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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing. determine that 
no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal 
has been filed because the appellant has not raised any substantial issue with 
the local government•s action and its consistency with the certified LCP. 

Two of the issues raised are not valid grounds for an appeal as they do not 
concern the consistency of the project as approved with the policies of the 
LCP or Coastal Act public access policies. While the appellant has raised two 
other valid issues regarding the protection of visual and scenic resources and 
hazards. the project as approved by the County does not raise a substantial 
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issue with regard to compatibility with the character of the surrounding area 
or the protection of the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas. The 
project represents compatible, small-scale infill in a developing subdivision, 
in an area within the subdivision that is not in a public view area. 
Furthermore. the project will not interfere with any public coastal views. 
With regard to the appellant's concerns with possible risks in an area of high 
geologic and fire hazards, the several conditions attached to the County's 
approval of the project will ensure that geologic and fire hazards will be 
minimized. 

The Motion to adopt the Staff Recommendation of No Substantial Issue is found 
on Page 3. 

STAFF NOTES: 

1. Apoeal Process. 

After certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), the Coastal Act provides 
for limited appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government 
actions on coastal development permits (Coastal Act Section 30603.) 

Section 30603 states that an action taken by a local government on a coastal 
development permit application may be appealed to the Commission for certain 
kinds of developments, including developments located within certain 
geographic appeal areas, such as those located between the sea and the first 
public road paralleling the sea or within three hundred feet of the mean high 
tide line or inland extent of any beach or top of the seaward face of a 
coastal bluff. 

Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be appealed if they are not 
designated the "principal permitted use" under the certified LCP. Finally, 
developments which constitute major public works or major energy facilities 
may be appealed, whether approved or denied by the city or county. The 
grounds for an appeal are limited to an allegation that the development does 
not conform to the standards set forth in the certified local coastal program 
or the public access and public recreation policies set forth in the Coastal 
Act. 

The subject development is appealable to the Commission because the proposed 
development is not designated the "principal permitted use" under the 
certified Humboldt County LCP. 

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal 
unless the Commission determines that no substantial issue is raised by the 
appeal. If the Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the 

e 
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• 

substantial issue question, proponents and opponents will have three minutes • 
per side to address whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. It takes a 
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majority of Commissioners present to find that no substantial issue is 
raised. Unless it is determined that there is no substantial issue, the 
Commission would continue with a full public hearing on the merits of the 
project, which may occur at a subsequent meeting. Because the proposed 
development is not between the first road and the sea, if the Commission were 
to conduct a de novo hearing on the appeal, the only applicable test for the 
Commission to consider would be whether the development is in conformity with 
the certified Local Coastal Program, and not also whether is is in conformity 
with Coastal Act public access policies. 

The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission on the substantial 
issue question are the applicant, the appellant and persons who made their 
views known before the local government (or their representatives), and the 
local government. Testimony from other persons regarding substantial issue 
must be submitted in writing. 

2. Filing of Appeal. 

The appellant filed an appeal (Exhibit 9) to the Commission in a timely manner 
on January 14, 1998, subsequent to the County's issuance of the Notice of 
Final Action, which was received in the Commission's offices on January 2, 
1998 • 

Pursuant to Section 30261 of the Coastal Act, an appeal hearing must be set 
within 49 days from the date an appeal of a locally issued coastal development 
permit is filed. In accordance with the California Code of Regulations, on 
January 5, 1998 staff requested all relevant documents and materials regarding 
the subject permit from the County, to enable staff to analyze the appeal and 
prepare a recommendation as to whether a substantial issue exists. Consistent 
with Section 13112 of the California Code of Regulations, since the Commission 
did not timely receive all requested documents and materials, at the February 
5, 1998 meeting, the Commission opened and continued the hearing. 
Subsequently, all of the remaining file materials have been transmitted to the 
Commission. 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

Pursuant to Section 30603(b) of the Coastal Act and as discussed in the 
findings below, the staff recommends that the Commission determine that flQ 
substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has 
been filed. The proper motion is: 

MOTION: 

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-1-HUM-98-008 
raises NQ substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the 
appeal has been filed pursuant to Section 30603 of the Coastal Act. 
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Staff recommends a~ vote. To pass the motion, a majority vote of 
Commissioners present is required. Approval of the motion means that the 
County permit action is final. 

II. Findings and Declarations. 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

A. APPELLANTS' CONTENTIONS 

The Commission received an appeal of Humboldt County's decision to approve the 
project from Linda Yates. The project as approved by the City consists of 
development of a 1,352-square-foot manufactured home with three bedrooms and 
four on-site parking spots, on a vacant lot in the community of Shelter Cove 
in southern Humboldt County. 

The appellant's contentions are summarized below, and the full text of the 
contentions are also included in the appeal submitted to the Commission 
(Exhibit 9). Included in Exhibit 9 are seven pages with the names of 113 
Shelter Cove persons who signed a petition letter, "in opposition to 
manufactured/mobile homes being installed in Shelter Cove," filed with the 
County Planning Commission's September 4, 1997 meeting. Although the 

• 

appellant states that, "This appeal is being made on behalf of (these) 113 • 
Shelter Cove residents," only the appellant has signed the appeal. Therefore, 
the appeal is only in the name of the appellant, linda Yates. 

Correspondence dated April 20, 1998 from the appellant's attorney, David J. 
Larsen, is attached as Exhibjt 8. Additional correspondence, in support of 
and in opposition to the project, received since the filing of the appeal, is 
attached as Exhibit 8. 

The appellant contends that: 

a. factory built homes are prohibited within the Shelter Cove Subdivision 
by the subdivisions covenant's, conditions and restrictions CCC & Rs); 

b. the County committed a legal error by finding that this project was 
exempt from the California Environmental-Quality Act (CEQA); 

c. the design of the proposed home is not compatible in design and scale, 
as required by design review procedures of the Coastal Zoning Ordinance, 
to the mostly 2-story homes in the subdivision; 

d. the proposed home is not designed to withstand Shelter Cove winds and 
seismic activity. 

• 
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B. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION 

On September 4, 1997 the Humboldt County Planning Commission approved, on a 
6-0 vote, a Coastal Development Permit, Conditional Use Permit and Special 
permit for the project, with conditions. The conditions required that an 
encroachment permit from the Dept. of Public Works be obtained, specific fire 
safety mitigations be provided and annually maintained, the project be 
connected to the public sewer system, the roof have a minimum roof overhang of 
12 inches on all sides, exterior light be shielded, and new utilities be 
underground where feasible. The conditions also prohibited exterior walls and 
roofing materials comprised of unfinished metal or galvanized metal. This 
approval was appealed to the Humboldt County's Board of Supervisors, by the 
current appellant, for essentially the same reasons given in the current 
appeal. On December 2, 1997 the Board of Supervisors denied the appeal, thus 
upholding the Planning Commission's approval of the project. 

The County then issued a Notice of Final Action on the Coastal Development 
Permit, which was received by Commission staff on January 2, 1998 (see 
Exhibit I>. The project was then appealed to the Coastal Commission in a 
timely manner on January 14, 1998, within the 10-working day appeal period. 

C. PROJECT SETTING AND DESCRIPTION. AND HISTORY . 

The project site is a vacant residential parcel measuring approximately 54 
feet by 100 feet in the Shelter Cove subdivision. The site is approximately 
1,000 feet form the ocean, and is separated from it by three of the 
subdivision's internal roads and several residential lots, not yet completely 
built out. (Exhibits 1-3). The site slopes toward the west, the direction of 
the coast, and contains several trees. There is no sensitive habitat on the 
site. 

The proposed project is the development of a 1,352-square-foot manufactured 
hame, that will include three bedrooms and two baths. Four uncovered parking 
spaces also are proposed. The site plan is attached as Exhibit 4. 

Project elevations (Exhibit 6) show a moderately pitched roof and a maximum 
height of approximately 16 feet, 8 inches. Nearby residences range in height 
from approximately 15- to 25-feet according to a Neighborhood Design Survey 
submitted by the applicant to the Planning Department as required by the 
County permit application. Exhibit 5 includes an architectural rendering of 
the proposed structure. 

D. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS. 

Section 30603(b)(1) of the Coastal Act states: 

The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited 
to an allegation that the development does not conform to the standards 
set forth in the certified local coastal program or the public access 
policies set forth in this division. 



APPEAL NO.: 
APPLICANT: 
Page 6 

A-1-HUM-98-08 
RICHARD JONES 

1. Appellant's contentions that are Not a Valid Grounds for Appeal 

Two of the appellant's contentions, (a) and (b) discussed below. are not valid 
grounds for appeal because they do not relate to the project's consistency 
with the certified Local Coastal Program. 

(a) The appellant contends that factory built homes are prohibited within the 
Shelter Cove Subdivision by the subdivision's CC & Rs. The appellant states 
that no mobile homes have been allowed in the subdivision since 1965 when the 
subdivision's original CC & Rs were created. The appellant further contends 
that: 

During the local review and appeal process the Humboldt County Board of 
Supervisors and planning staff invalidated the importance of the 
required neighborhood design survey process based on section 714.5 of 
the California Civil Code that prohibits discrimination against off site 
or factory built homes under conditions, covenants and restrictions 
adopted on or after 1987. 

Civil Code Sec. 714.5 states: 

The covenants, conditions, and restrictions or other management 

• 

documents shall not prohibit the sale, lease, rent, or use of real • 
property on the basis that the structure intended for occupancy on the 
real property is constructed in an offsite facility or factory, and 
subsequently moved or transported in sections or modules to the real 
property. Nothing herein shall preclude the governing instruments from 
being uniformly applied to all structures subject to the covenants, 
conditions, and restrictions or other management documents. 

This section shall apply to covenants, conditions, and restrictions or 
other management documents adopted on and after the effective date 
(1987) of this section. 

The appellant states that the subdivision's CC & Rs have been in effect since 
1965 and, "Therefore, it is arguable that section 714.5 of the civil code does 
not apply to this case given the legislative 1987 cut-off date limitation." 
In short, the appellant contends that since the County is not authorized or 
required under Section 714.5, because of the "1987 cut-off date," to review 
manufactured home proposals at Shelter Cove in the same way it would any 
permanent structure, the County acted inappropriately by reviewing the 
proposal as though it was no different than a permanent residential structure, 
instead of as a type of development not allowed by the subdivision's CC & Rs. 

Discussion: The appellant has not specified how the County's approval of the 
project without consideration of provisions in the subdivision's CC & Rs is 
inconsistent with the certified local Coastal Program other than to assert 
that, "the design review requirements under the County's coastal zoning 
regulations were derived from the original CC & R's." This assertion, if • 
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correct, has no bearing on the manner in which the County implements its 
certified Local Coastal Program. 

In any event, the County's findings for upholding the Planning Commission's 
approval of the project included the statement that, "It should be further 
noted that manufactured homes are permitted in all residential zones pursuant 
to Senate Bill No. 2827 passed by the California Legislature in 1988." The 
Commission reaches no conclusion regarding the appellant's contention that the 
County's action is inconsistent with the subdivision's CC & Rs and California 
Civil Code Sec. 714.5 other than that the contention does not relate to the 
project's consistency with the certified local Coastal Program. 

(b) The appellant contends that the County committed a legal error by finding 
that this project was exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). The appellant's attorney, David J. Larsen, states (Exhibit 8) that: 

I am informed that there are approximately 5,000 individual lots that 
have been subdivided in Shelter Cove, but that there are currently only 
several hundred single family residences actually constructed on these 
lots. The rest are vacant. CEQA does not allow use of the exemption 
for single family residences where the cumulative impact on the 
environment of successive projects of the same type in the same place 
over time is significant. The construction of thousands of additional 
single family residents (sic) in Shelter Cove cannot help but have a 
significant cumulative effect on the environment. Therefore, the 
proposed single family residence is not exempt from CEQA. 

Discussion: The County found that "The proposed project is categorically 
exempt from the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act <CEQA) 
pursuant to Section 15303, Class 3 (new construction or conversion of small 
structures) of the CEQA Guidelines." The contention that the County's CEQA 
determination was not the appropriate determination does not qualify as a 
valid ground for an appeal because it is not an allegation that the local 
government approval does not conform to the standards set forth in the 
certified LCP, even though the contention includes references to several South 
Coast Area Plan "new development" policies (see Exhibit 8). 

The Commission's appellate jurisdiction is limited to the types of development 
described in Public Resources Code Section 30603(a) and the grounds described 
in Section 30603(b). Consequently, on appeal, the Commission considers only 
whether the appeal raises issues of consistency with the certified Local 
Coastal Program or, in specified cases, the public access policies of the 
Coastal Act. These are not the grounds asserted by the applicant in 
contention (b). Thus, the Commission finds that this contention, even if 
true, does not constitute a valid basis for appeal of the project. 

The Commission therefore finds that neither contention (a) nor (b) constitutes 
a valid basis for appeal of the project, as neither addresses the project's 
compliance with policies of the LCP. 



APPEAL NO.: 
APPLICANT: 
Page 8 

A-1-HUM-98-08 
RICHARD JONES 

2. Appellant's Contentions that are Related to LCP <Valid Grounds for 
Appeal> 

The other two contentions raised in the appeal present potentially valid 
grounds for appeal in that they allege the project's inconsistency with 
policies or implementing measures of the certified LCP. These contentions 
involve (c) project design, and (d) geologic and wind hazards. However. the 
Commission finds that no substantial issue is raised by these contentions. for 
the reasons discussed below under the headings Visual Resources and Hazards. 

Coastal Act Section 30625(b) states that the Commission shall hear an appeal 
unless it determines: 

With respect to appeals to the commission after certification of a local 
coastal program, that no substantial issue exists with respect to the 
grounds on which an appeal has been filed pursuant to Section 30603. 

• 

The term "substantial issue" is not defined in the Coastal Act or its 
implementing regulations. The Commission's regulations indicate simply that 
the Commission will hear an appeal unless it "finds that the appeal raises no 
significant question. (Cal. Code Regs .• tit. 14, section 13115(b).) In 
previous decisions on appeals, the Commission has been guided by the following 
factors: • 

1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government's 
decision that the development is consistent or inconsistent with the 
certified LCP and with the public access policies of the Coastal Act; 

2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the 
local government; 

3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision; 

4. The precedential value of the local government's decision for future 
interpretations of its LCP; and 

5. Whether the appeal raises only local issues. or those of regional or 
statewide significance. 

Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal. appellants 
nevertheless may obtain judicial review of the local government's coastal 
permit decision by filing petition for a writ of mandate pursuant to Code of 
Civil Procedure, section 1094.5 

In this case. for the reasons discussed further below. the Commission 
exercises its discretion and determines that the development as approved by 
the County presents no substantial issue. 

• 
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(c.) Visual Resources. 

The appellant contends that the proposed manufactured home is not compatible 
in design and scale, as required by Coastal Zoning Ordinance design review 
procedures, to existing homes in the Shelter Cove Subdivision, "All (of which) 
... are permanent and are not designed to be movable or temporary." The 
appellant states that the County's Coastal Zoning Regulations treat factory 
built homes as synonymous to mobile homes and therefore distinct from 
conventional site built permanent structures. The appellant also states that, 
"The vast majority of homes in Shelter Cove are two story structures with roof 
pitches significantly greater than the approximate 2/12 roof of the proposed 
mobile home," and that: 

Based on the applicant's neighborhood design survey and a review of 
other homes closer to the applicant's building site (Copy Enclosed with 
Photographs) none of the comparable structures match the characteristics 
of a mobile home. Most structures are large two story, use natural wood 
siding, custom designed, sited perpendicular to lot length to take 
advantage of views, and are conventionally framed structures. In 
addition, the applicant's permit application does not include specific 
building plan information on color, siding type, roof type or other 
specific detailed design information to make an adequate commparison 
possible (See Attachment). 

The applicant further states: 

As the County states in its planning report, Shelter Cove architecture 
is diverse. Does this mean anything goes? ... The County, in approving 
the proposed mobile home project, has abused all reasonable 
compatibility analysis and acted in violation of its Coastal Zoning Plan 
in the name of existing design diverity. 

LCP Provisions: 

Humboldt County LCP provisions cited, by the appellant and her legal 
representative, in the appeal to the Commission include: 

Visual Resource Protection Policy 30251 of the South Coast Area Plan (LUP), 
which states in part: 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development 
shall be sited and designed ... to minimize the alteration of natural 
land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding 
areas •.. New development in highly scenic areas ... shall be 
subordinate to the character of its setting . 
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Visual Resource Protection Policv 3.42Al.c.<l>. which states: 

A. Physical Scale and Visual Compatibility 

1. No development shall be approved that is not compatible with the 
physical scale of development as designated in the Area Plan and 
zoning for the subject parcel; and the following criteria shall be 
determinative in establishing the compatibility of the proposed 
development: 

c. for proposed development that is not the principal permitted use 
•.• that the proposed development is compatible with the 
principal permitted use, and. in addition is either: 

(1) No greater in height or bulk than is permitted for the 
principal permitted use. and is otherwise compatible with 
the styles and visible materials of existing development 
or landforms in the immediate neighborhood, where such 
development is visible from the nearest public road. 

eoastal Zoning Ordinance Sec. A312-4, which states: 

A312-4. DEFINITIONS, Building Type, Residential, Manufactured Home: 

Manufactured Home: A structure, transportable in one or more 
sections, which, in the traveling mode. is eight (8) body feet 
or more in width, or forty (40) body feet or more in length. and 
which is built on a permanent chasis and designed to be used as 
a dwelling with or without a permanent foundation when connected 
to the required utilities; except that a manufactured home 
constructed to the standards required by the County Building 
Regulations for a Single Detached Residential Building shall be 
classified as a Single Detached Residential Building Type. The 
manufactured home building type includes mobilehomes. (emphasis 
added) · 

eoastal Zoning Ordinance Section A313-14(9)(a), which states. in the context 
of Sees. A313-14(B}(l) and (C)(9)(a): 

Section A313-14. RM RESIDENTIAL MULTI FAMILY USE ZONE 

B. Conditionally Permitted Uses. 

(1) Residential Use Types: 

Single Family Residential 

Mobilehome Parks; subject to the Mobilehome park Regulations 

• 

• 

• 
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C. Development Standards. 

(9) Permitted Principal Building Types: 

(a) Single Detached (only one dwelling per lot), manufactured 
homes in mobilehome parks. 

Coastal Zoning Ordinance Section A314-57.A.and (d), which state: 

Section A314-57. (D- DESIGN REVIEW) 

A. Purpose. The purpose of these regulations is to provide design 
review for conformance of new development with the policies and 
standards of the General Plan, and to provide for a design review 
process where neighborhoods within the same zone district desire to 
preserve or enhance the area•s historical, cultural or scenic values. 

(d) Additional Standards Applicable to Shelter Cove Only 

(1) Building Structural Design Standards 

(a) Residences must be constructed to a minimum width of twenty 
(20) feet at the narrowest point, as measured from exterior wall 
to exterior wall, to be compatible with existing residences. 

(b) Foundations must be designed to meet the Uniform Building 
Code requirements of seismic zone IV. All structures that 
require a building permit, including but not limited to 
manufactured homes, shall be attached to continuous perimeter 
foundations meeting the seismic zone IV standards. Engineered 
pole structures where a continuous perimeter foundation is not 
feasible due to the slopes or site conditions shall be exempt 
from this provision. 

(c) A minimum roof overhang of twelve (12) inches (not 
including rain gutters) must be provided on all residences. 
This overhang is to be an integral part of the structure. Gable 
ends may be excluded when approved as part of the design review 
process. 

(d) Exterior walls and roofing material of unfinished metal or 
galvanized metal are prohibited. The exterior finish of any 
metal material must have a manufacturer•s warranty certifying a 
minimum life of fifteen (15) years. Flammable roofing material 
such as wood shakes or shingles are not recommended. 

Coastal Zoning Ordinance Sections 315-5(c)(7)(8). (d)(l)(a), which state: 

Section #15-5. DESIGN CONTROL COMBINING OR D ZONE 



APPEAL NO.: A-1-HUM-98-08 
RICHARD JONES APPLICANT: 

Page 12 

(c) Architectural Standards. In order that buildings. sites. 
structures, signs. landscaping. etc., will be in keeping with the 
findings stipulated in subsection (a) [Findings to Establish D Zone 
Regulations], the Reviewing Authority shall take the following items 
under consideration in approving plans within a 0 Zone: 

(7) The relationship to other buildings and/or uses in the area. 

(8) The architectural treatment as related to any historical 
buildings or structures. 

(d) Additional Standards APplicable to Shelter Cove Only 

(1) Building Structural Design Standards 

(a) Residences must be constructed to a minimum width of twenty 
(20) feet at the narrowest point, as measured from exterior 
wall to exterior wall, to be compatible with existing 
residences. 

Coastal Zoning Ordinance Section 315-7, which states: 

Section 315-7. MOBILEHOME COMBINING OR T ZONE 

The Mobilehome Combining or T Zone is intended to be combined with any 
residential orR Zone in which the location of mobilehomes is 
architecturally compatible with the existing development. The minimum 
land area to which aT Zone may be applied chall be four (4) acres or 
(four (4) city blocks. 

Discussion: 

The Shelter Cove Subdivision consists of lots on an open terrace adjacent to 
the ocean and wooded lots above the terrace to the east. The most visible 
residences at Shelter Cove are generally those on the terrace. The subject 
site is one of the upslope lots east of the terrace and east of the first 
public road parallel to the ocean. The site is not within any open coastal 
view area, and the proposed residence would not interfere with any public 
coastal views. 

• 

• 

One of the appellant's main contentions is that the County's review of the 
project was not consistent with Local Coastal Program provisions regarding 
procedures relating to design review. According to the appellant, the County 
not only inappropriately reviewed the proposed residence, a manufactured home, 
as if it were a permanent residence rather than as a mobile home. but also 
that the "county staff declined to engage in traditional design review as • 
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normally done when a special permit is required, deciding instead to simply 
assure that the 'prescriptive' <e.g., objective) zoning ordinance criteria had 
been met. 11 

According to the Board of Supervisors October 28, 1997 staff report, "all of 
the Building Structural Design Standards for Shelter Cove apply egually to 
conventional <stick built) and manufactured (factory built) housing.~~ 
Furthermore, Coastal Zoning Ord. Sec. A312-4 specifies that ua manufactured 
home constructed to the standards required by the County Building Regulations 
for a Single Detached Residential Building shall be classified as a Single 
Detached Residential Building Type. 11 Therefore, as provided by Coastal Zoning 
Ordinance Section A313-14, which regulates development in the Shelter Cove 
zoning district in which the subject site is located (RM Multi Family Use Zone 
- 'D' Combining Zone), the proposed manufactured residence, rather than being 
considered a conditionally permitted 11 manufactured home in mobile home park, 11 

qualifies as a conditionally permitted single family residential use (Sec. 
A313-14(8)(1)). As such, the project is subject to the same design review (D 
- Design Control -Combining Zone) requirements applicable to all other single 
family residential development in Shelter Cove. 

Despite how the appe 11 ant refers to the proposed project as a ''mobile home. u 

the proposed residence would not be a mobile home, either in terms of how 
mobile homes are defined in the LCP or as they are commonly thought of (metal 
box with wheels underneath), but instead would be a manufactured home. 
Manufactured homes often include many of the same design amenities as 
stick-built homes (e.g. eaves, pitched roof, foundation) and are often hard to 
distinguish from regular homes. 

The appellant's contention that in the review of the proposed project the 
County staff decided against 11 traditional 11 design review is not supported by 
the discussion in the Supervisors' staff report of how the project's design 
review was conducted. There is nothing in the discussion to suggest that the 
procedure followed for reviewing the project deviated in any way from how 
design review is conducted for other Shelter Cove development: 

Virtually all parcels in Shelter Cove are subject to design review. In 
the absence of a standing design review committee. the responsibility 
for approving projects subject to design review rests with the Hearing 
Officer (Planning Commission). The Planning Commission is guided by the 
Building Architectural Design Standards contained in Section A314-57(h) 
of the Code which spell out roof overhang, building width, foundation 
anchoring and exterior building requirements for all construction in 
Shelter Cove. These are "prescriptive~~ standards which must be 
satisfied for all new development. The Code also requires that such 
factors as coastal view protection, grading of natural landforms, new 
sources of light and glare, signs, overhead utilities and landscaping be 
taken into consideration in the review of development plans. Since 
these design standards are not prescribed beforehand, and require a 
measure of judgment on an individual project basis, they fall into a 
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second category of ''qualitative' standards. To aid the Hearing 
Officer's understanding of the site, information relative to buildings 
in the area is provided by the applicant in the form of a Neighborhood 
Design Survey. 

As illustrated in the following table, Planning Division staff has 
determined that the proposed project, as conditioned, meets the 
prescriptive standards of the Design Review of 'D' combining zone. 

Requirement Standard Proiect 

Minimum Bldg. Width 20 feet 24 feet 

Foundation System Must meet UBC require- Condition of project 
ment for Seismic Zone IV 

Roof Overhang Minimum 12" overhang 12" overhang 

Siding and Roofing No unfinished metal Asphalt shingle 
Materials or galvanized material roof and wood 

permitted siding 

• 

The above-referenced Neighborhood Design Survey, with photos of the three • 
nearby residences surveyed, is attached to Exhibit 9 (the Appeal to the 
Commission) as Exhibit A. These three residences. two of which are two-story 
structures and the third an A-frame structure, exhibit a variety of style. At 
Shelter Cove, there is no typical style of home but rather a large variety of 
styles. It is also apparent that at Shelter Cove, as the appellant states, 
most homes are two-story structures. The appellant argues, in fact, that one 
reason the proposed project is not compatible with existing Shelter Cove 
development is because it is only a one-story structure. 

The appellant also contends that 11 Since 1965 no mobile homes have been allowed 
within the Shelter Cove Subdivision," and that 11 this is a precedent setting 
case. as it is the first application for manufactured housing to be filed for 
Shelter Cove. 11 Staff, however. has observed several newer manufactured homes 
at Shelter Cove. Photographs of two of these are attached as Exhibit 11. 
Because the structures in the photos do not at all resemble the stereotyped 
image of an aluminum-sided mobile home resting atop wheels or above a 
camouflaging apron, and because one of the structures is in fact constructed 
as a two-story residence, it is not readily apparent that the two residences 
in Exhibit 11 are manufactured homes. Perhaps this is testimony to the 
effectiveness of the County's design review requirements. As noted in the 
Supervisors• staff report, 

All residences and commercial buildings (in Shelter Cove> constructed 
since the inception of the design review standards have undergone design 
review .... All residences and commercial structures constructed in this • 
time frame have been determined to meet all design standards prescribed 
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by the 'D' combining zone, including those extra provisions (adopted in 
1990) applicable to Shelter Cove only. 

The Supervisors• staff report also discusses, in addition to the 
"prescriptive" design review standards considered while this project was under 
County review, the second category of "qualitative" standards that were 
considered. 

Hith regard to the "qualitative" standards of Section A314-57(e) of the 
Coastal Zoning Ordinance, the project review did not raise any issues 
with the design standards in that 1) the project is not located in a 
designated Coastal View or Coastal Scenic Area, 2) the site is 
relatively flat and does not require extensive grading, 3) exterior 
lighting will be attached to the residence and directed with the parcel 
boundary, 4) normal landscaping will follow site development, 5) 
utilities will be underground, 6) setbacks are in accordance with zoning 
standards, and 7) no off premise signs are proposed. 

The Commission finds that while the appellant has raised a valid issue, that 
of protection of visual and scenic resources, the project as approved does not 
raise a substantial issue with regard to compatibility with the character of 
the surrounding area or the protection of the scenic and visual qualities of 
coastal areas. The Commission has consistently determined that the protection 
of the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas (Coastal Act Section 30251 
of the Coastal Act, adopted also as policy in the Humboldt County South Area 
Plan) is of prime importance with regards to how these qualities are protected 
in and from public view areas. The proposed project represents compatible, 
small-scale infill in a developing subdivision, in an area within the 
subdivision that is not in a public view area. Furthermore, the project will 
not interfere with any public coastal views. The Commission finds that the 
impacts of the proposed development do not rise to regional or statewide 
significance. Consequently, the Commission concludes that the appeal raises 
no substantial issue with respect to conformance of the approved project with 
LCP provisions regarding visual and scenic resources. 

(d.) Hazards. 

The appellant contends that the proposed manufactured home is not designed to 
withstand Shelter Cove winds and seismic activity: 

Humboldt County also acted in violation of Section 1.65852-4 of the 
State of California Government Code which states that requirements 
placed on manufactured homes be identical to those imposed on 
conventional single family residences {See Attachment). No seismic, 
wind speed or other structural requirements have been placed on the 
proposed mobile home project which have been placed on conventional 
framed homes located throughout the Shelter Cove subdivision. In 
addition by not making these necessary structural requirements to 
address known environmental hazards. Humboldt County has not met its 
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most basic responsibility under its coastal zoning regulations to 
protect public health and safety .... 

In addition, existing homes have been required by the county to 
withstand coastal weather. high wind load and significant seismic 
activity. The proposed mobile home is generic and is not designed to 
meet these unique environmental hazards. The San Andreas fault runs 
through Shelter Cove and wind speeds do exceed 100 MPH. The county is 
only requiring a seismic Zone IV foundation and no structural 
requirements. 

LCP Provisions: 

Humboldt County LCP provisions cited, by the appellant and her legal 
representative, in the appeal to the Commission include: 

Hazards Policy 30253 of the South Coast Area Plan (LUP), which states in part: 

New development shall: 

1. Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood 
and fire hazards. 

• 

2. Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor • 
contribute significantly to ... destruction of the site .... 

Hazards Policy 30253 8.1. of the South Coast Area Plan (LUP), which states in 
part: 

Hazards Review-- The County shall ... require soil engineering and 
geological engineering investigations, prepared by a registered 
geologist or by a professional civil engineer with expertise in soil 
mechanics or foundation engineering, or by a certified engineering 
geologist. for classes of development and hazard areas as shown in Table 
1 .... Waivers from this report requirement may be granted by the Chief 
Building Inspector outside the areas designated in Appendix E. The 
developments permitted in the hazard areas shall be sited and designed 
to assure stability and structural integrity for their economic 
lifespans while minimizing alteration of natural land forms. 

Qoastal Zoning Ordinance Section A311-11. which states: 

Section A311-1. No Relief from Other Provisions. Unless otherwise 
specifically provided, no provision of these Zoning Regulations shall be 
construed as relieving any party to whom a development permit. license. 
or variance is issued. from any other provision of State or Federal Jaw 
or from any provision, ordinance, rule, or regulation of Humboldt County 
requiring a license, franchise, or permit to accomplish, engage in, 
carry on or maintain a particular business, enterprise, occupation, • 
transaction or use. <emphasis added by appellant) 
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The appellant contends that .. Unstable seismic conditions and unusually high 
winds make this area a high geologic and fire hazard, .. and that in approving 
the project, 11 Humboldt County has not met its most basic responsibility under 
its coastal zoning regulations to protect public health and safety ... With 
regard to the appellant•s contention that the County failed to adequately 
address concerns of how well the proposed development might withstand Shelter 
Cove•s high winds, staff notes that none of the LUP•s Hazards policies address 
the issue of hazards associated with winds. In other words, while the 
appellant•s concerns may be well founded, there are no Local Coastal Program 
requirements regarding hazards associated with wind that the County, or the 
Commission on appeal, must determine the project meets. The appellant also 
maintains that: 

The foundations on manufactured housing are very important and that the 
county had an obligation to look at the detail of the foundation, 
placement of the unit on the lot, and related issues, in order to assure 
stability and structural integrity. Instead, the Planning Director and 
County Counsel erroneously advised the Board of Supervisors that 
appellants• safety issues were not within the provenance of the county. 
Rather, the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors were limited to 
addressing design review questions . As a result, virtually no safety 
or engineering issues were addressed. 

Staff is unable to shed any light on the question of whether or not the Board 
of Supervisors was 11 erroneously advised .. on structural safety issues, because 
the appeal does not substantiate this contention. In any event, the 
contention that 11 Virtually no safety or engineering issues were addressed .. 
simply is not borne out by the record. For example, The Board of Supervisors 
staff report notes that: 

All applicable Uniform Building Code standards will be enforced by the 
Building Inspection Division. This includes the setup of the 
manufactured home and the foundation which must meet Seismic Zone IV 
standards, as do all foundations in Humboldt County. 

The Planning Commission staff report does acknowledge that .. The project site 
is located in an area of High geologic instability as indicated on the 
Geologic Hazard maps of Volume 1 of the Humboldt County General Plan ... 
However, although the project site is included within the area covered by the 
LUP•s .. Shelter Cove Geologic Report Requirement Map .. (Appendix E of the 
Humboldt County South Coast Area Plan), the site is in an area where the LUP•s 
geologic report requirement may be waived, pursuant to Hazards Policy 30253 
B.l. of the South Coast Area Plan. As stated in the Planning Commission staff 
report, the County did in fact waive the geologic report requirement based on: 

1) a site inspection and favorable evaluation by the Building Division, 
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2) the unlikely potential for the development to affect adjacent 
property or improvements, 

3) the small degree of public exposure to risk, and 

4) the small scale of the proposed project. 

The appellant correctly notes that the Hazards Review waiver was granted by 
the Planning Director, rather than by the Chief Building Inspector as required 
by Hazards policy 30253 B.l. Staff does not see the issue of this procedural 
discrepancy as one that rises to the level of a "substantial" issue, however, 
especially since the Chief Building Inspector responded to the Planning 
Department's request for comments on the proposed project by writing, on May 
22, 1997, that "I see no problem with the proposed Conditional Use Permit, 
Coastal Development Permit and Special Permit at this time" <attachment to 
Planning Commission staff report). 

The Planning Commission staff report also addresses the "fire hazard .. issue, 
noted in the subsequent appeal: 

• 

The project site is located in an area of high fire hazard as indicated 
on the Flood/Fire Hazard maps of Volume 1 of the Humboldt County General 
Plan. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection has • 
requested that the applicant have access to the January 1, 1992 document 
"Project Review Input Basic to All Development Projects." Furthermore, 
CDF has stated that the project can meet the intent of the fuel 
modification-setback standards if it adheres to the "Checklist for 
Providing Fuel Modification Mitigations on Small Parcels Existing Prior 
to January 1, 1992." This (adherence to the checklist) has been 
included as a condition of approval in Exhibit A. 

The County's review of the project neglected neither the fire safety nor 
••structura l integrity" considerations required by the South Coast Area Plan's 
Hazards policies. 

The Commission finds the project as approved does not raise a substantial 
issue with regard to the avoidance of risks in areas of high geologic and fire 
hazards. The several conditions attached to the County's approval of the 
project will ensure that geologic and fire hazards will be minimized. 
Furthermore. the Commission finds that the impacts of the proposed development 
do not rise to regional or statewide significance. Consequently, the 
Commission concludes that the appeal raises no substantial issue with respect 
to conformance of the approved project with LCP provisions regarding hazards . 

• 
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Project Site 

Proposed Jones Conditional Use/Coastal Devei./Special Permits 
Shelter Cove Area CUP-34-96/CDP-56-96/SP-53-96 
APN: 109-362-28 Section 9 TSS R1 E H.B.&M. 

EXHIBIT NO. 3 

APPLICATION NO. 
A-- - -Location Map .. Scale: N.T.S; 
Street Ma 
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Inter-Office Memo 
HUMBOLDT COUNTY 

Planning Division • [_ffi [E ~ ~ ~ \\9 ~ fiJI 
JAN 0 2 1990 l1!) 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION Date: 

To: 

December 30, 1997 

Bob Merrill, Cal'fo 

From: Yvette Tucker, 

Subject Richard Jones, e ter Cove Area; AP109-362-24; CDP-56-96, 
CUP-34-96 and SP-53-96 (DWT). 

Bob, 

Enclosed is a copy of the Board Order indicating that the Board of Supervisors 
upheld the Planning Commission approval and denied the Appeal. 

Also enclosed is another copy of the Planning Commission approval letter. 

I apologize for the delay in getting this to you. And of course, if this project is 
·appealed to your Commission, let us know. Thank you. 

EXHIBIT NO. 7 

APPLICATION NO. 

(F:\home\yvette\Jones .. doc) Count Approvals 
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Certified Copy ofPortion of Proceedings, Meeting of Tuesday, December 2, 1997 

SUBJECT: APPEAL OF PLANNING CO:MMISSION APPROVAL OF PERMIT 
APPLICATION NOS. CUP-34-96, CDP-56-96 & SP-53-96; APN 109-362-24; 
CONDffiONAL USE PERMIT, COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, 
AND SPECIAL PERMIT FOR THE DEVELOPMENT AND DESIGN 
REVIEW OF A 1,352 SQUARE FOOT MANUFACTURED HO:ME; 
SHELTER COVE; L YATES, APPELLANT; R. JONES, APPLICANT 

ACTION: 1. Opened the public hearing and received the staff report .. 

2. Received testim_gny from the appellant, applicant, and general public. 

3. MOTION BY Supervisor Kirk, second by Supervisor Dixon, to close the 
public hearing. 

4. MOTION BY Supervisor Rodoni. second by Supervisor Kirk, to uphold 
the Planning Commission's decision and deny the appeal. 

AYES: 
NAYS: 

Supervisors Dixon, Rodoni, Woolley, Neely, and Kirk 
None 

ABSENT: None 
ABSTAIN: None 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
County ofHumboldt ) J.S. 

I, LORA CANZONERI, Clerk of the !Soard of Supervisors, County of Humboldt, State of 
California, do hereby certify the foregQjpg to be a full, true, and correct copy of the original made 
in the apoye-entitled matter by said BQW.d of Supervisors at a meeting held in Eureka, California 
as the same now appears of record in :my Office. _ . _ . . - .,.. . - ·-

pc: Applicant 
Appellant 
County Counsel 

· j;~Pl~g and Building 

- .... ~~®~~~~® 

(H-2) 

\)(C 0 S \991 . 
oun couNTI 

· p&~~t{G coMM\SS\ON 

1N WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto 
set my hand and affixed the Seal of said 
Board of Supervisors. 

LORA CANZONERI 

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the 
County ofHumboldt, State of California 

~~:· 
Decemb , 1997 
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COUNTY .Of HUMBOLDT 

For Meeting of October 28, 1997 
DATE: Monday, September·29, 1997 

TO: Boa~:?jP~ 
Kirk A. Girard, Director of Planning and Building FROM: 

SUBJECT: Richard Jones,. Shelter Cove area; a Conditional Use Permit, Coastal 
Development Permit, and Special Permit for the development and design review of a 1 ,352 
square foot manufactured home. CASE NO. CUP-34-96/CDP-56-96/SP-53-96; FILE NO. APN 
1 09-362-24. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Board of Supervisors: 

1. Open the public hearing and receive the staff report and public· comment; and 

2. Uphold the Planning Commission's decision and deny the appeal: and 

3. Direct the Clerk of the Board to give 11otice of the decision to the applicant and any other 
interested party. . ~ 

Prepared b~ ()/ • % ' '• CAO Approval:---------
David W. Tilley . 
Planner I 

REVIEW: ' 
· Auditor· County Counsel __ Personnel RiskManager_ Other_ 

TYPE OF ITEM: 
0 Consent 
0 Departmental 
E1 Public Hearing 
0 Other 

cc: 

PREVIOUS ACTION/REFERRAL. 
Board Item No. 
Meeting of __ _ 

{f:\plaMing\current\staffrpt\appeals\brjones.doc) 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT 
Upon the motion of Supervisor ______ _ 

seconded by Supervisor~-:------:-----:-
and unanimously carried by those members present, 
the Board hereby adopts the recommended action 
conlalned In this report. 

omed: ___ ~~~--~~~~--~----
Lora Canzoneri, Clerk of the Board 

~---~~------------------Deputy 
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SUMMARY 

On September 4, 1997, the Humboldt County Planning Commission on a 6-0 vote approved 
the referenced Conditional Use Permit, Coastal Development Permit, and Special Permit for 
the development· and design review of a 1,352 square foot manufactured home in Shelter 
Cove. The approval was appealed to the Board of Supervisors by linda Yates on September 
18, 1997. Ms. Yates has argued that, 1) the proposed manufactured home is "not compatible 
with existing residences;" as required by the design review provisions of the Coastal Zoning 
Ordinance; 2) that property values in the area will be devaluated; 3) and that a manufactured 
home cannot withstand the wind velocities common in Shelter Cove. 

Staff disagrees and believes that the Staff Report and the Conditions of Approval (Exhibit "A"), 
when viewed in light of the entire record, demonstrates that the project as described and 
conditioned does satisfy the requisite findings of County Code for approval of a Conditional 
Use Permit, Coastal Development Permit, and Special Permit and that the project will not result 
in a significant adverse impact on the environment. On this basis, staff recommends that your 
Board uphold the Planning Commission's decision and deny the appeal. 

DISCUSSION 

Staff Analysis 

The Planning Commission's approval was appealed by Ms. Yates on ·September 18, 1997. A 
copy of the appeal letter is Attachment #1 to this report. In short, Ms. Yates has argued that. 
the proposed project does not meet the design review provisions of the Co;!. ·tal Zoning 
Ordinance, that neighboring property values will be adversely affected, and that a 
manufactured home is not structurally capable of withstanding the wind velocities. commonly 
found in Shelter Cove. 

Staff disagrees and believes that the whole of the record supports the conclusions reached by 
the Planning Commission. A summary of these points and staff's analysis follows. The 
Planning Commission Staff Report (Attachment #2) includes a more detailed explanation of 
these issoes. 

I 
I 

Design Review 
Virtually all parcels in Shelter Cove are subject to design review. In the absence of a standing 
design review committee, the responsibility for approving projects subject to design review 
rests with the Hearing Officer (Planning Commission). The Planning Commission is guided by 
the Building Architectural Design Standards contained in Section A314-57(h) of the Code 
which . spell out roof overhang, building width, foundation anchoring and exterior building 
material requirements for all construction in Shelter Cove. These are "prescriptive" standards 
which must be satisfied for all new development. The Code also requires that such factors as 
coastal view protection, grading of natural landforms, new sources of light and glare, signs, 
overhead utilities and landscaping be taken into consideration in the review of development 
plans. Since these design standards are not prescribed beforehand, and require a measure of 
judgment on an individual project basis, they fall into a second category of "qualitative" 
standards. To aid the Hearing Officer's understanding of the site, information relative to 
buildings in the area is provided by the applicant in the form of a Neighborhood Design Survey . 

(f:\planning\current\staffrpt\appeals\brjones.doc) 2 
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As illustrate.d in the following table, Planning Division staff has determined that the proposed 
project. as conditioned, . meets the prescriptive standards of the Desiy11 RE::view of 'D' 
combining zone. · 

With regard to the "qualitative" standards of Section A314~57(e) of the Coastal Zoning 
ordinance, the project review did not raise any issues with the design standards in that 1) the 
project is not located ·in a designated Coastal View or Coastal Scenic Area, 2) the site is 
relatively flat and does not require extensive grading, 3) exterior lighting will be attached to the 
residence arid directed with the parcel boundary, 4) ~ormal landscaping will follow site 
development, 5) utilities will be underground, 6). s~tbacks are in accordance with zoning 
standards, and 7) no off premises signs are proposed. 

• 

In her appeal, Ms. Yates has not taken issue with any of the design review standards except 
for the language contained within section A314~57(h)(1){a), which states that "residences must 
be constructed to a minimum width of twenty (20) feet at the narrowest point, as measured 
from eXterior wall to exterior wall, to be compatible with existi!1g residences." The proposed 
manufactured nome will be twenty-four (24) feet wide and therefore complies with this 
requirement. Planning views this language as a prescriptive staridard: the narrowest • 
dimension of any building must be at least 20 feet in width. The second part of this sentence 
("to be compatible with existing residences") expresses the reason that the "Board imposed this 
minimum dimensional requirement. · The appellant views this section as mandating a 20 foot 
minimum width, and requiring a separate showing that the proposed building is "compatible" 
with others in the zone. 

In her dofumentation submitted to the Planning Commission on September 4, 1997, Ms. Yates 
included:photographs of a few residences in Shelter Cove. Staff would agree that there are a 
variety of sizes and styles of residences and commercial buildings in Shelter Cove. There are 
large homes in excess of 1,500 square feet; there are small bungalows that are less than 
1,000 square feet. There are A~frame residences as well as at least one geodesic dome · 
residence existing in the Shelter Cove area. One could argue that few if any of the existing 
residences are necessarily compatible with each other, or that the styles are indicative of a 
unified design theme. However all residences and commercial buildings constructed since the 
inception of the design review standards have undergone design review, either by the Shelter 
Cove Design Review Committee, the · Planning Director or the Planning Commission. All· 
residences and commercial structures constructed in this time frame have been determined to 
meet all design standards prescribed by the 'D' combining zone, including those extra 
~revisions applicable to Shelter Cove only. 

Even if your Board were to agree with the appellant that a separate showing of "compatibility" 
is needed, staff believes .that the issue would rest on whether the proposed 1~story, 1,352 

. square foot residence, which happens to be a manufactured home, falls with the range of 

(f:\planning\current\staffrpt\appeals\brjones.doc) 3 
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existing development within the Cove. Staff would contend that it does based on the findings 
of the Neighborhood Design Survey . 

It should further be noted that manufactured homes are permitted in all residential zones 
pursuant to Senate Bill No. 2827 passed by the California Legislature· in 1988. In the 
referenced Civil Code Section 714.5, Ms. Yates' own document states clearly that restrictions 
shall not be applied "on the basis that the structure intended for occupancy .. .is constructed in 
an offsite facility or factory, and subsequently moved or transported in sections ... to the real 
property." The County's Design Review Regulations are consistent with this provision in that 
all of the Building Structural Design Standards for Shelter Cove apply equally to conventional 
(stick built) and manufactured (factor)t built) housing. Moreover, the County Housing Element 
of the General Plan requires the provision of affordable housing as well as adequate sites for 
all types of residential development Manufactured housing has been shOWJ! to fulfill a 
segment of this need and is viewed by the Housing Element as an acceptable alternative 
housing type. 

Prop~rty Values . 
The appellant has argued that neighboring property values will decline if Mr. Jones is allowed 
to develop his manufactured home. No evidence is given to support this claim, and it is not an 
issue relative to the findings for approval of the Conditional Use Permit. The most closely 
related finding is Section A315-14D, which requires that to be approved a project must not be 
"detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare." Staff believes that this finding can be 
made in this case based on the neighborhood survey found at page 13 of the Staff Report 
(Attachment #2). This survey shows that within a 2 to 3 block radius, residences exist of a 
similar in size, architectural style, height, roof covering and siding materials to the proposed 
residence (see Attachment #2, page 24 for perspective view). · · 

Wind Concerns 
Pursuant to the Uniform Building Code, all of Humboldt County is subject to minimum wind 
speeds of eighty miles per hour. Shelter Cove is not excepted from the 80 mph standard. Mr. 
Jones has submitted documentation that his unit will be constructed to withstand 100 mph 
winds. Shelter Cove is not treated any differently with relation to wind speed and manufactured 
homes are installed throughout Humboldt County. In terms of wind velocities, Shelter Cove is 
not any ~ifferent than anywhere else in the County. If the proposed manufactured home can 
be demdnstrated to withstand a minimum of 80 mph, then the wind issue is moot. The 
documentation provided by the manufacturer of the Mr. Jones' unit clearly demonstrates that 
the Uniform Building Code standards can be met. The setup of the unit per the manufacturer's 
instructions will be inspected by the Building Inspection Division. All applicable Uniform 
Building Code standards will be enforced by the Building Inspection Division. This includes the 
setup of the manufactured home and the foundation which must meet Seismic Zone IV 
standards, as do all foundations in Humboldt County. 

Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the appeal be denied and the Planning Commission's decision to 
approve the Conditional Use Permit be upheld. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 

None; costs for this appeal have been paid by the appellant. 
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The Building Inspection Division will have to approve the foundation for the manufactured 
home and the setup required by the m~nufacturer. 

ALTERNATIVE TO STAFF RECOMMEN.DATIONS 
p 

Your Board could determine that the proposed project does not meet the design review 
standards prescribed by the 'D' combining zone. In this scenario, you could direct the applicant 
to submit additional information in order for the Planning Division to redo the design review 
portion of the project. Staff would recommend against this alternative because the proposed 
project as conditioned does meet the design review standards. Furthermore, a manufactured 
home cannot be specifically exduded from any residential zone pursuant to State-law. 

ATTACHMENTS 

NOTE: The attachments supporting this report have been provided to the Board of 
Supervisors; copies are available for review in the Clerk of the Board's Office. 

Attachment 1 
Attachment 2 
Attachment 3 
Attachment 4 
Attachment 5 
Attachment 6 

I 

Appeal Letter received September 18, 1997 
Planning Staff Report 
Materials submitted at Planning Commission Hearing 
'D' combining zone text 
Wind Speeds Map from Uniform Building Code · 
Manufacturers "Features" sheet describing roof materials on proposed 
unit 
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PLANNING DIVISION 

OF THE PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT 
3015 H STREET 

EUREKA. CALIF". 95501·4484 PHONE [707) 445·7541 

DATE: September 5, .1997 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL. COMMISSION 
North Coast District 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2i19 

APPEAL STATUS: Appealable 

SUBJECT: Coastal Development Permit 
NOTICE OF ACTION TAKEN 

CONTACT: David W. Tilley, Planner I 

Applicant =Richard Jones 
Address: 20225 Cooley Road 

Bend, OR 97701 

Case No. CDP-56-95 

File No. APN 109-362-24 

Following a noticed public hearing, the Humboldt County Planning 
Commission approved the referenced application on September 4, 1997. 

-HUMBOLDT COUNTY PLANNING DIVISION 
HUMBOLDT COUNTY PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

/ak 

'\\::._ D r 

· lley, Plan\~ I 
Agenda Item Transmittal 

Vstaff Report 
VExhibit A--C-cr-..;>4./P /tf!A/5 

Plot Plan 
Location Map 

(conv226/subl/memo. 



:jONES, Richard APN /\062-24 (Shelter cove Area) 
.·· 

/(;:> 
case Nos. '· '~;4-96/CDP-56-96/SP-53-96 

JONES STAFF REPORT 

This application is for a Conditional Use Permit, Coastal Development Permit, and Special 
Permit for the development and design review of a new 1,352 square foot, three bedroom, 
manufactured home. §313-14{8)(1) of the Humboldt County Code (H.C.C.) indicates that a 
single family residence is a conditionally permitted residential use type. Pursuant to §A315-
3(A) of the H.C.C. a Coastal Development Permit is required for any development within the 
Coastal Zone. Pursuant to §A314-57(c) of the H. C. C., a Special Permit is required for design 
review. 

Required Findings for Conditional Use Permit, Coastal Development Permit, and 
Special Permit 
The Appendix to Title Ill, Division 1, §A315-14 of the H. C. C. specifies the findings that must be 
made to grant the Conditional Use Permit, Coastal Development Permit, and Special Permit. 
Basically, the Hearing Officer may grant the Conditional Use Permit, if, on the basis of the 
application, investigation and submitted evidence, the following findings are made: 

1. The proposed development is in conformance with the General Plan; and 
2. That the use is consistent with the purposes of the zone in which the site is located; and. 
3. The proposed development conforms with all applicable standards and requirements of 

these regulations; and 
4. That the proposed location of the use and conditions under which it may be operated or 

.. 

• 

maintained will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare, or materiallY • 
injurious to properties or improvements in the vicinity. 

In addition, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that one of the following 
findings must be made prior to approval of any development which is subject to the regulations 
ofCEQA. . 

a) The project either is categorically or statutorily exempt; or 
b) There is no substantial evidence that the project will have a significant effect on the. 

envirQnment or any potential impacts have been mitigated to a level of insignificance and a 
negative declaration has been prepared pursuant to Section 15070 of the CEQA 
Guidelines; or --

c) An environmental impact report (EIR) has been prepared and all significant environmental 
effects have been eliminated or mitigated to a level of insignificance, or the required 
findings in Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines are made. 

Recommendation: 

The required findings can be made based on the following analysis. 

Staff Analysis and Findings for Conditional Use Permit. Coastal Development Permit. and 
Special Permit. 

1. General Plan 

The proposed development is in conformance with the County General Plan. 
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Case Nos. ,:';4-96/CDP-56-96/SP-53-96 
;..'', JONES, Richard 

Land Use 
The subject parcel is located in the Shelter Cove area and is designated as 
Residential/Medium Density (RM) in the South Coast Area Plan (SCAP). The RM designation 
is intended make efficient use of available land fqr residential purposes. Principle uses include 
single family homes, duplexes, and guest houses. Conditional uses include hotels, motels, 
boarding houses, mobile home development, single family residences, guest houses, office 
and professional private institutions, and neighborhood commercial. It is Staff's contention that 
single family residential uses are conditionally permitted under this land use designation when 
it is located in a Residential Multi Family Use zoning district. 

Geologic Hazards 

The project site is located in an area of high geologic instability as indicated on the Geologic 
Hazard maps of Volume I of the Humboldt County General Plan. No geologic or soils report 
has been required by the Building Inspections Division. Section A314-16E(3) of Humboldt 
County Code (H.C.C.) (Discretionary Report Requirements) allows the Planning Director to 
waive geologic report requirements in areas of high geologic instability. The Planning Director 
has waived geologic report requirements for this project based on 1) a site inspection and 
favorable evaluation by the Building Division, 2) the unlikely potential fof the development to 
affect adjacent property or improvements, 3) the small degree of public exposure to risk, and 
4) the small scale of the proposed project. Furthermore, the project location has been 
determined to be located in a geologic report waiver area based on a review of the Shelter 
Cove Geologic Report Requirement Map, included in the SCAP as Appendix E. 

Fire/Flood Hazards 
.. 

The project site is located in an area of high fire hazard as ·indicated on the Flood/Fire Hazard 
maps of Volume I of the Humboldt County General Plan. The California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection has requested that the applicant have access to the January 1, 
1992 document Project Review Input Basic to All Development Projects." Furthermore, CDF 
has stated that the project can meet the intent of the fuel modification-setback standards if it 
adheres to the 'Checklist for Providing Fu.el Modification Mitigations on Small Parcels Existing 
Prior to January 1, 1992." This has been included as a condition of approval in Exhibit A. 

The subi,Jct parcel is located in Flood Zone 'IJ"on the Flood Insurance Rate Map (Community 
Panel number 060060 1800B, effective July 19, 1982) prepared by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency. Flood Zone O"is defined as 'areas of undetermined, but possible, flood 
hazards."The Building Inspection Division has not required the preparation of a flood elevation 
certificate. 

Natural Resource Protection/Biological Resources 

Review of the South Coast Area Plan Resource Protection maps indicates the subject parcel is 
not subject to any resource protection policies nor are there any known significant biological 
resources on or in the vicinity of the site. 

2. Zoning 
The proposed development is consistent with the purposes of .the existing zone in which the 
site is located. The subject parcel is currently zoned Residential Multi Family Use, thirty (30) 
dwelling units per acre maximum, with Development Standard, Qualifying and Design Review 

(f: \planning\current\staffrpt\cup \cup34-96.doc) . revised Monday, july 07, 1997 

20 



JONES, Richard APN.~~62-24 (Shelter Cove Area) 
~ 

Case Nos. :~~4-96/CDP-56-96/SP-53-96 ,.. 

.. 

combining zones (RM-30-S1-QJD). The RM zone classifies tesidential use types- single family 
residential" as a conditionally permitted use. The proposed project includes the development of • 
three bedroom single family manufactured home. Staff· believes that a single family residential 
use of the subject parcel is acceptable due to the small lot size and small building area for 
multi-family developments. Group residential types, which include sorority houses, retirement 
homes, and boarding houses, are principally permitted building types in the RM .zone. However 
given the resort/vacation destination nature of Shelter Cove and also the small lot area, it is 
unlikely that a group residential use would be feasible on the subject parcel. 

Provisions of the Combining Zones 

The Design Review combining zone provides design review for conformance of new 
development with the policies and standards of the General Plan, and to provide for a design 
review process where neighborhoods within the same zone district desire to preserve or 
enhance the area's historical, cultural, or scenic values. Staff has reviewed the submitted 
Neighborhood Design Survey, and has determined that the proposed project will be compatible 
with the surrounding neighborhood because it will have similar exterior construction materials, 
architectural style, and height. Information submitted by the applicant indicates several uses in 
the neighborhood have wood siding and shingle roofing, a contemporary architectural style, 
and range in height from 15 feet to 25 feet. The proposed project will have a contemporary 
architectural style and will be approximately 16 feet, 8 inches (16'8) in height. Included as a 
condition of approval in Exhibit A js a minimum 12 inch. roof overhang, pursuant to section 314-
57(h){1)(c) of the H. C. C. 

The Qualifying combining zone in this case prohibits development of secondary dwelling units, 
temporary or recreational housing, accessory buildings, and open storage. None of these • 
construction types is being proposed in this case. 

The Development Standard combining zone in this case reduces the front yard setback to a 
minimum of two feet (2') where it otherwise would have been twenty feet (20'). 

3. Development Standards 

Section 1313-14(C) specifies the development standards for the RM zone. The Development 
Standard combining zone reduces the front yard setback to two feet (2') instead of the normal 
twenty feet (20'). 

H.C.C. requirement Proposed Project 
Minimum Parcel Size: 5,000 square feet ± 5,485 square feet 

Lot Coverage: 60% ±24.6% 
Yard Setbacks: 

Front 2' min. 4' 
Rear 10'min. 20' 

Sides 5' min. north: 15'; south: 5' 
Building Heiaht: max. 45' ·16'8" 

Parking: 4 spaces min. 4~aces 
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Case Nos .. · ~·:-:'4-96/CDP-56-96/SP-53-96 JONES, Richard .·.•· 

4. Public Health, Safety, and Welfare 

Staff has determined that the proposed project will not be detrimental to the public health, 
safety and welfare since all reviewing referral agencies have approved or conditionally 
approved the proposed project design. As conditioned, the proposed project is consistent with 
the general plan and zoning ordinances; and the· proposed project will not cause significant 
environmental damage. 

Referrals From Other Agencies 

a) Land Use Division of Public Works 

The Land Use Division has stated that all parking must be constructed on-site. All parking must 
be constructed prior to occupancy of the building. The applicant must also apply for an 
encroachment permit for the driveway. Tt:te permit will require the driveway entrance to 
surfaced with asphalt concrete or portland cement concrete. 

b) Division of Environmental Health (DEH) 

Approval was recommended by DEH. The applicant will have to submit verification of 
connection to public water and sewer from the Resort Improvement District #1. 

c) Building Inspection Division (BID) 

No problem with the proposed project. 

d) Northwest Information Center, Sonoma State University 

Study #295 identified no historical resources in the project area and further study for historical 
resources is not warranted in this case. 

e) Natural Resources Division of Public Works 

There is no record of any archaeological resources at the project location. 

I} 
f) California Department of Forestry & Fire Protection (CDF) 

The subject parcel is located in· a high fire hazard area, as indicated above. CDF ha·s ·
requested that the applicant have access to the January 1, 1992 document Project Review 
Input Basic To All Development Projects."This has been made an informational note in Exhibit 
A. CDF also commented that the applicant must meet the intent of the fuel modification 
standards of the Fire Safe Ordinance. A checklist provided by CDF for meeting this intent will 
be made available to the applicant. 

No other referral agencies had comments or recommendations. 

5. Potential For Environmental Impact 

The proposed project is categorically exempt from the prov1s1ons of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15303, Class 3 (new construction or 
conversion of small structures) of the CEQA Guidelines . 
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EXHIBIT A 

APPROVt;L OF THE CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, 
AND SPECIAL PERMIT IS CONDITIONED ON THE FOLLOWING TERMS AND 

REQUIREMENTS WHICH MUST BE SATISFIED BEFORE BUILDING PERMITS MAY BE 
ISSUED: 

Conditions of Approval: 

1. The applica'nt shall apply for and obtain an encroachment pennit from the Department of 
Public Works. 

2. The parcel is conditioned to initially provide fuel modification and building construction 
mitigations described in the 'Checklist for Providing Fuel Modification Mitigations on Small 
Parcels Existing Prior to January 1, 1992.• 

3. Connection to the public sewer system is required prior to occupancy of the structure to the 
satisfaction of the Resort Improvement District and the Division of Environmental Health. 

4. The roof shall have a minimum overhang of 12 inches on all sides. 

On-Going Requirements/Development Restrictions Which Must Continue to be Satisfied 
for the Life of the Project: 

1. Exterior light shall be shielded so it is not directed beyond the property boundaries. 

2. Ann~•al maintenance of the fire safe mitigations described in #2 above shall be empl()yed. 

3. Exterior walls and roofing materials comprised of unfinished metal or galvanized metal are 
prohibited. 

4. Where feasible, new utilities shall be underground. 

Informational Notes: 
' 

1. The January 1, 1992 document Project Review Input Basic to All Development Projects"is 
considered part of input from the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
(CDF) on this project. CDF requires that the applicant have access to that document's input 
at the earliest contact possible. Handouts which describe that document are available from 
the Planning Division. 
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

April20, 1998 

VIA FACSIMILE & U.S. MAIL 

Mr. Robert Merrill 
California Coastal Commission 
North Coast Area 
45 Fremont St., Ste. 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Re: Appeal No. A-1-HUM-98-08 

Dear Mr. Merrill: 

DAVID J. LARsEN 

REPLY TO 
ALAMoOmCE 
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APR 2 2 1998 

CAUfGRNl.A. 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT NO. 8 

APPLICATION NO. 
A-1-HUM~98-8CJONES 

Appeal Supplement 

(page 1 of 6) 

My finn was recently retained to represent the Shelter Cove Homeowners Association in the 
above-referenced appeal. Please consider this a supplement to that appeal. This supplement is sent 
to further discuss previously identified standards and requirements in the certified local coastal plan 
itself that have not been met by the proposed single family residence. This is a precedent setting 
case, as it is the first application for manufactured housing to be filed for Shelter Cove. There were 
serious irregularities and omissions in the county process which must be rectified to assure the goals 
and objectives of the local coastal plan are met. 

CEOA Compliance 

Appellants maintain that it is not possible to make all of the findings required in § 3.21 B 3. 
or assure other standards in South Coast Area Plan have been met, without analyzing the cumulative 
effects of ali anticipated single-family residences on the environment in the manner contemplated 
by the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). Appellants also maintain that the county 
committed a legal error by finding that this project was exempt from CEQ A. 

I am informed that there are approximately 5,000 individual lots that have been subdivided 
in Shelter Cove, but that there are currently only several hundred single family residences actually 
constructed on these lots. The rest are vacant. CEQA does not allow use of the exemption for single 
family residences where the cumulative impact on the environment of successive projects of the 
same type in the same place over time is significant. The construction of thousands of additional 
single family residents in Shelter Cove cannot help but have a significant cumulative effect on the 
environment. Therefore, the proposed single family residence is not exempt from CEQA . 

• 3240 Stone Valley Road West 
Alamo, CA 94507 

Telephone: 510 838-2090 
Fax: 510 820-5592 

2200 Sunrise Boulevard 
Suite 220 

Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 
Telephone: 916 851-1910 

Fax: 916 851-1914 

3600 Pruneridge Avenue 
Suite 130 

Santa Clara, CA 95051 
Telephone: 408 556-0220 

Fax: 40!1 556-0224 

516 West Shaw Avenue 
Suite 200 

Fresno, CA 93704 
Telephone: 209 221-2556 

Fax: 209 221-2558 



Mr. Robert Merrill 
April 20, 1998 
Page2 

The South Coast Area Plan expressly contemplates an evaluation of the significant effects 
on the environment. Thus,§ 30250 (a) says: 

"New development ... shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close 
proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or ... in other areas 
with adequate public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, 
either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources." 

The South Coast Area Plan further provides: 

"The development of lands within the Urban Limit for the uses indicated in 
the Area Plan Map, and diVision of lands within the Urban Limit to the densities 
indicated in the Land Use Designations, are contingent on the ability of the area to 
accommodate that development or density. More specifically, no lands within the 
Urban Limit ... shall be developed ... as allowed by the Area Plan, unless the 
following findings are made: 

a. That water supply and adequate provision for sewage disposal, as required 
by the use at the density permitted in the Area· Plan, are available to the development 
or division; 

b. That the carrying capacity of major roads and of coastal access corridors 
is sufficient for all permitted uses, or that improvements to an adequate level can be 
provided at a cost affordable within the reasonable expectation of the County, or of 
an unincorporated city where the Urban Limit surrounds the City. 

c. That the proposed development . . . meets all standards for the use 
designated in the Area Plan, as set forth in Chapter 5 of this document. 

Moreover, zoning of lands within the Urban Limit shall not allow such developments 
or divisions until such time as these findings can be made." 

It is impossible to make the above findings and establish they are supported by substantial 
evidence in the record as required by law without analyzing the cumulative effects of build out over 
time. By exempting each single-family residence in Shelter Cove from compliance with CEQA, the 
county is systematically avoiding a cumulative impact analysis in violation of the law. As a result, 
the county is shirking its responsibility to assure throrough compliance with standards and 
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Mr. Robert Merrill 
April20,1998 
Page3 

requirements in the South Coast Area Plan and othetwise that the environment in Shelter Cove will 
not be jeopardized by future growth. 

There is no substitute for requiring the county to subject this project to the requirements of 
CEQA so that a cumulative impact analysis can be conducted in order to assure that South Coast 
Area Plan standards and requirements intended to protect the environment are fully met by this and 
similar projects in the future. This is so, whether we are discussing safety issues (infra); aesthetic 
issues (infra); or other issues required by the South Coast Area Plan. 

Safety Standards 

A. Wind pressure reguirements 

The Coastal Act requires that all development be subject to standards designed to protect 
natural and cultural resources and to assure public safety. Standards to satisfY these requirements 
are found in §3.40 of the South Coast Area Plan . 

Specifically, § 30253 says: 

"New development shall: 

1. Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood and 
fire hazards. 

2. Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute 
significantly to ... destruction of the site .... " 

The county staff report makes clear that the proposed single family residence will be in a 
hazardous area. Unstable seismic conditions and unusually high winds make this area a high 
geologic and fire hazard. act.). Accordingly, the applicant should have been required to submit soil 
and geological engineering investigations prepared by a registered engineer. (See South Coast Area 
Plan § 30253 B.l.). The only exception is if the Chief Building Inspector waives this report 
requirement under specified circumstances. (Id). 

In our case, the Chief Building Inspector merely indicated "I see no problems with the 
project" after which the Planning Director, not the Chief Building Inspector, waived this 
requirement. To compound matters, there were a number of misstatements made by county staff 
and others during the public hearings before the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors, 
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concerning the applicability of local safety standards. Notably, county staff erroneously stated that 
the proposed single family residence will meet the county's wind pressure requirements; that the 
Planning Commission need not concern itself with this requirement because that was within the 
jurisdiction of the Building Department; that the state regulates wind pressure standards for 
manufactured housing; and that H.U .D. regulates wind pressure standards. Appellants maintain that 
the proposed manufactured housing unit will not meet the applicable local wind pressure standards 
and that the county has a duty to assure that it does before it issues a coastal permit in order to 
"minimize the risk to life and property" in this hazardous area, and to "assure stability and structural 
integrity" of the proposed development, both of which are required by the South Coast Area Plan 
{supra). 

B. Foundation requirements 

§ 30253 of the South Coast Area Plan also requires that: 

" The developments pennitted in the hazard areas shall be sited and designed 
to assure stability and structural integrity for their expected economic lifespans while 
minimizing alteration of natural land forms." 

Appellants maintain that the foundations on manufactured housing are very important and 
that the county had an obligation to look at the detail of the foundation, placement of the unit on the 
lot, and related issues, in order to assure stability and structural integrity. Instead, the planning 
Director and County Counsel erroneously advised the Board of Supervisors that appellants' safety 
issues were not within the provenance of the county. Rather, the Planning Commission and Board 
of Supervisors were limited to addressing design review questions. As a result, virtually no safety 
or engineering issues were addressed. 

Aesthetic Standards 

§ 30251 of the South Coast Area Plan provides: 

" The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited 
and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to 
minimize the alteration of natural/and forms, and be visually compatible with the 
character of the surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance 
visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas 
... shall be subordinate to the character of the setting." 
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County planning staff may not have been far off the mark in insisting that the "key" to this 
application was design review. Especially because this was the first manufactured housing 
application in Shelter Cove, design review and compatibility with the surrounding area were very 
important. 

But, despite the fact that the county ordinance says design review "shall" apply to lands 
(such as the subject lot) designated "D" in the zoning maps, and in the event there is no 
neighborhood design review board (such as in Shelter Cove) the planning director "shall" be the 
reviewing authority, - - and despite the fact that subjective as well as "prescriptive" issues are 
traditionally dealt with when reviewing design, county staff declined to engage in traditional design 
review as normally done when a special permit is required, deciding instead to simply assure that 
the "prescriptive" (e.g., objective) zoning ordinance criteria had been met. 

In response to Ms. Linda Yates' insistence that county staff assure that this proposal was 
"compatible" with the surrounding area, county staff erroneously concluded that it was not required 
to assure such compatibility (see pp. 3-4 of staff report). In fact, as quoted above from the South 
Coast Area plan, permitted development must be sited and designed to be visually compatible with 
the character of the surrounding area. (supra). 

As a result of the county's failure to conduct design review, the "treated" elevations face the 
ocean, while the "non-treated" elevations are visible from the public thoroughfare. Typical design 
review would require "treated" elevations on both sides under such circumstances. Instead of being 
sited on the lot in a manner that is visually compatible with other structures in the area, this structure 
will be placed on a foundation that may be ten feet high in places. One of the primary aesthetic 
issues associated with manufactured housing is the nature of the foundation. If the unit is 
appropriately placed on the site, or conditions are imposed requiring the foundation not to exceed 
a maximum height or to be masked by plantings, etc., a manufactured home can be made to "blend" 
with its natural surroundings to a much greater degree. 

Summary 

Because manufactured housing is relatively inexpensive, and because it cannot be prohibited 
by law, it is likely to become the wave of the future iflocal entities take the position that they have 
no authority over safety issues and can do no more than confirm that prescriptive zoning standards 
are met, rather than subjecting applications for manufactured housing to the more traditional (and 
rigorous) design review process. If that occurs, the differences between manufactured housing and 
stick -built housing will be magnified both from a safety and aesthetic standpoint, rather than 
minimized. In order to advance the cause of low cost housing, while also insuring the structural 
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integrity of single family housing units, Humboldt County cannot afford to miss this opportunity to 
address the safety and aesthetic issues it is properly charged to address, as a part of issuing a coastal 
permit. 

yyours, 

DJL:ebs 

cc: Board of Directors, Shelter Cove HOA 
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Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completinq 
This Form. 

SECTION I. Appellant is) 

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s): 
Linda Yates 
P. 0. Box 537, 326 Blueridge Road 
Whitethorn. CA. 95589 ( 707 ) 986-7647 

Zip Area Code Phone No. 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealeg 

1. Name of local/port 
government: Humboldt County Board of Supervisors 

2. Brief description of development being 
appealed: A manufactured home to be located at 807 Upper Pacific 

Drive, Shelter Cove, California • 

3. Development's location (street address, ... assessor 1 s parcel 
no., cross street, etc.): 807 Upper Pacific Dr., Shelter Cove, 
California, APN ~109-362-

4. Description of decision being appealed: 

a. Approval; no special conditions: ______________________ ___ 

b. Approval with special conditions: ______________________ __ 

c. Oenial:Appeal heard on 12/2/97 by Board of Supervisors 

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial 
decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless 
the development is a major energy or public work5 project. 
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable. 

TO BE COMPLETED py COMMISSION: 

APPEAL No: a-'- !:fuM .. qg ... ao g 
DATE FILED: ________________ _ 

DISTRICT: ________________ __ 

H5: 4/88 

NOISSIWWO:::> 1\ilSVO:::· 
V'!N~O~I1V] 

ssst t 1 N\1r ~-. 

"YI :.1 EXHIBIT NO. 9 
JJ u\ ~--------------~ 

Af~r~~~~~-~~JONES) 

Appeal 
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!5. Decision beinq appealed was made by (check one): 

a. __ Planning DireetortZonin9 c. _Planning commission 
Administrator 

b. ~City Council/Board of d. _Other 
Supervisors 

6. Date of local government's decision: December 2, 1997 

7. Local government's file number (if any): CUP 34-96, CDP }6-96 
and SP 53-96. 

SECTION III. IdentifiQt;ion of Qther lnte~ested Persons 

Give the names and addresses of the followinq parties. (Use 
additional pape~ as necessary.) 

a. Name and mailing address of permit applican~: 
Richard and Hazel Jones 
20225 Cooley Road 
Bend, Oregon 97701 

b. Names an~ mailing addresses as available of those who testified 
(either verbally or in writing) at the city/county/port hearinq(s). 
Include other parties which you know to be interested and should 
receive notice of this appeal. 

(1) s oke at Board 

(2) Frances Aldridge (name appears on petition & also spoke before 
66 Bambi Drive, Shelter Coxe the Board of Supervisors) 
Whitethorn. CA. 95589 

{3) Jay and Mary Raftery (names appear on Eetition) 
50 Parkview Road, Shelter Cove 
Whitethorn, CA. 95589 

(4) ¥lilliam Reed 
P. o·. Box 3 

(name appears on petition) 

Whitethorn. CA. 9~89 

SECTION IV. Reas9ns Supp~ing This Appeal 

Note: Appeals of local qovernment coastal permit decisions are 

~ 

limited by a va~iety of factors and requirements of the Coastal ~ 
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance 
in completin9 this section, whioh continues on the next paqe. 

• 
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state briefly your r~ns for this appeal. Include a summary 
description of Local Coastal Proqram, Land Use Plan, or Port Master 
Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is 
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new he.arinq. 
(Use additional paper as necessary.) 

See attached and exhibitsA thru K. 

~ Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive 
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be 
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is 
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may 
submit additional information to the staff andfor Commission to 
support the appeal request. 

~ 

SECTION V. Certification 

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of 
my/our knowledge. '" 

Segtion VI. Agent Authorization 

I/We hereby authorize to act as ~yfour 
representative and to bind metus in all matters concerning this 
appeal. 

Signature of Appellant(s) 
Date 



REASONS FOR APPEAL~ 

This appeal is being made on behalf of 113 Shelter Cove residents deeply concerned that the proposed • 
mobile home project is not compatible with existing permanent structures within the Shelter Cove 
subdivision. Humboldt County in opposition to this concern approved the proposed project based on its 
interpretation of Section 714.5 of the California Civil Code and because of existing design diversity the 
proposed mobile home is architecturally compatible with existing development within Shelter Cove. 

During the local review and appeal process the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors and planning 
staff invalidated the importance of the required neighborhood design survey process based on section 
714.5 of the California Civil Code that prohibits discrimination against off site or factory built homes 
under conditions, covenants and restrictions adopted on or after 1987. The Shelter Cove subdivision 
and original CC & R's were created in 1965. These CC & R's have set a 37 year precedent for 
development within Shelter Cove. Also, the design review requirements under the County's coastal 
zoning regulations were derived from the original CC & R's. Therefore, its is arguable that section 
714.5 of the civil code does not apply to this case given the legislative 1987 cut-off date limitation. 

Humboldt County also acted in violation of Section 1.658524 of the State of California Government 
Code which states that requirements placed on manufactured homes be identical to those imposed on 
conventional single family residences (See Attachment). No seismic, wind speed or other structural 
requirements have been placed on the proposed mobile home project which have been placed on 
conventional framed homes located throughout the Shelter Cove subdivision. In addition by not making 
these necessary structural requirements to address known environmental hazards, Humboldt County has 
not met its most basic responsibility under its coastal zoning regulations to protect public health and 
safety. 

The Proposed Mobile Home is Not Architecturally Compatible for the Following Reasons: 

1) Since 1965 no mobile homes have been allowed within the Shelter Cove Subdivision. All homes in 
the Shelter Cove subdivision are permanent and are not designed to be moveable or temporary. 
Planning staff has indicated that used mobile homes up to ten years in age can be allowed within the 
Shelter Cove subdivision Also, The County's Coastal Zoning Regulations treat factory built homes as 
synonymous to mobile homes and therefore distinct from conventional site built permanent structures. 
The local building inspector noted this difference in his project evaluation by stating that "there are no 
other trailers in this area!" (See Attachment) 

2) The vast majority of homes in Shelter Cove are two story structures with roof pitches significantly 
greater than the approximate 2/12 roof of the proposed mobile home. In addition, existing homes have 
been required by the county to withstand coastal weather, high wind load and significant seismic 
activity. The proposed mobile home is generic and is not designed to meet these unique environmental 
hazards. The San Andreas fault runs through Shelter Cove and wind speeds do exceed 100 MPH. The 
county is only requiring a seismic Zone N foundation and no structural requirements. 

3) Based on the applicants neighborhood design survey and a review of other homes closer to the 
applicants building site (Copy Enclosed with Photographs) none of the comparable structures match the 
characteristics of a mobile home. Most structures are large two story, use natural wood siding, custom 
designed, sited perpendicular to lot length to take advantage of views, and are conventionally framed 
structures. In addition, the applicant's permit application does not include specific building plan 
information on color, siding type, roof type or other specific detailed design information to make an 
adequate comparison possible (See Aitachment). 

• 

• 
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4) As the County states in its planning .... port, Shelter Cove architecture is diverse. Does this mean 
anything goes? General themes do exist to define comparability. These themes include custom design~ 
conventional framing, two story view orientation, engineering for high wind load and earthquake safety, 
building materials suitable for natural environmental hazards such as high wind and rain, as well as 
general design requirements set down in the County Coastal Zoning Regulations. The County, in 
approving the proposed mobile home project, has abused all reasonable compatibility analysis and acted 
in violation of its Coastal Zoning Plan in the name of existing design diversity. 

Exhibits to Appeal, APN 109-362-24, Case No. CUP-34-96/CDP-56-96/SP-53-96: 

Exhibit A: Neighborhood Design Survey, photographs of houses listed. 

Exhibit B: Photographs of other homes in closer proximity to proposed project. 

Exhibit C: Drawing of proposed project submitted by applicant. 

Exhibit D: Notification Form submitted and signed by Greg Webster, Building Inspector, dated 5/22/97. 

Exhibit E: Excerpts from the Coastal Zoning Regulations, Appendix to Title III Division 1, of the 
Humboldt County Code. A311-ll, 312-4,313-14 (9)(a). 

Exhibit F: Notification of updated Zoning Ordinance from County of Humboldt, 10/30/90: 315-5(a)(l), 
315-5(c)(7)(8); 315-5(d)(l)(a); 315-7.; A314-57A. 

Exhibit G: Humboldt County General Plan, Volume IT, South Coast Area Plan of the Humboldt County 
Local Coastal Program, Aprill990: 3.42Al.c.(l); 4.23C. 

Exhibit H: Letter from Nashua Homes of Idaho, Inc., stating a 15 pound wind load, which is the 
minimum under Federal Regulations. 

Exhibit I: Chart from the Codes and Standards Division of the State of California, showing Humboldt 
County under a minimum wind load factor of20 pounds per square foot. Upon entering the State of 
California, the State Regulations supersede Federal Regulations. Under the County Zoning Regulations, 
A311-11, No Relief From Other Provisions, specifically states "no provision of these Zoning 
Regulations shall be construed as relieving any party to whom a development permit, license, or 
variance is issued, from any other provisions of State or Federal Law ... " 

Exhibit J: Petition in opposition to project signed by 113 property owners and residents of Shelter Cove. 

Exhibit K: Chapter 1572, Section 1.65852.4 of the Government Code . 
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1. 

I:>Orhood Design Survey 

Your project is being reviewed for compatibility with neighbo~hood design. A finding required 
for approval of your secondary dwelling unit is that the new development is compatible with 
the character of the neighborhood. 

To assist the Planning Department in our review of your project, please complete the following 
Survey for representative samples of existing development within a two or three block radius of 
your property. Please include the developed parcels nearest your project site in your 
neighborhood survey. 

2. As~~~~~;~~~~~~~-~~-~·;·;~~-~~-~-~--~;·~-~-~~~·~;~~~···-=i·i·]-· .. ··v-it~--~i~-p;··~--·· 
.t!> . I 

Use of Building: is.. . Number of Stories: :l-. Approx. Height: :<..) 

Exterior Building Material: Siding: Lu~<£ <>ref. rntz Roofin~: 5~ {_c ennf.) 
Approximate floor area (sq. ft.): I { 0 0 No. bedrooms:_-Q.;t::::...,.... ____ _ 

Architectural Style: LAn ,{em f"Y1 
3. Assessor Parcel No. or Address of survey site: 't ]0 

Use of Building: £,. Number o};Stories: 2.... Approx. Height: ,). > / 
Exterior Building Material: Siding: IV/YtY >r£f!f? · Roofing: ~ ~ · 

Approximate floor area (sq. ft.): 1§0 0 No: bedrooms: J._ ~U\!J~(ID 
Architectural Style: {_ ~. 
.·~ t•iAf 0 5 1S97 

(F:\HOME.'IMIKE.W\A.RCOESG.Dc;>C) 
24 

created (02103195) last revision (04124195) 
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----------------------- -~-- ---

'~<b>P.~ • JC!:. ~ ·"- ' 
f·v-·---v'\ Coy··,rTY OF HUMBOLDT (>:· ... 
J . . ·· <) I-•. :t.NNING DMSION . ·;: ·.) 

. -
of the Planning & Building Department 

3015 H Street, Eureka, CA 95501-4484 
Telephone: (707) 445-7541 

~ ' ·({ ''/:~ . ' .. 
ltb4t0l '4r otl t./.'ri 
~'"~_gt.c?' 1.9.9..> ~ 

To: ~Building Inspection Division 
0"'Environmental Health Division 
0 Land Use Division 
0 Assessor's Office 
0 Supervising Planner I Asst. Director 
0 Pacific Bell 
0 Pacific Gas & Electric 
0 County Counsel 
0 Sonoma State University 

~q 'bll. 
. c~,o,_'Jll?r 

0 Resort Improvement Disctrict No. 1. 
0 Fire Protection District 
0 Calif. Dept. Forestry & Fire Protection 

GarbervilJe (Area) 
0 Calif. Dept. of Fish & Game (see F& G Note)-Eureka 
0 California Coastal Commission 
0 Calif. Dept, ofFish & Game-Redding 
0 Shelter Cove Homeowners Association 

SubjectP,ROPOSED JONES CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, COASTAL J?EVELOP:MENT PERMIT, AND 
~~PEC~PERNUT 
~ 1/ APN109-362-24 Shelter Cove Area 

The Planning Division is currently studying the above application. If a rep~ is ~ nenW~thin 15 days of receipt, it 
shall be asswned that the project does conform to your requirements. ~ l?@ \[!. U \'/It! Ill . 

F&G NOTE: Please document all costs associated with your enviro 
documentation with your referral. Also identify any partial or whole fee Jc 

. I ;'l~lY 1' . .d thi . i~cfti?P tcatton,. an return s q~ approved by your Department. 

[ ] NOTE: The Planning Division has tentatively scheduled this project for a decision by the [ ] Planning Commission 
[ ] Planning Director on If no response is received, it will be assumed to meet your department's 
requirements. 

If you have any questions concerning the project, please contact: David W. Tillev. Planner I. ext 08. I . . 
Enclosures: . 

To: Planning Division Date: )-:22-97 
We have re\iewed the above application and recommend the following: 

~ /~ _p,JJble~ ~,·~ ~ ,P,;-o ~t::JJ.Pcf 

cr J. p /7h0 r~ - _I' .,C/c/C/ 
/'i~~ ,J4't:ff,"h-y .1/7~ -
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AJll-10 

district or districts of the adjoining property on either side of said vacated 
or abandoned street or alley centerline. 

(d) Where a boundary line follows: the bank of a watercourse, it shall 
be construed as following the top edge of the nearest bank, or if there is no 
identifiable bank, the stream transition line. 

(e) Where a boundary line is indicated as following a watercourse, it 
shall be construed as centerline of the watercourse. 

(f) Where further uncertainty exists, the Planning Commission, upon 
written application or on its own motion, shall determine the location of the 
boundary in question, giving due consideration to the location indicated on the 
Zoning Map and the purposes set forth in the Principal Zone district regulations. 

Alll-11. NO RELIEF FROM OTHER PROVISIONS. 

Unless otherwise sp~cifically provided, no prov1.s1.on of these Zoning 
Regulations shall be construed as relieving any party to whom a development 
permit, license, or variance is issued, from any other provision of State or 
Federal law or from any provision, ordinance, rule, or regulation of Humboldt 
County requiring a license, franchise, or permit to accomplish, engage in, carry 
on or maintain a particular business, enterprise, occupation, transaction or use. 

AJll-12. SEVERABILITY OF PROVISIONS. 

If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase of these regulations 
is for any reason, held to be invalid or unconstitutional, such invalidity or 
unconstitutionality shall not affect the validity or constitutionality of the 
remaining portions of these regulations. It is hereby expressly declared that 
this ordinance and each section, subsection, sentence, clause and phrase hereof 
would have been prepared, proposed, adopted, approved and ratified irrespective 
of the fact that any one or more other sections, subsections, sentences, clauses 
or phrases be declared invalid or unconstitutional. 

Alll-13. ZONING REGULATIONS SUPERSEDE EXISTING ZONING CODE. 

These Regulations, supersede the existing zoning regulations, as amended, 
of the County of Humboldt, for land which lies within the County Coastal Zone. 
If any provisions of these Regulations should be determined to be inapplicable, 
the provisions of the pre-existing zoning regulations shall continue to apply. 
Nothing in these Regulations shall be construed as validating or legalizing any 
land use or building or structure conducted, constructed, erected, or maintained 
in violation of any Federal, State or Humboldt County ordinance. Insofar as the 
provisions of these regulations impose the same regulations as imposed by 
existing zoning regulations, this ordinance shall be construed as a continuation 
of said regulations and not as a new enactment. 

AJll-14. COMPLETION OF EXISTING BUILDINGS. 

These regulations do not require any change in the plans, construction or 
designated use of a building or structure for which a coastal development permit 
has been issued by the Coastal Commission, or to any permit issued by the County 
prior to the effective date of these Regulations or any amendment of these 
regulations, provided that actual construction of such building or structure is 
commenced within 120 days after the date of issuance of the 

200.10 
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building site or portion thereof which may be either occupied or 
unoccupied by other main buildings. 

Multiple/Group: Two (2) or more main buildings, which may be attached, 
freestanding or both, located on a lot or building site or portion 
thereof, which may be either occupied 6r unoccupied by other main 
buildings. 

Building Type, Residential: 
following: 

That group of building types comprising the 

Single Detached: One (1) dwelling unit, freestanding and structurally 
separated from any other dwelling unit or building, located on a lot or 
building site which is unoccupied by any other dwelling unit or main 
building. 

Duplex: Two (2) dwelling units placed side by side with at least ten (10) 
fees of a common wall, structurally separated from any other dwelling unit 
or building and located on a lot or building site which is unoccupied by 
any other dwelling unit or main building. 

Multiple Unit: A building containing at least three (3) dwelling units in 
any vertical or horizontal arrangement, located on a lot or building site 
which is unoccupied by any other dwelling unit or main building. 

Manufactured Home: A structure, transportable in one or more sections, 
which, in the traveling mode, is eight (8) body feet or more in width, or 
forty (40) body feet or more in length, and which is built on a permanent 
basis and designed to be used as a dwelling with or without a permanent 
foundation when connected to the required utilities; except that a 
manufactured home constructed to the standards required. by the County 
Building Regulations for a Single Detached Residential Building Type. The 
manufactured home building type includes mobilehomes. 

Ancillary Residential: A dwelling which is not the principal residence or 
main building on a lot or parcel, such as a second residential unit, guest 
house, caretaker's residence, farm labors residence, etc. 

200.18 
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RESIDENTIAL ZONE DISTRICTS 

A313-14. RM RESIDENTIAL MULTI FAMILY USE ZONE. 

A. Principal Permitted Uses. 

(1) Residential Use Types 
Multi Family Residential 
Group Residential 

(2) Civic Use Types 
Minor Utilities 

§ A313-14 

B. Conditionally Permitted Uses. The following use types are permit 
pursuant to the Development Permit Procedures in Chapter 5 of this Division. 

(1) Residential Use Types 
Single Family Residential 
Mobilehome Parks; subject to the Mobilehome Park Regulatione., 

(2) Civic Use Types 

(3) 

Essential Services 
Community Assembly 
Non-Assembly Cultural 
Public Recreation and Open Space 
Oil and Gas Pipelines; subject to the Oil and Gas Pipelines 

Regulations 
Major Electrical Distribution Lines; subject to the Electric 

Distribution Lines Regulations. 

Commercial Use Types 
Bed and Breakfast Establishments; subject to the 

Breakfast Establishment Regulations. 
Transient Habitation 
Private Recreation 
Neighborhood Commercial (Permitted with a use permit QDly in 

the Coastal Zone) 
Office and Professional Service 
Private Institution 

(4) Commercial Timber Use 
Timber Production 

(S) Natural Resources Use Types 
Fish and Wildlife Management 
Watershed Management 
Wetland Restoration 
Coastal Access Facilities 

c. Development Standards 

(1) Minimum Lot Size: 5,000 square feet . 

200.69 
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(2) 

.. 

S A313-14 

Maximum Density: The maximum density as specified on the adopt ..... 
zoning maps. A minimum of one ( 1) dwelling unit per lawfull., 
created lot is permitted, even if the specified maximum dwelling 
unit density is exceeded if it meets all other development 
standards. The maximum density shall be calculated as the total 
number of dwelling units divided by the total area within the lot 
and within one-half of any adjacent street. 

(3) Minimum Lot Width: 50 feet. 

(4) Maximum Lot Depth: Three (3) times the lot width. 

(5) Minimum Yard Setback: 

(6) 

(a) Front Twenty (20) feet; 

(b) Rear: Ten (10) feet; 

(c) Interior Side: Five (5) feet; 

(d) Exterior Side: Same as front or one-half (1/2) the front if 
all parts of the main building are more than twenty-five (25) 
feet from the rear lot line, and the exterior side yard does 
not abut a collector or higher order street. (In questionable 
cases, the Public Works Director shall classify the subject 
street). 

(e) Double Frontage Lots: Front and rear--twenty (20) feet; 
except that the rear yard setback may be reduced to ten (10) 
feet where such yard abuts an alley. 

(f) For Flag Lots, the Planning Director, in consultation with th. 
Public Works Department, shall establish the minimum yard that 
is required for a vehicular turn around on the lot. 

Minimum Setbacks Between Detached Multiple Unit Dwellings: On 
building sites containing more than one (1) main detached multiple 
unit residential building, the required distances between such 
buildings apply: 

(a) Minimum distance between buildings: Ten (10) feet; 

(b) 

(C) 

(d) 

Minimum distance between the front of any dwelling unit in a 
building and any other building on site: Twenty (20) feet 

Minimum distance between the front of any dwelling unit and 
any side lot line: Twelve (12) feet; 

Minimum distance between buildings exceeding two (2) stories: 

200.70 • 
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S A313-14 

two (2) feet increase, over setbacks specified in (a), (b) 
(c) above, for each additional story. 

(7) Maximum Ground Coverage: Sixty Percent (60%) 

(8) Maximum Struct~re Height: Forty-five (45) feet; 

(9) Permitted Principal Building Types: 

200.70.1 
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Single Detached (only one dwelling per lot}, manufacture 
homes in mobilehome parks; 

Duplex, multiple dwellings, and multiple dwelling groupe; 

Limited Mixed Residential-Nonresidential; 

Non-Residential Detached, or Multiple/Group. 

• 

200.71 • 



• 

EXHIBIT F 

• 

• 



I 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT 
3015 H STREET 

EUREKA, CALIFORNIA 95501 PHONE [707] 445·7541 

November 20, 1990 

Users of the Humboldt County Coastal Zoning Ordinance 

Joel Canroneri, Planning Department \~~ 
Update of the Coastal Zoning OrdinanfJ relating to Design Review 
Standards in the Shelter Cove Area 

On October 30, 1990, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 1913 
amending sections 315-5 and A314-57 of the Humboldt County Code relating to 
design review standards in the Design Control Combining (D) zones of Humboldt 
County. This amendment imposes special building structural design standards 
applicable to the Shelter Cove Area only. It requires: 1) that residences be 
a minimum of 20' wide; 2) that foundations meet UBC seismic zone IV standards; 
3) a roof overhang of at least 12 inches be provided; and 4) prohibits use of 
unfinished or galvanized metal on the exterior. 

Copies of the revised pages are available from the County Planning Department 
for the cost of reproduction. Please be advised that if you have purchased 
your documents over two years ago and have not kept them up to date with 
adopted revisions, you may wish to purchase an updated copy. 

Please contact. our office by phone or letter if you want to continue receiving 
notice of future updates. Ask for Joel. 

TDC:JC:dh 
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ORDINANCE NO. 1913 -------
AMENDING SECTION 315-5 OF CHAPTER 5 OF DIVISION 1 OF TITLE III, 

AND SECTION A 314-57 OF THE APPENDIX TO DIVISION 1 
OF TITLE III, OF THE HUMBOLDT COUNTY CODE, 

RELATING TO DESIGN REVIEW STANDARDS 

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Humboldt ordains as 

follows: 

SECTION 1. Section 315-5 of Division 1 of Title III·of the 

Humboldt County Code is hereby amended as shown on the attached 

pages 172, 173, 174 and 175. 

SECTION 2. Section A 314-57 of the Appendix to Division 1 

of Title III of the Humboldt County Code is hereby amended as shown 

on the attached pages 200.220 and 200.221. 

SECTION 3. This ordinance shall become effective thirty 

(30) days after the date of its passage . 

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 30th day of October 

1990, on the following vote to wit: 

AYES: Supervisors: Dixon, Pritchard, Eddy, and Neely 

NOES: Supervisors: None 

ABSENT: Supervisors: Sparks 

(SEAL) 

ATTEST: 

J. BRUCE RUPP 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
of the County of Humboldt, State 
of California. 

ByC/~~~~ 
Lora Frediani, Deputy 

82/315-5.ord 

(G-lb) 

ervisors 
tate of 



/ 

----------------·-~-

.. ns may be required to show: 

{1) Topograp~y of the land and contour intervals. 

(2) Proposed access, traffic and pedestri~n ways. 

(3) tot design and easements. 

' ,-. _;• 

(4) Areas proposed to be dedicated or reserved for parks, park
ways, playgrounds, school sites, public or quasi-public buildings and 
other such uses. 

(5) Areas proposed for commercial uses, off-street parking, 
multiple and one-family dwellings, and all other uses proposed to be 
established within the zone. 

(6) Proposed location of buildings on the land including all 
dimensions necessary to indicate size of structure, setback and yard 
areas. 

(7) Proposed landscaping, fencing and screening. 

{8) Such other detailed elevations, plans and other information 
as may be required by the Planning Commission to enable it to evaluate 
adequately the proposed development. 

.. 

• 

(c) All uses shall conform to the height, area, width, depth, .ground 
coverage and yard regulations normally required for such uses except where the 
overall development will be improved by a deviation from such regulations. In 
all cases each structure shall conform to the precise development plan which 
sha 11 be made a part of the approved use permit. ( Ord. 519 Sec. 515, • 
5/11/65) 

315-5. DESIGN CONTROL COMBINING OR D ZONE. 

It is the purpose of the Design Control Combining or D Zone to be com
bined with any principal zone to provide controls and safeguards to preserve 
and enhance areas of historical, scenic, civic or cultural values of the 
County. The D Zone is also combined with principal zones to preserve and 
enhance architectural and recreational aspects of designated areas of the 
County. Such appearance and design of buildings, sites, structures and signs 
should form a substantial contribution to the desirability of the zone for 
uses permitted therein. 

(a) Fjridings to Establish Q Zone Regulations. The following criteria 
shall be used in establishing D zone regulations. To qualify as a D Zone, the 
areas within the County should meet one (1) or more of the following catego
ries: 

(1) Areas of special or unique natural beauty and aesthetic 
interest forming a basic resource in the economy of the County, the 
preservation of which would enhance the tourism industry. 

(2) Sites, buildings, structures, or uses which have special 
historical interest. 
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(3) Maintenance of architectural and recreational aspects of 
d~signated areas . 

(b) Reviewing Authority. The member of the Board of Supervisors in 
whose district aD Zone i~ e~tablished may select any person(s) or organiza
tion who, in the opinion of the Board member, is qualified to act as the 
Reviewing Authority of a 0 Zone. Such pcrson(s) or organization must be 
devoid of any and all financial interest in the application under considera
tion. The representatives of any D Zone shall not exceed five (5) persons. 
Local representation (i.e., property owners and residents within the D Zone) 
shall be given first priority to serve on the Reviewing Authority. In the 
absence of any Board member's approved representatives, the Planning Director 
shall be the Reviewing Authority. (Amended by Ord. 1443 Sec. 1, 1/13/81) 

(c) Architectural Standards. In order that buildings, sites 
structures, signs, landscaping, etc., will be in keeping with the findings 
stipulated in subsection (a), the Reviewing Authority shall take the following 
items under consideration in approving plans within a 0 Zone: 

( 1) 

(2} 

(3) 

( 4) 

(5) 

(6) 

The height, bulk and area of buildings. 

All setbacks from property lines. 

The color, textures and materials of exterior walls. 

The type, pitch and material of roofs. 

The type, size and location of signs . 

Landscaping and parking lot layout. 

(7) 

(8) 

The relationship to other buildings and/or uses in the area. 

The architectural treatment as related to any historical 
buildings or structures. 

(9) The location and treatment of the site as related to its 
natural setting including grading, cut and fills and preservation of 
trees and natural ground cover. 

lQl Additional Standards Applicable to Shelter Cove Only 

ill Building Structural Design Standards 

1£1, Residences must be constructed to~ minimum width of twenty 
iZQl ~at the narrowest Qoint. ~measured from exterior wall 
to exterior wall, to be compatible with existing residences.--

lQl Foundations must be designed to meet the Uniform Building 
Code .reg~irements. of seismic~ IV. All structures that require 
.2. bu1ldwg perm1t, including but not limited 1.Q. manufactured 
home.s, shall ~e .attached 1.Q. continuous perimeter foundations 
meet1ng the se1sm1c zone lY standards. Engineered ~ structures 
where ~ continuous perimeter foundation is not feasible due to the 
slopes Qt:. site conditions shall be exemptfrom this proviSTofi":"-
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1£1 A minimum~ Jverhang of twelve il£l inches bt including 
rain gutters) mY1! oe provided Qll All residences. This overhang 
Ji 1.2. be A!l integral part of the structure. Gable ends may be 
excluded when approved !i part of the design review process. 

lQl Exterior walls and roofing material Qf unfinished metal Qt 
galvanized matal arc prohibited. The exterior finish of !.!1Y metal 
materia 1 must hav,a

1 
j manufacturer's warranty certifying .s. minimum 

life of fifteen 5 years. Flammable roofing material such Ai 
wood shakes Qt shingles ~ not recommended. 

(~) Procedure. When property is to be developed in a D Zone, the 
applicant shall submit the required data in accordance with subsection (c) to 
the Planning Department. The application shall be accompanied by a fee in the 
amount as established by Ordinance or Resolution of the Board of Supervisors. 

The Reviewing Authority is empowered to approve and conditionally ap
prove projects. Denials of any project by the Authority shall be referred to 
the Planning Commission for action. 

If the applicant is not· satisfied with the Reviewing Authority's action 
on any conditional approval, the application shall be referred to the Planning 
Commis~ion for decision. The decision of the Planning Commission may be 
appealed to the Board of Supervisors as provided for in this section. (Amend
ed by Ord. 1280 Sec. 2, 10//10/78} 

(1) Building Permit Issuance. In no event shall building permits 

~ 

be issued in a D Zone until such plans have been approved or conditionally 
approved by the Reviewing Authority, Planning Commission, or Board of Supervi
sors. Designated local authorities shall notify the Planning Director on 
action taken on projects. The Planning Director shall take appropriate action ~ 
to release building permits or refer to the Planning Commission. 

(g) Destruction 2r Alteration of Designated Historical Buildings. No 
historical buildings as offici~lly designated by the Board of Supervisors or 
their authorized County representatives in any D Zone shall be demolished, 
altered, improved, or otherwise changed in exterior appearance except as here
inafter provided: 

(1) If any historical building is damaged by any act of God 
(including but not limited to earthquake or fire), the owner thereof may 
repair such building if he secures a permit from the Reviewing Authori-
ty. . 

(2) Any owner making any exterior alterations to a historical 
buildin~~ shall submit plans and secure approval from the Reviewing 
Authority prior to construction. 

(3) Any owner planning to demolish any historical building (as 
officially designated) shall provide notice·of intention to the Board 
sixty (60) days in advance of any work on the project. Within the sixty 
(60) day pe~iod the Board shall determine whether Federal, State or 
local agencies or organizations can acquire the building and site or 
make other suitable arrangements with the owner. 
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(h) Annual Report. Designated Reviewing Authorities ~h~ll prepare 
an annual report to the County Planning Commission indicating the number of 
applications actcc upon and a yeneral Gtscription of the project. The annual 
report should be submitted to the Planning Director during the month of Janu
ary. (Ord. 1058 Sec. 1, 12/16/75) 

315-G. QUALIFI~O COHBINIHG OR Q ZOHE. 

The Qualified Combining or 0 Zone is intended to be combined with any 
principal zone in situations where sound and orderly planning indicate that 
specified principal permitted uses or conditional uses otherwise allowed under 
the principal zone shall not be allowed with or without a use permit. The 
qualified uses shall be specified in the ordinance applying the Q Zone to 
specific property. (Ord. 1103 Sec. 1, 9/21/76) 

315-7. HOBILEHOME COMBINING OR T ZONE. 

The Mobilehome Combining or T Zone is intended to be combined with any 
residential orR Zone in which the location of mobilehomes is architecturally 
compatible with the existing development. The minimum land area to which a T 
Zone may be applied shall be four (4) acres or four (4) city blocks. The 
following regulations shall apply in the zone with which it is combined: 

(a) Principal Permitted Uses: 

(1) /\11 principal permitted uses for the zone with which it is 
combined . 

(2) Mobilehorn~ when used in lieu of dwelling as provided in 
principal zone. 

(b) Other Regulations: 

(1) Mobilehomes shall be completely enclosed at the ground level 
by suit~ble skirting or screening. 

(2) 1\dequotc outdoor enclosure for miscellaneous material, 
supplies and storage. 

(3) Property shall be landscaped or maintained with attractive 
natural vegetation. (Ord. 519 Sec. 530 as added by Ord. 697 Sec. 2, 
11/4/69; Ord. 1086 Sec. 16, 7/13/76) 
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Section A314-57 

Section A314-57. D - DESIGN REVIEW • 

A. PurP.ose. The purpose of these regulations is ·to provide design review fo 
conformance of new development with tht> ~H>lir.ies and standards of the Generill 
Plan, and to provide for a design review process where neighborhoods within the 
same zone district desire to preserve or enhance the area's historical, cultural 
or scenic values. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

Applicability. These regulations shall apply to lands designated "D" on the 
Zoning Maps. Solar collectors for on-site use are exempt from the design review 
requirements of'this section. 

Special Permit Required. A Special Permit is required for all development 
subject to these regulations. The agolication for the permit shall be accom~a
nied h~ a fee in tne amount asestablished .Qyordliiance or resoluiTon of he 
'BO'ard-Q!. -suoervTSoFS:"" - - - --

AP.pointment and Composition of the Design Review Co111nittee. The Board of Super
visors may select any person(s) or organization who, in the opinion of the 
Board, is qualified to serve on the comm1ttee. Such person(s) must be devoid of 
any and all financial interest in the development application under considera
tion. The representatives of the Design Rev1ew Committee shall not exceed five 
(5) persons. In the absence of any Board of Supervisors' approved representa
tives, the Planning Director shall be the review1ng authority. 

Design Review Standards. Buildings, sites, structures, si9ns, landscaping, 
and similar development will be consistent with the policies of~ the General Plan 
and this Division, and the Design Review Committee shall take the following 
items under consideration in reviewing development plans: 

(1) The project is consistent and compatible with applicable elements of. 
General Plan. 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

Within designated Coastal Scenic Areas, as mapped, measures are 
included in the project design so that it will be subordinate to the 
character of the surrounding setting; 

Within designated Coastal View Areas, as mapped, and where views 
from the public roads to the coast or coastal waterwaY.S are of 
concern, the height, width, and siting of structures, including 
setbacks from roads and parcel lines will be considered to retain as 
much of the existing view as possible; views from public trails 
beaches, or public recreation areas into the development site wil\ 
also be cons1dered. 

Within Shelter Cove designated Coastal View areas, building heights 
may be increased one (1) foot for each two (2) feet of total addi
tional side yard that is provided in excess of the reguired five (5) 
feet side yards, to a maximum allowable height of 24 feet; or, 
in order to P.rovide an alternate method of prov1ding view corridors, 
one side yara may be reduced to a minimum of zero feet where: 

i. The opposite side yard provtded equals ten (10) feet; and 

ii. 

iii. 

The adjacent property owner along the side yard being reduced 
agrees to a s1milar reduction along the common lot line; and 

The adjacent dwellings can meet building and energy code 
requirements for structures which are separated by less th. 
ten (10} feet. 
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F. 

G. 

(2) 

(3) 

( 4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

Protection of natu- ~~ land forms through minimizin~ ctlterations caused bY. 
cutting, filling, grading or clearing, except to comP.l~ with fire hazara 
reduct1on laws. 

Exterior lighting that will be compatible with the surrounding setting and 
will not be directed beyond the boundaries of the parce 1. 

Screening or softening the visual impact of new development through the 
use of vegetative plantings; if appropriate, species common to the area 
should pe used. Known fire resistive plants should be considered where 
appropr1ate. 

Where feasible, new utilities should be underground. When above-ground 
facilities are the only feasible alternative, they should be sited as 
unobtrusively as possible. 

Setbacks from roads and property lines are appropriate to protect the 
scenic and visual qualities of the site and area. 

Off-premises signs, which are needed to direct visitors to permitted 
commercial recreat1on areas should be attractively designed in keeping 
with the surrounding setting and clustered at appropriate locations. 

Restrictions Applicable Within Designated Coastal View Areas. Within Coastal 
View Areas, as designated by the General Plan, new off-site signs are prohibit
ed. 

Required findings for Designated Coastal Scenic and Coastal View Areas. A Coast
al DeveloP.ment Permit for development located within a designated Coastal Scenic 
or Coastal View Area shall only be approved if the applicaole Resource Protec
tion Impact Findings in Chapter 5 are made. 

Additional Standards Applicable to Shelter Cove Portions of South Coast Area 
Plan. --

ill Building Structural Design Standards 

Residenc s must be constructed to a minimum width of twenty (20) 
eet at e-narrowest o as-measured from exferior walr-tO 

exteriOr wa 1, to be com With exist1ngresidences. ---

Foundations must be designed to meet the Uniform Building Code 
regu 1rements O"fSITsmi c zone rv: -m 'S"tructures that requ irea 
bu1lding permiT, includinq butnot Tiiilited to manuf'a"Ctured homes-;
shall ~attached to cont1n"'iJOlisgenmeter foundations meeting the 
se1sm1c zone IV sfandards. Enqlneered ~structures where a 
contlnuous perimeter foundation is not feasible due to slopes or 
site conditions shall fie exempt from this prov1s1on-.-- -

A minimum roof overhang of twelve (12) inches !not including rain 
gutters) musr-Ee provided-on alI reslOences. Th1s overhan~ is to-De 
.9..!1 1ntegra1Part of the structure. Gable ends may be exc uaedWhen 
approve E.i part Drthe design review process. 

Exterior walls and roofing materials of unfinished metal or galvan
ized metal are prohibited. The exterfOr finish of~ metal materi
aTiiiust havea manufacturer 's'Warranty cert if yiiiQ a min 1mum 1 ife of 
"ff'ffeenTmyears. Flammable roof1ng matenal such ll woodsnak"es 
QC shing~~ not recommended . 
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South Coast Area Plan led: 12-19-85 

3.41G. SEPTIC SYSTEMS 

H. 

3.42 

*** 

*** 

Sewage disposal systems placed on existing and proposed lots must meet all of the 

requirements of the Humboldt-Del Norte Department of Public Health and the Regional 

Water Quality Control Board. 

BEACH AND DUNES 

1. The use of beach and dunes Is restricted to the following uses: 

a. Nature study; 

b. Resources restoration; 

c. PassIve recreation uses and deve I opment ot ml nor recreatIon a I 
facilities such as hunting blinds; and 

d. Veh I c I e use except as otherwIse exc I uded by thIs document and that 

vehicle use shall not be permitted on vegetated dunes. 

VISUAL RESOlRCE PROTECT ION 

30251. The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 
protected as a resource of public Importance. Permitted development shall be sited 
and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas. to 
minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the 
character of surrounding areas. and. where feasible, to restore t!!nd enhance visual 

quality In visually degraded areas. New development In highly scenic areas such as 
those designated In the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared 
by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordln8te 
to the character ot Its setting. 

30253. New development shall: 

(5) Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods which. 
because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination 
points for recreational uses. 

A. PHYSICAL SCALE AND VISUAL COMPATIBILITY 

1. No development shall be approved that Is not compatible with the physical 
scale of development as designated In the Area Plan and zoning for the subject 
parcel; and the following criteria shall be determinative In establishing the 
compatibility of the proposed development: 

a. 

b. 

(\SCAP\ch3c) 

tor proposed development within an urban limit as shown In the Area 
Plan, that such development meets all standards and zoning for the 
principal permitted use as designated In the plan 

for proposed development not w'lthln an urban limit as shown In 
The Area Plan that such development meet all standards tor the 
principal permitted use as designated In the plan and zoning, where 
such principal use Is for detached resldentl81, agricultural uses, or 
forestry activities 

Chapter 3 Page 34 April 1990 
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c. for proposed development that Is not the principal permitted use, or 
that Is outside an urban limit and for other than detached residential, 
agrlcu ltura I uses, or forestry activities, that the proposed 
development Is compatible with the principal permitted use, end, In 
addition Is either: 

(1) No greater In height or bulk then Is permitted for the 

principal use, and Is otherwise cor~~petlble with the styles end 
visible materials of existing development or landforms In the 
Immediate neighborhood, where such development Is visible fr0111 
the nearest public road. 

(2) Where the project cannot. feasible conform to paragraph 1, end 
no other more feasible location exists, that the exterior 
design and landscllplng be subject to a public hearing, at which 

the following findings shall be IMde: 

(n) Thurn Ill no h••• •nvlronnwontftlly dftmnglng feftalble 

8lternetlve location. 

(b) That the proposed exterior design end landscaping are 

su ff I e I ent to assure eompet I b I I I ty w I th the phys tea I 
seale established by surrounding development. 

l.42B. PROTECTION OF NATURAL LANDFORMS 

'· Natural contours, Including slope, visible contours of hilltops end treellnes, 
bluffs and rock outeropplngs, shall sutter the mlnlllllm feasible disturbance 
compatible with development of any permitted use, and the following standards 
shall at a minimum secure this objective: 

a. Under any permitted alteration of natural landforms during 
construction, mineral extraction or other approved development, the 
topography shall be restored to as close to natural contours as 
possible, and the area planted with attractive vegetation common to the 
region. 

b. In permitted development, land form alteration tor access roads and 
public utilities shall be minimized by running hl1lslde roads and 
utility corridors along natural contours where feasible, and the 
optional waiving of minimum street width requirements, where proposed 
development densities or use of one-way circulation patterns make this 
consistent with public safety, In order that necessary hillside roads 

may be as narrow as possible. 

c. (Deleted prior to certification) 

3.420. COASTAL VIEW AREAS 

West of Lower Pacific Drive between Abalone Court and the drainage Immediately north 
of Gull Point, no structure shall be over 20 feet In height unless expanded side yar~ 
view corridors are provided, as set forth by ordinance. Rear yard setbacks should be 
consistent with the present subdivision CCR (covenants, codes end restrictions). 
(Amended by Res. No. 85-81, 8/20/85). 
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South Coast Area Plan ,.. -tlfled: 12-19-85 

4.22 EXISTING USES 

A. "NORTH" SOUTH COAST 

This area, primarily agricultural land with a mixture of timbered areas, has a history of 

agricultural use that extends over more than the last century. This area has a number of 

agricultural (Williamson Act) preserves and Is typically made up of large ranches In excess 

of 700 acres held by the same families that settled the area. Although there are some new 

owners (having been around for less than 50 years), the ownership pattern has remained stable 

with little or no subdivision of these lands to date. 

The existing large parcel sizes reflect the nature of these agricultural operations. Using 
non-prime soils, stock grazing operations require much larger farm units than prime soils. 

Stock predation by coyotes and dogs has changed the stock mix towards more beef and less 

sheep and have reduced the return to the operator. 

B. KING RANGE NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA 

From the Mattole River south to the County line, the Bureau of land Management (BLM) Is 

responsible tor over 50,000 acres of land designated tor multiple use through a zone 

management program deve I oped and adml n I stered by the Bureau of Land Management. 
Recreational, agricultural and timber related uses are combined In this area to provide 
max I mum benefIt to a II users wh I I e protectIng and enhancIng sensItIve resources. There Is an 
ongoing acquisition/exchange program to bring the remaining private lands Into Federal 
ownership, and the management plan Is revised and updated on a regular basis. 

C. SHELTER COVE 

This Is the single urban scale area In this coastal Planning Area. There have been three 
subdlvls.lons at Shelter Cove consisting of 20, 1,138 and 21,000 acres respectively, all of 
which are highly undeveloped. There are presently 62 dwellings In the Coastal :Lone portion 
of this area with two motels, two restaurants, a recreational vehicle park and a developing 
harbor under the control ot the Humboldt Bay Harbor Recreation and Conservation District. 
Initial Improvements to the harbor tacll I ties have recently been completed and the Shelter 
Cove Harbor PI ann i ng Committee Is present I y workIng on a moorIng program and assessIng needs 
tor on-shore support facil ltles. 

The Humboldt Resort Improvement District It Is the service provider for this entire area as a 
resul-ti of the recent annexation of lands around the Cove Itself. The District provides 
water, sewer, electrical power, tire and rescue protection, and recreation. The District Is 
authorized, but currently does not provide, pollee protection, mosquito abatement and garbage 
collection. 

PROPOSED lJUI) USES 

The Land Use proposa Is tor thIs area are based entire I y on the exIstIng uses and the 

application of the pol icles In Chapter 3 to provide protection for agricultural lands trom 
lnepproprlate development (primarily rural subdivision), the continued management of public 
lands and the continuing development of the urban area at Shelter Cove. 

A. 11NORTH 11 SOUTH COAST 

The application of larger minimum parcel sizes will preclude subdivision of these grazing 
lands and the Intrusion of rural development which has caused major problems for agricultural 

(\SCAP\ch4) Chapter 4 Page 2 April 1990 
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operators In the past. The expanded definition of permitted development will remove some, If 
not most, of the permit requirements tor uses that are agriculture related, Including the 
provision of "cottage Industries." The overall Intent Is. to provide Increased protection 

from outside Interference with agriculture by eliminating both rural subdivisions and 

unnecessary permit requirements. 

B. KING RANGE NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA 

The proposels, prlmerlly contelned In the Chapter 3 policies, provide additional guidance for 
the continued management of the area by the Bureau ot land Management (BlM). The shoreline 
area Is deslgneted as the Coastal Trail and BLM has been delegated the responsibility to 
coordInate wIth other agencIes to provIde tor the management, consIstent wIth these pI an 

policies, of other Federal lands within this planning area (Cape Mendocino Lighthouse). BlM 
stream rehabilitation projects are permitted In the Chapter 3 policies, and specific guidance 

for the continuing acquisition program Is also Included. 

C. SHELTER COVE 

The Land Use Plan tor the Shelter Cove Sea Park subdivision and other urban areas was largely 
left the way It was proposed In 1965. 

These policies are based on a compromise to provide multiple use for significant 
archaeological protection, coastal view protection and access enhancement. One area adjacent 
to BlM ownership at Big Black Sand Beach was proposed for acquisition and management to 
Increase access while decreasing the existing conflict with private property through the 
Inappropriate and largely uncontrolled use of this area. The other major lend Use change Is 
the redeslgnatlon of present General Commercial areas (CG) to Commercial Recreational (OR) to 
provide tor coastal dependent recreational, visitor serving and harbor related development • 

4.30 

Consistent with the requirements of the California Constitution and the Coastal Act of 1976, 
"maximum access and recreational opportunities shall be provided tor all the people." Based 
on the Inventory and mapping of actual and potential access provided by the Coastal 
Commission, the review of access ways provided In Chapter 3 and the discussion generated In 
the workshops, the South Coast Access Component Is Included herein. 

66. Cape Mendocino - The public land at Cape Mendocino should be Improved under the 
management of BLM to provide vista point and historical Interest site Improvements, 
Inc I ud I ng, but II ml ted to: access road and parkIng I rnprovements a_nd tenc I ng. 

67. Singley Creek to McNutt Gulch - This site Is located where southbound Mattole Road 
drops down to the ocean shore II ne at Sl ng ley Creek and stays near the shoreline for 
six miles before bearing eastward up McNutt Gulch. In a recent out-of-court 
settlement of an access suit, the land owner has provided tor tour vertical access 
points ra~glng from 20 to 50 feet wide. All other areas have private property between 
the road and the sea. The area Is generally flat and 5-10 parking places could easily 
be established at each access point. Pedestrian access to the prlmerlly sandy beach 
could be reached all along the six-mile stretch from the selected sites scattered 
along the distance. 
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5200FEOERALWAY,P.O.BOX8449 • BOISE,IDAH083707 • TELEPHONE(208)345-0222 

November 24, 1997 

Ms. Linda Yates 
P.O. Box 537 
Whitethorn, California 95589 

Linda, 

nashua 
HOMES OF IDAHO, INC. 

This letter is to follow up our conversation of November 21. Homes built by Nashua 
Homes of Idaho, Inc. are constructed to withstand a wind load rating of 15 pounds per 
square foot. This translates to a wind blowing approximately 73 miles per hour. If there 
are any further questions please feel free to contact this office. 

Sincerely, 

~?1~ KennethLN 
Engineering M ager 
Nashua Homes ofldaho, Inc. 

We Build Homes Americans Are Proud To Own! 
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r 
MINUUI DESIGN LOM»S (PSF) 

LOCAL 
CHIEF MIN MAX """ 

CWNTY ADDRESS TELEPHONE BUILDING OFFICIAL REGION ELEVATION ELEVATION SMOII AREA WIND Elf 

l DOIIADO (CONT.) ?i\oT J.J, )/ '.-~~- 70 Pacffic House 
260 Union Valley 
145 Tahoe lasin Central 
300 Strawberry 

145· Tahoe Basin • 
185 So. lr w. Shore 

RES NO 2220 Tulare, 6th. Floor (209) 453-5029 Ray G. Collier 2 8170 250 T111111rack 70 No 
Fresno 93721 27 Courtright 70 

50 MiriiiiOI'Ite 70 
150 H~.~~e lake 70 

7200 225 Huntington Lake 70 
50 Meadow Lake 70 
150 Sequoia lake 70 

5370 150 Shaver Lake 70 
275 Wishon Village 70 
100 C~ Sierra 70 

Below 3000 20 lalenee Co. 15 
~ 

UN t 125 South Murdock (916) 934·6546 Willi .. l. Quint 1 137 5500 20 All Areas 15 No 
WIllows 959118 

llJIIOLDT 3015 H St., ltM. 2 (707) 445·7245 Todd Sobolik 1 0 2000 ~0 20 lo 
Eureka 95501 2001 3000 io v .......___ 3000 4000 

4001 5000 35 ----MPERIAL 939 Main Street (619) 339·4236 Jurt HeUberger I ·100/4000 20 20 Yes 
El Centro 92243 

NYO 207 West South Street (619) 173· 7858 Ralph Denio 2 ·282/14495 0 Death Valley 15 Yes 
lfshop 93514 20 Little Lake 15 

10 Independence 15 

lnyo Co. CourthOUH (619) 171·0215 Michael s. Conklin 40 lit Pine 15 
168 North Edlfarck Street 40 lflftop 15 
P.O. lox Q I 40 Starlfte 15 
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PBTlTJ" OPPOSlHG HAHUFAC'l'UHBDit'!OBlU: HO!'!E!:> !N Sl\~'l...T'B.\t COC 

THJS PETITION JS IN OPPOS!TION TO MANL'Ft.CTlli\£D/J10lllLC: 110l1lZS BEISG lNSTALt.ED • 
IN SHELTE~ COV& POR THE FOLLOW~ : REASONS: IN DIRECT CONF~ZC7 WITH SECT~ 
All4·57 D~l'l R'tVIi:W, Nrtr COMPA"tlBLE on cm:SISTBNT WlTl:l ~XIS'l':NC STl\UCTUIBS: 
~OUNT1 ZONING: THIS IS NO'». A 3l5· 7 WlBlLEH':•l-Ht COMB!Nll'\G 0~ T-'Z.ONE; ... lND ZON! 
AaSA: WINDS IN SHELTER COVE CAN EXCE£C lOCMPH: zONING CLASSlP~~TION: THIS 
lS A R-) :tONED AREA; DEVALUATION OF PROPERTY VAU.:E:S: FlRE SAr'I-:TY ~!JES • 

• 



PETITION OPPOSING Ml\NUFI\CTURI-~0/MOIHLE HOMF.S IN SHELTER COVE 

~ THIS PETITION IS IN OPPOSITION TO MANUFACTURED/MOBILE HOMES BEING INSTALLED 
IN SHELTER COVE FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS: IN DIRECT CONFLICT WITH SECTION 
A314-57 DESIGN REVIEW, NOT COMPATIBLE OR CONSISTENT WITH EXISTING STRUCTURES: 
COUNTY ZONING: THIS IS NOT A 315-7 MOBILEHOME COMBINING OR T-ZONE; WIND ZONE 
AREA: WINDS IN SHELTER COVE CAN EXCEED lOOMPH: ZONING CLASSIFICATION: THIS 
IS A R-3 ZONED AREA; DEVALUATION OF PROPERTY VALUES: FIRE SAFETY ISSUES. 

PRINTED NAME ADDRESS 

~tf\1v-.. L C'\ctu~ -J::;h'l 
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PETITION OPPOSING MANUFACTURED/MOBILE HOMES IN SHELTER COVE 

THIS PETITION IS IN OPPOSITION TO MANUFACTURED/MOBILE HOMES BEING INSTALLE~ 
IN SHELTER COVE FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS: IN DIRECT CONFLICT WITH SECTION 
A314-57 DESIGN REVIEW, NOT COMPATIBLE OR CONSISTENT WITH EXISTING STRUCTURES: 
COUNTY ZONING: THIS IS NOT A 315-7 MOBILEHOME COMBINING OR T-ZONE; WIND ZONE 
AREA: WINDS IN SHELTER COVE CAN EXCEED lOOMPH; ZONING CLASSIFICATION: THIS 
IS A R-3 ZONED AREA; DEVALUATION OF PROPERTY VALUES; FIRE SAFETY ISSUES. 

------------------------
-~---··-----
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P8T!TI9N OPPOSING MANVFAC'J'URED/MOBILE HOMES TN S't\RL"l'ER COVE 

THIS P£TITION !S IN OPPOS!TION TO MANUFACTURED/MOBILE IIOMES BEING INSTALtED 
IN SHELTER COVE FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS: ZN DIRECT CONFLICT WITH SECTION 
h)l4-57 OESlGN R~VlEW. NOT COMPATlBL£ on CO~StSTENT ~lTH EXlST:NG STRUCTURES: 
COUNTY ZONINGr ntiS IS NOT A 3!5-7 MOBlLEH~MF. COHBINI~G OR T·ZONE; WIND ZONE 
AaSAI WINDS lN SHELTER COVE CAN EXCECD lOCMPH~ ZONING CLASS!FlCATION: THIS 
lS A R-) ZONED AREA: DEVALUATION OF PRCiPERTY VAl,UES: Fl RE SAI-'tnY ISS'JES. 

PRIH'l'EJ> NAME SiGNATURE ADDRP-c:;S 
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PSTITIOH OPPOSING MANUFAC1'URED/MOBILE HOMES IN SHE'LTII.'it COVE 

'l'KlS PETITION IS IN OPPOS!TlON 'l'O MANCFACTUR£0/MOBILE HOM£S BEING JNS'l'ALt.ED 
IN SHELTER COVE FOR THE POLLOWING REASONS: IN DIRECT CONFL!CT WITH SECTlON 
All4-57 DESlGN R2VIEW, NOT COH~ATlBLE on CONSISTENT w;TH EXIST:NG 6TRUC1URSS: 
COUNTY ZONING: ntiS IS NOT A 315~7 HQDlLEHOME COMBlNlXG OR T-~ONE; WIND ZONE 
Aa&A1 WINDS lN SHELTER COVE CAN EXCECD lOCMPH~ ZONING CLASSIFICATION: rHIS 
IS A R-3 ZON£1> AREA: DEVALUATION OF PROPER'l'Y VAJ.CES: FIRE SAT-'RTY ISSUES. 

ADORP.F:S 
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PETITION OPPOSING MANUFACTURED/MOBILE HOMES IN SHEL~ER COVE 

~THIS PETITION IS IN OPPOSITION TO MANUFACTURED/MOBILE HOMES BEING INSTALLED 
IN SHELTER COVE FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS: IN DIRECT CONFLICT WITH SECTION 
A314 -57 DESIGN REVIEW, NOT COJ'.1PAT!BLE OR CONSISTENT WITH EXISTING STRUCTURES;. 
COUNTY ZONING: THIS IS NOT A 315-7 MOBILEHOME COMBINING OR T-ZONE; WIND ZONE 
AREA: WINDS lN SHELTER COVE CAN EXCEED lOOMPH: ZONING CLASSIFICATION: THIS 
IS A R-3 ZONED AREA: DEVALUATION OF PROPERTY VALUES: FIRE SAFETY ISSUES. 

PRINTED NAME 
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HERE ARE THE ADDITIONAL NAMES OF PROPERTY OWNERS WHO SIGNED 
THE ORIGINAL PETITION LETTER FILED WITH THE SEPTEMBER 4, 1997 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING: 

Earl and Ruth Baccus. 73 Cantle Court, Shelter Cove 

R. Kevin Dyer, 290 Hemlock Road, Shelter Cove 

James Schmitt, 148 Dolph1n Drive (owner of the Ocean Inn Bed & Breakfast), Shelter 
Cove 

FloAnn Ghigliazza, 9409 Shelter Cove Rd., Shelter Cove 

Barbara and James Huggins, 61 Vance Road, Shelter Cove 

Don and Carole Estes, 76 Bambi Drive, Shelter Cove 

Thomas and Yvonne Bellamy, 153 Seaview Road, Shelter Cove 

Roy C. McKenna, 589 Spring Road, Shelter Cove 

Melvin and Arlyne Gruenhagen, 870 Upper Pacific Dr. (owner of one of the homes listed 
as a comparibte on the Neighborhood Design Survey) 

D. D. Ewoldt, Sr., 40 High Court, Shelter Cove 

Don Lowell JohnSon, 124 Shaker Road, Shelter Cove 

John Fitzgerald, 280 Bambi Drive, Shelter Cove 

LaDonna Byers, 10 Telegraph Creek Road, Shelter Cove· 

Dr. David Hubbell. M. D. and Rosemary Hubbell, 505 Sea Court, Shetter Cove 

Todd and Pamela Phelps, 877 Lower Pacific Drive, Shelter Cove 
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Ch. 1572] ST:\Tld I·~ OF l!lh!i 5667 

the discretion of the local legislative body, the city or county may 
preclude installation of a mauufaclured home in zones specified in 
this section if more than 10 years have elapsed between the dale of 
manufacture of the lllilllllf.ll:tured home and the date of the 
application for the issuaucc of a permit to install the mohilehome in 
the affectcJ zone. In no case may a city, including a charter city, 
county, or city and county, apply any development standarJs which 
will havt: the effect of precluding manufadured homes from being 
installed as permanent residences. 

(b) At the discretion of the local legislative body, any place, 
building, structure, or other object having a special character or 
special historical interest or value, which is regulated by a legislative 
body pursuant to Section 37361, may be exempted from this section 
provided the place, building, structure, or other object is listed on the 
National Register of Ilistoric Places. 

< :JIAPTEil 1572 

An act to add Section 6.'>H52.4 to the Government Code, relating to 
land usc. 

(Approved by Governor Scplt!mher 30, 198/i. Filed with 
Sccrelar)· of State September 30, 198/i.l 

The pcoplrJ of the St;lle of C'alifomi<l do ctwct as follows: 

SECfiON 1. Section 65852.4 is added to the Government Code, 
to read: 

65852.4. A city, including a charter city, a county, or a city and 
county, shall not subject an application to locate or install a 
manufactured home certified under the National Manufactured 
Housing Conslructiori ami Safety Standards Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 
Sec. 5401 et seq.) on a foundation system, pursuant to Section 18551 
of the Health and Safety Code, on a lot zoned for a single.family 
residential dwelling, to any administrative permit, planning, or 
development process or requirement, which is not identical to the 
administrative permit, planning, or development process or 
requirement which would be imposed on a conventional 
single-family residential dwelling on the same lot. However, a city, 
including a charter city, county, or city and county, may require the 
application to comply with the city's, county's, or city and county's 
architectural requirements permitted by Section 65&1)2.3 even if the 
architectural requirements arc not required of conventional 
single-family residential dwellings. 

166720 
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May24, 1998 

Mr. Robert Merrill, Chief of Pennits 
California Coastal Commission 
North Coast Area 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Dear Mr. Merrill: 

RE: Appeal No. A-1-HUM-98-008, APN #109-362-24 

riD~~~~~~~ 
lnJ MAY 2 6 1998 l----" 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Only a few months ago winds of over 100mph ripped through Shelter Cove, uprooting huge trees 
and causing damage to many homes. Unfortunately such high winds are not a rare fluke of 
nature, but a common occurrence here. 

So far, strict building regulations and Coastal Commission requirements have prevented 
unsafe structures from being erected in Shelter Cove. But somehow a mobile home plan 
slipped through the various agencies at the County, and we face the risk of this becoming a 
dangerous precedent. 

All over the country mobile home parks are the first victims of nature's disasters. Numerous 
people have been injured and killed when high winds tore apart their prefab homes. 

We strongly urge you to deny approval of the construction of a mobile home in Shelter Cove. 
This area is highly prone to earthquakes as well as gale-force winds. Let's prevent tragedie$. 

Development has been slow in Shelter Cove. This was not the intention of the planners of the 
community, but it turned out to be the best way. A building frenzy would undoubtedly have 
created an overgrown city with its share of monstrosities. Shelter Cove has developed gently 
and slowly. The homes that have been built over the last few years are nice homes that do 
not conflict with nature and the beauty of the ocean. We would like to keep it that way. Let's 
not tum Shelter Cove into a Long Beach mobile home park, or a beach bum dump. 

J 

Sincerely, ~ 

.V1l;_7_ 
Janine and Alan Platt 
Lot 16 Wave Drive 
Shelter Cove, CA 

152 Virginia Lane 
Alamo, CA 94507 

EXHIBIT NO. 10 

t~f!tm!~ffiuNES) 

Correspondence 



GERXAIRB A. XICHELS 
Phone C408>384-7908·--------------------~3~4~7~Ca-r-me~l~A-v-e-nu-e-,~Spa~-c-e_9 ___ 

Karina, California 99999 

May 8, 1998 ! 

Bob Merrill, 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St, Ste. 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

ITD re rru re n w If. IJ1) u;; liD u;; u u ib 

MAY 13 1998 
CAUFORNIA 

COASTAL COA'\MISSIC',: 

I , 
L~.) 

RE: LONG BEACH HEARING: SCPOA<of HUMBOLDT COUNTY> held April 1998 

Dear Mr. Merrill; 

I have learned that you officiated at the hearing held by SCPOA 
<Shelter Cove Property Owners Assoc.> of HUMBOLDT COUNTY with regard 
to allowing a Mobile Home less than 10 years old into the Shelter Cove 
Community. The hearing was to be held in Long Beach some time in 
April of this year. 

I cor1tacted your voice mail in April to let you know that I was 
opposed to their action. I also am a Shelter Cove property owner, pay 
the same assessments as the residents do so would have liked a voice 
in the decision, but realize that it may be too late at this point. I 
am far from being the only SCPOA member opposed to the purpose of 
their hearing, of trying to farce a gentleman from moving his 
manufactured home into the community. As you know, State Law allows 
it as long as all conditions are met and his plans to move it an to 
his lot already were passed by the county. 

I would like a mailing of the decision reached and the reasons far 
the decision to my above address. I understand that I am within my 
rights in requesting this information 

Sincerely; 

Germaine Michels 
<owner, lot 2, blk 236, Shelter Cove> 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Chairman Rusty Areias 
California Coastal Commission 
1400 "N" Street, Suite 9 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

.I California Coastal Commission 
North Coast and Headquarters 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

California Coastal Commission 
Legislative Office 
926 "J" Street, Suite 416 
Sacramento, Ca 95814 

Dear Chairman Areias and Commissioners, 

May 6, 1998 
1162 A Waring Street 
Seaside, CA 93955-6020 
408-393-1679 

This letter is in reference to an item on your May 12, 1998 meeting agenda, now shown as 
postponed: 

Appeal No. A-1-98-8 (Jones, Humboldt Co.) Appeal by Linda Yates from 
decision of County of Humboldt granting permit with conditions to Richard 
Jones for 1,352 sq.ft. manufactured home with four on-site parking spots, at 807 
Upper Pacific Drive, Shelter Cove, Humboldt County. 
(RSM-E) [POSTPONED] 

I have owned property at Shelter Cove since 1969, with hopes of building there some day. I am 
very much against the inclusion of manufactured homes. Please consider closely what manufactured homes 
can do to this pristine area. For many years, our CC&Rs prevented this type of structure. I will be 
attending the Shelter Cove Property Owners Association meeting this month, and sincerely hope we can re
instate the CC&Rs to once again disallow anything that is not 2/3 exterior wood. 

Please contact me if you need any further information on my status as property owner in Humboldt 
County. I am also a property owner in Monterey County. 

Sincerely, 

Stephanie Booth 
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M~.Y 0 4 1998 
April28th, 1998 

Dear Coastal Commissioners 

My name is Robert Porteous and I am writing this letter to state my full support for Richard Jones Case # 
A-1-98-8 and his request for permission to complete his plans and dreams to have installed on his property. 
A manufactured home. 

I believe that a person has the right to do with their property what they choose, as long as they comply with 
the building requirements of Humboldt County. 

At a prior hearing on this applicant, Richard Jones, there was opposition to his project The speaker Linda 
Yates stated , " it would be a blight to the area." Her property is so far removed from this project's location, 
they would never have to see it. 

I believe now that this same Linda Yates is president of a group called "Shelter Cove Property Owners 
Association (SCOPA)". Let me say this group (SCOPA) does not speak for or represent the owners of 
property in Shelter Cove. It is a group with name only and an agenda to do what the president & officers 
call "in our best interest". This is not SQ. 

Ms. Yates sells real estate and her live in partner is a handyman in the cove, their self-interest speaks 
for itself. 

In Shelter Cove we now have !l1m!I manufactured homes and they have been here many years. We even 
have a mobile home here not even on a foundation; but, piers built out of stepping stones and cinder blocks 
(no cement) 

My question to Ms Yates and her (Scopa) group is this, " What is a manufactured homer· 

Many of these homes mentioned above are kit home, some have trusses built elsewhere and trucked in, 
some are log homes made elsewhere and trucked to the cove and some are packaged homes. 
To sum up this paragraph, Oregon, Washington and even California have plenty of manufactured homes 
build to code and trucked to their final resting place along the coast. 

Many months ago, Ms. Yates drove past the home I was building and asked me to sign a petition stating 
that I was against a mobile home in the cove. After she showed me a picture of Mr. Jones future home, I 
refused to sign her petition against him as I saw the picture was not a mobile home or trailer as she had 
stated. 

My property ( see enclosed map) is very close to Mr. Jones property. There are some closer, but none of 
the (SCPOA) officers are close to Mr. Jones property. 

I have never met Mr. Jones or anyone who speaks or represents him, but I ask the Coastal Commission to 
do your job. Don't be swayed by an angry mob or an attorney trying to earn their retainer. 

Thank you, 

A shelter Cove Resident 
Robert Porteous 

Ill Albatross Road 
Shelter Cove, CA 9SSS9 

707-986-7443 

P. S. I hate writing letters. I just had to state my feelings. I also hope you do not have to make this letter 
public, as I would bate to see rocks through my windows and my tires slashed. 

.. 

•,' • 

• 

• 





February 5, 1998 

Dear Property Owner: 

You may or may not be aware of a project underway. to be located on Upper Pacific 
Drive, said project to be the installation of a manufactured home, AKA mobile home. 
This project has been protested both at the Planning Commission level and the Board of 
Supervisors level. At this time. the project is being appealed to the California Coastal 
Commission. which is in the process of reviewing the entire application. The Public 
Hearing before the Coastal Commission is scheduled for March, at the earliest. 

Our original C C and R's prohibited development of this nature. The Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors conditionaliy approved ofthis project based upon 
a California Civil Code 714.5 and Assembly Bill 2827, which states in part that 
subdivisions cannot discriminate against manufactured homes. However, this 
subdivision was created in 1965, long before these laws went into efrect. Among many 
other argwnents presented to both entities, they declined to listen to any of the facts 
presented to them. 

We feel that action must be taken as soon as possible, and the property owners are in 
. need of legal representation to insure all possible avenues have been taken to protect and 

preserve our rights. i.e. our right to C C & R's that run with the land. our right to protect 
our property values, and our right to maintain our community integrity. If we do not 
prevent this precedence from occurring, and the law is taken in its literal translation, up 
to 10 year old mobile homes would be allowed. What happened to structural 
requirements, design standards. and building codes? ANYTHING GOES NOW?! 

On February 19th the Property Owners Association Board of Directors will be 
meeting at 1580 Upper Pacific Dr., in the Porter Building, at 7pm. On the Agenda will 
be a presentation of the facts so far obtained, bring the board up to date, and request that 
an attorney be employed to represent us at the Coastal Commission hearing. We would 
ask that anyone interested in this very important meeting and subject, please attend. All 
of your input, ideas, and concerns are welcome and appreciated. This is our home, where 
we aU decided to build our lovely homes, to live in an area so pristine. Let us not forget 
this, and our rights. Please attend this very important meeting. Remember, it is your 
Cove toot 

If you cannot attend, you can address your concerns in writing and send to: Shelter 
Cove Property Owners Association, 9126B Shelt~r Cove Rd., Whitethorn, CA. 95589. 

FEB. 19, 7PM, PORTER BLDG. 
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COASTAL COMM!SS\0~\ 
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Hr.e. W. G. Toland 
10 Madeleine Lone 

San Rafael, &Ufornia 94901 
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March 3, 1998 

Mr. Robert Merrill 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St., Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA. 94105-2219 

RE: Appeal No. A-l-HUM-98·08 

Dear Mr. Merrill: 

RECEIVED 
r\ PJ< o 3 !998 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

I am sending additional information for your review 
on the above appeal as follows: 

Hurricane and Natural Disaster Brochure, taken from 
the Internet, and published by the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, stating mobilehomes are 
particularly vulnerable to hurricane winds, which are 74 
miles per hour or more. Recent and past history clearly 
shows that our area is definitely vulnerable. 

A letter, sent by P. Robert Lameris, licensed Architect, 
to Mr. Kirk Girard, Planning Director, dated December 30, 1997. 

A Bulletin issued by the Resort Improvement District No. 1, 
dated February 1, 1998, second paragraph states the present 
condition of the existing sewer plant at full capacity. A 
mass development of the mobilehome type may prove to have a 
negative impact on Shelter C.:ove. 

I would like to ask the following questions. 

1. Have you received the tapes of the Planning Commission 
Meeting of September 4, 199/ and the Board of Supervisors 
Meeting of December 2, 19971 I ordered a tape last Monday, 
and I received a telephone call from the Clerks office, stating 
the tape is ready. I will pick my copy up on Friday, however, 
the time was one week in preparing this tape. 

2. When will be the deadline for submitting additional 
information to you for preparing Staff Report to be submitted 
to the Coastal Commission? 
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Thank you, in advance, for your attention to these 
questions. My office and fax number is 707-986-7647. I 
look forward to hearing from you at your earliest convenience. 

ly 
enc. 

~ 

~ 
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! 
'NOAA Miami Library 

Hunicane and Natural Disaster Brochures 

NOAA Miami Regional 
Library at the National 
Hurricane Centerlfropical 
Prediction Center 

Hurricanes .... unleashing natures's fury: A PREPAREDNESS GUIDE 

These brochures were produced by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and 
The 
National Weather Service in cooperation with the American Red Cross and FEMA. The NOAA. I 
Miami Regional Library administers the National Hurricane CentCJ' Library ·l 

• WINDS 

• 

The winds of a hurricane by definition 74 miles an hour or more can be very dangerous. f'or some 
structures, wind force is sufficient to cause destruction. Mobile homes are particularly vulnerable 
to 
hurricane winds. Some hurricanes spawn tornadoes which contribute to incredible destruction. 
The 
greatest threat from a hunicane•s winds is their cargo of debris. a deadly barrage of flying 
missiles 
such as lawn fwniture, sign~ roofing. and metal siding. 

ACTION CHECKLIST 

Here is a Jist of the many things to consider be fore, during and after a hurricane. Some of the 
safety 
rules will make things easier for you during a hurrjcane. AU are important and could help save 
your 
life and the Jives of others. 

Stay or Leave? 

When a hurricane threatens your area, you will have to make the decision whether you should 
evacuate or whether you can ride out the stonn in safety at home . 

Jflocat authorities recommend evacuation, you should leave! Their advice is based on knowledge 
of 
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the strength of the stonn and its potential for death and destruction. 

In general: 

If you live on tho coastline or offshtn islands. plan to leave. 

,f· : f lfyou live in a mobile home, plan to loave. 

If you Jive near a river or in a flood plain. plan to leave. 

If you Jive on high ground, away from coastal beaches, consider staying. In any case. the 
ultimate decision to stay or leave will be yours. Study the following list and carefully consider 
the factors involved especially the items pertaining to stonn surge. 

~ -4 At Beginning ofHunicano Season (June) Make Plans for Action 

Learn the stonn surge history and elevation of your area 

Learn safe routes inland 

f Learn location of official shelters 

1 Determine where to IIIOVO your boat in an

Trim back dead wood from trees 

~ Chock for 1.,_ rain sm-llld down lpOIIIS 

lf shutte.rs do not protect windows stock boards to cover glass. 

When a Hurricane Watch is Issued for Your Area 

Check often for official bulletins on radio, TV, or NOAA Weather Radio 

Fuel car 

Check mobile home tic-downs 

Moor small craft or move to safe shelter 

Stock up on canned provisions 

Check supplies of special medicines and drugs 

Check batteries for radio and ftashlights 

Secure lawn furniture and other loose material outdoors 

Tape, board. or shutter windows to prevent shattering 

Wedge sliding glass doors to prevent their lifting from their tracks 

• 

• 

• 
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When a Hurricane Warning is Issued for Your Are 

Stayed turned to radio. TV. or NOAA Weather Radio for official bulletins 

Stay home if sturdy and on high ground Board up garage and porch doors 

Move valuables to upper floors 

Bring in pets 

Fill containen (bathtub) with several days supply of drinking water 

TWll up refrigerator to max.imwn cold and dontt open unless necessary 

Use phone only for emergencies 

Stay indoors on tf downwind side ofhouse away from windows 

Beware of the eye of the hwricane 

Leave mobile homes 

Leave areas which might be affected by stonn tide or sn·eam flooding 

Leave early in daylight if possible 

Shut off water and electricity at main stations 

Take small valuables and papers but travel light 

Leave food and water for pets (shelters will not take them) 

Lock up house 

Drive carefully to nearest designated shelter using recommended evacuation routes . 
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. M. Arch. Urban Design .. 

" . ... . · Healing House Design 

32 Seafoam Road • Shelter Cove, 
December 30,1991 Shelter Cove, CA 95589 

707-986·7398 

Mr.Kirk Girard,Plannin~ Director 
County of Humboldt 
3015 H Street 
EUREKA 

; CA.95501 

Re: Trailere4 Structures in Shelter Cove. 

Dear Kirk, 

I am impressed with the Housing Element package,which awaits 
approval by the Planning Commission.Several of the measurea 

'make a lot of senae.I generally am in favor of all common 
sense improvements to· regulationa,and I provide feedback on 
existing Zoning Ordinances,which a~;e my guidelines for deaip. 

With regard to "Permanent Trailered Structures• the following 
comments may be of assistance: 

a. Permanent trailered structures do not meet applicable Count~ • 
Building Regulations.They do not meet the Uniform Building 
Code,cannot be processed by the Building Department except 
for the foundation deaign,and are inferior in quality and 
structural integrity to built to UBC custom structures. 

b. Because of the slope of terrain the "Trailered Structures• 
often ·require unusually high foundation walla,which set 
these structures apart from custom buildings adapted to 
topography and site conditions.Therefore these structures, 
in a subdivision setting,present quite a different image 
than other existing buildings. 

I 
c. Existing Coastal zoning Regulations and Design Review proce

dures should be adequate-with proper care- to handle "P•~
nent Trailered Structures".In addition some design review re
gulations should be ad.~ed. They should deal with exposed 
foundation wall heigbta,roof slopes and quality of materials. 
Configuration on site is harder to touch sensibly. 

d• The issue of •permanent Trailered Structurea• is important to 
the community of Shelter Cove,because of devaluation of pro
perty values.But it is a limited iasue,since the King Range 
is prohibitive to transport of lengthy structures. 

Therefore l propose that Manufacture~Housing,Mobile Homes or 
other Trailers be screened properly in accordance with existing • 
regulations, and be prohibited under the following conditions: 
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The 0 zone protects neighboring property and existing water 
and public road systems from inappropriate recreational and 
residential development.No temporary or recreational housing 
accessory buildings,or open storage are allowed.In this sen
sitive setting trailered structures also project an inappro
priate image,because of poor site adaptation,high foundation 
walls, etc. 

Over ten(10) percent slope on site,the resulting foundation 
walls will run above six(6) feet.Mitigation by introducing 
fill material to the site is limited,since the site dimen
sions (50 x 100 ft) leave not enough room for extensive mi
tigation.Many of the sites in Shelter Cove have terrain with 
more than 15 % slope.The Building Inspector notes this in 
his Pre-Site Inspection Form.Slopes of that magnitude result 
in eight(8) to ten(10) feet high foundation walls on the 
far end of the trailered structures. This is hard to conceal. 

Therefore Design Review cannot equal Trailered Structures 
with any other building type. Trailers are unique in their 
character,and quite separate from even the clumsiest of 
other structures.When the Building Inspector notes:"no other 
trailers in Shelter Cove",the message is that you are dea
ling with a unique proposal,which should be adequately docu
mented and can be rejected for non-compatability with exis
ting structures.Permanent trailered structures are beat lo
cated in spec ial trailer/mobile home parks.Shelter Cove was 
not intended to serve as such,not in part and not as a whole. 

How Permanent Trailered Structures should be processed by the 
Planning Department may be not clear.The Coastal Zoning Regula
tions Section A314-25. !ON CONFORMING USES AND STRUCTURES applies 
to all non-conforming uses and structures constructed in confor
mance with applicable County Building Regulations. 

The Industry Factsheets show clearly that Trailered Structures do 
not meet Uniform Building Code structural requirements.Walls are 
made to withstand 15 psf windloads,while coastal exposure requi
res 25 psf,or within one quarter mile from the ocean 30.7 psf. 
Theoretically beefed-up Structures could make the trailers qua
lify for the Non-Conforming Structures category.The Building 
Department may have their requirements for the trailers inland 
and maybe on the coast. 

In other jurisdictions the screening of Trailered Structures has 
been given to specialists. The screening is equal to built to 
Code structures. The material submitted is comparable to plan
check drawings,and discloses in honesty the real features • 

. Hopefully these observations are helpful towards adequately pro
cessing Trailered Structures.If you have further questions or if 
I can be of reference to your Department,please do not h7s ate 
to call on me. , 
With my very best wishes ·, · L eris 

;~~ / 
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lftBORT IMPI.OVIMIINT DISTIUCT NO. I 

SHIL Tllfl COVE 

WAJTIWATEil Tftlli\TNINT AND DDSPOSAIL IFACIILITY IMPr:tOWNINT 

PRONI\TY OWNim DMIFOIUUTION 

• 
February 1, 1998 lnfonnation Leier No. 2 

Our 09lober 1997 mailing to you covered the need. site selection, design and funding process. This 
correspondence is offered in response to your comments and to provide further Information. 

I . 

~ ' 

There are two major reasons for building a new sewer plant: The first is that the current plant Is 
functioning at full capacity and a building moratorium may face property owners who have not yet built; 
the ~nd 18 the hazardous location of the current plant-it is subject to catastrophic failure, primarily 
by ocean effects, which could shut down the entire system. ' 

We have worked very hard to minimize costs by pursuing State grants and low-Interest loans, and 
repayment coats must be bome by all those who benefit. 

) ' 

Currently, the total project cost i8 estimated to be $3.5 Million baaed on a 90% design completion. State 
. grant and tow-Interest loan oorrmltments are anticipated to be: $1.5 MiHion from grant money, $1 Mllllo~Ja 

(..)rom a State low-interest (2.8%) loan, and $1 Million at approximately 7% (to cover costs not eligible foiiP 
grant or Joan monies). The low-interest loan and non-eligible coste will be repaid through the 
asaeeament we are seeking. 

The existing Golf Courae Clubhouse will be remodeled and Incorporated into the new sewer plant control 
building. A new Clubhouse will be conetructed using existing District funds. New Clubhouse 
conatruction costs are not included in the proposed assessment 

You wtn soon receive a formal a...ament notice and ballot for each parcel you own in the 88Mred area 
of Shelter Cove. It is important that you take the time to vote because the success or failure of this 
project depends on the ballots retumed. 

The 81888Sm8nt may be paid in full. in cash, or It will appear on the property's tax bill (with Interest) for 
approximately twenty years. 

It should be noted that we have an unusual opportunity to obtain grant money this fiscal year. This 
opportunity ny not come again. If thit aueument ballot falls to pass, coat of the project to the 
community will be significantly higher. The need for a new plant will have to be addressed ag~~ln If we 
are to continue being able to build on lots In the sewered area. Fines for non-compliance with State 
Water Reaourcea Control. Board standards can be imposed. Fines can be severe and can draatically 
Impact the monthly service fees charged to the corrmunlty. · 

~e appreciate your comments concemlng the wastewater treatment needs of the community. We arA 
cornrnttted to the construction and operation of a coat-effiCient Wastewater Treatment and Dlapol8.,., 
Facility that wiD carry our community well into the 21st Century. 
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Feb1118J)' 18, 1998 

Mr. Robert Menill 
California Coastal Commission 
North Coast Area 
4S Fremont St .• Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA. 94105-2219 

Dear Mr. Menill: 

RECEIVED 

;: F H 1 8 "1998 

r CALIFORNIA 
·~OASTAt COMMISSION 

We are sending to you additional information to be included with our appeal. In 
addition, we would ask the following: 

1. Are there provisions for either the Applicant or the Appellant to request a 
postponement of the Hearing before the Coastal Commission to the next subsequent 
meeting? If so, are there procedures that need to be followed to accomplish this? Where 
is the meeting to be held for the month of April? 

2. Have you received the entire transcribed minutes of both the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors meetings, or tapes of same? 

3. Have you received the entire package ftom both the Planning Commission and the 
Board of Supervisors that we had provided to them, which included Exhibits? 

4. Did the Commission open and continue the public hearing, as staff recommended, 
at the Feb1118J)' Sth meeting? 

Please let me know the answers to the above at your earliest convenience. My office 
and fax number is 707-986-7647. Thank you very much . 
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February 18, 1998 

California Coastal Commission 
North Coast Area. 
4S Fremont. Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA. 94105-2219 

ATTN; Mr. Robert Merrill 

RE: Appeal No. A·l·HUM-98-08 

Dear Mr. Merrill: 

• 

On February 6, 1998, Shelter Cove endured a weather ovcnt, which has not been the 
first. and most certainly will not bo the last. We are attaching an additional exhibit. 
which is a newspaper article that appearod in the February 17th issue of the Life and 
Times. In this article, winds speeds in excess of 100 mph arc reported., in addition to the 
office ofEmelJCilCY Services roportins 95 mph. In our appeal to the decision by the 
Board of Supervisors to the Coastal Commission, we presented evidence that 
mobilehomeslmanufactured homes arc built to Federal Regulations, which was in a wind 
zone I area, l 5 psfwind load, which computes to approximate wind speeds of73 mph. • 
Wind speeds that exceeclllO mph are classified to be a wind zone 3 aa, which 
calculates to ±47 ps(, per Seod.on 3280.305 of the Manufactured Home Construction and 
Safety Standards, RU.D. 

In addition, California Health and Safety Code Regulation, Section 18550, states: ''Jt 
is unlawful for any person to usc or cause, or pennit to be used for occupancy, any of the 
following manufactured homes, mobilehomes, or recreational vehicles, wherever the 
manufactured homes. mobilehomes. or recreational vehicles are located: 

d. Any manufactured home or mobilchomc in an unsafe or unsanitaty condition. 
c. Any manuf~~Ct&Rd home, mobilehomc or recreational vehicle that is struotural)y 

UQSOUQd and docs QQt protogt ita OCQI&PIDfl apjnst the elemeng11
• 

If mobilehomes arc allowed to be installed in Shelter Cove, we contend that the.~.are 
substandard structures, thcteby causing risk to public health and safety, in addition to fire 
safety issues. One of the main reasons that structures were not damaged as much as they 
could have~ is due to the strict building codes and requirements that have been imposed 
in the past. A home located off of Lower Pacific Dr., APN #111-251·32, was required by 
Humboldt County Buildins Inspection Report dated 12/ll/89, "Lateral Bracing: Wind 
Speed 120mph, Seismic Zone 4". The requirements bad not changed for conventional, 
stick-built homes, and the recent weather event is exacdy the purpose for these codes. 

• 
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• The above is additional infonnation that we wish to have added to our appeal process. 
The original articJe will be forthcoming by regular mail . 

• 

• 
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Shelter CoVe Devastated 
By R~Cord High Winds 

Tho howling winds that toricallybeenkno~~ashclter· lously, no ono was seriously in-
whipped through Humboldt iDg havoo in a storm. jurocl. 
County on February 6 WNikocl Bruce Picton at tho Shelter Picton said that nearly forty 
havoc in SboltcrCovc wherodoz. Cove Campground and Doli said solid redwood picnic tables which 
ODS ofblUiinaloa and homos JUf. uteen 1arao trooa in his camp- had been ait.uated throughom the 
forcd catutropbic dlmap dur- · F,Ound wore uprootod by tho fe- Sboltor Covo Cunpground were 
ing what many local l'OIIdonta rocioua winda, completely de· pickod.up by tho~ durin& tho 

· firmly believe may bavo actually stroyiDa two moblle homes and· height of the stonn and fluDg u 
been a hurricaDi or a twister. causiD& varying dopa of dam· far as 300 feet, most smashed to 

Several shelter Cove reai· ap to many othen. bits. in tho proceas. 
dents personally witMUod tho Sovera1 bundrod other mature A 40·foot sailboat and ita 
brute force oftbc plo force winds trees thrOughout tho Shelter Cove trailer- which had been stowed 
thatswepttbroushdleirtinytown area- including madrono, oak, near the campground - wero 
eleven clays ago, destroying eucalyptus, and pine - toppled . found upside clown the followiD& 
homes and uprooqhunclredsof like matcbsticb as foar-s&ricken morning, washed into a cyclooe 

· Creel throuahout the quiet OCfiiDoo reaidtAta. kept watch 1he stormy 
&om commualt)' 'wbicb has bia-- Diaht.hopioifortho bolt. Mftcu· Continued on page ts 

r.:..~;~~~;t~r~~~~~~.li!tl 
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• A large sailboat waa pushed over on Ita trailer. 
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• 
~ recrutlonal vehicle waa destroyed when a tree fell on It at the RV park at the Cove. . . 
f~·IT'}~i~::.!,: ~ ~·;>;~~: ~:.·?:··· .:;:~~7~; . 

• 
A feW day...-~ durtnga break In the storm, wavea still poundeclt..e rocb at the Cove. . " . . .. . .. . 

•• . ... . .... . 9 
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i~ State Parks Struck By 
; Nature's Benevolent Fury 
.c A force infinitely greater than fiom die ckY desert town ofEssex, Garberville togedler and obtain a 
~ that of mere mortals seemed al- California, apd were temporarily few emergency supplies. Al

most to be toying with North livinginRichardsollGrovewben though tired from a sleepless 
Coast residents during the first a series of lbrce wet and windy night worrying about her lms
weekofFebnwywbcn,timeand stomJSbitthc.NorthCoastincarly band,Kathyrcludalldyagrcedto 
time again. Mother Nature ex· Fcbnmy. . accompany her friCD4 to town 
acted her powerful fury with OIIC The IIIOIJiiD& of Febnwy 6, even thougli she bersciC did DOt 
haad, wbilc simultaDeously offi:r. Cilttms employee David need provisions. . 

I'- . ing benevolent grace with the Campbell.rcl11nled home ex- Minutes after·leniq the 
~ ~ · • . hausted aftr:r warkiDg for bDUis cabin, Kathy received wonllhat 
";" . .On Friday, February 6, Dave. to repair die lrCidM:rous Confu. a 300-foot tall reclwoo4 tree -
U) and Kathy Campbell were amcmg sion HiD sliac em Jnghway 10'1, t'ivclve to liftem iDches ill diam-
~ themmy local residents v.bo wit~ and jm"""'i*ly welll to bed. eter-bad fallcu dirccdy 01110 the 
,.!.. Dessecl &ntband the cleslructive Not WlllliD& to disturb her cabin she 1wl just left. crusbiD& . 
o grace of aature wbeD a gigudic · husiNmd'sJiecp,KatbyCampbdl nearly every room illlbc house 
':': redwood tree toppled over in wemimoaaDibcriOOIIllllddoml andcompletdyflaltcDiD&Ibcro-

• 

~ Richardsoll Grove and com- off in a recliladllir while her cliDersbehadbcmresdo&illoaly 
1- pldely obliterated the tiny pllk husbad of21 ~ slept hi the' . momGilS earlier. . 

cabin that the couPle bad rented bark beckooiL . · . • Miraculously. the mom1tJal· Watch Out For That Tree! . 

• 

(/) · 011 ~Campground Loop. . At aboal tO a.m. Kathy was DaVe Campbell.ha4 beea sleep- . . · · . 
~ ·· Newcomers to the area, the awakCDecl bJ a telephone call · ingin was left intact, aaabq~ During the stonn, a large fir tree feD through a bathroom facility In _,.dish-Hickey State 
l:;! · · , Campbells had oaly recently from a frica4 a suggested 1W • Contln ed Oft page 6 Park, cutting the facUity In half. 
~; moved.to Southem Humboldt the tiw WCHD~Il •o into u 

"o·::,~L~ 

:~f~~ .... 
1-
(/) 
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... ~tate t'&rKS ~truck---(Contlnued.trOmfllt1) 
very~ but Ullbarmocllllllll 
to orawl out otaiDIID opealaaia. · 
tho domoUshod structure with 
notbiDgmore tJwl, a IIIIIUICI'Itl:h 
to lhow for his orcloal. 

"It was u thouah God had 
lain his hand acroa Dave whoa 
that tree fell," liicl a VIII)' arate
M Kalby ClmpbolL "'t looked 
liko tho houiO had exploded. Tho 
whole &bin& had moved ZO to 30 
feet. and tho &ont pordl bad aono 
down tho hill." . . 
• · "Tho cupbolrcl& were ono or 
two feet higbor lbazl tM)' bacl 
booP, u4 there werc brob.n IDd . 
8DIItbocl thlop ~..;in .,. '.;,~; 
some of the woirclllt pJuu.• ... . ·"""'- ·. ·. • ..... 
Campboll continued. "ADd over · Th ..... the chair In which Kathy Campbell had been sitting =.:.•J: ~ dllltirJa of Juat bttonl going lntotown,andjult mlnulel btfortthe aooi 

Park rana::. Je.aninp foot redwood c,..hed Into th• cabin aht ahll'td with '""; 
said thodtatroytd pllltcabin waa husband. . . 
valued lt~y$60,000. Grove .)1m north of Carl's Slide. nc1u ac.rlcs of Storms hit i11, "~ta)' . 
It is UDCII'taiDittbittime~ Kinloywu procoedin&soulh away ftom the U'CCSI" 
ornotthollnlelunlwillbecebuilt. on Hwy. 101 en route to the HIIICWhcnlinthoparkr;ystcm. 1 

Parkoflicials•eorclonid Standish Hickey camppnmd a restroom facility valued at· 
off' tho area to vlaltorias a Pf'!" wheabeslanceduptosccalarp $100,000 was split in twn by a; 
cautiOIW)' measwe lild have leal fallina CCIIlifer dirocUy above the large fir vee that fell in Stnndish • 
product samplca to audlorities for cast. lido .of I 01 approximately · llickey; A Parb and R.x;rcaticm 

· evaluation to iiiSIR that micklo 200 to 300 foot up in tho air and water tank and ,wood bin were 
at tho scooo does not OOidain baz. dclcendiJ18 h~Jly toward also demolished by fllllins trcca. 
ardous materials. tho hipway below. No injuries wac tcp011Cd in c:i· • 

A pre1imiDary iaYOICi~ As Kirtley watched help- thcr oflhose lacidonts. 
oflbeinsulacioniDiterial blanket- lenly hm below, a forcoftlla~a~~ Jonninp ••ill park IVIgcrll 
lnglbe lite indicate~ that tbeJnCI. of winhqbt tho huao bou&llll . will be applying t'orfedorul disas- ; 
uct was IDIDUfacCincl UDder the of the plum.motins 60 to 70 fOol hsr assistance to help pay ror 

. name Kapok ancUs COIIIP.iiiCI of tall tree, Uftina it over die powor atorm clamaae• in oxeoas of 
tiborpua and IIIIUtal aill wood lines alq tho WllllideollOJ· $160,000. altboush they are not 
fiben. There ere no iadicatioaa It and propc1llng'it into tho c:anyoD ex pectin& to ieo lbe money any· • 
thislimotbatubcatotwapre~~Dt oftho Eel River where it landed · liDlC 110011. Park official11 had to.; 
in tho cabia. . aaf'ely away ftom Kirtley aild lbe wait more than two-and·a·ltalfl . 
• Tbo'followiaamOmiJI&park other highway. motorists. years to· get reimbursed by tho, 
maintenance worker 'Larry '"' waa Jn awe, said IC.irlloy, a Federal Emcrgcncy Management • 
KirtleywitllesseelyetlllOtberbi- 19-year park Veteran. "'twas a Agency (FBMA) tho last time 
zarre example of aa~'s' aWe- pretty awesome ligJ!t." Kinley's they applied. 
some powor near Richardaon ·~ 10 local reside.ntswbea tho /Jy KDihy WDiford • 

Park maintenance person,ltoH Hlrschtr, 'points to the significant damage caused when 
a 300-foot redWood trM fell through a cabin In Rlchardaoa Grove during the recent atonn. · · 
HlriCher ltandaln a path cut In tiMt tM. 

I 

• 

• 
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· The first ptione call I received was just a Ultle after 3 a.m., re
~~a camp trailer .Uding across a driveway on Lower Pacific, Ilk· 
iD& Old a 1V disb and possibly aJ.idiDa into the ooeu. 

· Before 1 could leave the house. the ~ae rqlbree more times 
Jlllpol1i.Dg trees down at various locationa m Sbolt.er Cove. My concern 
Wl.f tho ll004 &o OPen tho roads for ~ traffic. Tho WlOfticial 
. wind apood waa clockocl at Happy Ludi"td' 9Sl m.ilea per~· Tho 
Oftiu of Em~ Services in Buttb roporU of95wlcs per 
.~tour. The official wind aaup.locatod on Shaker Road. quit when the 
power went off at 6S miles per hour. Thero bave beea report& &om 
residcots lbat their wind sauaes meuurecl tho wind at above 115 m.ilea . . bout . . 
per I~ to tho .fire station and activated tho alarm to call out 
1he volun~e«~. I advilod, "Take care of your own situation and 1hen 
respond to the fuo station for trees down. .. Thero were ten fire6Jb1ets. 
·two dispatcllers. and one citizen tbat responded to the station. J also 
·'Plied Old the on-call IUD (Resort Improvement Dislriel) employee, 
i'fo4d Jltuu. and advilod bim ~\Yo lleoded tome bani.cadca ll1'ld o.f 
lbo problomllbatwero ~I papd thepnml maoapr&o mako 

. ~.awaro of tho aituation. · · 
;_!·· · I sent the first fire crow Engine 524, with fircfigbteraR.amu)' 
~-Culbort, to Wood Gulc:h (Sh.eltor Cove Road and Landis) &o open 
~$bolter Cove to omcrgcncy uaffic. The lime was 4 a.m. I m~nded 
:with &efiihtor DowlelJ to WoodGuloh aDd there we .met with firefighter 
. Kambish and Captain Sal Gurreri. I advised my dispatch to notify 
;.Humbolclt County Public Works and adviac them lbat we have trees 
··down in Shelter Cove. 
:~ I wiPed firefigbtera Donnell aDd Kambilb toaether in fuofi&hter 
~Xambilb'a pickup and I left Wood Gulch and started obecldna Old tho 
:,maio roads ln Sboltor Cove. I fant saw treea down at the intersection of 
''Upper Paeifio aod. Lower Pa.eltlc. 1b.cm. 1 found a tree across Upper 
Pacific at Albatross. I was able to go around the tree and conlimle on to 
Humbolclt Loop. At Humboldt Loop and Sea V'lCW. trees had taken 

~!&)'Wil a power pole and the lines and the road was closed. I advised my 
. 4isPatd1 co nodfy the general manager. 

. F~fi&hter saram.alla came into the station and was assipod to 
: BDaino 524. 
~ 1 responded co Lower Pacific to see if I eoulcl assllt with lho 
: liaiter blowina·away. When I arrived. De&,Waudd had seeurccJ tho 
·sraller to his pickup. . · · · 

Thero were report& com.ina hi oftreea down on Nob Hill Road. 
r· Lower Pacific was blocb4 at Mel Coombs Park by a 1ree. Trees and 
F power pow were down on Cove Vlew ID4 Machi lload was bloc:bd . 
, by crees. We were only able to clear ~hi lloa4 4owo to Don 
· Kopecky's house due to the number of 1aJp treea tbat. bad fallon t. 
.. hiAd the Bea.ohcombe: Motel. . · 
!:··· I wiped firctipter DonneU to &siao 524 and fireflgbtor 
!'•Kambish and Thomas were assipd to ca11s uslna Thomas' pickup 
.t.ud. one or our portablo radios. . 
F'"' At this time;, firefigbtor J. Gurreri came into the station. J knew • 
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. Bear. and many frees clown on Blueridse. There were power p~Joldowa 
· 011 Pukview, trees down ·on Sprins Road, SpW' Cowt.lli4 on 1'tlo

araph Ridge one quaner mile eut of Puma. 
After aU the roads were passable and the winda had ftiCOdod.I 

• had all the crew respond back: to the station to regroup. It was approx.l• 
. · mate.ly 7 a.m. We then went to the Deli for breakfuc. 
, Things were under control at this time and after broakfut we 
• wont back to the station to clean up and aet oW' 04uipment baok ia 
, · aervico. After !his was completed, IICDilhem home. 

It waa getting to be dayllpt and I starced checkina the bomcl for 
: roof and other damage. Sylvia Christianson came Jato the statioa.lll4 
· got the RID files &om the off&CO and every cime that I found ahiDa1os 
: gone or Yrindowa broken 011 a building, I notified my d1apatdl. and 
. uaiDa the RID files, the owners were notified. 

There were 1rees reported down on Shafer at DulQU'd tbat were 
taken care of and we also opened up che driveway for the Ommbaacm. 
We checked lhe residents that were confined to their bomca IDd ovcry. 

• one was okay. · 
This was one of the biggest wind storms to hit Shelter Covo tor 

maD)' years. This storm caused more damage than bu ever booo ro
ponod in Shelter Cove. There were 25 buildinp tbat I"ICaiaed wiD4 
damaae. 1'be most mirac:lllous thin& was no one wu iqjurod, DO nai· 
4oD1I, no firofiahtcn, and no RID employees. 

~hi ll~ad wu opened to ont•V.'Il)' lrafnc oo. Febnaary loeb by 
tho Scll\ivcr Crew from Redway and lhe power waa re.aole4 10 me 
last homes on February 11th by the RID crew. · 

l V.'Qu\d lik~ to t\lk¢ this t.imc to thank lhe followi.og members of 
lhe tiro depanmont, the Reson Improvement c:roW, 1114 tho cldau 
who helped the ftre department • 

Shelter Cove Fire Department: Captain Jim Fe.qpuoa, CaP1alD 
Sal Owmi; fii'Cfighters Jess Gumri. Doue Clllbert,lohn Ramsay, Frult 

. K&mbish. Dan Thomas, VU&CO 'Stramaglla, Sid 'DonocU. IDCl Bobcl 
011rreri; dispatehcra Ali Reycolds, Suzanne Haley. ao4 Syl!la 
ChristillnSOn; Resorl lmprovcmont District general ma.nager Mib 
Bommer, Todd Nuse, Mike L\ICO, DJ. Micleue, and Brlu Spoelmla; 
1114 citizens Roger Haley, Lcs Wandol, and BNCC Picton. 

I hope that I didn"t miss anybody, but ifl did. it's DOt that they 
weren't appreciated. Evtl)'Onc was appreciated and without OVCJ)'OIIO 
being hc:rc in lhe lime of need, it would have taken longer to complOIC 
our 1asks. If 1 did forget someone, I will add there namea lator. 

I also hope to never aeo anothor wincJ a&orm like lbla apiD. bla& if 
we do,'l know thl&1 we are prepared and we will be ablo &o baldle 1&. 

Gerald llartm1111, Shthu Co111 , Chltf 

~ 1liat BqiDo 524 bad a bi& crow, ao I sent firefipser Stnmaalia to the 
f'aiauon to ~*~'up with &efiptor Owreri. I aaaipod them to Bnpo 
t-aciWAtaWhadooltiDC<CW...SI-Ihtioto . ·· 

.. ,_ raelfic to awt c1olriDa the rol4way • 
. ff::." Captain FetpllOil respondecl to the~ au41 a.uiped him to 

• $23 .• . . 
~.. At S ~ •• Bru<:e Picton &om the Deli ca11ocl and advised tbat bo 
~~~ coft'ee and 1bat we were welcop10. nc campground was~~
..~.one motozhome was destroyed by a 1aJp troo, but DO one was lllJuml. 
;..;.. · Ropr Haley was in the stationlll4 we ~spondod in S23 to chock r _Out Other roads In the area. We found treea doWD. on Hillside, Totb at .. 
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PRESIDENT'S COMMENTS: 
The rainy season is really upon us. but so far 
no one has been washed out to sea. I have 
measured over 80 inches of rain on my deck 
since October. The waves have been huge and 
they have moved tons of sand from the 
beaches. A significant casualty was the loss of 
the parking lot and beach access at Big Black 
Sand Beach. l suppose that • s why they say 
that 'Mother Nature bats last'. BLM has 
indicated that the ramp will be reconstructed 
after the storm season has past. 
The most severe storm hit early Friday 
morning on the 61

h of February. The winds 
blew steadily most of the night at 50-60 miles 
per hour and then suddenly gusted to more 
than I 00 miles per hour at least three times 
during the period between 1 and 4 AM. 
Hundreds of trees were either snapped off or 
were uprooted throughout the cove and winds 
and debris damaged many roofs. Electric 
power and phones were cutoff to many homes. 
Our RID staff and Volunteer Fire Department 
worked around the clock for three days 
removing downed trees. clearing roads, 
reinstalling power poles and replacing wires. 
They are all especially to be commended for 
their eftorts towards restoring normalcy so 
quickly and efficiently to the community. GTE 
also reconnected broken phone lines within the 
same time period. Actually the inconveniences 
encountered here were much less than many 
others had to face throughout our state. Again 
we are really fortunate to live in such a special 
place. 
The advocacy committee tbr the new 
wastewater-treatment plant has sent an 
informational letter to all of the property 
owners serviced by the sewer facility. The 

; 

Whitethorn. California 95589 

N E W S L E T T E R 

letter briefly restated the necessity for the 
project and called attention to the 
consequences if this ballot measure should fail. 
We still do not have the final figures for the 
grant monies that will be made available for 
this project~ but we hope to know them very 
soon. The benefit assessment district has been 
established so final figures will hopefully be 
determined before the end of March. A 
second letter will be sent as soon as the facts 
are known. I'm sure all those interested in the 
future of Shelter Cove are excited to see this 
important project under way. 
At the February 19th Board of Directors 
meeting, the SCPO A Board was invaded by a 
group of members and non-members with a 
demand to support an effort to halt the 
construction of a manufactured home in 
Shelter Cove. The proposal is being brought to 
the California Coastal Commission on appeal 
from the Humboldt County Board of 
Supervisors in March. After extended 
discussion spirited by threats, insults, and 
slander, the SCPOA Board voted (3 for, 3, 
abstentions) to spend up to $5000 to retain 
legal council to determine what legal 
approaches could be used to oppose the 
proposal and to represent the group at the 
Coastal Commission meeting. 
RID REVIEW: 
The most significant action taken by the 
Resort Improvement District Board of 
Directors since the last SCPOA Newsletter 
came in February with the adoption of the 
resolutions necessary to proceed with the 
formation of the assessment district for the 
ftmding of the sewage treatment plant capacity 
expansion project. The. RID Board approved 
the assessment allocation formula and the 

• 

• 
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February 2, 1998 

TO: Mr. Robert Merrill 
California coastal Commission 

FROM: Linda Yates - 707-986-7647 

RE: Appeal No. A-1-HUM-98-08 

Dear Mr. Merrill: 

~:AUfORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

I am in receipt of your correspondence "Staff Report: 
Appeal, Substantial Issue". I do have some questions. 

Upon requesting the records from the Planning Department 
and Board of Supervisors, do you require a copy of the 
minutes, verbatim, of both meetings(9/4 and 12/2)? 

Are we able to submit to you additional information 
that has been made available? 

Thank you very much for your assistance • 



January 23, 1998 

Mr. Bob Merrill 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Ste. 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Dear Mr. Merrell: 

RICHARD W. JONES 
20225 Cooley Road 

Bend, OR 97701 

JAN 2 8 1998 

(' /..\ l : '~ ( ) f,) r'. : ' /-
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As a follow-up to our phone conversation, I would like to call the attention of the 
commission to a few points that I am hopeful they will notice when reviewing the report 
from Humboldt County Planning Department. 

1. The project we propose for our lot in Shelter Cove has the following structural 
and cosmetic characteristics which are similar to many other homes in Shelter 
Cove: 

A. 4-12 pitched roof 
B. 1 foot overhang on sides, 16 inches on front and rear. 
C. 8 inch horizontal lap siding. 
D. 30 lb. Roofload 
E. R-38 insulation in ceiling. 
F. 2X6 exterior walls - 16 in center 
G. Vinyl dual glazed LowE argon gas windows and many other interior 

features such as skylights and rounded drywall comers that I won't 
elaborate on. 

2. Shelter Cove abandoned their Design & Review committee years ago in favor 
of having the county assure projects conform to county standards. 

3. By virtue of the Planning Commission's thorough research with respect to 
the Proposed structure compliance with county codes, I feel it is safe to 
assume the project meets all requirements and has consistent or higher 
quality standards than site built homes currently in Shelter Cove. 

• 

• 

• 
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Thank you for allowing me to highlight a few points that seemed misleading in the 
request for appeal letter submitted by Linda Yates . 
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