS 

A. "Accessory dwelling unit" or ADU means an attached or detached residential 
dwelling unit that provides complete independent living facilities for one or more 
persons and is located on a lot with a proposed or existing primary residence.  It 
shall include permanent provisions for living, sleeping, cooking, eating, and 
sanitation on the same parcel as the single-family or multifamily dwelling is or will 
be situated. An accessory dwelling unit also includes the following: (A) an efficiency 
unit, and (B) a manufactured home, as defined in Section 18007 of the Health and 
Safety Code.  

B. “Accessory Structure” means a structure that is accessory and incidental to a 
dwelling located on the same lot. 

C. “Converted Existing Space” means space (e.g., master bedroom, attached garage, 
storage area, or similar use, or an accessory structure) on the lot of the primary 
residence that is converted into an independent living unit.  

D. “Efficiency unit” has the same meaning as defined in Section 17958.1 of the Health 
and Safety Code. [Note: this section refers to the International Building Code for a 
definition, but also contains reference to the following: “efficiency units for occupancy by no 
more than two persons which have a minimum floor area of 150 sq. ft. and which may also 
have partial kitchen and bathroom facilities…”] 

E. “Junior Accessory Dwelling Unit” or JADU means a that is contained entirely within 
an existing or proposed single-family residence.  
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F. “Living area” means the interior habitable area of a dwelling unit, including 
basements and attics, but does not include a garage or any accessory structure. 

G. “Nonconforming zoning condition” means a physical improvement on a property 
that does not conform with current zoning standards. 

H. “Passageway” means a pathway that is unobstructed clear to the sky and extends 
from a street to one entrance of the accessory dwelling unit. 

I. “Primary dwelling’ means the primary, existing legal single-family residential 
dwelling unit which provides complete independent living facilities for one or more 
persons. 

J. “Proposed dwelling” means a dwelling that is the subject of a permit application 
and that meets the requirements for permitting. 

K. “Public transit” means a location, including, but not limited to, a bus stop or train 
station, where the public may access buses, trains, subways, and other forms of 
transportation that charge set fares, run on fixed routes, and are available to the 
public. 

L. “Tandem parking” means that two or more automobiles are parked on a driveway 
or in any other location on a lot, lined up behind one another. 

 

Section 17.54.030 (§ 5.6.03) – LOCATION[TP1] 

A. An ADU may be located on any lot zoned to allow single-family or multifamily 
dwelling residential use (Urban Residential, Suburban Residential, and Planned 
Development zones) and which either contains an existing or proposed primary 
dwelling. [TP2] 

B. The ADU may be either attached to, or located within the proposed or existing 
primary dwelling, including attached garages, storage areas or similar uses, or an 
accessory structure. ADUS may also be detached from the proposed or existing 
primary dwelling but must be located on the same lot as the existing or proposed 
primary dwelling.  

C. ADUs are considered a residential use but are not required to meet the density 
requirements of the General Plan or zoning ordinance. A detached ADU is not 
considered an accessory building or accessory use. 
 

Section 17.54.040 (5.6.04) – PERMITS REQUIRED 

A. Establishment of an ADU or JADU requires a second dwelling [TP3]permit from the 
City 

B. Any application for an ADU that meets all standards in § 17.54.070 (§ 5.6.07) or a 
JADU that meets all standards in § 17.54.### (§ 5.6.##) of this chapter shall be 
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approved ministerially by the City Planner without discretionary review or public 
hearing. 

C. A use permit shall be required in accordance with this chapter and chapter 17.72 
(article 7) of the Trinidad Zoning Ordinance for establishment of an ADU which 
does not meet all the development standards contained or referenced in this chapter. 

D. Upon approval of a second dwelling permit and any applicable use permit or design 
review approval for a proposed ADU[TP4], a coastal development permit shall be 
deemed approved and shall take effect 10 working days after the Coastal 
Commission receives notification unless an appeal is filed within that time. 
 

Section 17.54.050 (§ 5.6.05) – ADU PERMITTING PROCEDURES 

A. Submittal: Applications for ADUs shall be submitted to the City Clerk’s Office on a 
City of Trinidad ADU Application. The City shall provide information on submittal 
requirements along with the Application. 

B. Fees: Fees for ADU permits shall be set by resolution of the City Council. Fees shall 
be based on the costs incurred to issue the permit. Costs for adopting and amending 
the ADU ordinance commensurate to individual permits may be included in the fee. 

C. Process for ADU applications that meet the standards of § 17.54.070 (§ 5.6.07): 

1. Timing: The City shall act on the application to create an ADU within 60 days 
from the date the local agency receives a completed application if there is an 
existing single-family or multifamily dwelling on the lot. If the permit 
application to create an accessory dwelling unit is submitted with a permit 
application to create a new single-family dwelling on the lot, the permitting 
agency may delay acting on the permit application for the ADU until the 
permitting agency acts on the permit application to create the new single-family 
dwelling, but the application to create the ADU shall be considered without 
discretionary review or hearing. If the applicant requests a delay, the 60-day time 
period shall be tolled for the period of the delay. If the local agency has not acted 
upon the completed application within 60 days, the application shall be deemed 
approved. 

2. Noticing: Notification for any pending ADU permit shall be provided to 
neighboring properties and interested persons in accordance with § 17.72.130 (§ 
7.17). Notice shall be provided at least seven days prior to any determination by 
the City Planner on a ministerial permit. If anyone submits evidence that shows 
that the project will not meet the development standards of § 17.54.070 (§ 5.6.07) 
herein to the satisfaction of the City Planner, then a use permit shall be required 
to be granted by the Planning Commission.  

3. Issuance: A ministerial permit shall only be issued for an ADU if the application 
conforms to all the specific standards contained in Section 17.54.070 (§ 5.6.07) and 
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only after the City Planner makes the three findings below. The decision of the 
City Planner and may be appealed in accordance with § 17.72.100 (§ 7.14) of the 
Trinidad Zoning Ordinance. 

a. The ADU is compatible with the design of the main unit and the surrounding 
neighborhood in terms of landscaping, scale, height, length, width, bulk, lot 
coverage, and exterior treatment, and will not cause excessive noise, traffic, or 
other disturbances to the existing neighborhood or result in significantly 
adverse impacts on public services and coastal resources. 

b. The ADU will not tend to change the character of or cause a concentration of 
such units sufficient to change the characteristic of the residential neighborhood 
in which it is located. 

c. The ADU is consistent with applicable policies of the General Plan. 

D. Process for ADUs that do not meet one or more of the standards [TP5]of § 17.54.070 (§ 
5.6.07) but meet other requirements of the Trinidad Zoning Ordinance: 

1. A use permit pursuant to chapter 17.72.040 (§ 7.09) of the Trinidad Zoning 
Ordinance shall be required to be approved by the Planning Commission. 

2. If the ADU involves new construction, then [TP6]design review pursuant to chapter 
17.60 (§ 6.19) shall also be required as applicable. 

3. Hearings, notifications, appeals, effective dates, etc. shall be in accordance with 
the requirements and procedures of chapter 17.72 (article 7). 

 

Section 17.54.060 (5.6.06) – EXISTING ADU’s 

A. Nonconforming ADU’s 

1. Legal, nonconforming ADU’s, those established prior to the certification of the 
City’s Zoning Ordinance in 1980, shall maintain their nonconforming status and 
shall be subject to all the nonconforming regulations in chapter 17.64 (§ 6.20-6.25) 
of the Trinidad Zoning Ordinance, unless a second dwelling permit is approved 
by the City Planner or Planning Commission for that unit pursuant to this 
chapter. If such permit is granted, then the ADU shall no longer be considered 
nonconforming and shall be subject to all the regulations of this chapter.  

2. Legal, nonconforming ADU’s are required to maintain their Onsite Wastewater 
Treatment System at a level of Satisfactory or better according to the City’s 
OWTS Management Program. If the OWTS receives a performance rating of less 
than Satisfactory, then restrictions on water use and occupancy [TP7]should be 
enacted as conditions of the OWTS operating permit.  

B. Illegal ADU’s[TP8] 
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1. Owners of illegal ADU’s, those that were constructed or converted after 1980 
without Planning Commission approval of a coastal development permit and 
any other applicable permits, have a three-year grace period in which to apply 
for a second dwelling permit pursuant to §17.54.050 (§ 5.6.05). In addition to 
meeting the development standards of §17.54.070 (§ 5.6.07) or receiving approval 
of a use permit, they must also conform to the following requirements: 

a. The ADU must meet all other applicable regulations and requirements of the 
City’s Municipal Code. 

b. ADUs must be inspected by the City Building Inspector for and upgraded for 
compliance with health and safety requirements as ordered by the Building 
Inspector, which may require building permits and fees.  

c. The OWTS must be upgraded to meet current standards for sizing and 
design. If there are lot size or other limitations that prevent upgrading the 
OWTS to current standards, other modifications, such as addition of a pre-
treatment shall be required. Otherwise, the ADU and/or primary residence 
may be restricted in the number of bedrooms, occupancy and/or water use 
commensurate with the capacity of the OWTS. If, in the opinion of the OWTS 
Administrator or Health Officer, the OWTS is not adequate to support the 
ADU without potentially impacting coastal resources, the second dwelling 
permit shall be denied and the illegally constructed ADU shall be removed or 
converted to another legal use. 

d. Units that cannot meet all the development standards…[TP9] 

2. If an illegal ADU is not registered within the timeframe set forth above, then 
when discovered, whether by an OWTS inspection or other means, the City may 
immediately begin Nuisance Abatement against the property. 

 

Section 17.54.XXX – JUNIOR ADUS 

A. Permitted Zoning Districts. Junior accessory dwelling units (JADUs) shall be 
allowed on properties zoned for single-family residences zoned, specifically Urban 
Residential, Suburban Residential, and Planned Development, with an existing or 
proposed single-family dwelling. The residence shall not be part of a duplex, or 
other multi-family development. 

B. Construct within Existing Structure. The JADU shall be constructed within the walls 
of an existing or proposed, legally permitted single-family dwelling unit [TP10]and 
must include an existing, legally permitted bedroom from the primary dwelling. A 
JADU may include separate sanitation facilities or may share sanitation facilities 
with the primary dwelling. 

C. Occupancy. The property owner must reside within either the JADU or the primary 
dwelling. JADUs shall not be rented for termsperiods less than 30 days.  
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D. Limit to the Number of JADUs. The number of JADUs is limited to one per 
residentially zoned parcel. 

E. Setback and Other Zoning Regulations. For purposes of setbacks and other zoning 
regulations, a JADU in new construction shall be considered to be a part of the 
principal use of subject site and shall be subject to the same requirements of the 
underlying zoning district. But JADUs shall be allowed within an existing, 
nonconforming single-family dwelling. 

F. Maximum Unit Size. The floor area of a JADU shall not exceed 500 square feet, 
provided that the total floor area for the parcel or lot does not exceed the applicable 
maximum allowable floor area or lot coverage. 

G. Unit Access. A separate exterior entry from the main entrance to the one-family 
dwelling, which shall be provided to serve the JADU only. 

1. ; and 

2. An interior entry access between the JADU and the one-family dwelling that is 
located off of the common living area of the primary residence, such as the living 
room, family room, dining room, den, office, home gym, kitchen, or an interior 
hallway leading to these common living areas. This interior entry access may be 
a door equipped with a double lock. A permitted JADU may include a second 
interior door for sound attenuation.  

H. Efficiency Food Preparation Area. A JADU shall include an small efficiency kitchen 
that includes a cooking facility with appliances and a food preparation counter and 
storage cabinets that area of reasonable size in relation to the JADU. food 
preparation area that In addition, the efficiency kitchen is limited to the following 
components: 

1. A sink with a maximum area of two square feet and with a maximum drain line 
diameter of one and one-half inches; 

2. Food preparation appliances that do not require electrical service greater than 
120 volts or natural or propane gas; 

3. A food preparation counter and storage cabinets which do not exceed six feet in 
total length.  

I. Building and Fire Requirements. 

1. The JADU shall be subject to the same building and fire code standards as for 
any other modifications to a single-family residence. The installation of fire 
sprinklers shall not be required in a JADU if sprinklers are not required in the 
primary dwelling.  

2. The JADU shall be equipped with at least one smoke detector and a carbon 
monoxide detector. 
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J. Utility Service. Separate utility connections, including water and power service, is 
not required for a JADU. 

K. Parking. No additional off-street parking is required for a JADU. 

L. OWTS. Approval by the Health Officer is required to establish a JADU. The existing 
OWTS shall be evaluated by the OWTS Administrator per the City’s OWTS 
Management Program. Upgrades may be required for substandard systems, such as 
those utilizing a leach pit or those with a performance rating of poor. If one doesn’t 
already exist, a reserve leachfield area shall be approved by the Health Officer if 
feasible. 

M. Deed Restriction. A deed restriction shall be recoded that runs with the landmay be 
enforced against future purchases, which prohibits the sale of the JADU separately 
from the single-family residence and restricts the size and attributes of the JADU to 
what was approved by the City pursuant to this section. 

N. An application for a permit pursuant to this section shall be considered 
ministerially, without discretionary review or a hearing. The City shall act on the 
application to create a JADU within 60 days from the date the City receives a 
completed application if there is an existing single-family dwelling on the lot.  

1. If the permit application to create a JADU is submitted with a permit application 
to create a new single-family dwelling on the lot, the City may delay acting on 
the permit application for the JADU until the permit application to create the 
new single-family dwelling is approved, but the application to create the JADU 
shall still be considered ministerially without discretionary review or a hearing.  

2. If the applicant requests a delay, the 60-day time period shall be tolled for the 
period of the delay.  

3. If upgrades to the OWTS are required, the JADU shall be ministerially approved 
within 60 days after the upgrades, including any necessary permits, are 
completed.  

O. The City shall charge a fee adequate to reimburse the local agency for costs incurred 
in connection with the issuance of a permit pursuant to this section. Fees shall be set 
by resolution of the City Council.  

 

 



STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA – NATURAL  RESOURCES  AGENCY  EDMUND G. BROWN JR,  GOVERNOR 

CALIFORNIA  COASTAL  COMMISSION 
NORTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE  

710  E  STREET   SUITE 200  

EUREKA,  CA  95501  

VOICE (707) 445-7833    

FACSIMILE  (707) 445-7877 

 

 

 July 5, 2012 
 
 
Trever Parker, City Planner 
City of Trinidad 
c/o: Streamline Planning Consultants 
1062 G Street 
Arcata, CA  95521 
 
RE: Amendment to Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan and Coastal Zoning 

Implementation Plan; City of Trinidad LCP Amendment No. TRN-MAJ-1-12 (Part A: 
Accessory Dwelling Units; Part B: Vacation Dwelling Units) 

 
 
Dear Mr. Parker: 
 
Thank you for the City staff’s submittal for Commission certification of the above-referenced 
amendment(s) to the City of Trinidad’s Local Coastal Program (LCP).  As indicated on the 
application form, the City is proposing to amend the Implementation Program (IP) portions of its 
LCP to establish development standards for “Accessory Dwelling Units” and “Vacation 
Dwelling Units.”  These standards would take the form of two wholly new Articles, 5.6 and 5.3, 
respectively, within the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Trinidad (ZOCT). 
 
The scope of the amendment has necessitated and will continue to require a considerable amount 
of Commission staff time to review the amendment for completeness and for its conformity with 
the Coastal Act.  This task, together with the loss of staff in our office due to the State’s current 
budget difficulties have created unusual circumstances that have lengthened the time needed for 
our preliminary review.   
 
From my review of the packet of materials, received June 20, 2012, we have determined that we 
need to receive additional information to both complete the application in conformance with 
Section 30510 of the Coastal Act and assist us in preparing a recommendation for the 
Commission.   We are requesting that you submit the information listed below: 
 
 
1. Part A: ZOCT Article 5.3 – Regulations for Accessory Dwelling Units 
 

A. Multiple or Combined Permitting 
 
At several places within the proposed ADU ordinance, the requirements for securing 
either a ministerial or conditional use “ADU permit” are set forth.  However, with the 
exception of the declaratory findings prefacing the ordinance,  the ordinance does not 
address whether the authorization of a new ADU or the registration of an existing ADU 
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would require a coastal development permit.  Please explain whether the requirements to 
secure a ministerial or discretionary “ADU Permit” would be in addition to the 
securement of a coastal development permit or in place of a CDP.  If the latter, given that 
the establishment of a new ADU or legitimization of an existing ADU would comprise a 
form of “development” as defined by Coast Act section 30106, please explain what 
processes would be employed to ensure that any such authorization would be found 
consistent with both the ADU ordinance and the LCP overall.  
 
B. Mandatory versus Elective Language 
 
It is noted that throughout the ordinance, that the words “should” and “may” are used.  In 
some cases, it is clear that this terminology is intended to establish the discretionary 
nature of an authorization, imposition or fees, or an appellate process (e.g., §§ 5.6.05.C, 
5.6.06.A.2, 5.6.06.B.1.(a), 5.6.06.B.1.(c)), or to provide flexibility in the siting and design 
of the ADU (e.g., §§ 5.6.07.(d) & (g)).  In other cases, the context in which the wording 
is encountered suggests a requisite development standard (e.g., §§ 5.6.07.(b)).  In this 
case, the section reads as if its intent is to prohibit the approval of an ADU if the subject 
residential lot already contains two or more dwelling units. However, it could be argued 
that it would be within the City’s discretion to nonetheless approve an ADU regardless of 
the presence of multiple dwellings.  Please clarify which of these cited sections are 
intended to establish mandated development and process requirements, and which are 
intended to be elective or advisory in their application. 
 
C. Interaction with City’s Onsite Water Treatment Ordinance 

 
The Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Ordinance addresses potential impacts to water 
quality, both directly and cumulatively in its standards for wastewater treatment and 
disposal systems. The ordinance requires that septic system upgrades or replacement if 
the existing system, pursuant to the City’s Onsite Water Treatment System Ordinance 
(OWTS) is determined to be inadequate, or imposes restrictions on water use and 
occupancy if it’s an existing legal nonconforming ADU.   

 
However, similar to the situation observed in the preceding section, two additional 
instances are encountered in the wording of the ADU ordinance which raise questions as 
to the intended mandatory or elective nature of the provisions.  These provisions entail  
Sections 5.6.06.A.3, 5.6.06.B.1.(b), and 5.6.06.B.2, regarding the imposition of 
occupancy and/or water use restrictions on ADUs with less-than-satisfactory OWTS 
performance ratings, and the instigation of nuisance abatement proceeding against illegal 
ADUs which have not been timely registered, respectively.  Similar to that requested 
above, please clarify which of these cited sections are intended to establish mandated 
development and process requirements, and which are intended to be elective or advisory 
in their application. 
 
D. Identification of Responsible Parties for Administering the ADU Ordinance 
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The proposed ADU ordinance identifies requirements for the certification of the 
residence lot’s onsite wastewater treatment and disposal system and provisions for the 
installation of groundwater monitoring wells.  However, no specific parties are identified 
as responsible for conducting the system certification in cases where no building permit 
is required, or installing the monitoring wells.  Please identify these responsible parties.  

 
2. Part B: ZOCT Article 5.6 – Regulations for Vacation Dwelling Units 
 

A. Scope of Amendment 
 
Sections 2 and 3 of Ordinance 2012-02 effectuate amendments to portions of the Trinidad 
Municipal Code (TMC) which are not presently part of the City’s certified LCP.  These 
provisions address the collection of “tourist occupancy tax” and appeal provisions for 
VDU Business Permit issuance/reissuance.  Please explain if it is the City’s intent to 
append these and/or other portions of the TMC into the LCP as part of this requested 
amendment. 
 
B. Multiple or Combined Permitting 
 
At several places within the proposed VDU ordinance, the requirements for securing a 
“VDU Business License” are set forth.  However, the ordinance does not address whether 
the authorization of a new VDU or the registration of an existing VDU would require a 
coastal development permit.  Please explain whether the requirements to secure a “VDU 
Business Permit” would be in addition to the securement of a coastal development permit 
or in place of a CDP.  If the latter, given that the establishment of a new VDU or 
legitimization of an existing VDU would comprise a form of “development” as defined 
by Coast Act Section 30106, please explain what processes would be employed to ensure 
that any such authorization would be found consistent with both the VDU ordinance and 
the LCP overall.  

 
C. Mandatory versus Elective Language 
 
It is noted that throughout the ordinance, that the words “should” and “may” are used.  In 
some cases, it is clear that this terminology is intended to establish the discretionary 
nature of an authorization, imposition or fees, or an appellate process (e.g., TMC §§ 
3.2.030 and 5.04.220), or to provide flexibility in the siting, design, or management of the 
ADU (e.g., §§ 5.3.04.(b), 5.3.07, and 5.3.10).  In other cases, the context in which the 
wording is encountered suggests a requisite development standard (e.g., §§ 5.3.04.C, 
5.3.06, 5.3.08, and 5.3.18).  In these cited cases, the sections read as if they’re intended 
to: (1) prohibit the use of public on-street parking for meeting the VDU off-street parking 
requirements; (2) require discontinuation of unlicensed existing VDUs; (3) set exterior 
noise standards; and (4) provide for the revocation of VDU licenses upon multiple 
documented violations of the performance standards. However, because of the chosen 
verbiage, it could be conversely argued that it would be within the City’s discretion to 
nonetheless approve a VDU which proposed to meet its parking requirements with public 
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on-street spaces, waive the extinguishment requirement against unlicensed existing 
VDUs, allow for exterior noise in excess of stated maximum levels, and/or not pursue 
enforcement provisions against problematic, non-compliant VDUs, respectively.  Please 
clarify which of these cited sections are intended to establish mandated development and 
process requirements, and which are intended to be elective or advisory in their 
application. 
 
D. Interaction with City’s Onsite Water Treatment Ordinance 

 
Unlike the proposed ADU ordinance, the VDU ordinance does not appear to addresses 
potential impacts to water quality, either directly and cumulatively, to the same degree in 
terms of its standards for wastewater treatment and disposal systems. The ADU 
ordinance requires Health Department certification that the onsite wastewater treatment 
and disposal system is of adequate size and condition to support projected sewage flow 
from the allowable vacation occupancy, or otherwise the system shall be replaced or 
upgraded if inadequate.  Generally, environmental health regulatory agencies estimate 
projected sewage flow for a residential occupancy on a (300) gallons-per-bedroom basis 
as calculated taking into account census-derived average household size demographics.  
These volumetric estimates, in part, dictate the requisite size of the residence’s septic 
tank, the lineal footage of percolation “leach” lines, and whether effluent dosing is 
indicated. However, the potential allowable maximum VDU occupancy appears to be 
significant greater less than what would typically be experienced in a single-family 
residential setting.  (i.e., 2 people per bedroom plus two more per house) that’s allowable 
in the VDU ordinance.  In addition, hot tubs and Jacuzzis are common amenities often 
offered as part of vacation home rentals.  The ordinance does not appear to address 
wastewater originating from these sources.  Given this potential greater density of 
occupancy and intensity of water usage, and the associated increased demand on 
wastewater treatment systems, please explain what safeguards would be applied to ensure 
that wastewater system capacities are not exceeded. 
 

Thank you for your cooperation in providing the above-listed items to assist in moving forward 
with the LCP amendment review process.  Should you have any questions, please call me at 
(707) 445-7833. 
 
 

 Sincerely, 
 

 James R. Baskin    
 JAMES R. BASKIN AICP 
 Coastal Planner 

 
RSM:JRB:jrb/lt 
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Accessory Dwelling Units  
The State requires cities to provide their fair share of housing, and generally requires accessory dwelling 
units (ADUs) to be allowed by right in zones that allow single-family residences. However, because Trinidad 
is in the Coastal Zone, its land use ordinances are governed by the California Coastal Act and the Coastal 
Commission, and the requirements are more nuanced. In addition, development in Trinidad is limited by the 
use of septic systems and possibly, water availability. The City has expressed interest in allowing ADUs and 
passed an ADU ordinance, but it was not certified by the Coastal Commission. One of the reasons was 
because Coastal Commission staff requested significantly more information to substantiate that the City has 
the water available to serve potential ADUs, which the City did not have at the time. Therefore, the City 
withdrew the ordinance from consideration by the Coastal Commission, and it is not in effect.  
 
It is difficult to find information from other jurisdictions related to how much water an ADU would be 
expected to use, due to the variability in regulations and site conditions. The City doesn’t have a complete 
record of all the existing ADUs in town, and many don’t have separate water meters. However, water use 
was evaluated for those ADUs that are known, and the use is generally very low. The highest per unit 
residential use in the City was the four-plex at 651 Parker St. at 140 gpd average per unit (one of the units 
operates as an STR, which may be part of the reason for the higher water use). 461 Ocean Ave. had a higher 
average water use due to an obvious leak one month, and 308 Ocean Ave, also had a higher per unit water 
use, but that unit operates as a day care. On average, multi-unit residential properties utilized approximately 
80 gpd per unit and 138 gpd in July.  
 
It is also difficult to estimate the development potential for ADUs, because the number, size and type vary 
significantly depending on market conditions and local regulations. Trinidad should carefully regulate the 
establishment of ADUs in order to minimize wastewater, groundwater, and water supply impacts. This was 
indicated in the 2019 Groundwater Model Addendum (Trinidad ASBS Stormwater Project) prepared by GHD. 
When the model was run with assumed build-out of the City, there was an increase in groundwater levels in 
the area of the horse pasture (that was based on the gross potential build-out, without correcting for known 
site limitations). GHD also ran the model infiltrating all stormwater onsite. That model indicated eventual 
saturated conditions and slope instability, showing that there is a limit to the amount of water that can be 
infiltrated within Trinidad.  
 
At this time, it is unknown how ADUs will be regulated in Trinidad; currently, they are not allowed on most 
parcels due to regulations in the City’s LCP and septic limitations. The ADU ordinance that was passed by the 
City in 2010 (but not certified by the Coastal Commission) does not include a minimum parcel size for ADUs, 
though it does require an OWTS built to current code, which necessarily limits the lot size that can 
accommodate an ADU. However, with better information regarding water, groundwater, and slope stability 
limitations, there is a basis to limit ADUs based on lot size and/or location (e.g. GHDs January 2019 
Groundwater Model Addendum for LID Zoning).  
 
As a starting point for estimating potential water demand from ADUs, SHN calculated the number of parcels 
that are large enough to meet the current minimum lot size for their zone. There are 87 UR zoned parcels 
that are at least 8,000 sq. ft., 44 SR zoned parcels that are at least 20,000 sq. ft., and 12 PD zoned parcels 
that are at least 8,000 sq. ft. If one quarter (generally, ADUs do not exceed 10% of the housing stock, so this 
is a high, but potentially plausible percentage) of those parcels meeting the minimum lot size constructed 
ADUs, that would result in 36 new ADUs. As noted above, parcels with ADUs use approximately 80 gpd of 
water on average, and 138 gpd in July. That equates to an additional 2,880 gpd of water use on average, or 
4,968 gpd during the peak month of July. Again, that is a conservative estimate intended to overestimate 
potential water use, but a conservative approach is appropriate in this case due to uncertainties in the data  
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and the potential for droughts, illegal water diversions, and climate change that may reduce the available 
supply of water in Luffenholtz Creek. Adding the ADU demand to the build-out demand would equate to an 
additional average daily demand of 15,497 gpd and a peak demand of 25,237 gpd within City limits. 
 

Water Demand Outside City Limits 
In the sections below, a brief summary of the characteristics is provided for each area and subarea within 
the service area, outside of City limits, as shown in Appendix 1. This information is provided to aid in the 
discussion of which portions of the service area, if any, should be a priority for future service and 
annexation, and which areas could be eliminated from the service area. For example, some areas may have 
physical or geographical limitations that make them difficult to serve. In addition, the more development 
potential there is in an area, the more financial sense it would make for annexation, because a portion of 
the property tax revenue from existing development is retained by the County.  
 

Methods 
A spreadsheet of all the parcels within the existing service area outside of City limits (henceforth “service 
area” in this section) was created. Data from the County Assessor’s office and the County GIS was added to 
the spreadsheet. This information includes such things as the existing use, improvement value, lot size, 
zoning, and general plan designations. Whether the property is currently served by City water was also 
included in the spreadsheet.  
 
The service area was then divided into smaller areas, designated by letters A-F, and some were broken into 
smaller subareas (e.g. B1 and B2). These divisions are areas that might make sense as future annexation 
units if the City wants to expand. In addition, it is not likely that the City will be able to provide water service 
to the entire service area. With this break-down, the characteristics of each area can be reviewed, and the 
merits of including it in the service area can be considered separately. 
 
A few parcels that are within the existing service area were eliminated from the analysis due to several 
reasons. The parcels removed east of Area B and north of Area D are owned by the company that operates 
the quarry and/or are zoned or proposed to be zoned Agricultural Exclusive (AE) or Timber Production Zone 
(TPZ), which are very restrictive resource production zones that should not be provided community water so 
as not to encourage development. A couple of large parcels that stick out from the bulk of Area E were 
eliminated because they were not adjacent to a main line, and there were no other apparent reasons to 
include them. In Area F, the parcels seaward of Scenic Drive were eliminated from the analysis due to the 
substantial development limitations on those parcels. 
 
Both existing zoning and the proposed zoning updates currently being discussed by the County were 
reviewed. Those zoning changes will only affect properties outside of the Coastal Zone (CZ). The 
development potential of each property was estimated based on the minimum lot size according to zoning 
and subdivision potential. There is minimal subdivision potential on properties within the service area. And 
it is likely that there are physical constraints and other factors that would limit the subdivision potential 
more than the minimum lot size, but again, this is a conservative estimate where it is better to overestimate 
potential demand. In addition, ADUs are allowed on almost every lot in the service area either by right or 
with Humboldt County approval of a special permit.  
 
Water use data for accounts within the service area outside City limits was treated and analyzed similarly to 
the water use data for properties within City limits. The primary difference is that all the existing users are  
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Summary and Conclusions 
Table 4 provides a summary of additional potential build-out demand within various parts of the City’s 
service area, including within City limits. Note that these numbers do not include the existing water use 
within the City or the service area. Therefore, the totals should be compared to the surplus production 
estimate in the GHD memo, which equate to the existing additional capacity of the water plant 
(approximately 48,000 gpd).   
 
Table 4.  Potential Additional Build-out Water Demand within the Entire City Service Area 

Area 
Average 
Demand 

(gpd1) 

Peak 
Demand 

(gpd) 

City build-out 12,617 20,269 

ADUs w/in City 2,880 4,968 

Area A 2,226 3,382 

Area B1 2,624 3,985 

Area B2 1,776 2,697 

Area B 4,399 6,682 

Area C 20,000 35,000 

Area D1 1,511 2,294 

Area D2 1,643 2,496 

Area D3 2,756 4,186 

Area D 5,910 8,976 

Area E 3,528 5,360 

Area F 3,975 6,038 

Total 52,655 85,707 
1. gpd: gallons per day 

 
 
Figure 1 shows a breakdown of the allocation of the water produced at the water plant per day on an 
average annual basis. It includes 36,325 gpd in the City, 6,101 gpd at the Rancheria, 8,314 gpd in the service 
area, and 19,236 gpd that is unmetered.  
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Figures 2 and 3 present various service scenarios with peak and average daily demand, and how build-out in 
those areas would compare to the water plant’s available capacity should the City decide to serve those 
areas. According to GHD’s ‘Water Treatment Plant Production Rate Test and Analysis’ (memo dated May 1, 
2019), there is approximately 48,000 gpd of unused capacity at the City’s water plant in its current 
configuration. As can be seen in Table 4 and Figure 2, the City only has about half the capacity needed to 
serve build-out in the City and the remainder of the service area during peak usage, not including the 
Rancheria’s hotel. Therefore, the City should prioritize future service and consider adjusting the service area 
boundaries. All of the scenarios in Figures 2 and 3 include build-out within City limits, since the City is 
obligated to serve users inside the City. Not every possible combination of service areas are included, and 
most were organized to stay within the remaining plant capacity, but it does provide a visual illustration of 
some potential options.  
 
 
 
 
 

Total = 69,976 
gpd 
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Figure 2. Additional July Demand Build-Out Scenarios 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Figure 3. Additional Average Daily Demand Build-Out Scenarios  
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This report analyzes water demand of the City’s service area under maximum potential build-out and 
compares that demand to the current capacity of the City’s water plant to treat water. It should be 
recognized that build-out is not likely to occur inside or outside the City within the next 20 years, or the 
planning horizon of the updated General Plan. Trinidad has averaged about one new house every two years 
over the last 10 years. Allowing ADUs could spur development inside the City, and annexing and/or 
providing water service within the service area could also spur additional development on water-limited 
properties. But this is anticipated to be a minor increase in the rate of development. Consequently, this level 
of water demand would be expected to occur in the distant future, if ever.  
 
In addition, the current limiting factor for water supply is the treatment capacity of the water plant. The 
City’s water right, as long as there is enough water in the creek, is more than double the existing treatment 
capacity of the water plant. Therefore, improvements could be made to the City’s water plant to increase 
the production capacity and be planned to coincide with additional development as it occurs. Therefore, just 
because the existing treatment capacity cannot meet the maximum build-out demand, does not mean that 
the City cannot eventually serve those areas. However, that will depend on the amount of water available in 
Luffenholtz Creek, which City staff is currently studying.  
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 AGENDA ITEM MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Trinidad Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Trever Parker, City Planner 
 
DATE: June 7, 2021 
 
RE: Short Term Rental Ordinance Review  
 
 
Introduction 
I didn’t want to start getting into the section-by-section ordinance review until after the 
STR Committee has had a chance to weigh in, and until there has been more chance for 
public input. But I have provided some of the additional information that was 
requested at the last meeting, and I have included a list of some of the suggestions 
made at previous meetings. Those can be further discussed and added to for providing 
a revised draft ordinance at the next meeting.  
 
Timeline 
It was suggested that the Planning Commission set a timeline for reviewing the 
ordinance. That can always be modified, but it would be helpful to set some guidance to 
help keep things from getting too far off track. I would suggest trying to keep the 
review to no more than three, maybe four, additional meetings after this one (five or six 
total). That would give us two meetings to go through the ordinance section-by-section, 
and one meeting to review a final revised draft. The timeline can be adjusted as needed. 
 
Caps 
The updated 2021 license map has been provided that also includes the current zoning 
designations. I have also provided some updated numbers for consideration. At this 
time, there are 16 STRs in the UR zone (15 after 88 Van Wycke sells) with a cap in the 
ordinance of 19 and a waitlist. There are five STRs in the SR zone, with a cap in the 
ordinance of 6 and no waitlist. There are three STRs in the PD zone, with no cap in the 
ordinance, and three in the C zone, also with no cap in the ordinance.  
 
As was mentioned at the last meeting, around 15% of the housing stock is a common 
metric that is used for capping STRs, and it was used as a guideline in the development 
of the caps in the existing ordinance. The best current estimate of housing units in the 
City is 224 (not including RVs). Fifteen percent of that is 33.6. So, a reasonable city-wide, 
or combined zone cap could be around 33 or 34.  
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The existing cap of 19 in the UR zone represents 15.6% of the developed parcels (14.8% 
of all developable parcels), but some parcels have ADUs, so the percentage of housing 
units is less. The cap of 6 in the SR zone represents 16.7% of the developed parcels, but 
only 11.3% of the total number of parcels with SR zoning, some of which may not be 
developable. There are ADUs in the SR zone as well. When the ordinance was adopted, 
the cap of six STRs represented almost 20% of the developed parcels in the SR zone. But 
several properties have been developed since then, so the percentage has gone down. 
The properties in the SR zone are more spread out, and so tend to have fewer impacts 
on neighbors, so the higher percentage might be appropriate.  
 
There is not much potential for additional STRs in the C zone, because residences are 
only allowed with a use permit, and they must be associated with a commercial use. 
Therefore, there are not many residences in the C zone, nor is there much potential for 
more. Further, the general plan update has proposed rezoning several C parcels to PD 
to better match the existing mixed use, including two properties that currently have 
STRs (Eatery and Beachcomber buildings). I also expect an application for a PR parcel to 
be rezoned to PD and have received an initial application to rezone another PR parcel to 
SR.  
 
Because the PD zone is a mixed-use zone, using a percentage of housing units is not 
really appropriate for basing a cap on. But the cap could fill in the amount of other caps 
to bring the total number of STRs in the City to around 15% of the total housing stock. I 
would also suggest that additional STRs be allowed in the PD zone, beyond the cap, 
regardless of what it is, with approval of a use permit. That would allow some 
flexibility for various circumstances, including increases in the number of PD parcels or 
housing units in the future.  
 
Complaints/Enforcement 
At the last meeting, additional information regarding this topic was requested. Section 
17.56.190.R of the ordinance sets forth the process for dealing with violations. The 
complaint process and enforcement have probably been the most discussed issue since 
the ordinance was adopted. The attached flowchart, which was prepared by 
Commissioner Johnson as part of the Planning Commission’s recommendation to the 
City Council on the ordinance, provides a summary of the process. The Planning 
Commission did recommend to the Council that a formal complaint process be 
developed and adopted, and the STR Committee made a similar recommendation 
(August 2019).  
 
Section 17.56.190.Q of the ordinance allows the City Manager to establish administrative 
rules to help implement the ordinance, which could include a complaint/enforcement 
process. However, the City has not received many written complaints, though there 
have been comments at meetings that the reason is because people don’t trust the 
process and/or don’t trust the City to follow through. The City did go through the 
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violation process a few times after the ordinance was adopted, including a 
determination of significant violations, but not everyone was satisfied with the 
outcome. The City keeps binders for the STR licenses and complaints. Maybe a more 
formal complaint process is a task the STR Committee could work on. 
 
One of the reasons that the City may not be getting many complaints is because the 
property managers are adequately dealing with issues through the 24-hour contact and 
requirement to deal with calls within 30 minutes. However, those exchanges are 
supposed to be reported to the City (§ 17.56.190.R.6). One member of the public recently 
mentioned having good response from the onsite manager of a large STR whenever 
there is an issue, though that is not the 24-hour contact person.  
 
Complaints by year: 
2018 – 4 complaints 
2019 – 3 complaints (one was procedural) 
2020 – 1 complaint 
2021 – 0 complaints so far 
 
STR Committee Recommendations (2019 & 2020) 
As I mentioned at the last meeting, many of the recommendations made by the STR 
Committee so far can be or have been implemented administratively. Things like 
adding language to the Good Neighbor Brochure fall into this category. Fines amounts 
should also be set administratively, or by resolution of the Council, but who pays the 
fine and collects the fine may need more clarity. 
 
Some of the STR Committee recommendations had to do with definitions. I don’t 
believe definitions are necessary for the various zones (e.g. UR and SR), since this 
ordinance is a part of the zoning ordinance, however, they could be spelled out for 
clarity. There does seem to be a desire to include a definition of what has become 
known as the “meet and greet” outlined in § 17.56.190.M.1. STR managers have stated 
that it is a difficult to requirement to meet, but it has been supported almost universally 
by the public. The definition suggested by the STR Committee seems reasonable. 
 
Other Suggestions 
A few suggestions have been brought up by individuals at meetings (e.g. the joint 
STR/PC/CC meeting last December). I provided the minutes from that joint meeting, 
since it was well attended with thoughtful comments. The other suggestions for 
consideration in the ordinance update that I have noted include the following: 

• Prohibit exceptions (Note that the ordinance does not allow any new exceptions 
for STRs. The original ordinance allowed parking exceptions for existing STRs, 
and the current ordinance allows those to continue under certain circumstances; 
see § 17.56.190.M.6.) 

• Prohibit STRs in multi-family housing 
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• Define bed-and-breakfast 
• Allow only Resident STRs 
• Expand the restriction on the number of STRs owned by one individual to other 

zones besides just UR and SR (see §17.56.190.H) 
 
Staff Recommendation/Suggested Action(s) 
Continue to discuss the STR Ordinance and provide questions and suggestions to staff 
for further review and discussion at the next meeting.  
 
Attachments 

• Please bring the attachments from the May meeting 
• Updated current STR map with zoning (1 page) 
• Complaint process flowchart (1 page) 
• Minutes from STR/PC/CC meeting (6 pages) 



6
5

4

2

18

7

9

320
13

12

15
10

14

17

16

19

22 21

25

28
27
23

24
1

8
11

26

2021 Licenses & Zoning

SHN 016105.004

Figure 1ShortTermRentals20210520June 2021

City of Trinidad
Short-Term Rentals
Trinidad, California

EXPLANATION 
OS - OPEN SPACE
SE - SPECIAL ENVIRONMENT 
SR - SUBURBAN RESIDENTIAL 
UR - URBAN RESIDENTIAL 
PD - PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
C - COMMERCIAL
VS - VISITOR SERVICES
PR - PUBLIC & RELIGIOUS

SHORT-TERM RENTAL 
TRINIDAD CITY LIMITS

\\
Ar

ca
ta

\P
ro

je
ct

s\
20

16
\0

16
10

5A
-C

ity
O

fT
rin

id
ad

\G
IS

\P
ro

je
ct

s\
ST

R\
Li

ce
ns

es
20

21
05

20
\  

U
SE

R:
 js

ou
sa

  D
AT

E:
 6

/9
/2

1,
 1

:0
9P

M

1 "   =    600 ' ±
0 600

N



Local Contact 
Person Takes Action

City of Trinidad 
Short Term Rental
Complaint ProcessStart Here:

Contact “Local 
Contact Person”

If Emergency 
Dial 911

Contact Person 
Follow-up with 
Neighbor & City

CC
CC
op
cY

Issue 
Resolved

Yes

Issue 
Satisfied?

Notify City by 
Next Business Day

Issue Logged 
For Future Review

Neighbor Files Formal 
Complaint With City 

No

City Acknowledges
Complaint to Neighbor

Significant 
Violation?

No Add to 
Watch 
List

Feedback to Contact 
Person/Owner/Mgr

Yes

Provides Estimated 
Timeline for 
Resolution

Contact Info on City Web Site; 
Notification Letter (hyperlink 
to contact info?)

30 minute Response 
Time Required

Contact Public Safety 
Authorities If Required at 
Time of issue: Dispatch/911

(hyperlink to form?)

Notify 
Neighbor

01 August 16 Draft



�

�������������	
����	
���	
���� ��

����������������������� �����������!�����������"��������#��������!�����������#���$����%�&��%��%�������$'���%"���������������$�"#�$����(�%�)*#�+,+,����-� ���������%$�%��./�0�1.23	��4.552��6�7�	
������020�.��89���:7;��<	�/�<��
4	5�77=0��:0�
�9�>��?�1.23	�?�@.A	�?�B0�A0?�<5�7:��;��C5.

	
��<�77	��	�
0��:0�
�9���6
��
?�D��4E
��?�F55/;�C5.

	
��<�77	��	�
0�G=�
�H�I�:E	
�;�DJK�G2A	��0/�<�77	���77=0��:0�
�9�L0�4?���0.
?�M.�6�I�
�?�D��4E
��;��<	�/���.NN�:0�
�9�<	�/��.
.�0�O5	�M.NN.6?�G27	
	��0.�	A�D�::�0��G
�5.�P��0?�<	�/�C5.

0�J0A0�C.0E0����-� ���$!���������!���������-� ���%�'�������!��$��C.��2�=/�.445.7.�	�
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