
OWNER HAS PROCEEDED WITHOUT PERMIT: 
 
As evidenced by the attached photographs, the property owner has performed activities on the 
property, including clearing 12,000 square feet of brush, without a Coastal Development Permit.  
 
Most recently, the property owner appears to have constructed planting beds with plastic covers, 
which appear to be placed in the same area of the property where the alleged leach field is.  
 
ONLY ONE DWELLING PER PARCEL - PRINCIPALLY PERMITTED USE: 
  
Humboldt County Code § 313-163: Listing of Use Type and Principal Permitted Use 
Classifications 

163.1.9.9: Agriculture Exclusive. The Agricultural Exclusive Principally Permitted Use 
includes the following uses: Single Family Residential (on lots sixty (60) acres or larger 
in size, two single detached dwellings are permitted), General Agriculture, Timber 
Production, Cottage Industry; subject to the Cottage Industry Regulations, and Minor 
Utilities to serve these uses. Single Family Residential, Second Agriculture or 
Commercial Timber Production Residence (on a lot sixty (60) acres or larger in size), and 
Cottage Industry use types do not require a conditional use permit, but are not considered 
the principal permitted use for purposes of appeal to the Coastal Commission pursuant to 
Section 312-13.12.3 of the Coastal Zoning Ordinance and Section 30603(a)(4) of the 
Coastal Act. (Ord. 2367A, 7/25/2006; Ord. 2383, 2/27/2007). 

  
Pursuant to the Eel River Area Plan, Agriculture Exclusive/Grazing Lands (AEG(1)), permitted 
use includes: production of food, fiber, or plants, with residence as a use incidental to the 
activity, including two (2) separate residences where one is occupied by the owner/operator and 
the other by the parent or child of the owner/operator, and principal permitted uses under TC. 
(Chapter 5, page 5). Pursuant to HC § 163.1.9.9, as this parcel is smaller than 60 acres, only one 
single detached dwelling would be permitted. This is the same standard that neighboring parcels 
of even larger size have been held to, and the County should maintain that standard pursuant to 
Humboldt County Code. 
 
In addition, single family residential development in agriculture exclusive zoning must not 
impact the property’s potential agricultural use. From the two neighboring parcels’ staff analysis 
pursuant to a coastal development permit: 
 

“This project involves the development of a single-family residence, attached garage, 
detached barn, and septic system on an approximately 4.3 acre parcel. Residential uses in 
support of agricultural uses are principally allowed.” 
 



“The proposed project is for a single-family residence and attached garage. The parcel is 
served by an existing well. The property has been historically used for grazing and may 
continue to be used in this capacity. Residential uses in support of established agricultural 
uses are principally allowed.” 
 
“[T]he proposed development is considered a principally permitted use per Humboldt 
County Code Section 163.1.9.9 but remains appealable to the California Coastal 
Commission. The proposed improvements will not preclude future and ongoing 
agricultural use of the property. The development has been situated closer to the 
perimeter of the property, thus preserving the greatest amount of open pasture. In order to 
protect the agriculturally [sic] zone properties from nuisance complaints, the owner’s 
[sic] have signed a “Right to Farm” declaration.” 
 
“The project is for the development of a single-family residence, garage, access road, and 
septic system. The proposed home will be served by an existing well. The proposed 
improvements will not preclude future agricultural use of the property. In order to help 
protect agricultural operations on neighboring parcels, completion of a “Right to Farm” 
statement of acknowledgement has been required as a condition of approval.” 

 
Development on the property is limited so as to preserve current and future agricultural use of 
the property. Development that does not preserve agricultural use should not be allowed. 
 
ELECTRICITY: 

There is not currently electricity to the property. To have electrical access on the property, an 
easement will be required from a neighbor. 

“EXISTING” CONCRETE PAD: 

There is allegedly an existing 25’x25’ concrete pad on the property that was constructed in 
approximately 1981. It is impossible now to see this pad from any aerials of the property due to 
the overgrowth. It is unclear whether this pad was ever permitted on the property, and it is 
unclear whether this is an appropriate location for the proposed two-car garage or if it is suitable 
for such a purpose. There are no photographs of this pad and it is unclear what condition it is in. 

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS: 

1. Photographs showing activity on property 
2. September 1981 Letter to Owner re: CUP 
3. January 1982 CUP 
4. February 1982 CUP Construction Approval 
5. July 1981 DEH Notes re: CUP 
6. July 1981 Planning Dept. Memo re: CUP Application 



7. July 1981 Plot Plan
8. 1981 CUP Application Documents
9. 2007 Christensen Staff Report
10. 2007 Martin Staff Report

Signed:
Cyndy Day-Wilson
John Wilson
Chad Christensen
































































































































