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APPEAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION DECISION 
APPELLANT(S): Dawn Ferreira (320 N McPherson St.), Garth Ogle (328 and 3281/2 N. McPherson St), Cecilia Garcia (223 

N McPherson St), Jose and Maria Segura ( 210 N McPherson St.), Manuel Ornelas (200 N. McPherson St), Tim Powell 

(320 N. McPherson St.), Michael Brown (219 #C N McPherson St), Rosa and Jaime Nieto (227 N McPherson St.), Rob and 

Lisa Davenport (110 N McPherson St), Walker Ferreira (320 N McPherson St), Gene Mertie (153 N McPherson St.), 

Karal & Sarah Comer (134 N. McPherson St.), Josefina Flores & Emilio Hernandez (219 N McPherson St), Ana & Gabriel 

Jara (220 N. McPherson St),Leopoldo Narez (La Bamba, 124 N. Franklin St.), Walt Lina (Lees Chinese, 154 E Redwood 

Ave), Dana Kjeldsen (237 E Alder), Megan Caron, (E Redwood Ave), Mark Passetti (Milano's 300 E. Oak St ), Charlie 

Melendrez (460 N Franklin St.), Jennifer Carlson (Wellhouse West 311 N. Franklin St.), Ron Brook ( Lucy's Laundromat 

124 Main St.), Pat and Cindy Lang (Coast Carpets 110 Elm St.), Fred and Dolly Giusti (260 S.Harrison St), Tina Thompson 

(B&C 401 E Oak St.), Jeff McGuire, Tom and Helen Ferreira (136 S Whipple St), Carolyn Petersen (669 N Harold St), Anne 

Marie Cesario, Ted Christiansen (323 E Laurel St), Jean Stubenrauch (Mendo Litho 100 N. Franklin St.), Annette 

Reynolds (Manager Figiuredos Video Franklin St.), Michael and Michelle De La Cruz (Hair Group 249 N Franklin St) 

Rainee Sunrise, Ashley Johnson, Nancy Bennett (Business owner Main St}, Jennifer Gianinni (336 Park St}, Mr. & Mrs. 

Brown ( Coast Hardware Main St.) and seven additional business owners who contributed to the fee and prefer their 

names remain confidential. 

MAILING ADDRESS: 320 N. McPherson Street 
CITY: Fort Bragg STATE & ZIP CODE: California, 95437 
TELEPHONE#: 707-962-9492 FAX#: n/a 

Describe the action being appealed and state the reasons for the appeal. 
(You may attach a letter or other exhibits to describe or justify this appeal.) See attached 

We are writing to appeal the: August 23, 2017 Planning Commission Public Hearing decision to pass 
Existing Use Permit 9-03 (USP 9-03) "in regard to the Hospitality House that are TO INCLUDE 
ADDITIONAL AND REVISED CONDITIONS TO ADDRESS NUISANCE CONDITIONS AND 
ONGOING VIOLATIONS OF SPECIAL AND STANDARD CONDITIONS OF THE USE PERMIT." 

We appeal to the City Council to revoke (make null and void) the decision made by the Planning 
Commission on August 23, 2017 (see attached copy of decision being appealed). We ask the 
Council to pass a resolution that requires community input in the modifications; to correct errors in the 
resolution passed and present additional changes to be incorporated in the permit modifications. 
These changes will serve to insure public health and safety of the community and improve the quality 
of services provided to the clients at the Hospitality House. We appeal to the City Council to resolve 
that decisions regarding modifications to the Hospitality House's non conforming use permit be 
revised. We ask that the filing fee for this appeal be refunded. Reasons for Appeal: Attached 
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APPEAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION DECISION P.1 ''b I\ 
We are writing to appeal the: August 23, 2017 Planning Commission Public Hearing decision to pass 
Existing Use Permit 9-03 (USP 9-03) "in regard to the Hospitality House that are TO INCLUDE 
ADDITIONAL AND REVISED CONDITIONS TO ADDRESS NUISANCE CONDITIONS AND 
ONGOING VIOLATIONS OF SPECIAL AND STANDARD CONDITIONS OF THE USE PERMIT." 

If the City Council is not willing to pass a resolution that includes the changes we are 
requesting in this packet or simply revokes the permit giving the Hospitality time to relocate, 
we ask that the City Council resolution revoking the permit modifications cited above include a 
resolution stating that the following participants be included in revising the Hospitality House 
use permit modifications: 

Hospitality House: 1 Hospitality House Shelter Administrator, 1 Treasurer Hospitality House 
Board of Directors, 1 Founding Member Hospitality House Board of Directors, 1 
Psychiatrist/Mental Health Professional Hospitality House Board of Directors, 1 Fort Bragg 
Resident Hospitality House Board of Directors, 1 Past Resident/Guest of the Hospitality House. 

Appellants to elect: 2 residents/property owners within one block of the Hospitality House, 2 
Business Owners operating within 400 feet of the Hospitality House, 2 Human Service/Medical 
Professionals who reside in city limits. 

City Staff: Marie Jones (Administrator); June Lemos (Clerk) 
Council Members: Public Health and Safety Committee members (if permitted by the Brown 
Act). 

We ask that the resolution state that no attorneys be allowed in the negotiation meetings. 

We ask that the resolution state that legal counsel for the Appellants will be paid for by the City of 
Fort Bragg if the need arises due to litigation initiated by the Hospitality House/MCHC. 

Reasons for appeal: 

• the final resolution that the Planning Commission voted on was not prepared for Public and
Commission review 72 hours prior to the meeting (compliance with the Brown Act is
questionable). Marie Jones 8/24/17 email states: "It was loaded onto the website at 2:00 in the
afternoon before the meeting, but some commissioner's may not have seen it until they were at
the dais on Wednesday night." (see attached email in exhibits)

• the written complaints submitted and modification requests from the community are not
adequately represented in the modifications. The requests made by residents of the
neighborhood and business owners within 400 feet of the Hospitality House must be reflected
in the modifications approved.

• the residents, property owners and business owners within 400 feet of the Hospitality House
were not included in the negotiations for the use permit modification passed.

• city staff was witness to all the identities of business and resident signatures submitted on
petitions and these complaints and requests are relevant to this matter and are not reflected in
the modifications passed. Identities of signatures would be revealed if the matter is litigated.



APPEAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION DECISION P.2 ob I ( 

• the Attorney representing Hospitality House/MCHC submitted a 44 page document at the 
hearing which was impossible for anyone to review. In this document is proof that the 
Hospitality House has been using more than the 24 beds allowed in their permit to 
house additional people. This permit violation was not disclosed publicly by city staff 
or any of the attorneys at the hearing. 

• Commissioners did not have time to review all documents and were pressured into voting on
this at the hearing by the attorneys present although it was clear that Planning Commissioners
were uncomfortable doing this

• Commissioners and the Public did not have 72 hours to review, research, discuss or develop
questions about the proposed modifications. Questionable compliance with the Brown Act.

• the placement of the item at the end of the agenda and going past the 9 pm meeting time limit
discouraged input from the public, especially those that work and live in the neighborhood and
are directly affected.

• permit modifications passed on August 23, 2017 make progress but are inadequate in regard
to addressing the nuisance violations and ongoing violations identified by the city and
community as evidenced by the meeting packet and testimony of the neighbors and
businesses. In addition the language is vague and there are blatant errors that need to be
corrected. It is also apparent that modifications were approved without all the relevant
information being considered. See attachments for details regarding errors and information not
considered.

• the fact that there is NO DAY SHELTER available in Fort Bragg for people to go to during the
day was not included in the information presented to the Commission or the Public. The fact
that Mendocino Coast Hospitality Center has chosen not to provide a Day Shelter as a part
of their program is extremely relevant to the nuisance the location of their services is causing
in the Central Business District. People have no place but the streets to go during the day due
to this void in their services.

• if the City Council chooses to grant modifications to the permit ( although there are grounds to
revoke the permit and require relocation) due to the nuisance violations and history of
noncompliance, additional and revised conditions MUST be added to the permit modifications
to insure Hospitality House Emergency Shelter Best Practices and compliance with the
Municipal Code and Zoning Requirements.







APPEAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION DECISION made August 23, 2017 Re: Hospitality 

House Use Permit Modifications P .5 of 11 

Reason for appeal continued: 

Appellants ask that the following changes that are stated in bold and underlined be 
made in the permit modifications to address the nuisance complaints submitted from the 
neighborhood residents and business owners: 

1. The total number of overnight guests at the emergency shelter shall not exceed 24.
An increase in the number of overnight guests is not permitted unless a Minor use
Permit or Use Permit Amendment is applied for and obtained. If this provision is
violated, operator shall pay a code violation fee, as determined by the City's Fee
Schedule for each occurrence of violation.

Proposed Change: Please add: The Fire Marshall shall evaluate the maximum
occupancy of each room guests are staying in and a maximum occupanc�
sign be shall be posted outside of each guest room at all times. The
Hospitality House shall be inspected by the Fire Marshall once a year and the
Hospitality House will comply with all safety requirements of the Fire Marshall.

Reason for _proposed change: The Fire Marshall's report (attached) does n_ot
comment on maximum occupancy although this was asked for. The Fire
Marshall's report (attached) states the following:" Items found to be non
compliant: smoke detectors missing or disabled, egress windows blocked by
beds in two rooms, fire sprinkler system shall bear current 5 year inspection

i�S• H 

At the hearing the only problem that was disclosed was the beds blocking the
windows. Have the smoke detectors been fixed and the sprinkler's inspected?
These appear to be relevant permit issues that were not addressed publicly.
No comment was made about occupancy maximum standards and this
question needs to be answered prior to approval of number of guests.

2. The emergency shelter operator shall permit periodic inspections by City staff, which
may be conducted without prior notification, to ensure that the limitation on the
number of overnight guests is not exceeded.

Proposed change: The Hospitality House Administrator or Managers on du!Y;
shall permit periodic inspections by city staff which may be conducted without
grior notification, to ensure that the limitation on the number of overnight
guests is not exceeded.

Reason for change: Operator is a not a job title, Administrator and Managers
exist as job titles. The term "oper�tor" is confusing, inaccurate and vague.

3. Hospitality House shall serve all food on premises. Food shall not be prepared or
served "to go" for clients to carry off-site.






























































