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Summary 
Santa Cruz County is proposing to amend its certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) Implementation 
Plan (IP) to add medical marijuana cooperatives as a conditional use in a subset of the LCP’s 
commercial zoning districts only: in the PA (Professional and Administrative Offices), C1 
(Neighborhood Commercial), C2 (Community Commercial), and C4 Commercial Services) zoning 
districts. The proposed amendment defines medical marijuana cooperatives and establishes standards to 
regulate their siting and operation.  

The proposed addition of medical marijuana cooperatives as a conditional use in the above commercial 
zoning districts does not conflict with the provision of priority land uses identified in the certified Land 
Use Plan (LUP), nor does it raise issues with regard to the public access or coastal resource policies of 
the LUP. For instance, medical marijuana cooperatives will not be allowed on agricultural lands, nor 
will they be allowed in agricultural zoning districts and other LCP zoning districts that may present 
conflicts with LUP priority uses and development, including the VA (Visitor Accommodations), CT 
(Tourist Commercial), PR (Parks, Recreation and Open Space), PF (Public and Community Facilities), 
and SU (Special Use) zoning districts. Thus, the proposed amendment will not result in loss of 
agricultural lands and will not impact other priority uses and development in the County, including with 
respect to visitor-serving recreational opportunities. Also, allowing the operation of medical marijuana 
cooperatives in the above commercial zoning districts does not in any way reduce the IP’s adequacy in 
carrying out the provisions of the LUP. The County’s new ordinance is not a ban on marijuana 
dispensaries, as has been more common in terms of this issue in front of the Commission, but rather 
represents the first time that a coastal community has proposed an LCP amendment that provides for 
siting and operational parameters for this specific use. As such, Santa Cruz County’s proposal here 
represents a thoughtful approach that appropriately provides parameters for medical marijuana 
dispensary siting and operations. Staff recommends that the Commission find the proposed amendment 
consistent with and adequate to carry out the policies of the LUP, and that the Commission approve the 
IP amendment as submitted. The motion and resolution are found on page 2 below. 

Staff Note: LCP Amendment Action Deadline  
This proposed LCP amendment was filed as complete on June 15, 2011. The proposed amendment 
includes IP changes only, and the 60-day action deadline is August 14, 2011. Thus, unless the 
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Commission extends the action deadline (it may be extended by up to one year), the Commission has 
until August 14, 2011 to take a final action on this LCP amendment. 
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I. Staff Recommendation – Motions and Resolutions 
Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, approve the proposed amendment as 
submitted. The Commission needs to make one motion in order to act on this recommendation.  

Approval of Implementation Plan Amendment as Submitted 
Staff recommends a NO vote on the motion below. Failure of the motion will result in certification of 
the implementation plan amendment as submitted and the adoption of the following resolution and 
findings. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the appointed Commissioners. 

Motion. I move that the Commission reject Major Amendment Number 1-11 Part 2 to the Santa 
Cruz County Local Coastal Program Implementation Plan as submitted by Santa Cruz County. I 
recommend a no vote. 

Resolution to Certify the IP Amendment as Submitted. The Commission hereby certifies Major 
Amendment Number 1-11 Part 2 to the Santa Cruz County Local Coastal Program Implementation 
Plan as submitted by Santa Cruz County and adopts the findings set forth below on the grounds that 
the amendment is consistent with and adequate to carry out the certified Land Use Plan. Certification 
of the Implementation Plan amendment complies with the California Environmental Quality Act 
because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to 
substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the plan on the environment, or 2) there are no 
further feasible alternatives or mitigation measures which could substantially lessen any significant 
adverse impact which the Implementation Plan Amendment may have on the environment. 
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II. Findings and Declarations 
The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

A. Proposed LCP Amendment 
The County proposes to amend the IP component of its certified LCP to add medical marijuana 
cooperatives as a conditional use in a subset of the LCP’s commercial zoning districts only: in the PA 
(Professional and Administrative Offices), C1 (Neighborhood Commercial), C2 (Community 
Commercial), and C4 (Commercial Services) zoning districts. Medical marijuana cooperatives would 
only be allowed in these commercial districts, and in no other districts of the County. The proposed 
amendment would require that such cooperatives are located more than 600 feet from public or private 
schools and from licensed preschools. The proposed amendment is designed to conform to the 
requirements of Proposition 215, the Compassionate Use Act of 1996 (California Health and Safety 
Code Section 11362.5) and Senate Bill 420 (2003) (Health and Safety Code Sections 11362.7-
11632.9).1 The proposed amendment defines medical marijuana cooperatives and establishes standards 
to regulate the lawful distribution of medical marijuana by cooperatives. Cooperatives that do not meet 
the proposed definition of medical marijuana cooperative would not be allowed. 

Under the proposed amendment, medical marijuana cooperatives would require a Level 52 approval that 
would include a Zoning Administrator public hearing and a series of required findings. The proposed 
amendment also identifies a series of very specific requirements and standards for operation, including: 
1) parking standards similar to those required for pharmacies3; 2) a minimum 600-foot separation 
between marijuana cooperatives (to ensure that no one particular area of the County is saturated with 
medical marijuana cooperative facilities); 3) a series of operational standards4, and; 4) a limited 
exemption period allowing existing medical marijuana cooperatives that are located outside of the PA, 
C1, C2, or C4 zoning districts to continue to operate for a limited period of time without meeting the 

                                                 
1
 Proposition 215, a voter initiative referred to as the Compassionate Use Act of 1996, was approved in November 1996 and enables 

persons who are in need of medical marijuana to obtain and use it under limited circumstances without violating state criminal laws 
related to marijuana. Senate Bill 420 (which became effective on January 1, 2004) clarified the scope of the Compassionate Use Act 
and established the mechanism by which cities and counties may create local regulations to ensure that: 1) marijuana is not distributed 
in an illicit manner; 2) the public health, safety, and welfare of residents and businesses is protected; 3) the peace and quiet of the areas 
in which medical marijuana cooperatives operate is protected, and; 4) compassionate access to medical marijuana is provided for 
seriously ill residents. 

2
  The LCP is structured with approval levels from 1 to 7, with 1 being the lowest level of review and 7 being the highest (requiring Board 

of Supervisors approval). 
3
  The proposed amendment requires parking to be provided at a rate of 1 space per 300 gross square feet of floor area (see page 3 of 

Exhibit A). 
4
  Including allowed hours of operation; restrictions on use of marijuana within the cooperative building; a prohibition on loitering within 

50 feet of the cooperative; minimum age requirements for cooperative employees; size limits on exterior signage that identifies the 
cooperative (4 square feet maximum); a prohibition on advertising except to collective members; posting of the permit and conditions 
on the premise; provision of the contact information of an onsite community relations staff person to the Planning Director, the Sheriff, 
and all adjoining property owners located within 50 feet of the building, etc. (see pages 2-5 of Exhibit A for specific operational and 
other standards that would apply). 
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new requirements.5  

See Exhibit A for the proposed IP amendment language.  

B. LUP Consistency Analysis 

1. Applicable Policies 
The proposed amendment affects the IP component of the Santa Cruz County LCP. The standard of 
review for IP amendments is that they must be consistent with and adequate to carry out the policies of 
the certified LUP. Regarding IP amendments, Coastal Act Section 30513 states in relevant part: 

…The commission may only reject zoning ordinances, zoning district maps, or other 
implementing actions on the grounds that they do not conform with, or are inadequate to carry 
out, the provisions of the certified land use plan. If the commission rejects the zoning 
ordinances, zoning district maps, or other implementing actions, it shall give written notice of 
the rejection specifying the provisions of land use plan with which the rejected zoning 
ordinances do not conform or which it finds will not be adequately carried out together with its 
reasons for the action taken. 

The commission may suggest modifications in the rejected zoning ordinances, zoning district 
maps, or other implementing actions, which, if adopted by the local government and transmitted 
to the commission, shall be deemed approved upon confirmation by the executive director. 

The local government may elect to meet the commission's rejection in a manner other than as 
suggested by the commission and may then resubmit its revised zoning ordinances, zoning 
district maps, and other implementing actions to the commission. 

The LUP includes a policy that specifies the priority of uses in the coastal zone, with agriculture and 
coastal dependent uses having the highest priority, visitor-serving and recreational uses the secondary 
priority, and other generally non-coastal uses, such as general commercial uses, the lowest priority:  

LUP Policy 2.22.1 – Priority of Uses within the Coastal Zone. Maintain a hierarchy of land use 
priorities within the Coastal Zone: First Priority: Agriculture and coastal-dependent industry; 
Second Priority: Recreation, including public parks; visitor serving commercial uses; and 
coastal recreation facilities; Third Priority: Private residential, general industrial, and general 
commercial uses. 

                                                 
5
  To the County’s knowledge, there are six medical marijuana cooperatives currently operating within the County. Five of these six are 

located within the PA, C1, C2, and C4 zoning districts, but two of these are located within 600 feet of a school and will need to relocate 
to comply with the requirements of this amendment. The remaining existing marijuana cooperative is located on land zoned CA 
(Commercial Agriculture) in the coastal zone. This cooperative will be eligible for a 7-year exemption from the requirements of the 
amendment (see pages 6-7 of Exhibit A). At the end of the 7 years, this cooperative will need to relocate to one of the above 
commercially-zoned districts and comply with the ordinance.  
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2. Analysis  
The proposed amendment will not conflict with the certified LUP, the standard of review in this case. 
Specifically, the proposed addition of medical marijuana cooperatives as a conditional use in the PA, 
C1, C2, and C4 zoning districts does not conflict with the provision of priority land uses identified in the 
LUP, nor does it raise an issue with regard to the public access or coastal resource policies of the LUP. 
For instance, medical marijuana cooperatives will not be allowed on agricultural lands, nor will they be 
allowed in agricultural and other LCP zoning districts that may present conflicts with LUP priority uses 
and development, including the VA (Visitor Accommodations), CT (Tourist Commercial), PR (Parks, 
Recreation and Open Space), PF (Public and Community Facilities), and SU (Special Use) zoning 
districts. Thus, the proposed amendment will not result in loss of agricultural lands and will not impact 
other priority uses and development in the County, including with respect to visitor-serving recreational 
opportunities in the County. Also, allowing the operation of medical marijuana cooperatives in the 
above commercial zoning districts does not in any way reduce the IP’s adequacy in carrying out the 
provisions of the LUP. The County’s new ordinance is not a ban on marijuana dispensaries, as has been 
more common in terms of this issue in front of the Commission, but rather represents the first time that a 
coastal community has proposed an LCP amendment that provides for siting and operational parameters 
for this use. As such, Santa Cruz County’s proposal here represents a thoughtful approach that 
appropriately provides parameters for medical marijuana dispensary siting and operations. For the 
reasons noted above, the Commission finds that the proposed amendment, as submitted, does not raise 
any coastal issues and can be found consistent with and adequate to carry out the certified LUP. 

C. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
The Coastal Commission’s review and development process for LCPs and LCP amendments has been 
certified by the Secretary of Resources as being the functional equivalent of the environmental review 
required by CEQA. Local governments are not required to undertake environmental analysis of 
proposed LCP amendments, although the Commission can and does use any environmental information 
that the local government has developed.  

The County, acting as lead CEQA agency, found the proposed LCP amendment to be exempt under 
CEQA. This staff report has discussed the relevant coastal resource issues associated with the proposal. 
All public comments received to date have been addressed in the findings above. All above findings are 
incorporated herein in their entirety by reference. 

As discussed above, the proposed amendment is not expected to have a significant adverse 
environmental effect. As such, there are no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse environmental effects which approval 
of the amendment would have on the environment within the meaning of CEQA. Thus, the proposed 
amendment will not result in any significant environmental effects for which feasible mitigation 
measures have not been employed consistent with CEQA Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A).  


















