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SUMMARY OF STAFF REPORT 

Description Of Amendment Request 

Santa Cruz County is proposing the following changes to its certified Local Coastal 
Program: 

A. Urban-like Development in Rural Areas 

Amend the Land Use Plan portion of its Local Coastal Program to: recognize existing 
urban-like development in rural areas as conforming (new Policy 2.3.7) 

B. Geologic Hazards 

a. Amend the Land Use Plan (LUP) portion; and 
b. Amend the Implementation portion (IP) of its Local Coastal Program to: 

1. Revise definition of "development" subject to geologic evaluation, bluff setbacks, 
beach/bluff erosion, and storm wave inundation (a. LUP policies 6.2.11 formerly 6.2.1 0; 
6.2.12 formerly 6.2.11; 6.2.15; Glossary; b. IP Sections 16.10.040s, formerly 
16.10.040p; 16.10.050; 16.10.070a; 16.10.070h, formerly g; 16.10.070(h)2) 

2. Allow foundation repairs and some minor projects within bluff setback zone (a. LUP 
6.2.13 new policy; 6.2.12 formerly 6.2.11; IP Section 16.1 0.070h) 

3. Allow geologic and soil report review to occur after the discretionary approval, but 
before the building permit (IP Section 16.10.060A) 

4. Refine shoreline structure criteria (IP new Section 16.10.070(h)3: deleted section 
16.10.070(h)5) 

5. Change setback for fault zones from 50 feet to as close as 25 with proper studies (a . 
LUP policy 6.1.11; b. IP Section 16.1 0.070(b)2; 16.1 0.080(a)2) 
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6. Add new provisions to allow reconstruction of structures on coastal bluffs or due to 
storm wave inundation where damage has exceeded 50% (a. LUP policies 6.2.20, 
6.2.21; b. IP new Section and table 16.10.070h4) 

7. Add criteria for allowing land divisions in floodplains (LUP policy 6.4.5; IP Section 
16.10.070f2) 

8. Allow septic systems and leach fields in floodplains to serve new development on 
existing developed lots, but not to be expanded (LUP policy 6.4.9) 

9. Add and clarify purposes and authorizations for "Geologic Hazards" chapter of County 
Code (IP new Sections 16.10.022, 16.10.025; revised Sections 16.10.010, 16.10.020) 

10.Add conflict, liability disclaimer, and severability sections (IP Sections 16.10.035, 
16.10.036, 16.10.037) 

11. Delete special exemptions for 1989 Lorna Preita earthquake (IP Section 16.1 0.040s, 
formerly 16.10.040p; 16.10.075 to be deleted; 16.10.095 to be deleted) 

12.Change geologic assessment and report procedures (IP Section 16.10.060) 
13. Subject some additional work on existing structures to Federal floodplain 

requirements (IP Section16.10.070(f)3) 
14. Require basements to be elevated above 100 year flood level (IP Section 

16.10.070(f)3vi, formerly(f)4) 
15.AIIow unlimited amount of space below 100 year flood plains to be enclosed (IP Section 

16.10.070h(5)vi) 
16. Require water and sewage systems to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood waters 

into the system (IP new Section 16.10.070(f)6) 
17.Prohibit new septic systems in floodways (IP new Section 16.10.070{g)4) 
18. Require project denial if National Flood Insurance Program regulations are not met (IP 

Section 16.10.090) 
19.Add very limited exceptions to flood criteria pursuant to federal guidelines (IP, new 

section 16.10.100D) 
20.Add violation provision (IP Section 16.10.120A) 
21. Reorganize and m(lke om~r non-substantive editorial, procedural and definitional 

changes'(a. LUP'prti1Tcle:s:6.2.8 deleted as redundant; 6.2.14 formerly 6.2.10; 6.2.12 
deleted as separate policy; 6.2.14 formerly 6.2.13; 6.2.16; 6.2.18; new 6.2.18.1; 
Glossary; b. IP throughout entire Chapter 16.10) 

This amendment was filed on December 11, 1998. These two items are part of a slightly 
larger package; the other component regarding replacement housing has been deemed 
"minor" and addressed in a companion staff report approved by the Commission on 
January 13, 1999. The standard of review of the land use plan amendments is that they 
must be consistent with the Coastal Act. The standard of review of the implementation 
amendments is that they must be consistent with and adequate to carry out the policies of 
the certified coastal land use plan. 

• 

• 

• 
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Summary Of Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the proposed amendment (part A), 
addressing urban-like development in rural areas, as submitted by the County . This 
amendment can be considered "clean up" as it is similar to a previously approved 
amendment and will have no practical effect in the coastal zone (see findings on pages 9 
and 10). 

Staff recommends that the Commission approve, only if modified the second part of the 
amendment. This is an overhaul of the Geologic Hazards chapter of the zoning ordinance 
and concurrent revision of some Land Use Plan policies involving hazards. The impetus for 
the amendment is a FEMA mandate, but additional changes are proposed to address local 
concerns. By and large these amendments are non-controversial, of not much substance, 
and improvements over existing language and format. However, staff has identified four 
topics of concern, shown below and described in detail in the findings beginning on page 
10. Each of these issues is easily addressed by modifications that County staff has already 
agreed to, summarized below and shown in full on pages 7 through 9: 

ISSUE SUBMITTAL MODIFICATION 
Definition of development Would no longer include all 1. Include other potentially 
subject to geologic rules non-habitable structures hazardous projects. 
Bluff setback Has exemptions for minor 2. Ensure that these do not 

projects justify shoreline protection in 
future . 

Hazard assessment May defer 3. Don't defer for appealable 
coastal projects 

Shoreline structure Has good criteria, but 4. Add criteria for staging 
criteria lacking in staging area plans area plans. 

''" ' '--=~~~ ...... ~.:~ 

The following is a summary of recommended actions: 

AMENDMENT PART RESOLUTION MODIFICATIONS FINDINGS 

A: Urban-like A. Approve N/A Pages 9-10 
development in rural 
B. Geologic 

a. Land Use Plan B. & C. Deny, then 1a Pages 10-21 
approve with 
modifications 

b. Implementation D. & E. Deny, then 1b,2,3,4 Pages 10-21 
approve with 
modifications 
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Summary Of Issues And Comments 

At the County hearings, the proposed geologic amendments elicited no comments. The 
only two comments on the "urban-like" amendment wanted it to go further to address 
rebuilds of non-conforming structures (the subject of Amendment # 3-98) 

Additional Information 

For further information about this report or the amendment process, please contact Rick 
Hyman or Charles Lester, Coastal Commission, 725 Front Street, Suite 300, Santa Cruz, 
CA 95060; Tel. (831) 427-4863. 
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Full Text Of Proposed Amendments 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: MOTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS 
.-,...:' .... ' 

~r: r.: .,._ ~;,-_r, .. ·~.; "'.. , ,_ .. ~ , . •• 

MOTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS 

The Commission needs to make five separate motions in order to act on this proposal: 

A. APPROVAL OF LAND USE PLAN MAJOR AMENDMENT #2-98 Part A AS 
SUBMITIED 

MOTION: 

"/move that the Commission certify Major Amendment# 2-98 part A to the County of Santa 
Cruz Land Use Plan as submitted by the County." 

Staff recommends a "YES" vote. An affirmative vote by a majority of the appointed 
commissioners is needed to pass the motion. • 
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RESOLUTION: 

The Commission hereby approves Major Amendment # 2-98 part A to the land use plan of 
the County of Santa Cruz as submitted for the specific reasons discussed in the 
recommended findings on the grounds that, as submitted, it meets the requirements of 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. There are no feasible alternatives nor feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse environmental 
effects which approval of the amendment would have on the environment. 

B. DENIAL OF LAND USE PLAN MAJOR AMENDMENT #2-98 PART B AS SUBMITTED 

MOTION: 

"I move that the Commission certify Major Amendment # 2-98 part B to the County of Santa 
Cruz Land Use Plan as submitted by the County." 

Staff recommends a "NO" vote. An affirmative vote by a r:najority of the appointed 
commissioners is needed to pass the motion . 

RESOLUTION: 

The Commission hereby rejects Major Amendment # 2-98 part B to the land use plan of 
the County of Santa Cruz as submitted for the specific reasons discussed in the 
recommended findings on the grounds that, as submitted, it does not meet the 
requirements of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. There are feasible alternatives or feasible. 
mitigation measures available which would substantially Jess_en.any significant adverse 
environmental effects which approval of the amendment would have on the environment. 

C. APPROVAL OF LAND USE PLAN MAJOR AMENDMENT #2-98 PART B, IF 
MODIFIED 

MOTION: 

"I move that the Commission certify Major Amendment # 2-98 part B to the County of Santa 
Cruz Land Use Plan, if modified according to Suggested Modification 1 a." 

Staff recommends a "YES" vote. An affirmative vote by a majority of the appointed 
commissioners is needed to pass the motion . 
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RESOLUTION: 

The Commission hereby certifies Major Amendment # 2-98 part B to the land use plan of . 
the County of Santa Cruz, if modified according to Suggested Modification 1a, for the 
specific reasons discussed in the recommended findings on the grounds that, as submitted, 
the amendment and the land use plan as thereby amended meet the requirements of the 
Coastal Act. The amendment is consistent with applicable decisions of the Commission 
that guide local government actions pursuant to Section 30625(c) and approval will not 
have significant adverse environmental effects for which feasible mitigation measures have 
not been employed consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act. 

D. DENIAL OF IMPLEMENTATION PLAN MAJOR AMENDMENT #2-98 PART BAS 
SUBMITTED 

MOTION: 

"/ move that the Commission reject Major Amendment #2-98 part B to the Santa Cruz 
County Local Coastal Program Implementation Plan as submitted by the County." 

• 

Staff recommends a "YES" vote which would result in denial of this amendment as 
submitted. Only an affirmative (yes) vete on the motion by a majority of the Commissioners • 
present can result in rejection of the amendment (otherwise the amendment is approved as 
submitted). 

RESOLUTION: 

The Commission hereby rejects Major Amendment #2-98 part B to the implementation 
plan of the Santa Cruz County local coastal program, as submitted, fortt}e~pe9i[Lc reasons 

. · discussed in the following findings, on the grounds that the arnenametif"IS:>fiortronslstent 
with and not adequate to carry out the certified land use plan. 

E. APPROVAL OF IMPLEMENTATION PLAN MAJOR AMENDMENT #2-98 PART B IF 
MODIFIED 

MOTION: 

111 move that the Commission approve Major Amendment #2-98 par{B to the Santa Cruz 
County Local Coastal Program Implementation Plan, if it is modified according to 
Suggested Modifications 1 b-4." 

• 
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Staff recommends a "YES" vote which would result in approval of this amendment if 
modified. An affirmative vote by a majority of the Commissioners present is needed to 
pass the motion. 

RESOLUTION: 

The Commission hereby approves Major Amendment #2-98 part B to the Implementation 
Plan of the Santa Cruz County Local Coastal Program, for the specific reasons discussed 
in the following findings, on the grounds that, as modified by Suggested Modifications 1 b 
through 4, the amendment conforms with and is adequate to carry out the certified land use 
plan. Approval of the amendment will not cause significant adverse environmental effects 
for which feasible mitigation measures have not been employed consistent with the 
California Environmental Quality Act. 

II. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 

The Commission hereby suggests the following changes to the proposed Local Coastal 
Program amendments which are necessary to make the requisite findings. If the local 
government accepts each the suggested modifications within six months of Commission 
action, by formal resolution of the Board of Supervisors, the corresponding amendment 
portion will become effective upon Commission concurrence with the Executive Director 
finding that this has been properly accomplished. · 

. 
1. a. Land Use Plan Glossary and b. IP Section 16.10.040 Definitions 

a. Revise new definition of "Development Activity" in the Glossary by adding the following 
underlined provision: 

(15) Any other project that will increase the number of people exposed to geologic hazard, 
or that may create a hazard or exacerbate an existing geologic hazard, may be determined 
by the Planning Director to constitute "development" for the purposes of geologic review. 

and delete "development activities" from the table under the definition of "development:" 

Developmentl!;l&v&lspn:J&nt Activiti&s {LCP) 
What is Development? .. 

b. Revise definition of "development/ development activities" in Section 16. 10. 040s by 
adding the following introductory language and additional provision: 
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For the purposes of this Chapter, and this chapter only, any project that includes activity in 
any of the following categories is considered to be development or development activity. 
This definition does not supersede the definition in Section 13.20.040 for purposes of 
determining whether a certain activity or project needs a coastal permit; some such 
activities or projects will still require coastal permits although they do not fall under this 
following specific definition: ... 

(15) Any other project that will increase the number of people exposed to geologic hazard, 
or that may create a hazard or exacerbate an existing geologic hazard, may be determined 
by the Planning Director to constitute "development" for the purposes of geologic review. 

2. IP Section 16.1 0.070(h): Bluff Setback Exemptions 

Revise Section 16.10.070(h)2 "Exemption" by renumbering the proposed text as "9(i) and 
adding the underlined subsection (ii): 

ill Any project ... 
(ii) If a structure that is constructed pursuant to this exemption becomes unstable in the 
future due to erosion or slope instability, the threat to the structure shall not qualify the 

• 

parcel for a coastal bluff retaining structure or a shoreline protection structure. If the • 
structure become hazardous it must be removed or relocated rather than be protected in 
place. 

And revise Section 16.10.07D(h)3(i), by adding the underlined wording at its end: 

Note: Shoreline protection structures shall not be allowed where the existing structure to be 
protected did not meet the provisions of Section 16.10.070(h)1 when it was constructed 
because it was exempted from those provisions by Section 16.1 0.070(h)2 . 

....... , ~~~~-1·~ r-i~J·~~"'" .C .. ,,. , 

3. IP Section 16.10.060: Assessment and Report Preparation and Review 

Revise part (a) of this section by adding the following underlined provision: 

Any required geologic, soil, or other technical report shall be completed, reviewed and 
accepted pursuant to the provisions of this section before any public hearing is scheduled 
and before any discretionary or development application is approved or issued. The 
County Geologist may agree to defer the ctate for completion, review, or acceptance of any 
technical report where the technical information is .11 unlikely to significantly affect the size 
or location of the project, and 2) the project is not in the area of the Coastal Zone 
appealable to the Coastal Commission. ~ In no event shall such be deferred until after 
the approval or issuance of a building permit. • 
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4. IP Section 16.1 0.070(h)3: Shoreline Structures 

Revise by insetting the following additional underlined subsection: 

(viii) Applications for shoreline protection structures shall include a construction and 
staging plan that minimizes disturbances to the beach, specifies the access and staging 
areas, includes a construction schedule that minimizes the time that equipment is present 
on the beach and that limits presence on the beach to periods of low visitor demand. The 
plan for repair projects shall include recovery of rock and other material that has been 
dislodged onto the beach. 

Ill. RECOMMENDED FINDINGS 

The Commission finds and declares for the following two parts of Santa Cruz County Major 
Amendment # 1-98: 

A. RECOGNIZE EXISTING URBAN-LIKE DEVELOPMENT IN RURAL AREAS AS 
CONFORMING 

This proposed amendment to the coastal land use plan, the 1994 General Plan and 
Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz, would recognize existing legal 
parcels outside of the urban services line that are less than one acre is size as 
conforming with the General Plan. The zoning of these parcels would be maintained in 
the R-1-5 to R-1-1 zone districts and the standards of these zone districts would apply. 

The most relevant governing sections of the Coastal Acf'stateC 

30241: The maximum amount of prime agricultural land shall be 
maintained in agricultural production to assure the protection of the areas 
agricultural economy, and conflicts shall be minimized between 
agricultural and urban land uses through all of the following: 

(a) By establishing stable boundaries separating urban and rural 
areas, including, where necessary, clearly defined buffer areas to 
minimize conflicts between agricultural and urban land uses .... 

30250{a.): New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except 
as otherwise provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous 

• with, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas able to 
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accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in 
other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have 
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal 
resources. In addition, land divisions, other than leases for agricultural 
uses, outside existing developed areas shall be permitted only where 50 
percent of the usable parcels in the area have been developed 

To address these policies the County is divided into urban areas and rural areas via an 
urban services line. For outside of the urban services line the General Plan shows 
residential designations of "Suburban Residential," "Rural Residential," and "Mountain 
Residential" with permitted densities ranging from 1 to 40 acres per dwelling unit. There 
are many parcels within these areas that are smaller than one acre. And many of these 
are in a zoning designation that allows parcels that are Jess than one acre (e.g., R-1-5 
[5,000 sq. ft.] to R-1-1 [acre].) 

There have been three potential problems with this situation. One was that landowners 
could subdivide their land according to the zoning which would result in smaller parcels 
than the General Plan designation. This was addressed in the original certification by 
placing a minimum parcel size of 1 acre in the rural areas, no matter what the zoning 
says. New subdivisions are tightly regulated by a rural density matrix formula. 

• 

The second potential problem was that the zoning appeared on its face to be • 
inconsistent with the land use plan designations, which would be a violation of state 
general plan law. To remedy this concern the County changed its zoning ordinance to 
specifically say that existing legal parcels in.such zoning districts would be recognized 
as "conforming." (LCP Minor Amendment# 1-97) 

The final potential problem was that even with this zoning change, it would appear that 
the Jots would be non-conforming with regard to General Plan policies. From a practical 
perspective there may be more "hoops" to go through and more time and expense to dO ,.; •.. ~.,. · 
something on property that is "non-conforming." Therefore, the County is now 
proposing this amendment to affirm that these Jots are "conforming." 

This amendment simply adds specific Gf!neral Plan language to conform to zoning 
provisions. This amendment does not change what could get built beyond what the 
previous amendment already corrected. A possible concern with this amendment is 
that the new "conforming" language could be interpreted as superseding the one-acre 
minimum standard. However, a review of the zoning maps in the coastal zone reveals 
that there are no parcels which could be so affected. Thus, this amendment can be 
approved as being consistent with the cited Coastal Act sections because it will not 
result in any change in intensity of use over what is already permitted. 

• 



• 

• 

• 

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY LCP MAJOR AMENDMENT 2-98 Page 11 

B. GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 

This proposed amendment would make numerous changes to the geologic hazard 
provisions of the local coastal program. Most of these by themselves would be 
considered "minor'' amendments, as they do not change the kind, location, or density of 
use (see latter sections of this finding). Many are being made to conform to FEMA 
model floodplain ordinance; in fact, FEMA (Federal Emergency Management Agency) 
has dictated these changes. 

The proposed amendment includes changes both to the coastal land use plan ( 1994 
General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz) and the coastal 
implementation program, which is portions of the County 9ode. The standard of review 
of the land use plan amendments is the Coastal Act ; especially the following sections: 

Section 30106. "Development" means, on land, in or under water, the 
placement or erection of any solid material or structure; discharge or 
disposal of any dredged material or of any gaseous, liquid, solid, or 
thermal waste; grading, removing, dredging, mining, or extraction of any 
materials; change in the density or intensity of use of land, including, but 
not limited to, subdivision pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act 
(commencing with Section 66410 of the Government Code), and any other 
division of land, including lot splits, except where the land division is 
brought about in connection with the purchase of such land by a public 
agency for public recreational use; change in the intensity of use of water, 
or of access thereto; construction, reconstruction, demolition, or altera1ion 
of the size of any structure, including any facility of any private, public, or 
municipal utility; and the removal or harvesting of major vegetation other 
than for agricultural purposes, kelp harvesting, and timber operations 
which are in accordance with a .,tirnber h~::Ye§til1g~plan submitted pursuant . . . . . . - .. . 

to the provisions of the Z'berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973 
(commencing with Section 4511). 

As used in this section, "structure" includes, but is not limited to, 
any building, road, pipe, flume, conduit, siphon, aqueduct, telephone line, 
and electrical power transmission and distribution line. 

Section 30235: Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, 
seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and other such construction that alters 
natural shoreline processes shall be permitted when required to serve 
coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches 
in danger from erosion, and when designed to eliminate or mitigate 
adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply. Existing marine 
structures causing water stagnation contributing to pollution problems and 
fish kills should be phased out or upgraded where feasible. 
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Section 30253: New development shall: 

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

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor 
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the 
site or surrounding area or in any way require the construction of 
protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along 
bluffs and cliffs. 

Section 30610. 

Notwithstanding any other prov1s1on of this division, no coastal 
development permit shall be required pursuant to this chapter for the 
following types of development and in the following areas: ... 

(g) (1) The replacement of any structure, other than a public works 
facility, destroyed by a disaster. The replacement structure shall conform 
to applicable existing zoning requirements, shall be for the same use as 
the destroyed structure, shall not exceed either the floor area, height, or 
bulk of the destroyed structure by more than 10 percent, and shall be sited 
in the same location on the affected property as the destroyed structure. 

(2) As used in this subdivision: 

(A) "Disaster" means any situation in which the force or forces which 

• 

• 
, ?e~troyed the structure to be replaced were beyond the control _of its __ , ~·-;•.,,, -,_-· 

~.f:t, ... ~~>l<'" v~ ...... -·.w,.,., owner. . w """'~' ......... ~ .... _...,~i..et--")" 

(B) "Bulk" means total interior cubic volume as measured from the 
exterior surface of the structure. 

(C) "Structure" includes landscaping and any erosion control structure 
or device which is similar to that which existed prior to the occurrence of 
the disaster. 

The standard of review of the Implementation amendments is the certified land use 
plan, especially sections 6.1 "Seismic Hazards," 6.2 "Slope Stability", and 6.4 "Flood 
Hazards." Some of these policies are discussed below. 

• 
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The components of this amendment have been grouped into the following topics. The 
first four components of the amendment raise conformance issues as will be discussed. 

1. Definition of Development: 

Effect of Amendment: 

a. The proposed land use plan amendment retains the definition of "development" 
which corresponds to Coastal Act Section 30106 cited above. However, it then adds a 
separate definition of "development activity" which is less encompassing. 
Developments such as non habitable structures (e.g., not used for living purposes, such 
as storage sheds or stables), small habitable additions, remodels and repair projects 
that modify less than 50% of the total length of the exterior walls, less than 50% 
foundation modifications, will not fall under the definition of "development activity." 

The amendment then goes on to substitute "development activity" for "development" in 
pertinent geologic policies (6.2.10 to be renumbered 6.2.11; 6.2.11 to be renumbered 
6.2.12, and 6.2.15). This means that these policies will no longer to apply to those 
categories of "development" that are not defined as "development activities." Under 
renumbered policy 6.2.11 geologic assessments are only required for "development 
activities" in hazard areas, not other "development." Then, only "development 
activities," not other development, will have to comply with the 25 foot coastal bluff 
setback policy (renumbered 6.2.12). The policy (6.2.15) allowing development on lots 
of record in storm wave inundation or beach or bluff erosion areas under certain 
circumstances will only apply to "development activities." This appears to mean that 
other development will be allowed in these areas, without having to follow specified 
hazard criteria. 

b. The implementation plan amendment includes an identical definitional change 
(Section 16.10.040s, formerly 16.10.040p). It basically states that only "development 
activities" are subject to the provisions of the "Geologic Hazards" chapter of the County 
Code. The implementation amendment does not substitute "development activity" for 
"development" as the land use plan amendment does; rather, it says that they are 
synonymous; i.e., throughout the chapter wherever "development" is used, it really 
means "development activity" only. This provision is broader than the land use plan 
change, which is limited to the three noted policies. For example, the proposed land 
use plan amendment does not change the requirements for project reviews in fault 
zones, liquefaction areas, and unstable slopes to apply to· all "developments," while the 
proposed implementation amendment does. 

Background: In order to understand the implications of this amendment, one must 
examine how the County coastal permit process operates. Under the Coastal Act, there 
is a definition of "development." All development needs a coastal permit, unless 
specifically exempted or excluded. All Coastal Act policies then apply to all permits to 
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the extent that they are applicable. Thus, for example in this case, a project susceptible 
to a hazard would be analyzed for consistency with the hazard policies, one that was 
not would not have to be. The Coastal Act also provides for local governments issuing 
coastal permit authority upon certification of local coastal programs. One of the tests of 
certification is adequacy to carry out the land use plan, which in turn must be consistent 
with the Coastal Act. 

Santa Cruz County has definitions of "development" in both the land use plan (Glossary) 
and the County Code (Section 13.20.040) which are identical to the definition in the 
Coastal Act. The County requires coastal permits for all such development, which is · 
otherwise not specifically exempted or excluded. Coastar permits are required to be 
consistent with land use policies and must follow certain certified sections of the County 
Code including the "Geologic Hazards" chapter. This amendment refines the definition 
of development that would be considered under this chapter. Thus, for example, a non­
habitable structure such as a fence, storage shed, gazebo, or stable, may be defined as 
"development" and would need a coastal permit. However, it would not have to comply 
with some of the geologic hazard provisions in the land use plan nor most of those in 
the zoning ordinance. 

• 

The purpose of this amendment is to use County staff time more effectively to 
concentrate on projects where there may be impacts. The County has determined that 
the effect of the proposed change is that small projects may be approved without • 
geologic assessment because no more people will be exposed to a geologic hazard, the 
development will not encroach closer to the identified hazard, and the hazard will not be 
more likely to occur as a result of the project. 

Analysis: This more limited definition of "development activity" is built into the Geologic 
Hazards chapter of the County Code, which, in part, is used by County planners to 
evaluate coastal permits. Therefore, if developments_ are exempt from Jhi~ ~~-~pter 
there is no way to ascertain whether they in faCt db or 'do riOfput people or'structures at 
greater risk. The proposed amendment is a de facto determination that they will not. 
However, the Coastal Commission knows from experience that even the most minor 
projects, at times, do have geologic hazard implications. For example, someone could 
install a fence at the edge of the bluff, which could continue eroding. The f~nce could 
be undermined, breaking off after a storm and hitting someone on the beach below or 
otherwise causing public access damage. This potential adverse impact may not be 
identified and mitigated because of the provisions of the proposed amendment. The 
applicant could even rebuild the fence without further review. SimHarly, a hazardous 
condition could affect some of these small structures in a way that then requires 
extraordinary repairs that could have adverse impacts. They may even require 
seawalls, where no seawall would normally be allowed, as discussed in the following 
finding. · 

• 
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To its credit the County has included some measures to minimize these potential 
effects, but they do not completely eliminate the expressed concerns. One is the 
inclusion of a provision to require a Declaration of Restrictions to be recorded for non­
habitable structures to acknowledge that any conversion to an habitable used shall be 
subject to the provisions of the Geologic Chapter (proposed new Code Section 
16.10.070a). Unfortunately, this provision does not completely address the problematic 
scenarios suggested above, as they can occur whether the structure is habitable, non­
habitable, or non-habitable but illegally being used in a habitable manner. 

Second, the County Code has a proposed new section 16.10.070h2 which appears to 
say that even non-habitable structures not meeting the revised definition of 
development activity sometimes must be located more than 25 feet from the bluff (i.e., 
swimming pools, water tanks, unfavorable alteration of drainage patterns, grading, and 
all other projects where there is space to accommodate them outside the setback area). 
This is done by referring to these as "projects" not "development." Unfortunately, the 
previous sections in the Code referred to above give a contrary impression because 
they imply such projects are exempt (and they would be exempt from geologic 
assessment) without ever reaching this latter subsection. And again, there may be 
projects which still fall under this narrowed exception that deserve geologic review. This 
narrowed exception is discussed in the "Bluff Setback" section below . 

Conformance Conclusions: 

a. Under the Coastal Act all defined development must comply with the cited policies. 
The certified 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa 
Cruz has a set of geologic provisions which have been found consistent with the 
Coastal Act policies. Under the proposed land use plan amendment certain classes of 
development become exempt from having to follow certain provisions. This analysis 
shows that there is not complete assurance that the intent of the Coastal Act policies 
can still be carried out. Therefore,- the proposed land use plan amendment must be 
denied as being inconsistent with the Coastal Act. 

b. Under the proposed implementation plan amendment, certain classes of 
development would no longer have to comply with the provisions of the Geologic 
Hazards chapter. Thus, there would no longer be a mechanism to ensure compliance 
with the land use plan's geologic policies. Since the Commission is denying changes 
to these policies which reduce their scope, the commensurate implementation policies 
can not be approved. Furthermore, as noted, other 1994 General Plan and Local 
Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz provisions retain a broader applicability 
than the proposed implementation amendments (policy 6.1.1 requires a review of 
geologic hazards for all discretionary development projects in designated fault zones, as 
does policy 6.1.4 for liquefaction hazards) and these are r)Ot even being proposed for 
amendment. Therefore, the proposed amendment to implementation must be denied 
as being inadequate to carry out the certified land use plan. 
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Remedies: There are a various approaches to address the noted deficiency in the 
proposed amendment. One approach would be not to have a separate definition of 
"development activity" from "development" to apply only to the hazards provisions. 
Rather, the one broader definition is retained, but case by case exemptions either from 
the requirements to prepare a geologic report and/or to follow all the geologic 
requirements are specified to be allowed. This would reduce the confusion inherent in 
having separate definitions of "development" and "development activity." 

Another approach is to ensure that all "development" which requires a coastal permit 
within a hazard area is at least considered under geologic review. This would involve 
broadening the new definition of "development activity" to incorporate its intent; namely, 
that any other project that will increase the number of people exposed to geologic 
hazard, or that may create a hazard or exacerbate an existing geologic hazard, be 
considered "development" for the purposes of geologic reyiew. This approach adds 
slightly more verbiage, but it retains the language and format of the amendment, 
requiring fewer modifications of the proposal. Under this approach it is also necessary 
to be explicit that this separate **development activity" definition does not supersede the 
general definition of "development" used elsewhere for purposes of coastal permit 
review. In conclusion: 

• 

a. For the land use plan, the definition of development activity could be broadened in • 
the manner just described. If so modified, according to Modification1a on page 7, then 
the land use plan as amended will remain consistent with the Coastal Act and the 
amendment can be approved. 

b. In turn, if the proposed Implementation amendment is so modified, according to 
Modification1b on page 7, it can be approved as being consistent with the land use plan 
as amended and modified. · 

2. Bluff Setbacks 

Effect of Amendment 

a. The proposed amendments to the 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for 
the County of Santa Cruz add a new policy 6.2.13 to allow foundation repairs within the 
bluff setback zone. The bluff setback zone is defined as St. ~inimum 25 feet from the 
edge of the bluff (policy 6.2.12 formerly 6.2.11 ). "This policy creates a means for 
existing dwellings located within the setback to repair/replace/ upgrade their 
foundations, consistent with protection of public health and safety and the retention of 
existing housing stock," according to the County staff report. 

• 
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As noted above, a revision to the setback policy {6.2.12 formerly 6.2.11) is proposed so 
it applies to "development activities," not all "development." But wording is also 
proposed to encompass "non-habitable structures for which a building permit is 
required." 

b. The proposed amendment to the implementation plan adds a new Code Section 
16.1 0. 070h1 (iv}with similar foundation repair language. Code Section 16.1 0.070h 1 (ii) 
has a similar setback provision to the revised policy 6.1.12. A proposed new Code 
Section 16.1 0. 070h2 appears to further limit those projects that can be within the 
setback. Some non-habitable structures that do not require a building permit are still 
not allowed in the setback area: those that could be located beyond the setback, 
unfavorably alter drainage patterns, or involve grading. The text goes on to give 
examples of what remains exempted {i.e., allowed in the 25 foot setback): "decks which 
do not require a building permit (i.e., are less than 18 inches high) and do not 
unfavorably alter drainage, play structures, showers {where run-off is controlled), 
benches, landscape boulders, statues, and gazebos which do not require a building 
permit." 

Analysis: The County has attempted to allow only a very limited class of projects 
within the bluff setback area. The proviso that among these, only those that can not be 
located elsewhere on the property can be within the setback, helps ensure that the 
intent of the general setback policies is not compromised. Generally, the Commission 
concurs that the very limited exemptions are appropriate. However, the problem with 
this proposal is that these structures, once installed, could be considered "existing 
development." As erosion continues, the applicant then could apply for a seawall to 
protect these ancillary facilities which are now existing "development." Under the local 
coastal program (policy 6.2.16) and pursuant to the Coasfal Act, existing development is 
generally allowed to be protected, if threatened. Whereas someone's house may be 
setback a sufficient distance to not warrant proter.tion, these seaward structures could 
make the property eligible for protection. Savvy landowners whose existing house is 
setback beyond a threatened area but who are desirous of a seawall will first take 
advantage of this exemption to place gazebos, decks, etc. within the setback area. 
They will then apply for a seawall to protect this existing development, thwarting the 
intent of the cited land use plan policy. 

Conformance Conclusions: 

a. The narrow exceptions to the blufftop setback policy proposed in the land use plan 
can be found consistent with the cited Coastal Act sections and are thus approved. 

b. Zoning regulations are typically more detailed than land use plan policies and include 
more procedural provisions. As noted there can be unintended consequences from 
these proposed exceptions. The result could be a conflict with land use plan policy 
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6.2.16. Therefore, the proposed amendment to the zoning ordinance is inadequate to 
carry out the certified land use plan and is denied. 

Remedy: The zoning provision can be easily modified to ensure that exempted 
structures do not trigger the need for protective structures and are considered 
temporary, in that they can be removed or relocated. By adding such wording as shown 
in Modification 2 on page 8, the amended implementation plan, as modified, remains 
consistent with the land use plan as amended. 

3. · Deference of Geological Report 

Effect of Amendment: Another component of the proposed amendment, involving 
Code Section 16.10.060A, changes the timing of geology, soil, or other technical report 
preparation. The current certified provisions state that the reports must be prepared 
prior to any public hearing or action on a discretionary permit, which would include a 
coastal permit. The proposed amendment allows the County Geologist to defer report 
preparation to any time prior to a building permit being issued if it is unlikely that the 
report could result in a significant change of the size or loeation of the project. The 
intent of this provision is to save the applicant the cost of technical geologic 
investigation prior to having a determination of whether the proposed project will be 
allowed for other reasons. 

Analysis: There are three problems with this approach. First, it leaves the judgment as 
to what effect the technical report may have on the project to tl)e County Geologist. 
While the County Geologist is no doubt well-qualified to make such predictions, the 
purpose of these reports is for outside consultants to provide more information and 
expertise than the County Geologist may have. Therefore, the Geologist may not have 
all the information necessary to make such a decision. Second, under the Coastal Act 
procedures, local goverhrifenractions must be taken before there is any formal permit 
review by the Coastal Commission, such as through the appeal process. However, 
Coastal Commission staff often reviews proposed projects at an earlier stage, such as 
to offer comments under the California Environmental Quality Act or to the local 
government. In this latter case, future appeals can often b~ prevented. In order to 
perform such evaluations, Coastal Commission staff often needs to see the technical 
reports, which under the proposed amendment might not longer be prepared at this 
stage. Third, if there is an appeal, the Coastal Commission must make a decision 
based largely on the County record. If there is no report in the County file, it may prove 
difficult to render a decision. The Commission would almost automatically have to find 
"substantial issue" and then continue the matter until the technical information was 
available. This scenario would result in the inefficiencies and delays that the 
amendment is supposed to prevent. 

• 

• 

• 
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Conformance Conclusion: For all of these reasons, the proposed amendment is not 
adequate to carry out the land use plan and must be denied. 

Remedies: If this proposed amendment was simply deleted, then there would be no 
issue. However, the intent of the amendment is worthy, and in many circumstances 
(including always outside of the coastal zone) it would not cause Coastal Commission 
concerns. To address the noted coastal zone concerns, this provision could be worded 
so as not be to applicable to projects appealable to the Coastal Commission. With such 
a modification, as shown by Modification 3 on page 8, the proposed amendment can be 
approved as adequate to carry out the land use plan. 

4. Shoreline Structure Criteria 

Analysis: This component of the proposed amendment to the zoning ordinance 
relocates criteria for shoreline structures from section16.10.070(h)5 to a new Section 
16.10.070{h)3 and rewords them. Generally, the new language better conforms to land 
use plan policy 6.2.16. However, as this is the implementation chapter, it should not 
just repeat policy language, it should contain procedures and details clear enough to 
adequately implement the policy. Missing are details on staging plans. Construction 
activities could have adverse impacts on beach access, for example, that would be 
inconsistent with land use plan policies. Therefore, this amendment component is 
denied as being inadequate to carry out the land use plan policy. 

Remedy: Details about criteria for construction staging plans could be added to this 
section. If so modified, according to Modification 4, then the amended section is 
approved as being adequate to carry out the land use plan, as amended. 

5. Fault Setback 

a. The proposed amendment to General Plan policy 6.1.11 changes the setback for 
fault zones from 50 feet to as close as 25 with proper studies. This amendment reflects 
current geologic and geotechnical practice according to the County staff report. · 
Therefore, it is approved as being consistent with Coastal Act sections 30253(1) & (2). 

b .. The proposed amendment to Code Sections 16.10.070(b)2 and 16.10.080(a)2) 
contain similar language and are, therefore, approved as consistent with the amended 
land use plan. 

6. Reconstruction Where Damage Exceeds 50% 

a. These proposed amendment components to 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal 
Program for the County of Santa Cruz policies 6.2.20 and 6.2.21 add new provisions to 



SANTA CRUZ COUNTY LCP MAJOR AMENDMENT 2-98 Page 20 

allow reconstruction of structures on coastal bluffs or due to storm wave inundation 
where damage has exceeded 50%. All applicable regulations, including minimum 
setbacks have to be met; otherwise, only in-kind reconstruction is allowed and only if 
the hazard can be fully mitigated. This applies whether or not the damage is due to the 
hazard. Since Coastal Act Section 30610g allows reconstruction no matter what extent 
the damage and what the disaster, this provision is approved as consistent with the 
Coastal Act. 

b. The proposed amendments to the implementation plan contain a new section and 
table 16.10.070h4 with similar language. They are approved as being consistent with 
and adequate to carry out the cited land use plan policies as amended. 

7. Land Divisions In Floodplains 

• 

a. This proposed component of the amendment to the 1994 General Plan and Local 
Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz adds and clarifies criteria for allowing 
land divisions in floodplains (Policy 6.4.5). Under the current policy each building site 
must be located out of the floodplain. The major change is a clarification that building 
sites include septic systems. This provision must be read in conjunction with a previous 
amendment (#1-98) that does not allow any density credit in a floodplain. Thus, new 
parcels lines may be within floodplains, but not new development, nor density credit for • 
new development. As such, the proposed amendment is approved as consistent with 
Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

b. The proposed amendment to renumbered Section 16.1 0.070f2 of the County Code 
contains identical language to the land use plan amendment. It is thus approved as 
consistent with and adequate to carry out the land use plan as amended. 

~·'8: Septic'Syste'ms in Floodplains 

This proposed component of the amendment to the 1994 General Plan and Local 
Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz makes two changes. First, policy 6.4.9 
is reword~d to state that septic systems to serve undeveloped parcels are not to be 
located in the floodway, nor in the rest of the floodplain if there is a suitable location 
outside of the floodplain. Under the current policy language, one can not install a septic 
system in the floodplain to serve new development. Thus, the proposed policy changes 
would in the future appear to allow a new system to be installed (1) if there is no 
suitable location outside of the floodplain and (2) to serve new development if the parcel 
is developed. This would have the effect, for example, of allowing someone to install a 
new system if there was one structure on a parcel and an applicant wanted to build a 
new house and convert the structure to a shed or guest house. This revision is being 
proposed to conform to federal and state regulations, and to reflect current practices. 
Any proposed system would still have to meet the various technical requirements of the • 
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zoning ordinance to ensure protection of human health and biotic resources. This 
proposal, although shown as a local coastal program amendment should have minimal 
effect in the coastal zone. Almost all parcels entirely within the floodplain within the 
County's coastal zone are on sewers. 

Second, this proposed amendment's intent is to prohibit expanding an existing system 
in the floodplain. This would have the effect, for example, of not allowing someone to 
add on to their house in a manner that required more sewage treatment capacity (e.g., 
adding a new bedroom), unless they could install a new system, could utilize an existing 
system outside of the floodplain, or utilize some alternative means of treatment. 

These amendments represent means to protect human health from development in the 
floodplain. They are thus approved as being consistent with Coastal Act Section 
30253(1). 

9. Other Substantive and Procedural Changes 

The proposed amendment to the implementation plan also would: 

• Add and clarify purposes and authorizations for "Geologic Hazards" chapter of County 
Code (IP new Sections 16.10.022, 16.10.025; revised Sections 16.10.010, 16.10.020) 

• Add conflict, liability disclaimer, and severability sections (IP Sections 16.1 0.035, 
16.10.036, 16.10.037)) 

• Delete special exemptions for 1989 Lorna Prieta earthquake (IP Section 16.10.040s, 
formerly 16.10.040p; 16.10.075 to be deleted; 16.10.095 to be deleted) 

• Change geologic assessment and report procedures (IP Section 16.10.060) 
• Subject some additional work on existing structures to Federal floodplain 

requirements (IP Section16;10.070(f)3) 
• Require basements to be elevated above 100 year flood level (IP Section 

16.10.070(f)3Vi formerly(f)4) 
• Allow unlimited amount of space below 100 year flood plains to be enclosed (IP Section 

16.10.070h(5)vi) . 
• Require water and sewage systems to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood waters 

into the system (IP new Section 16.10.070(f)6) 
• Prohibit new septic systems in floodways (IP new Section 16.10.070(g)4) 
• Require project denial if National Flood Insurance Program regulations are not met (IP 

Section 16.10.090) 
• Add very limited exceptions to flood criteria pursuant to federal guidelines (IP, new 

section 16.10.1000) 
• Add violation provisions (IP Section 16.10.120A) 
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Many of these provisions are to render the ordinance more in line with the Federal 
model ordinance and federal regulations. These provisions are all approved as being 
consistent with related land use plan provisions (specifically, policies in sections 6.1 
"Seismic Hazards," 6.2 "Slope Stability", and 6.4 "Flood Hazards.") 

10. Other Editorial Matters 

a. The remaining proposed amendments to the 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal 
Program for the County of Santa Cruz are editorial in nature. For example, the revision 
deleting policy 6.2.8 removes a redundant policy. Therefore, these are all approved as 
consistent with the relevant cited Coastal Act policies. 

b. The remaining proposed amendments to the implementation plan also reorganize 
and make other non-substantive editorial changes, procedural changes, and add and 
revise other definitions. By themselves these amendments alone would be considered 
"minor." However, they are an integral part of this one amendment part which has 
major components as well. These revisions are located throughout Chapter 16.1 0. In 
some cases the wording change reflects more closely the corresponding land use plan 
language. These are approved as being consistent with and adequate to carry out the 
land use plan, as amended with the suggested modifications. 

C. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 

The County gave both these amendments "Negative Declarations" under CEQA, finding 
no adverse impacts. The Commission concurs, for the reasons discussed in these 
findings, and provided the four suggested modifications are made. As such, there are 
no additional feasible alternatives nor feasible mitigation measures available which 

· "";;;":~ ;:· ... _: · would substantially lessen any significant adverse environmental~ffects: whiCh §pproval 
of the amendments, as modified would have on the environment. 

• 

• 

• 
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SANTA CRUZ COUNTY: LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM MAJOR 
AMENDMENT NO. 2-98 

ATTACHMENT 

FULL TEXT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 

PORTIONS WHICH ARE NEW ARE SHADED or UNDERLINED 

DELETIONS ARE SHOWN BY STRIKE-OUTS 



II j_. 
EXHIBIT A 

Al\tiEND THE SANTA CRUZ COUNTY GENERA.L PLAN/LOCAL 
COASTAL PROGRAIVI LAND USE PLAN BY ADDING SECTION 2.3.7 TO 
READ AS FOLLOWS: 

U2 Recognize existing legal residential parcels outside the Urban Services Line that 
are less than one acre in size .as conforming with the Genera} P!aryJ.ocal Coastal 
Program Land Use Plan. Maintain these parcels in the R-1-5 to R-1-40 zone 
district ands applv the site standards of the zone district to all development. 

• 

• 

• 
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384 
GENERAL PLAN/LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM LA!'l'D USE PLAN AMENDMENTS 

The following General Plan/Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan amendments are proposed to 
compliment the ordinance amendments proposed to Chapter 16.10 and to make the General Plan 
policies internally consistent. 

.A...meRd Table 2 2 as shown in the attachment. 

R · · a. J J · · · · · d b e ·· u · · · e J · • e · · · · r '• elllSlrJ~'#S prepose to atft:rt•t.:s:r c&n.wsttmcy cona:tJu 1 t'ltse ry ~tliiJ 1111a ~n:mw ~vmmiSS/01~ 

. 6.1.11 Setbacks from Faults 

(LCP) Exclude from density calculations for land divisions, land within 50 feet of th.~ 
~cJse·Sf'the;~r~ of:filliJ.t i~aP.~eci pffset an~ ~toi-tiO.n of an active or potentially 
active fault trace. Require 50 foot setbacks for all residential ana 100 foot 
setbaclcs for all commercial, multi residential, high occupancy, and critical 
structures from active or potentially active fault traces. ln~dditiori, aU new 

~~~~!!fw~~mte.ii~~~~~~Qtrt~iZ~a~~~~~t~~kdisio~~t:Tt!nfifty 
acH:Ye.Q!.pcit~IU1~l)i.a~tY,~:r~4ij~rate: .[}lls~~tbaC:krtia}iJ:>~teduceti.ioa••!iiitllin,tim 

ilili.~§~III~~~~~!:~ 
facilities shall be set back a minimum of one hundred ( 1 00) feet from active or 
potentially acti't'e fault traces.tlj~ &ige'pf}the~ 9tf.ahl.tin1fuced offsetand 
rl.iSi(i:rt19n 9!~ ~4tiV~hf .il9.t~rl!ial1.Y: actwe Jauftiiace: 

c • ·,·. ' ...... ~ ..... .._ .... ~~ ••• ' .... ·- ~ • 

Revision proposed to reflect current geologic and geotechnical praciice. 

6.2.8 Road Construction 

(LCP) Require an engineering geology report and engineering super1ision to ensure 
effective road construction vrhere there have been severe washouts and landslides 
on private or pub lie roads; and require geologie and engineering revie'>'> of all 
proposed road construction in landslide proAe areas. 

Deletion of redundant policy; see Policy 6.2.1 and 6.2.2. 

6.2.+410 Site Development to Minimize Hazards 
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385 

Require all developments to be sited and designed to avoid or minimize hazards as 
determined by the geologic hazards assessment. or geologic and engineering 
investigations. 

Policy order changed for clarity. 

6.2.-WU Geologic Hazards Assessment in Coastal Hazard Areas 

(LCP) Require a geologic hazards assessment ojitlJ.Itge(}lggiq~~port for all development 
proposals ~ct1Vit1i within coastal hazard areas, including all development actiyity 
within 1 00-feet of a coastal bluff. Other technical reports may be required if 
significant potential hazards are identified by the hazards assessment. 

Revision proposed to reflect the proposed new definition of "development activity··. and the 
. order is changed for clarity. · 

·:"· 

6.2.++12 Setbacks frQm Coastal Bluffs 

(LCP) All development i:~&¥1~$, including t.ltqs~.wh.i~b,~ cantilevers-ed; and non 
hab~ab~e $~i~f.~·tc.it:::iflb:.i·:~~~4ih!i:Pe.mn.t:)~J~Ut(ed, portioRs of a structure 
shall be set back a minimum of25 feet from the top edge of the bluff. A setback 
greater than 25 feet may be required based on conditions on and adjoining the site. 
The setback shall be sufficient to provide a stable building site over the 1 00-year 
lifetime ofthe structure, as determined through geologic and/or soil engineering 

~~~,~--,~h=i~~t~1he 
6.2.12 100 Year 8ite Stability 

The 100 year stability ofthe euildiRg site shall ROt ee depeRdeRt l:lpOR structural 
eRgiReeriRg measures (such as shoreliRe proteetioA, retainiRg walls or deep piers). 

Adds proposed new lefinition "development activity", rewords policy 6. 2. 12 for increased 
clarity, and combines policies 6.2.1 1 and 6.2.12. 

6~2.13 Ex~p~iQrf(or 179urid~ti(ln.:~~pl~¢#irienfaild/prl1pgrade 

(LCP) Foundation teplacemeni'andlorfoundationupgn\desthaf meet the definition of 
development activity shaiL~eetJhe.25-foot minim~.andJOO-year stability 
setback requir~ments. A1l exc;eption to those reqw.reme~ts may be. granted for 
existing structures :that are located p·artly qr wholly)Vithin the setback if the 
Planning Directordetetmines thai: 
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l)the area oftbe structure.thatis W.ithin the setback does not exceed 25% of the area of 
the .. stnictuie, OR 

2) the structure carui.cit be reioC:ated to Illeetthe setback due to inadequate parcel size. 

This policy creates a means for existing dwellings located within the setback to have the 
foundations repaired, replaced, or upgraded consistent with protection of public health and 
safety, and the retention of existing housing stock. 

6.2.Hl4 Impro¥ements ~dgt~j(;ifi$ to Existing Structures 

(LCP) ImproYements to eJtisting structures located within the 25 feet minimum setback 
shall not encroach closer to the top of the bluff. All building aAdditions, including 
second story and cantilevered additions, ~ban cofu,plfw~rh the s~tbac~ 
t~q~irem~ftt~pt$.~Jj2. 25 feet setback. 

Policy cla_rified .Improvements are already addressed by Policy 6. 2.12. 

6.2.15 New Development on Existing Lots ofRecord 

• (LCP) Allow development ac;ii~tl~ in areas subject to storm wave inundation or beach 
or bluff erosion on existing lots of record, within existing developed 
neighborhoods, under the following circumstances: 

(a) A technical report (including a geologic hazards assessment, engineering / . 
geology report and/or soil engineering report) demonstrates that the potential 
hazard can be mitigated over the I 00-year lifetime of the structure. Mitigations 
can include, but are not limited to, building setbacks, elevation of the structure, 
friction pier~ep caisson feundati~ i~~fougdatiot1 (i~sign; 

• c • • -.. ·- • • - •• 

(b) Mitigation of the potential hazard is not dependent on shoreline Br coaS-taJbluff 
protection structures, except on lots where both adjacent parcels are already 
similarly protected; and 

Revisions to make policy consist em with 6. 2.12. 

(c) Where a deed restriction indicating the potential hazards on the site and the 
le¥el of prior investigation conducted is recorded on the deed v,'ith the County 
Recorder. T~e owner rec§rdsaDeclaration .of Geologic Hazards <>ri the property 
t!eed that descfibesthe}10terit1al hazard. and the level ofgeologicand/or 
ge6technical•i#vestigatio.rLqonducted. 

we vision proposed to incorporate improved language for Declaration(~! Geologic Hazards. 
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6.2. 16 Structural Shoreline Protection Measures 

(LCP) Limit structural shoreline prote.ction measures to structures which protect existing 
structures from..~.~igrufjca!# threat; vacant lots which .through lack of protection 
threaten adjacent developed lots, public works, public beaches, or coastal 
dependent uses. 

Require any application for shoreline protection measures to include a thorough 
analysis of all reasonable alternatives, including but not limited to, relocation or 
partial removal of the threatened structure, protection of the upper bluff or area 
immediately adjacent to the threatened structure, engineered shoreline protection 
such as beach nourishment, revetments, or vertical walls. Permit structural 
protection measures only if non-structural measures (e.g. building relocation or 

·change in design) are infeasible from an engineering standpoint or not 
economically viable. · 

The protection structure must not reduce or restrict public beach access, adversely 
affect shoreline.processes and sand supply, increase erosion on adjacent properties, 
or cause harmful impacts on wildlife and fish habitats or archaeological or 
paleontological resources. 

The protection structure must be placed as close as possible to the development 
requiring protection and must be designed to minimize adverse impacts to 
recreation and to minimize visual intrusion. 

Shoreline protection structures shall be designed to meet approved. engineering 
standards for the site as determined through the e!lvironmental review process. 
Structural 19rotection measures should only be considered where significant threat 
to an existing stfl:leture exiSts or where seawalls he.Ye been constructed ·B£ 

.:::, , ~JiiBg:p.afP.els~ . · , . · ... · · · 

Detailed technical studies witl-~ha:tlbe required to accurately define oceanographic 
conditions affecting the site. All shoreline protective structures shall incorporate 
permanent survey monuments for future use in establishing a s4rvey monument 
network along the coast for use in monitoring seaward encroachment or slumping 
of revetments or erosion trends. 

No approval shall be given for shoreline protective structures that do not include 
permanent monitoring and maintenance programs. Such programs shall include a 
report to the County every five years or less, as determined by a qualified 
professional, after construction of the structure, detailing the condition of the 
structure and listing any recommended maintenance work. Maintenance programs 
shall be recorded and shall allow for County removal or repair of a shoreline 
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protective structure, at the owner's expense, if its condition creates a public 
nuisance or if necessary to protect the public health and safety. 

Revisions made to make this policy section easier to read and for consistency with other 
proposed amendments. 

6.2.18 Prohibit Ne·•s,' Structures Public $efvic~s in Coastal Hazard Areas 

(LCP) Exclude areas subject to coastal inundation, as defined by geologic hazards 
assessment or full geologic report, from use for densitycalculations. Prohibit ne'tv 
structures, public facilities, and prphibit utiili:Yfa.cllitie~:ind service transmission 
systems in coastal hazard areas unless they are necessary fef to serv~ existing 
residences. or to serve vacant lots '•''hieh through lack of protection threaten 
adjacent developed lets, public facilities, public beaches or coastal dependent uses. 

This language is moved from policy 6.2.18 into a separate paragraph and policy to increase 
clarity: · 

6.2.20 Reconstruction of Damaged Structures on Coastal Bluffs 

(LCP) Permit reconstruction of structures on or at the top of a coastal bluff which are 
damaged as a result of coastal hazards, including slope instability and seismically 
induced landslides, qf.ar~~aged]Jy'<@ihcoasuil[elatedh~ards(fir~;i*;), and. 
where the loss is less than 50 perc~nt of the value, in accordance with the 
recommendations ofthe hazards assessment. Encourage relocation to a new 

. footprint provided that the new location is landward of the previous site at the best 
possible site not affecting resources (e.g. the most landward location, or landward 
of the area necessary to ensure a stable building site for the minimum 1 00-year 
lifetit?e, or not necessitating a future shoreline protective structure). 

W]len .structures located.c)ri ·or at ijte tqp.ofa coast& bluff are damaged as a result of 
co!IStal hazards~ including slope in~tability ar.td · sdsmi(:ally induced landslide~ andwbere 
the .loss is greater .than 50 perd~nthf the value; permitrecorisifUctionifalLappl.icab1e 
regulations can.be met, including minimum setbacks. Iftheminimum·setbatk cannot be 
met, allow.oriJy in~ kind reconstru.Ctlo~ andonly.'if the hazard Catl be· ntitigated to provide 
staqility <.Wera.IOOyear period.· 

For structures damaged by pther than c6astar hazards,. where theloss is greater than 50% 
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of the value, allow in.,kind r~const~tion, subject to allregulations except for the 
minimum setback. Allow other than in~ kind reconstruction only if the minimum setback is 
met. 

Exemption: Public beach facilities a.Rd damage ·.vl;ich results from AOH eoastal related 
ha2ards, such as fire, and replacements consistent with Coastal Act Policy 3061 O(g). 

Revision made to address situations where damage to stn1ctures exceeds 50 %. 

6.2.21 Rec()nstruction of Damaged Structures due to Storm Wave Inundation 

:(LCP) · Permit reconstruction of individual structures located in areas subject to storm 
wave inundation, which are damaged as a result of coastal hazards, and loss is less 
than 50 percent of the value, in accordance with recommendations from the 
geologic hazards assessment and other technical reports, as well as with policy 
6.2.16. ERcourage relocatioH to a nev• feotpriRt proYided tfiat the nev.· locatioH is 
la.Hd'Nard oftfie previous site at tfie best possible site AOt affecting resources (e.g. 
tfie most laHdward location, or landward oftfie area secessary to ensure a stable 
buildiRg site for tfie miRimum 1 00 year lifetime, or aot Reeessitating a future 
shoreline protective structure). If more tfian 75 percent oftfie Aeigfiborhoed, 
structures a.Hd f'Ublic facilities are damaged, recoAstruction must ta!Ee place in 
accordance vrith tfie requirements ofpolicy 6.2.15. 

~~m~tt1~~~~~::~=~~~~~~fl}~~:w~;t,t~~~~:J~~~:·,.~:;t~eo·.a5··a· result 
r~($~stiU¢Ho~>~r a11·. applic:ilil~ih.i8Ufat!ons.·C8n'be met. mt:t.the>:mrrumlim setback cannot be 
riu~~ ;{ijlow o.rily in•kiri.d· r~oris~riici.-~ori~.and Qnly if th~ ~d.~be ,mitigtlted to proVide 
st•bmty.ov~ a; 1oo year peri¢, . 

foi ~ril.cttif.e~·d~eCi gr~t~Ft~ SQ,;per~llf()f tb~ value.~¥ other th~!l coastal hazards, 
&lloV/,;.iQ~ kind ·reeonstruq1on .. W;hi¢g.~ts ali resulitions"~"~pt:fQr ·$e coas;al. bluff 
setb~ck. Allow. other than .in~kind,t~~n$tructioni9'n\y if the fni~Hnuin setbackis met, 

. Exceptions: Public beach facilities a.Hd damage 'NAich results from non eoestal related 
8a2ards, suck as fire, and replacements consistent with Coastal Act Policy 3061 O(g). 

{evision made to address situations where damage to structures exceeds 50 %. The provision to 
ncourage /ant.IH:ard relocation is deleted because if often conflicts with efforts to minimize 
a::ardfrom slope failure. Also, the provision that applies to large scale damage of a 
eighhorhood is deleted because it is too vague to be e1~forced The reconstruction policy is 

. }equate to el!force I he coastal bluff set hacks and other regulations for both individual cases 
·, 1d cases where "neighborhoods·· have heen damaged. 
\ 
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• .4.5 New Parcels in 100-Year Floodplains .. 

(LCP) Allow the creation of new parcels, including those created by minor land division or 
Stl.bdivision, in 1 00-year floodplains only under the following circumstances: 

(a) Demonstration that each proposed parcel contains at least one development site 
which is not subject to flood hazard. 
(b) A deed restriction indicating the limits and ele">'ations of the 1 00 year 
floodplain recorded with the County Recorder. 

(a) A· fullilYrl.r(:)lpgiC ~eport and any (>:ther.approprtat~technical report mu5t 
demonstrate that eachproposed parcel contains atl~sLone buildi~g site~ induding 
a septic. system and leach fie14.site, wilich{~· ru~fsuBject tq flood hazard, and that 
pl.lbHc utilities &ll~fB.¢i1fti~s svah~S. $¢W~f; sai~ e~ecirical· and ~a1:er systerl'lS can be 
todited·.and ~9nstrucJ~ irJ®htrnize~o<la djri}~g~~4.t1o(~·•ahealth hazard. 

(b).•A declarat1on i9d1caiii1gt]jtllinuts and etevaH()ns'ofthe oneihundred year 
floodplain certified. by a fegisf~r~pro(esslcnai .engineer or surveyor must be 
r.ecorded Witl1Jhe (;ouniyR,:et{:)rdet< 

(c) Adeq~te {fra!~~ge tq r~~pe #wosuretO floOd ~azards must. be proVided. 

~r;~~:~~;t~l~~~A~4~ii''Pr9}}6~t~:S~Liaehtlfyan no<?9 hazara. areas and .the 

Revision amplifies the requirements for the creati01i of building sites within floodplains, 
consistent with FEMA requirements. 

6.4.9 Septic Systems, Leach fields, and Fill Placement 

(LCP) Prohibit the location of septic systems and leach fields serving new development within the 
1 00 year floodplain. S~pd¢:systeljl~ an~ leach fieldsto serve p~eyiously undevelQped 
parcets· .• sliall•·•nofb~.~()c~t~ #ithhi ~e fiq()dway br thelOO year·tloodphun.···~epiic systems 
shan be de~tgned tQ avo1d. i.rhpainri'enttli contaffiinatio~. Allow the placement of fill within 
the 1 00-year floodplain in the minimum amount necessary, not to exceed 50 cubic yards. 
Fill shan orilybe allcrwed and only as part of a permitted deyeJopment and only if it can 
be demonstrated through environmental review· that the fill will not have cumulative 
adverse impacts on or off site. No fill is allowed in the floodway. 

Revisionproposed to reflect current regulatory (Federal, State and local) restrictions and 
limitations. 

Amend the Glossary of the General Plan/Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan as follows: 

• October l.f. 1998 
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· Density Credit 

(LCP) · he·nurnber of dwelling units allowed to be built on a particularpropert)t deterrn· ed by 
ap lyjng' the des~griat(!d general Pl;m and LCP .Land {Jse dciignationdensiw a 
hni)l_···· c#iti;ng zope (il$PJ.~t9~~~e qevelopable Po.rtiops of.~~ pro.pertY and .t hose non-

ek~-~~t:w?'~-~l!tJ:!:;~~~~y, 
~~~%:~J~~:rb!9fi''ij~_'i)tl~evelopablel~n~ sfi~J~~::srant • .. ~~n~w credit !or 

0\lt&detbe OSt-i\iid .. ·· L 
· · · ~)~a~t!l~l.P. ·:~~t~iij:_~P~·~Q_·.,~;~~; 

ll1s1ae·ilie.llst antF&SL. 
· .· .. ·· ··a) L-and Wit'h~opf;$.~s.'·'_·:_·:· .. ao})erceniilf ¥ieqill~~d buffersetbackfrom the top 

of the arroyo o~r)~e. .· :·dor •. up to.·.·· ... aiimum 'of5() percent of the total area 

~{fheP~~;.~~t~~~:_ ••.. e•!::U ~· ... ·~~·Gi:~~1,%~·•k?.· .. $o.·perc~nt_.of~e .property 
W1ttUil. the'Ib()"y~{~o~41)1ai& if · proposai.1s: ~erveii~y .sewers; bordered· by 

iaBntt~~~~ll1111~~~f~~area; 

G~~aT~if~~::~:ww;~tiQ~c~~wd 
~5,~:t~t~::~~~~~~ 
it)J:jutrer.. eas·~a~l~~b~>b~Weeri non--~ind!tfUratlanti ~. 
~~~r ~.iai.ld~ . 
~!~.-~p~Z=f~~~'iiei~~iim~9 ~y a geolqgic~··silldytp -~~ St(lble 

f) . :· tofic sites; 

The revision eflects changes made by the Board and Coastal Commission in 199./. 
Developm t Activity 

(LCP) Any·project that includes activity in any of the following categories is considered to be 
development activity: 
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(1) The construction or placement of any habitable structure, including a manufactured 
honie; . · 

(2) AAY r~pai.I~ teeons.ffii(#i(}~ altex-atiori~ addition, iof.hnproven1.ent of a habitable 
~<:ffirt;_·tha~tm?dipes9r:#pla~s mof:~trui!l ?O.PerC.§fof.the ~otallenith• of the 
~eriot~ls, ex~lps~ve·.ofinte,rio.randextenor'wa!l coveringSand •the._replad11g of 
wi11iiows'&l({Hdoi~With9ut ati,eiing·tb~!t(JJ)~ngs}[Tmsanows a total 
m,qgi£i~~#o!J pfr~pla~hl~tPf-4:PfP ~Q~; meilSI.lf~d.~ clescrjbed•·abqve .. whether 
~~e~()~m!~~~Qtm~~p#~•pfrie:or as the sU.tli:9£ffill1tiple·pfoje~s •during"the life 

(3) ;the addi#9~' Qf ~~1tat.lte ~pace'to apy sti.U¢1Uie.~ where.the additi{)n'1ncreasesthe 

~~W~~~r~~~~~~tJJ~W~~f~~~~~i~~;:ri~n~. 
1lab.itable~pac~··¢f·.~·$tm¢ttir~;Whethe.r til¢: ~(ldit~qns··are :roristrl.ided .. atone time .or 
a~ ill~ sum 9f.iliutMj)I~ ~gaitio~~·aun,TigJHe lif#.bfthe._structure; 

(4) Ari>i!.dditidn<ofaD.Y ~tze tb ti Stt;i&ureihatt~ located gn a coastal bluff, dune, or in 
the· coastal h~z~fd··-~~a, i~_af~e.nds ~h~~tiuC.tufe._in.Kseaward.·.direction . 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

r:tli~!t~hlr,·ieptii~~m~~·BrUP.ifa~¥9~m9¥¥.tHari·50% <)fan bdSiing foundation•or 
·a 'habitabl¢.&tnictilf~~ pr';i;~·aa~ition to aD. eXisH~g £01.l.ndation that is m()re. than 

Rf~M'{&~1~t~t~~u~~a~&~~lail£J~.i&~~~~~~~jt~~;:1:~;J~l~~t!~~~! 
tim¥ptasJh~ s4niot mti1t1t.ii¥ projects dufiQg.ihe Ufe br the structure; 

A. qiyisiQp qfiap\3 .§!"~}teLYcilf1oij 9fone•Q~ f.n<:lre.ftev)building _·sites; excepUNhere 
a]~d .divisioi}ls aeebmplished by the acq1lisiti()t1.tjr ~u¢h land by a public agency 
f()r<ptibli~ recr~iitt96al. ps~~ 

~y change of~se ~om a non+habiiableStiUCiliie••tO •. it"habitable structure, 
aceordingto the d.~furition <>t';habitabte" found in Section 16.1 o. 040, or a change 
oft.!se. frotn ~ny n{J.n--critic81· structure to a critical structure; 

Any Slteraiion 6! any strUcture posted ''Unsafe to Occupy". due to geologic 
hazards~ 

(10) Grading activities of any scaleinthe 100 year floodplain or the coastal hazard area, 
and any grading actiVIty which requires a permit (pursuant to Chapter 16.20) 
elsewhere; 
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This revision adds a definition of Development Activity which is only used in the Geologic 
Hazard sectioi1 Of Chapter 6, consistent with the definition required by FEMA and the proposed 
language revisions to Chapter 16. 10 of the County Code. 

Geologic Hazards Assessment 
(LCP) A briefretriew ~i;fl.~cy of the possible geologic hazards present at the site conducted by 

the staff geologist. 

B.evision proposed for clarity. 
) 

· ·Geologic Report, Prelif'AiRary 
(LCP) A brief geologie iR¥estigatioR coRduetee by a registeree geologist OR eoAtraet with the 

· CouRty "+'t<hieh assesses hazards iR the SS:R ,'\Rereas aRd SaR Gregorio Fault ZoRes for 
single family dwelling perm:its. 

These reports are no longer acceptable for geologic review purposes~'' , .. , 

Geologic Report, Full . 
(LCP) A complete geologic investigation conducted by a registered Q~ed ~nglij.~~gt,ig 

geologist hired by the applicant, and completed in accordance with the County Geologic 
Report Guidelines. 

·Revision recognizes change in report preparation requirements. 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

4IIE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MEETING 
On the Date of October 27, 1998 

REGULAR AGENDA Item No. 046 

Upon the motion of Supervisor Wormhoudt 1 duly seconded by su­
pervisor Almquist, the Board, by unanimous vote 1 adopted Resolution 
No. 425-98 adopting amendments to Chapters 13.10 and 16.10 of the 
County Code and various sections of the General Plan/Local Coastal 
Program Use Plan regarding geologic hazards regulations; adopted 
Ordinance No. 4518 amending Section 13.10.700-D and Chapter 16.10 of 
the County Code relating to geologic hazards; directed staff to 
submit these revisions and amendments to the State of California 
Coastal Commission as part of the next 1998 "Rounds" package; with 
an additional directive that Section 6.4.9 of the General Plan/Local 
Coastal Program Land Use Plan Amendments add language to read: 
floodplain ..• "The capacity of existing septic systems in the 100 
year floodplain or floodway shall not be increased." ..• ; further 
directed Environmental Health to report back regarding changes made 
to County Code Chapter 7.38 1 Sewage Disposal, to make it consistent 
with amended language of'General Plan/Local Coastal Program Land Use 
Plan 6.4.9; and further directed Planning staff to report back at 

•
the first meeting in August, 1999, regarding post-disaster policies 
and procedures 

cc: CAO, vCalifornia Coastal Commission, Planning 

State of California, County of Santa Cruz-ss. 

Susan A. Mauriello, Ex-officio Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Cruz, State of 
lifornia, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the order made and entered in thA 
nutes of said Board of Supervisors. In witness thereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed 

seal of said Board of Supervisors. 

by 

_ rz5:<.__ Page 2 of 2 

~cd~~~~~=~~.~~~-//~~-CAG~/~d~~~~~---------' Deputy Clerk, on November 31 1998. 
<.1 '--' ~CCo 2-9f 
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CHAPTER 16.10 

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 
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Definitions 
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16.10.010 PURPOSE. The purposes of this chapter are: 

(a) To implement the policies of the National Flood Insurance 
Insurance Administration, the State of California Alquist-Priolo 

· the Santa Cruz County General Plan, 
and the Land Use Plan of the Local Coastal Program; and 

(b) To minimize oflife, injury and damage to 
public and private property caused by the natural physical hazards of earthquakes, floods, 
landslides, and coastal processes; and 

(c) 

Proposed Amendments 
to Chapter 16.10 
January 13, 1999 

MASTER LIST OF REVISIONS 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

• 
preventing inappropriate land uses and development in tHe5e areas where natural dynamic 
processes present a potential threat to the public health, safety, ae4 welfare, IIIIJIIIIt 
Ill ~ . 

(Ord. 3340, 11/23/82; 3598, 1116/84) 

Provision added to conform to the FEMA mode/floodplain ordinance. 

This chapter sets forth regulations and review procedures for development 
activities · · · systems installation, development permitsl 

·ts, minor land divisions, and 
within hazards 

(Ord. 3340, 11/23/82; 3598, 1V6/84; 3635, 3/26/85) 

The phrase Change of Use in the third line has been added because many non-habitable 
structures are no longer subject to this ordinance, and the conversion of structures from 
a non-habitable to a habitable use is a change that will be subject to the provisions of 
this ordinance. 

Sections 16.10.022 and 16.10.025 added to conform to the FEMA mode/floodplain 
ordinance . 

Proposed Amendments 
to Chapter 16.10 
January 13, 1999 2 

MASTER LIST OF REVISIONS 



16.10.030 AMENDMENT PROCEDURE. Any revision to this chapter which applies to the • 
Coastal Zone shall be reviewed by the Executive Director of the California Coastal Commission 
to determine whether it constitutes an amendment to the Local Coastal Program. When an 
ordinance revision constitutes an amendment to the Local Coastal Program, such revision shall 
be processed pursuant to the hearing and notification provisions of Chapter 13.03 of the County 
Code and shall be subject to approval by the California Coastal Commission. (Ord. 3340, 
11/23/82; 3598, 11/6/84) 

• 
Sections 16-10.035-16.10.037 added to conform with the FEMA mode/floodplain 

··"i''ordinttiice. · ... - : . ~,,, ,~•, {· ""~~:o-~:':tr~,'ii·i'f;!·"':; .. ~_, 

16.10.040 DEFINITIONS. For the purposes ofthis chapter, the following definitions apply: 

Definition added to conform to FEMA model floodplain ordinance. 

cal> Active. A geologic feature (fault or landslide) which shows evidence of movement, 
IJIIB!IlriJJ~, or activity within the last 10,000 -
years). (referred to as "reeeat"). 

Proposed Amendments 
to Chapter 16.10 
January 13, 1999 

MASTER LIST OF REVISIONS 
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• 

• 

• 

Revised to conform with the definition of active fault used in the State Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zone Act. 

(c) 

(d) 

(ef> 

• 

Adjacent I contiguous parcel. A parcel touching the subject parcel and not separated from 
the subject parcel by a road, street or other property. 

Areas of special flood hazard. The one hundred year floodplain and flood'Nay 
~¥m~r~p~~I~~~~~4SJ~~~~{as identified by the Federal Insurance Administration, 

the Federal~~ .. ,-.,.,,-··-

Definitions revised to conform to the FEMA model floodplain ordinance . 

Definition added to conform to the FEMA model floodplain ordinance. 

(4) Beach erosion. Temporary or pennanent reduction, transport or removal of beach sand by 
littoral drift, tidal actions, storms or tsunamis. 

f£1 ~. Total interior cubic volume as measured from the exterior surface ofthe structure. 

(g!) Certified Engineering Geologist. A Registered Geologist who is licensed by the State of 
California to practice the sub-specialty of Engineering Geology. 

Adds clarifying language. 

Proposed Amendments 
to Chapter 16.10 
January 13, 1999 

MASTER LIST OF REVISIONS 
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<it Coastal dependent uses. Any development or use which re~ires a site -
on or adjacent to the.,. see~ funetionel. 

00 Coastai erosion processes. Natural forces that cause the breakdown and transportation of 
earth or rock materials on or along beaches and bluffs. These forces include landsliding, 
surface runoff, wave action and tsunamis. 

(kfl) Coastal hazard areas. Areas which are subject to physical hazards as a result of coastal 
processes such as landsliding, ef erosion of a coastal bluff, and inundation or erosion of a 
beach by stoffil end tsl:H'ler-ni 
the Loeel Coastal Program Constraints Met3 end interpreti¥e maps on file vrith the 
Pla:aning Department. 

Ill Coastal High Hazard Area. Means Areas subject to high velocity waters, including tidal 
and coastal inundation or tsl:H'lemis. These areas and base flood elevations are identified 
on a Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) as Zones Vl-30, VE or V. 

(mi) who is a registered • 
and has been authorized by the Planning 

Director to implement this chapter, or a registered geologist 
under contract by the County who has been authorized by the Planning Director to 
implemeat Ill' this chapter. (Ord. 4090, 12/4/90) 

• 

~ • 
Clarification of the above two definitions suggested by County Counsel. 

( el) Critical structures and facilities. Structures and facilities which are subject to specified 
' ·· ,,~,.~,;;, ,:. • · .-. · seismic safety standards because of their immediate and vital public~oo 'et''~.r:t:-': ., , 

the severe hazard presented by their structural failure. These structures include hospitals 
and medical facilities, fire and police stations, disaster reliefand emergency operating 
centers, large dams and public utilities, public transportation and communications 
facilities, buildings with involuntary occupancy such as schools, jails, and convalescent 
homes, and high occupancy structures such as theaters, churches, office buildings, 
factories, and stores . 

• 
Proposed Amendments 
to Chapter 16.10 
January 13, 1999 

MASTER LIST OF REVISIONS 
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This provision is added to prevent large projects from being segmented into multiple 
projects that are each valued at less than 50 percent, in order to circumvent geologic 
review. A cap of five years is added to allow for bona fide, cumulative smaller 
improvements. Prevention of segmentation is added based on recommendation ofCounty 
Counsel. 

Developmentklevelopment activities. The division of land or creation of nevi' building 
sites, ineluding lot splits, except where a land division is accomplished by the acquisition 
of such land b;' a public agency for public recreational use; the placement of or erection 
of any solid material or structure including a manufactured home on land, in or above 
'.:vater; additions of500 teet or more in size; the construction ofnew structures, roads, 
utilities or other facilities; the substa:J:Hial improvement of any structure including any 
facility of any private, public or municipal utility; grading activities, deposition of refuse 
debris or fill materials; and the installation of septic systems. Exemption: fences and 
other non habitable, accessory structures vlfl:ioh do not require a grading permit; and 
residential additions under 500 square feet in size vmich do not require grading or Coastal 
Permit. These exemptions do not apply to any property located in a flood hazard area. 

This definition is internally inconsistent, confUsing to the public, and difficult to 
administer objectively and fairly. For example, the definition lists three different 
thresholds for what type of project constitutes "development": placement of any solid 
material, additions greater than 500 square feet, and "substantial improvement", without 
indicating when each threshold applies. It makes no distinction between habitable and 
non-habitable structures, which subjects barns and storage buildings to the same level of 
review as homes. Because the concept of "substantial improvement" is based on the 
market value of the structure, this term adds a subjective component to the definition of 
development. 

Notvlithstanding any other limitations contained in this section, any repair or 
reconstruction of a structure damaged as a result of the earthquake of October 17, 1989, 
or associated aftershocks, shall be deemed to be de•,relopment activity subject to the 
provisions ofthis chapter if the property on '>Yhich the struoture is located has been posted 
unsafe to occupy due to geologic hazards affecting the property. Not·;vithstanding 
whether or not it constitutes "development" under this subseotion, any repair or 
reoonstruotion of a habitable structure damaged as a result of the earthquake of October 
17, 1989, or associated aftershocks, shall be subject to the notice requirements of Section 
16.10.095, and any foundations vr:ithin designated seismic, flood plain, or coastal hazard 
areas shall be subject to the design requirements of Section 16.10.075. (Ord. 4024, 
10/24/89; 4080, 9/11/90) 
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This paragraph was originally included through the adoption of an emergency 
ordinance amendment to aid individuals in repairing homes damaged by the Lorna Prieta 
earthquake. Nine years after the event, such short term recovery has been completed. 
Any unrepaired damages from the earthquake can be reviewed using standard 
procedures . 

• 

• 

• 
• • 

Proposed Amendments 
to Chapter 16.10 
January 13, 1999 

MASTER LIST OF REVISIONS 

7 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

This revised definition of development more clearly establishes a threshold for what is _ 
considered to be "devefnprrfent.", and is therefore subject to geologic review, and what is 
not. This definition will provide for review of projects that increase the number of people 
exposed to potential hazards, such as new units and new lots, and projects that change 
the degree of risk, such as changes to the footprint that bring a structure significantly 
closer to a hazardous area. 

It will also allow for review of projects that represent an advantageous time to build in 
hazard mitigation if it is needed, such as during major foundation modification, while not 
regulating projects that do not increase the hazard to people or the proximity of the 
hazard For example, there is no need to regulate stables and storage buildings, minor 
foundation upgrades with no expansion of the footprint, or to review interior remodeling 
projects, relative to geologic hazards. -
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This definition has therefore been rewritten to accomplish five things: 

1) to more clearly spell out that which does and does not constitute 
"development", 

2) to eliminate geologic review of smaller projects that do not increase the exposure 
of people to hazards, 

3) to allow for a cumulative accounting of multiple smaller projects that, taken 
together, should trigger geologic review, 

4) to conform to FEMA regulations, and 
5) to add three categories of projects that were not clearly covered in the old 

definition and that could increase public exposure to geologic hazards. 

The majority of projects that were "development" according to the previous definition 
will continue to be subject to the requirements ofthis chapter, for example: 

all new habitable buildings, creation of new building sites, and roads, utilities, 
and septic systems. 
larger habitable additions, which will be measured based on increase in square 
footage, which is a more objective approach than the previous measure, which 
was increase in value. 
larger remodeling projects, which will be measured by the extent of the exterior 
structural renovation, rather than by 50% of the value. This does away with the 

• 

subjective measure of value, and recognizes that even a 100% interior remodeling • 
effort does not affect the number of people exposed to geologic hazard, the 
proximity to the hazard, or any other risk factor associated with the hazard 

The definition has been clarified to specifically include extensive (greater than 50%) 
foundation modifications. Also, three types of projects have been added to those 
previously covered by this definition: any modification of a structure that is posted 
Unsafe to Occupy due to geologic hazards, any project that is in the FEMAjlood hazard 
area (as required by the FEM.A regulation8Jt"'~1Pflfe1'lon-habitable structures are no 
longer considered to be development, any change of use from non-habitable to a 
habitable use. 

Projects that are NOT considered to be development include new non-habitable 
structures and non-habitable additions, smaller habitable additions, remodels and repair 
projects that modify less than 50% ofthe total length ofthe exterior walls, less than 50% 
foundation modifications, and grading below the grading permit threshold that is also 
outside the coastal zone and flood hazard area. 
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(rl) 

(ti} 

Building l'lJII&IIItenvelope. A designation on a site plan or parcel map indicating 
where buildings, access roads and septic systems are to be located. 

Re-named to reduce confusion with an envelope that refers to the structure only. 

Fault zones. A zone or zones of fracture designated in the Seismic 8afety Element of 
the General Plan ana the Local Coastal Program Land Use Constraints 

);(-.,_ ~ ~~ il . ,•"l ' ~.-~-;, '< ,, •• '' • 0 •• 1111111111 .. , &' "181m' "" ,,_., 
/i< ··. >~ 'J: ~' ~ '~' ::~·' ' .. < . . :. 

Fill. The deposition lifll of earth or any other substance or material by artificial means 
for any purpose, or the conditions resulting there from ll!lllliJII. 

Flood Boundary Flood way Map. The map adopted by the Board of Supervisors and used 
for land use planning and permit review on which the Federal Insurance Administration 
has delineated the areas of special flood hazard. 

Flood control structure. Any structure or material, including but not limited to a berm, 
levee, dam or retaining wall, placed in areas where flooding occurs, and constructed for 
the purpose of protecting a structure, road, utility or transmission line. 

Cui) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM). The map adopted by the Board of Supervisors and 
used for insurance purposes on which the Federal Insurance Administration has 
delineated the special flood hazard areas, base flood elevations and the risk premium 
zones applicable to the community. The FIRM became effective on Aprill5, 1986 for 
msurance purposes. 

(;I) Flood Insurance Study. The official report lllllllllh~1111J1- provided 
by the Federal Emergency Management Agency entitled, "The Flood Insurance Study 
Santa Cruz County, California" dated i\.pril 15, 1986 that includes flood profiles, the 
FIRM, the Flood ;Bqundary Floodway Map, and the water surface elevation of the base 
flood. The report and accompanying maps are hereby adopted by reference and declared 
to be a part of this ordinance. The Flood Insurance 8tudy is on file at the Planning 
Department 

( wll) Floodplain. -±-H1:Hetaa::¥et¥-H:wei:-HH'Hl-E!:fetlt-eEH*Iflef:..sHle-€~T-a--&m~rs-t:*ill:lffi-i:fHH-i:S-i~~ 
to flooding. 
one-hundred year floodplain is used for planning purposes by Federal agencies and the 
county. _. ....... llliliRnlii!IIIIIBI-
is designated on Flood Boundary and Floodway Maps prepared by the Federal Insurance 
Administration and included on the Local Coastal Program Land Use Constraints Maps. 

R111111111BJII-II 
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Definition revised to conform to the FEMA model floodplain ordinance. 

Definition added to conform to the FEMA model floodplain ordinance. 

(. Floodproofing. Any combination of structural and non-structural additions, changes or 
adjustments to non-residential structures which reduce or eliminate flood damage to real 
estate or improved property. 

~ The channel of a river or other watercourse and the adjacent land area 

point. 

and discharge the one-hundred year flood 
mc;re~LSlrlg the water surface elevation more that one foot at any 

Definition revised to conform to the FEMA model floodplain ordinance. 

A threat to life, property, or public safety caused by geologic or 
...... ~~~ ... ·- 01rocc~ss~~s such as·flooding, stefm wave inundation, landsliding, erosion, 

and secondary seismic effects including fa1:1lting, liquefaction, 
ground shaking. 

(aal) Geologic hazards assessment A ea.efRwiew 
present at a site conducted by the staff geologist. 

of the possible geologic hazards 

A complete geologic investigation conducted by a registered 
hired by the applicant, and completed in. accordance with 

...... s:f~·~r~1~t~:.:· · t. · • • · · .. · ' · 

Revised to reflect state licensing of engineering geologists. 

(ee) Geologie report, prelimiftan'. l' .. · brief geologie iw<'estigatioa eoad1:1eted by a registered 
geologist oa eoiltraet wi& the Col:lflty whish assesses B:a2ards ia tBe San x'\nareas ~md SaB 
Gregorio Fal:llt ZOBes fur siagle family dwelliag permits. 

(tid~~) Grading. Excavating o~ filling land, or a combination thereof . 

• 
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Definition added to clarify that, for geologic review purposes, habitable refers to all 
spaces regularly used by people. This definition combines the FEMA model ordinance 
definition and the definition used in the County Code Chapter 13. 

(ee) Habitable floor. Any floor 1:1sable for liYiag pllfPoses, 't\rhich iacludes vrorkiag, sleepiag, 
eatiag or recreatioa, or combiaatioa thereof. For flood iasurance purposes habitable floor 
and lowest floor have the same meaaiag . 

Definition added to conform to the FEMA model floodplain ordinance. The 
demonstration of hardship is part of the process for considering exceptions to the f ederal 
flood hazard regulations and other provisions of this Chapter. 

(ftl) High and very high liquefaction potential areas. Areas that are prone to liquefaction 
caused by grol.L.>J.d shaking. during a major earthquake. These areas are designated ifl-the ,, 
Seis~c Safety Elemeat of the Geaeral Plan aad 11 maps which are on file with the 
Planning Department. 
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(~Hydrologic investigation. A report prepared by a registered 
geologist or civil engineer with expertise in hydrology which analyzes surface hydrology 
and/or groundwater conditions. 

(ii) Landslide re•;ievt' zone. An Bfea designated as llaving a .BigS. potential fur instaaility 
eased on eondition:s saea as tl1e preseftee of ole landslide deposits, ¥ery steep slopes, 
Bfeas vlithin or aajaeent to fa-ult zones and Bfeas ·;.titR ad•10rse geologie stnletui'es. The 
mapped Bfea Ras eeeft adopted ey BoBfe resolatiaB and is filed with tRe Plant.'l.-ing 
Department. 

Definition removed because the phrase does not appear elsewhere in the ordinance. 

(jf B) Littoral drift. The movement of beach sand parallel to the coast due to wave action and 
currents. 

(kk) Littoral cell. A eantim:!oas section af shoreline w-ithin whiea sane moves in a pre,;ailing 
direetion in respon:se to seasoftal earrEffit. 

Definition removed because the phrase does not appear elsewhere in the ordinance. 

clllt Liquefaction. The process whereby saturated, loose, granular materials are transformed 
by ground shaking during a major earthquake from a stable state into a fluid-like state . 

• 

II 

• 
• 
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Definition added to conform to the FEMA model floodplain ordinance. Federal flood 
regulations require the lowest floor of residential structures in the floodplain to be 
elevated at least one foot above the base flood level as a flood mitigation measure. 

(fl'i:fftfl> Manufactured home. A structure, transportable in one or more sections, which is built on 
a permanent chassis and is designed for use with or without a permanent foundation when 
connected to the required utilities. For floodplain management purposes the term 
"manufactured home" also includes park trailers, travel trailers and other similar vehicles 
placed on a site for greater than 180 consecutive days. 

(mfi) Manufactured home park or subdivision. A parcel (or contiguous parcels) ofland divided 
into two or more manufactured home lots for sale or rent. 

Definition added to conform to the FEMA model floodplain ordinance . 

(eel) Multiple-residential structure. A single structure containing four or more individual 
residential units. 

(~ Natural disaster. Any situation in which the force or forces of nature causing destruction 
are beyond the control of people. 

Definition added to conform to the FEMA mode/floodplain ordinance. 

(ali) Non-essential public structures. Public structures which are not integral in providing 
such vital public services as fire and police protection, sewer, water, power and telephone 
servtces . 
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Definition added to conform to the FEMA model floodplain ordinance. 
( EtEIII One-hundred year flood. A flood that statistically could occur once in 100 years on the 

average, although it could occur in any year. For flood insurance one-hundred 
year flood and base flood have the same meaning. 

Definition added to conform to the FEMA model floodplain ordinance. 

CssiA) Planning Director. The Planning Director 
authorized employee. 

or his or her 

(. Public facilities. Any structure owned and/or operated by the government directly or by a 
private corporation under a government franchise for the use or benefit of the community. 

(~Recent. A."'"' .v"·'"'""' 
activity 

or landslide) which shows evidence of movement or 
the last 10,000-years.) 

(~ Registered geologist. A geologist who is licensed by the State of California to practice 
geology. 

(~ A civil engineer licensed in the State of 
California, experienced in the practice of soils and foundation engineering . 

• • 
Definition added to conform to FEMA model floodplain ordinance. 

(~ Shoreline protection structure. Any structure or material, including but not limited to 
riprap or a seawall, placed in an area where coastal processes operate., aBd eoHstn:leted 
for ilie purposes ofproteetiHg a sb'l:leture, road, l:Hility or traasm:issioH liHes. 

(~ Soils investigation. A report prepared by a registered soils engineer, hired by the 
applicant, and completed in accordance with the County Soils Report Guidelines. 
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1e 

• 

~~~ 
w~ 

faaa1 

Definition added to conform to the FEMA model floodplain ordinance. 

building, manufactured home, • 
or facility such as a road, retaining wall, pipe, flume, conduit, siphon, 

aqueduct, telephone line, electrical power transmission or distribution line. 

Definition revised to conform to the FEMA mode/floodplain ordinance. 

Definition added to conform to the FEMA model floodplain ordinance. This definition 
makes it clear that any repair to a structure in the flood hazard area that is damaged 
more than 50 percent, must, by definition, meet FEMA rebuilding standards. 

IJI Substantial Improvement. meaas Any 
alteration or •rr'IT',l"I"\,,T.,.nn"'n 

the cost of which equals or exceeds 50 percent of the 
market value of the structure either immediately prior to the issuance of the building 
permit. before improvement or repair is started, or if the structure has been damaged and 
is being restored before the damage ocurred. For the purposes of this definition, 
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Definition revised to conform to FEMA model floodplain ordinance, and to include the 
tracking of cumulative improvements performed over time. The concept of substantial 
improvement applies only to projects in the flood hazard area. 

.. Sub-surface geologic investigation. meaae A geologic report prepared by a registered 
geologist Jll'llll£ngineering geologist that provides information on sub-surface 
materials through trenching, test pits and borings. (Ord. 3340, 11123/82; 3598, 1116/84; 
3892, 3/15/88; 3997, 6/6/89) 

• 

• • • 

• 
Definitions 3o, 3p, and 3q added to conform to the FEMA model floodplain ordinance. 

16.10.050 REQUIREMENTS FOR GEOLOGIC ASSESSMENT 

• 
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Section added to conform to the FEMA model floodplain ordinance. 

(a) IJj IDifd:IIfliilft!iflDJIII'$8. A geologic hazards assessment shallibe required for all 
development activities and applications in the following designated areas: fault zones, 
landslide reviev1 zones, one-hundred year and and coastal hazard 

"~-'"'"'a· 1'-'U in subsections-fb1- · 

geologic hazards assessment shall also be required for development activities requiring 
discretionary permits vlhieh are located on slopes greater than 3 0 percent and 
development activities located in other areas of geologic hazard, as identified by the 
County Geologist llllllllusing available technical resources, from environmental 
review, or from other field review. 

The additional exceptions will streamline review by allowing projects that will need in­
depth studies by private consultants to proceed without first having a Geologic Hazard 
Assessment prepared. 

(b) II fiiiJ111111Jl11Jflll. A preliminary geologie report shall be required for devel 
opment applications for single family dv,·ellings in the Alquist Priolo special studies 
~ . 

The Preliminary Geologic Report, prepared by an outside consultant on contract to the 
Planning Department, has been eliminated. Single family dwellings in the fault zones can 
be more efficiently reviewed as part of the geologic hazard assessment process. 

A full geologic report shall be required: 

•• 

I 

Language added for consistency with General Plan policy 6.1. 3. No change to current 
practice. 

1. A full geologie report and soils investigation shall be required For all new 
reservoirs to serve major water supplies, 
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(d) 

•• 
aft4-Prior to the construction of any aew critical structure or facility in designated 
fault zones, A.n approJ)riate teehnieal report (geologie, soils, andfor engineering) 
shalll:Je required for road reeenstruetien of l:Joth pul:Jlie and private reads ,,¥ftere 
landslides ftB"re oeeurred,. 

By deleting this language the requirement for technical reports for road reconstruction 
after landslide damage is changed from a blanket requirement to one that will apply only 
when a potential hazard exists, per 16.10.050(b) . 

•• 

New language codifies the existing policy that, when a property has been identified as 
unsafe pursuant to Chapter 12.1 0. 070(/), the risks to health and safety are severe enough 
that new approvals should not precede preparation of the geologic report and mitigation 
of the hazard 

. · .. 

residential units 
liquefaction potential':'"". ~lefl-il-feBEffi-Sfttlk:H-ttH*~Heltlll'~:HtH'-f'~i:!eft:Ha~L:Wt:'*e'I~MH 

(e) Additional information vu-........... ,,5 

full geologic, subsurface geologic, hydrologic er-setts 

'""~"" .. 'F."'•uv••~ and reports) shall be required when a signifieant hazard 
requiring further investigation is identified. l:Jy the Pla:nning Direeter as a result 

of the geologie haards assessment, preliminary geologie report, full geologie reJ)ort or 
eftvirel'Ul'lental review of a de'lelepment applieatien. (Ord. 3340, 11/23/82; 3598, 
11/6/84) 

16.10.060 ASSESSMENT AND REPORT PREPARATION AND REVIEW. 
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(a) 

(b) 

Any required assessment,-
IJL'-''·'"'u· reviewed and to the 

but in no event shall such be deferred until after the approval or 
issuance of a building permit., approval or issuanee of a developmen-t permit for a projeet 
requiring a geologie assessmen-t or report. 

Adds flexibility to the permit process by allowing the geologic and soil report review to 
occur after the discretionary approval, but before the building permit. 

1. An application for a geologic hazards assessment or a preliminary geologie report 
shall include a plot plan showing the property boundaries and location of 
proposed development activities. Any other information deemed necessary by the 
County Geologist (including but not limited to topographic map, building eleva­
tions or grading plans) shall be submitted upon request. 

2. An a plication fora geologic hazards assessment or a preliminary geologie 
~J report ~~~~~constitutes a grant of permissionllflill1iEif­

dj§lto enter the property to the Planning Direetor and his or her designees 
c h · · · · ~~~--~liY3J!:1tU'ili'Jm:1!~~ifi'~'ilifftll 10r t e purposes of admm1stenng this ehapter ~~&~i~Fmt'.IJt:!Jll.i 

The geologic hazards assessment shall be prepared by the County 

repert may be conducted by a registered 
applicant's choice and expense. Such H**H'I:S 

however, be subject to aeeeptanee 

(c) Report Acceptance. All geologicl-1111111 and hydrologic reports or 
investigations submitted to the County as a part of any development application shallUbe 
found to conform to County report guidelines b~' the Coun-ty Geologist. Where significan-t 
compleJdty of teehnieal issues eJdsts, the report shall be revievred for adequaey by the 
Coun-ty Geologie Advisor. The Planning Director may require an inspection in the field of 

I"~~~··.· .•. . . . B!J~*iS'tf~ f'::t~• ~~1 
all ~~qrgfpfY trencheSI!wul:l~i!P.i~~~ excavated for a full geologie ~-
report. 

Now that there is a Certified Engineering Geologist on staff it is no longer necessary to 
provide outside review service. This is streamlines the geologic report review process . 
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(d) 

where a change in site conditions, development proposal, 
technical information or County policy significantly affects aBd thl:ls Hl¥alidates the 
technical conclusions or uirements of the Fe¥iE!. ~W-E* 

report; 
IJII. (Ord. 3340, 11123/82; 3598, 11/6/84) 

Clarification of expiration dates for geologic reviews. No change to current practice. 

16.10.070 PERMIT CONDITIONS 

The recommendations of the geologic hazards assessment, prelimm8f)' geologie report, full 
geologic report, andll the recommendations of other technical reports (if evaluated and authorized 
by the Planning Director), shall be included as permit conditions of any permit or­

issued for the development aetivity. In addition, the requirements enumerated 
for specific geologic hazards shall become development, 

• 

building and land division permi . eoaditioas and No development, building and 
land division permit shall be issued, and no finalllllor parcel maps shall be • 
recorded, unless such activity is in compliance with the requirements speeified ia .his section. 

(a) 

This provision allows non-habitable structures to be released from geologic review because 
-it requires any subsequent conversion to habitable use to be subject to geologic review. 
This focuses geologic review efforts on habitable structures and simplifies the permit 
process for non-habitable structures. 

(~ Fault Zones. 
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I. 

2. 

lt11IIJ: New Development shall be located away from potentially hazardous 
areas as identified by the hazards assessment, preliminary geologic report 
or full geologic 

structures shall be set back a minimum of fifty feet 
active and 

active and potentially 
active fault traces. 

Revised to reflect current geologic and geotechnical research and practice. Instead of an 
automatic setback of 50 feet from a fault trace, it is more appropriate that the setback be 
determined by the characteristics of the particular fault system and the site in question. 
Where the area of fault rupture and distortion around a fault is narrow, the setback may 
be reduced by the County Geologist, based on geologic information from the site. This 
revision adds flexibility without increasing risk. 

3. · The developer and/or subdivider of a 
hazards shall be requir1ed!~~[~ 

with the County Recorder. 
the hazards on the parcel, and the level of prieF "'"'""'''""'""·'~ 
investigation conducted. 

Languagi: added for-consistency with General Plan policy 6.1.3 

4. Other permit conditions, including but not limited to project 
redesign, elimination of building sites, and the delineation of building ew,relopes 
lllltllllllllllll, building setbacks and foundation requirements, shall be 
required as deemed necessary by the Planning Director. 

Chi) Groundshaking 

1. New Dams shall be constructed according to high seismic design 
standards of the Dam Safety Act and as specified by structural engineering studies . 
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2. All new public facilities and 
critical structures shall be designed to withstand the expected groundshaking during 
the design earthquake on the San Andreas fault or San Gregorio fault where 
appropriate. 

3. Other permit conditions including but not limited to structural 
and foundation requirements shall be required as deemed necessary by the Planning 
Director. 

( el> High Liquefaction Potential Afeas. 

1. Permit conditions including, but not limited 
of building sites, lntildi:ftg envelopes 

drainage and foundation requirements shall be required 
as deemed necessary by the Planning Director. 

2. The developer and/or subdivider of a 
hazards shall be 

with the County 
Ge£!e'A-eff. ~ the hazards on the parcel, and the level of prief 

investigation conducted. 

( 4) Slope Stability · 

1. I I All developmentlactivities shall be located away from potentially 
unstable areas as identified through the geologic hazards assessment, preliminazy 
geologie Feport, full geologic report, soils report or llaenvironmental­
assessment. 

2. Allow the creati<iff of ne\#-p~6~i;:' i;oludiag t:&ose 
ereated by miaor la:Bd divisioa or subdivision, in areas with potential slope 
instability as identified through a geologic hazards assessme:nt;-'J:WeHffilHlEI~gee~~ 
rej:Jort, full geologic report, soils report or 
assessment only under the following circumstances: 

(i) ... u .... ,u ... 6 sites and ,aeeess shall not be 
slopes exceeding thirty (30) percent grade. 

Revised to be consistent with General Plan policies 6.3. 1 and 6. 3.9. 
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(ii) A full geologic report and any other appropriate technical report shall 
demonstrate that each proposed parcel contains at least one building site and 
access which are not subject to the reasonable, significant or unsafe slope 
lstability hazards, and that public utilities and facilities such as sewer, gas, 
electrical and water systems can be located and constructed to minimize 
landslide damage and not cause a health hazard. 

(iii) new building sites shall not be permitted which would require the 
construction of engineered protective structures such as retaining walls, 
diversion walls, debris walls or slough walls designed to mitigate potential 
slope instability problems such as debris flows, slumps or other types of 
landslides. 

3. 1111!11: Drainage plans designed to direct runoff away from unstable areas (as 
identified from the geologic hazards assessment or other technical report) shall be 
required. Such plans shall be reviewed and approved by the County Geologist. 

4. Septic leach fields shall not be permitted in areas subject to 

5 . 

landsliding as identified through the geologic hazards assessment, environmental 
assessment, preliminary geologie report or full geologic report. 

~~-: Where washouts or landslides have occurred on public or 
private roads, road reconstruction shall meet the conditions of appropriate geologic, 
soils and/or engineering reports and shall have adequate engineering supervision. 

6. IIIIIJr"IIJill: The developer and/or subdivider of a parcel or parcels in an area 
of knovm geologic hazards shall be to record a Declaration of '-''"''v~vJ;:.n .. 
Hazards with the County Kec:oruer 
describing the hazards on the parcel, and the level of priof 10.'-''JlVI;:.H .. 

11111111 investigation conducted. 

7. ~-: Other permit conditions including but not limited to project 
redesign, building site elimination and the development of building and septic 
system envelopes, building setbacks and foundation and drainage requirements shall 
be required as deemed necessary by the Planning Director. 

( ef) Floodplains 

1. -: Critical facilities and nonessential public structures 
and additions shall be located outside of the one-hundred year floodplain unless 
such facilities are necessary to serve existing uses, there is no other feasible location 
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and construction of these structures will not increase hazards to life on property • 
within or adjacent to the floodplain. 

2. Allow the creation of new parcels including those created 

3. 

by minor land division or subdivision in the one-hundred year floodplain only under 
the following circumstances: 

(i) A full hydrologic report and any other appropriate technical report must 
demonstrate that each contains at least one building sitel 

which is not subject to flood 
hazard, and that public utilities and facilities such as sewer, gas, electrical 
and water systems can be located and constructed to minimize flood damage 
and not cause a health hazard. 

(ii) A declaration indicating the limits and elevations of the one-hundred year 
floodplain certified by a registered professional engineer or surveyor must 
be recorded with the County Recorder. (Ord. 3635, 3/26/85) 

• • 
All e.ew-developmentlaae 

shall meet the 

Sections 2 and 3 revised to conform to the FEMA model floodplain ordinance. 

In Section 3, the added language makes a distinction between structures that had building 
permits is_ sued prior to 1986, the year the FEMA flood maps and regulations were first 
adopted, and those that were issued after 1986. In the case where a structure received a 
permit after 1986, almost ANY improvement project now must comply with FEMAflood 
regulations (most notably, the elevation requirement). Previously, only projects that were 
considered "substantial improvement" had to comply. The fact that any post-1986 
structure should already meet the regulations (since it was built after the first adoption of 
the FEMA maps and regulations) minimizes the impact of this change. However, it is still 
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the case that some very small projects such as repairs, alterations, etc., will trigger the 
requirement to meet the federal regulations. 

(i) location of proposed structures outside of the one-hundred year floodplain 
when a buildable portion of the property exists outside the floodplain; 

(ii) anchoring of foundations and structures attached thereto 
-to prevent flotation, collapse and lateral mo 
structures due to the forces ffi..:WI'I+et:l~e¥-mB~~~+eetea 
..... "'"'-J.J.~<- the base 

A project involving a manufactured home shall achieve this by one of the 
following methods: 

(A) by providing an anchoring system designed to withstand horizontal 
forces of 15 pounds per square foot and up lift forces of 9 pounds 
per square foot; or, 

(B) by the anchoring of the unit's system, designed to be in compliance 
with the Department of Housing and Development Mobile Home 
Construction and Safety Standards . 

Sections iii and iv added to conform to the FEMA model floodplain ordinance. No change 
to current practice. 

(ii-i~) adequate drainage 
te reduce exposure to flood hazards. 

(Ord. 4071, 7/17/90) 

Flood zones A-0 and A-Hare FEMA designations for areas where shallow flooding of one 
to threefeet is expected during the 100 year flood 
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------------------------------~--

~ the lowest 
haeitaele floor, including the basement, and the top of the highest horizontal 
structural member Goist or beam) which provides support directly to the 
lowest haeitable floor, and all elements that function as a part of the 
structure, such as furnace, hot water heater, etc., shall be elevated -
~bove the one-hundred year flood level. Foundations shall be 
designed to minimize flood water displacement and flow damage. Where 
a piling or caisson foundation system is used the space below the lowest 
habifable floor shall be free of obstruction or be enclosed with wood­
constructed lattice work or screens designed to collapse or be carried away 
under the stress of flood waters without jeopardizing the structural support 
of the building. Compliance with the elevation requirement shall be 
certified by a registered professional engineer, architect, or surveyor and 
submitted to the Planning Director prior to a subfloor building inspection. 
Failure to submit elevation certification be cause to issue a work 
notice for a project. 

~ Non-residential structures shall be floodproofed if elevation above the one­
hundred year flood level in accordance with section 16.1 0.070(f)3(vi) is not 
feasible. Floodproofed structures shall: 

• 

(II) be floodproofed so that below he • 
one-hundred year flood level, the structure is watertight with walls 
substantially impermeable to the passage of water based on 

.. 
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structural designs, specifications and plans developed or reviewed 
by a registered professional engineer or architect; 

(iii) be capable of resisting hydrostatic and hydrodynamic loads and 
effects of buoyancy; and, 

,. . · ;. · :- ....... _ 

(ffifl) be certified by a registered professional engineer or architect that 
floodproofing standards and requirements have been complied with; 
the certification shall be submitted to the Planning Director and shall 
indicate the elevation to which was achieved to 
a final 
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Section added to comply with the FEMA model floodplain ordinance. No change to current 
practice. 

(ell R~quire, fur all nev1 construction and substantial improvements ~ f Fully 
enclosed areas below the lowest floor that are subject to flooding shall be 
designed to automatically equalize hydrostatic flood forces on exterior walls 
allowing for the entry and exit of flood waters. Designs for meeting this 
requirement must either be certified by a registered professional enJ;meer 

(ii) 

architect, or HM:~~~~:J:-tEte-r~~ffit!t-ffiffif.Entl:fH-6:Ft'ce:Bir. 
(I) Either a minimum of two openings having a total net area of not less than 
one square inch for every square foot of enclosed area subject to flooding 
shall be provided. The bottom of all openings shall be no higher that one 
foot above grade. Openings may be equipped with screens, louvers, valves 
or other coverings or devices provided that · the automatic 
and exit of flood 

Be certified to comply with a local floodproofing standard approved by the 
Federal Insurance i\dministration. 

7: Manufactured homes and additions to manufactured homes shall be anchored to 
resist flotation, collapse or lateral movement by one of the following methods: 

(i) by providing an anchoring system designed to withstand horizontal forces 
.of 15 pounds per square foot and up lift forces of9 pounds per square fee¥, 
ef; 

(ii) by the anchoring ofthe unit's system, designed to be in compliance \vith the 
Department of Housing and Development Manufactured Home 
Construction and Safety Standards. 

Standards regarding anchoring of manufactured homes moved to Section 3(ii) for clarity. 

I 
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Section added to conform to the FEMA model floodplain ordinance. 

The additional language brings 16.10 into conformance with the Environmental Health 
Services policies, which allow systems that are in the floodplain to be repaired or 
completely replaced at another location in the floodplain if the system is failing and there 
is no alternative location available. 

I 

Provisions #5 and #6 implement FEMA regulations regarding sewage disposal. 

91. · Allow the placement of fill within the one-hundred year 
floodplain in the minimum amount necessary, not to exceed 50 cubic yards. Fill 
shall only be allowed if it can be demonstrated throagl:l eaviromneetal review that 
the fill will not have cumulative adverse impacts. 

Streamlines the permit process by evaluating the effects of fill in the floodplain at the staff 
level rather than requiring environmental review. 

-l41. Flood control structures shall be permitted only to protect 
(including agricultural operations) where no other alternative 

is feasible or where such protection is needed for public safety. Such structures 
shall not adversely affect sand supply, increase erosion or cause flooding on 
adjacent properties or restrict stream flows below minimums necessary to maintain 
fish and wildlife ha,bitats or be placed further than necessary from· the development 
requiring protection. 

The developer and/ or subdivider of a 
*fi€1-WH ...... V£V .... £ ... or flood hazards shall be required, 
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. describing the hazards on the parcel or parcels and the level of prior hydrologic or 
geologic investigation conducted. 

rllfilllllll Other permit conditions, including but not limited to, project 
redesign, building site elimination, development ofbuilding and septic envelopes, 
and foundation requirements shall be required as deemed necessary by the Planning 
Director. When base flood elevation data are not provided in the Flood Insurance 
Study, the Planning Director shall obtain, review, and reasonably utilize the best 
base flood data available from Federal, State or other sources 

no less than two (2) feet above natural grade when base flood data do not exist. 
Non-residential structures may elevate or flood proof to meet this standard. 

Hfl. -~: Adjacent communities, the California 
Department of Water Resources and the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
shall be notified prior to any alteration or relocation of a[~atercourse. The 
flood carrying capacity of any altered or relocated watercourses must be maintained. 

-l-411 --All other required state and federal permits must be obtained. 

(ig) . Permit Conditions - Floodways 

The floodway is an extremely hazardous area due to the quantity 
and velocity of flood waters, the amount of debris which be and the 

for erosion during periods of large stream flows 

1. 
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Section added to comply with FEMA mode/floodplain ordinance. The new language does 
not change the current practice. 

by the Flood Insurance 
urn setback of20 feet from 

be maintained, and all ~feKfflffiem 
within the floodvray • setback shall be prohibited. 

This floodway setback may be reduced by the Planning Director if a full 

Clarifies setbacks from the floodway. 

I 

Reconstruction, repair, alteration or 
improvement of a structure in a floodway shall not cause any increase in the base 
flood elevation. Substantial improvements, regardless of cause, shall only be 
permitted in accordance with Section 16.1 0.070(±), above. Repair, reconstruction, 
alteration, or replacement of a damaged structure which does not exceed the ground 

• 

• 
flo~r square .area of the structure before the damage occurred shall not be~~ide;_~.i:ll~ .... ~~,, ~··· 
an mcrease m the base flood elevation. · · 

I 

(gJ} Coastal Bluffs and Beaches: 

1. New Qe¥e!etmiefH 

areas subject to coastal bluff erosion shall meet the following criteria: 

(i) 
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for a minimum fifty year lifetime determined from a 
technical report Beither a geologic hazards assessment or a full geologic 
report. 

Throughout this section the 50 year lifetime is changed to 100 years for consistency with 
General Plan policy 6.2.12. 

(ii) 

Section revised conform to General Plan policy 6.2.12. 

(iii) 

Revised to conform to General Plan policy 6.12.12. 

II 

I 

Section added to conform to General Plan policy 6.2.13 . 
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Section added to conform to General Plan policy 6. 2.14. 

Geologic Hazards with the County 

- e level of f*lei: geologic investigation conducted. 

(vi) approval of drainage and landscape plans for the site by the County 
Geologist. .. 

• 
Section added to conform to General Plan policy 6. 2.18. 

• 
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• 

Additional language clarifies which types of materials and structures are allowed to be 
placed or constructed in the coastal bluff setback, and which are not. There are some very 
small projects that are not regulated by UBC; these projects do not require a building 
permit and are not normally reviewed by the Planning Department. For example, 
landscaping projects that include small soil mounds, sculptural rocks, benches and at­
grade patios do not require any other permits or approvals. The additional language 
makes clear that these types of projects may be constructed within the setback as long as 
they do not involve more than minor grading (as defined) or adversely affect drainage . 

• . . 
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.. 

Section moved from later in the ordinance for more logical flow, and revised to conform 
with General Plan policy 6.2.16. 

~ Reconstmcaon of skl:letures located on a coastal blaff '*Yhieh BEe damaged as a 
resalt of coastal hazards, a:ad which Sl:lsf&ined a loss Sl*eeeding 50 pereent of thek 
market 7ralae shall only he peffEI:itled ia aeeorda:aee with requirements of the 
geologie hazards assessmeat or geologie report a:ad seetioa i, ii, iv a:ad v ahove. 
Where S1:1Ch damage is less tha:a 50 percent of the market valae of the struetare, S1:1Gh 
repaks shall ROt he pFOhlhited. Public beach facilities a:ad damages FeSl:llting from 
flOFl: coastal Felated hazards, S1:1Ch as fire shall he Sl*empt ffom the above pFOvisioRS. 
The replacement of straet1:H:es destFOyed by aataral disasteFs, eM:eept coastal 
la:adslides, are also eM:empt from the abo'l:e pFO'risioa if the proposed reeonstfl:letioa: 

eoaforms with the e1tisting :zoaiag requirement; 

is fer the same ase as the destroyea stmeture; 

~ does aot eM:eeea the floor BEe&; height or halk of the aestroyed struetare hy 
more than 10 percent; 

~ is sited ia the same loeatioa oa the affected property as the destroyed 
skl:leture; 

M is accompanied hy a reeordatioa of a Deelaratioa ef Geologie Hazards vfith 
the Gom1ty ReeordeF deserihiag the potential geologie/.eoastal hazards on the 
site and le-.'el of Jlrlor ifwestigatiea eoadaeted. 
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I ' 

Public beach facilities are exempt from the provisions of this chart . 
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The revisions to Section #4 and the inclusion of the chart are for consistency with the • 
General Plan policy 6.2.20. 

Revised to conform to the FEMA mode/floodplain ordinance. The added language makes 
a distinction between structures that had permits issued prior to 1986, the year the FEMA 
coastal hazard area maps and regulations were first adopted, and those that were issued 
after 1986. For the case where a structure received a permit after 1986, smaller projects 
now have to comply with FEMA coastal hazard regulations (most notably, the elevation 
and special foundation requirements) than was the case before the revision. This is 
because FEMA now includes almost size change to apost-1986 structure in the group that 
must meet the standards; previously, only projects that were considered "substantial 
improvement" were in this group. The fact that any post-1986 structure should already 
meet the regulations (since it was built after the first adoption of the FEMA maps and 
regulations) minimizes the impact of this change. However, it is still the case that some • 
very small projects such as repairs, alterations, etc., will trigger the requirement to meet 
the federal regulations. 

(i) pot1ent1a.I hazards on the site can be mitigated, • 
as determined by the geologic hazards 

assessment or full geologic report and any other appropriate technical 
reports. Mitigations can incJude but are not limited to building setbacks, 
elevation bfthe proposed strucfure and utiliatioa of a frietioa pier or de~ 
eaissoa foundation design; 

Revised to conform with General Plan policy 6. 2.15 
. 

(ii) location of the proposed structure landward of the reach of mean high tide 
and outside of the area of storm wave inundation where a buildable portion 
of the property is outside of the area of storm wave inundation; 

(iii) elevation of all structures (including manufactured and 
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(iv) 

(v) 

elements that function as part of the structure, such as furnace, hot water 
heater, etc., are elevated to or above the base flood level. 

anchoring of the pile or column foundation and structure attached thereto to 
prevent flotation, collapse and lateral movement due to the effect of wind 
and water loads acting simultaneously on all building components. Wind 
and water loading values shall each have a one percent chance of being 
equaled or exceeded in any given year (100-year mean recurrence interval); 

a registered professional engineer or architect shall develop or review the 
structural design, specifications and plans for the construction, and shall 
certify that the design and methods of. construction to be. used are in 
accordance with accepted standards of practice for meeting the provisions 
of paragraphs (iii) and (iv) of this section prior to permit issuance; 

(vi) the space below the lowest floor shall either be free of obstruction or 
constructed with non-supporting breakaway walls, open wood lattice-work 
or insect screening intended to collapse under wind and water loads without 
causing collapse, displacement or other structural damage to the elevated 
portion of the building or supporting foundation system. For the purposes 
of this section, a breakaway wall shall be of non-masonry construction and 
have a design safe loading resistance of not less than ten (1 0) and no more 
than twenty (20) pounds per square foot. Use of breakaway walls which do 
not meet the above material and strength criteria may be permitted only if 
a registered professional engineer or architect certifies that the designs 
proposed will permit the breakaway wall to collapse under a water load less 
than that which would occur during the base flood and that the elevated 
portion of the building or supporting foundation system shall not be subject 
to collapse, displacement or other structural damage due to the effects of 
wind and water loads acting:simulta.neousl:y,on all building components. 
Such enclosed space shall be useable solely for vehicle · building 
access or storage, II shall not be a finished area used fur 
human habitation and shall not e>ceeed 300 square teet in area. 

FEMA allows unlimited enclosed space as long as it is only used for parking, access, or 
storage. 

(vii) the use of fill for structural support of buildings is prohibited. (Ord. 4071, 
7/17/90). 

(viii) the alteration of sand dunes which would increase potential flood damage 
is prohibited . 
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(ix) compliance with the provisions of paragraphs (iii) and (iv) above shall be • 
certified by a registered professional engineer or architect and submitted to 
the Planning Director when the foundation work has been completed. 
Failure to submit elevation and structural certification be cause to issue 

• 

Added to conform to FEMA mode/floodplain ordinance. No effect on current practice. 

(xi) 

(xii) 

determination by the Planning Director on the basis of the geologic hazards 
assessment or geologic report that the mitigation of the hazards on the site 
is not dependent on shoreline protection structures except on lots where 
both adjacent parcels are already similarly protected. 

'-'"'V~Vl".~"' Hazards with the County 
deseribing ~e ~~~fH-i1~iegl~~caJ 

and the level of pi'ief 
conducted. 

(xiii) All other required state and federal permits must be obtained. (Ord. 4071, 
7117/90) 

l4. Construction of HeW; critical 
facilities, including the expansion of existing critical facilities, and 
nonessential public structures shall be located outside areas subject to coastal 
hazards; unless such facilities are necessary to serve existing uses, there is no other 
feasible location, and construction of these structures will not increase hazards to 
life and property within or adjacent to coastal inundation areas. 
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• 5. Shoreline protection structures shaJl be limited to structures v1hich protect eJdsting 
residences and business or commercial structures, vacant lots , .. ,<hieh through lack 
of protection threaten adjacent developed lots, public works, public beaches, or 
coastal dependent uses. Structural protection measures shall be permitted only if 
non structural measures (i.e., building relocation or change in design) are infeasible 
from an engineering or economic standpoint. Seawall construction shall be 
considered only '<',<here a significant threat to an existing structure exists, where 
seawalls have been constructed on adjoining parcels Wld where rip rap '•\'ould not 
adequately protect the structure. The protection structure shall be designed 
adequately to meet engineering standards based on the geologic hacards assessment 
or other detailed technical information. The protection structure shall not: 

(i) reduce or restrict public beach access; 

(ii) adversely affect shoreline processes and sand supply; 

(iii) increase erosion on adjacent properties; 

(iv) cause harmful impacts on 'Nildlife and fish habitats; 

(v) be placed fur+..her than necessary from the development requiring protection; 

• er 

• 

(vi) create a significant visual intrusion. 

This section moved to the Coastal Bluff and Beach section for more logical flow. 

~&. New parcels or 
building sites created by land divisions, subdivisions or development 
1111111 permits, and multi-residential stmctures in coastal hazard areas shall 
conform to the following criteria: 

(i) 

Revised for consistency with General Plan policy 6. 2.17. · 

(ii) determination by the Planning Director based on the geologic report that the 
long-term stability and safety of the development does not depend on or 
require shoreline protection structures; 
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(iii) detenniaatioa through the eftVirollft'leftta.J. re'lievt' proeess that the proposed • 
development does not reduce or restrict public access and the proposed 
development does not require the construction of facilities, structures, 

trartsmlisswn stfl:letl:H'es coastal hazard are~ 

Revised to be consistent with General Plan policy 6.2.17. 

(iv) 

re 
Geologic Hazards with the County Recorder 
- · hazards on the site 
level of ~ geologic investigation conducted. 

1+. Other permit conditions but not limited to, project 
redesign, building site elimination, deYelopmeat building and septic 
system envelopes, building elevation, foundation requirements and drainage plans 
shall be required as deemed necessary by the Planning Director. (Ord. 2088, 
1/28/75; 2185, 9/23175; 2258, 3/16176; 2580, 8/8178; 2631, 2/6178; 3437, 8/23/83; 
3598, 11/6/84; 3808, 4/15/86; 3892, 3/15/88; 3997, 6/6/89) 

16.10.075 FOilll"DA.TION DBSIG!'t REQUIREMENTS J}l" GEOLOGIC HAZARD AREAS. • 
1-l"otwi-thstanding •.vhether or aot it eoastimtes "de•,relopmeat" l:lilder the proYisioas of this Chapter, 
all aay aew or reeoastnleted fot1ndatioas for habitable stmetl:H'es '.V:itbm desigaated seismie fa\:llt 
zoaes, 100 year flood plaia, or eoastal hazard area shall be designed by aa eagineer lieen5ed ~, the 
State of California to perfofffl swetl:H'al ealel:llatioas oa bHildiags. (Ord. 4 080, 9/11 /90) 

This section was inserted as part of an emergency ordinance amendment to ensure that 

founc:atiorz.: in geologic ~~ard ar:as w~u_l~ be ~ngin~er~~:.t:ien f~UUA.~~,E.r,ovisions 
ofthls ordmance were bemg modified to s1mplify the repazr process for 'homes that were 
damaged by the Loma Prieta earthquake. The other special provisions that apply only to 
the Loma Prieta earthquake are being deleted; therefore this section that supports those 
special provisions is proposed for deletion as well. There is no net effict of removing this 
provision. 

16.10.080 PROJECT DENSITY LIMITATIONS. The following requirements shall apply to 
density calculations for new building sites created through .. land division, subdivision, or 
other development permit: , . 
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(a) Fault Zones 

1. nro·nertv within 50 feet of 
an active or potentially 

active fault trace shall be excluded from density calculations. Require a minimum 
50 setback fur all residential structures and 100 setback for all commercial, multi 
residential structures, high occupancy, and eritical structures from active and 
potentially acti•;:e fault traees. 

Revised to reflect current geologic and geotechnical research and practice. 

2. 

In the State of County designated fault zones, the fullowing density may be 
permitted: 

(iJ) 
gross acre minimum parcel size 
parcels. (A 50 foot fault traee setbaek-is:-required in all cases, and no 
building shall be loeated on ail active lim:dslide.) 

Sections 2 and 3 revised to conform to General Plan policy 6. I. I 2 and revised fault 
setback requirements in section 16.I0.070(b)2. 

(b) Landslides and Steep Slopes. The portion of a property with slopes over 30 percent in 
urban areas and 50 percent in rural areas, and the portion of a property within recent or 
active landslides, shall be excluded from density calculations. Landslide areas determined 
by a geologic report to be stable and suitable for development shall be granted full density 
credit. 
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(c) Floodways. The portion of a parcel within the one-hundred year floodway shall be 
excluded from any density calculations. 

(d) Floodplains. + The portion of a property within the one-hundred year floodplain shall be 
excluded from Fesidestial density calculations. 

Revised to conform to General Plan policy 6. 4. 6. 

2. A dessity eredit ofu):') to 50 J:3ereen:t of a J!FOperty's acreage vlithis the oM 
ftu.Bdred year floodJ!laiB shall be allov,red at the diseretioa of the Beard of 
8upentisors for residen:tial JlrOJ:3osals, if the de•;elOJ!fBeD:t JlfOJ!OSal eoaforms to the 
follO\viag criteria: 

(I) loeatioa v.tithis the Urbaa 8erviees &ine; 

( ii) . b -xx- serv1ee d)' sex.ver; 

(iii) eKistiag similarly deYeloJ!ed lots borderiag tile JlfOJ!erty; 

(iv) j)f0f)Osa1 dessity se higher than the dessity of the sl:H'foundiag area; 

• 

or in the eoastal zoae, so higher tllan the dessity allowed by the Land Use • 
Plaft;. 

(v) J!FOJ!Osal eoasisteaey with the eharaeter of the sarFoundiag area; 

(Yi) determinatioa by the Couaty Geologist, based oa the geologie 
'hazards assessmeat, hydrologic iavestigatioB, or fall geologie reJ~ort, that 
tfte JlFOJ!OSal will sot eause adverse impacts oa the UJ:3Stl'eam: or downstream. 
floodiag~ 

:'&t.,;~k t~ 

(e) Coastal Hazards. The portions of a property subject to coastal inundation, as determined 
eeOilO!ZIC hazards assessment-ef, geologic 

, shall be excluded from density calculations. (Ord. 3340, 11123/82; 3598, 1116/84; 
3808) 

16.10.090 PROJECT DENIAL. A development permit or the location of a proposed ae,reto>pment 
shall be denied if the Planning Director determines that hazards cannot 

Development proposals shall be approved only if the project density reflects 
consideration of the degree of hazard on the site, as determined from the technical information as 
reviewed and approved by the Planning Director. (Ord. 3340, 11/23/82) 
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16.10.095 PERMITS FOR REPAJR OF El\RTHQUAKE DAMAGED DWELLfi'iGS AND 
ACCESSORY STRUCTURES VnTHIN AREAS OF Ei\.RTHQUAKE RELATED GROUND 
FAILURE AND DESIGPtATED SEISMIC HAZA:RD AREAS. 

(a) Repair and Reconstruction Requiring a Development Permit Within Areas of Earthquake 
Related Ground Failure. Notwithstanding ·any other provisions of this Chapter, a 
de•,.relopment permit fur repair or reconstruction v,rork constituting "development" under the 
provisions of this Chapter of dwellings and accessory structures within areas of ground 
failure outside the California Coastal Zone which \\'ere damaged as a result of the October 
17, 1989 earthquake and its aftershocks may be approved even though there is an 
undetermined but potentially substantial risk from earthquake related ground failure, 
provided that: 

(1) The Planning Director determines on the basis of a geologic assessment or report of 
the dwelling site that any potential risk associated vlith ground failure resulting from 
the October 17, 1989 earthquake (as documented in the geologic assessment or 
report) can only be evaluated by monitoring over time, and based on available 
information it does not appear to present a significant and immediate threat to life or 
of personal injury to persons residing on the subject property; and 

(2) 

(3) 

The Board of Supervisors~as not determined that the area in \¥hich the dwelling is 
located is unsafe to occupy due to geologic hazards affecting the property; and 

The owner records a Declaration of Geologic Hazards with the County Recorder 
which describes the potential geologie hazards from any on site or off site geologic 
conditions, the level of prior geologic investigation conducted, and any geologie 
im'estigation in progress, and \Yhich includes agreement by the owner to assume all 
risks, ·.vaive all claims against the County. (Ord. 4048, 1/23/90; 4080, 9/11/90; 
41_49, 9/17/91; 4160, 12/10/91) 

.. :-~ ,_ ~ "'': ~ 

(b) Repair and Reconstruction Not Reguirlng a Development Permit ',Vithin Areas of 
Earthquake Related Ground Failure. For repair and reconstruction of dwellings vlithin areas 
of potential ground failure described in subsection (a) abon fur vlhieh no development 
permit is required under the provisions of this Chapter, the issuance of a building permit for 
such repair and reconstruction work shall be subject to proofofrecordation of a Declaration 
of Geologic Hazards containing the information specified in paragraph (3) of subsection (a) 
abo',.re. 

(c) Repair and R~construction Not Requiring a De•,.relopment Permit Within Designated Seismic 
Hazard Areas or on Parcels for Which a Geologic Report Has Been Prepared. For repair and 
reconstruction of dv,rellings within designated seismic hazard areas, or on any parcels for 
\Yhieh a geologic report has been prepared, v,rhich does not require a development permit 
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under th:e pro¥isions of t:Bis Chapter, tfte issuance of a building permit for such repair anel • 
reconstruction work shall ee su9jeet to proof of recordation of a Notice advising th:at a 

(a) 

(b) 

building permit is being o'btained for repair of ea:rtllquake damage, tH:e le,vel of prior geologie 
inYestigation condueteel, if any, ana tftat tfte permit is eein:g issued. Vlithout any ad.d.itional 
rettuirement for geologie re•+'ie>.v based. on a d.etermination that tfte repairs will not e:100eed. 50 
pereent ofthe :market •.<alue of the structure eefore it v,ras damaged.. (4080, 9/ll/90; 41e0, 
12/10/91) 

Section 16.1 0. 09 5 was enacted as an emergency ordinance amendment to aid individuals in 
repairing homes damaged by the Loma Prieta earthquake. Nine years after the event, the 
short term recovery has been completed. Any unrepaired damages from the earthquake can 
be reviewed with standard procedures. 

Revised to streamline the process by substituting the term "exception" for "variance" 
throughout this Section. "Variance" has specific meaning under California law. 
Government Code Section 65095 requires a public hearing for any application for a 
variance. 

A request for ·;erianee the provisions of this 
chapter or the permit conditions may be considered by the Planning Director if the \zerianee 
-ls necessary fer repair or maintenance of erosion or lanE:islid.e caused. elamages or 
if it ean ee d.emonstrated. ay geologie lm:erd.s assessment, geologie report or otfter technical 
infermation th:at the variance is necessary to mitigate a threat to public health, safety and 
welfare. 

(c) As contemplated. in tftis section, a ';arianee shall ee grantee! fer altemati¥e methoels of 
construction fer projects which coulelee eonstrueted.weler the easie stanela:rels establisheel 
in this chapter, but which, if a verianee is granted., can be eetter andfor more eoonomieally 
elesigned. anel eonstrueteel th:an if a variance vt~eFe not given. A variance shall not be granted 
if the l;arianee weuld. have th:e effeet ofallmving tH:e construction of a project 'Nhieli woulel 
oth:erwise with:out the •,cafianee, not be possiele under tfte proYisions ofth:e County Cod.e. 

Revised to remove Section (c), which is internally inconsistent, unnecessary, and confusing . 
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(4) 

~ 
BJ 

- . 

. 

1. 

I 

I . 

In granti~g al variance- , the Planning Director shall be guided 
following findings: 

that adequate measures will be taken to ensure consistency with the purposes of this 
chapter 1111-lllilllj. (Ord. 3340, 11123/82; 3598, 11/6/84) 

Revised to require the Planning Director to make formal Findings, to incorporate the FEMA 
definition of "hardship ",and to be consistent with Section (b). 

10 
Btl 
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Section 16.10.100 (d) is added to comply with the FEMA mode/floodplain ordinance. These • 
special provisions apply only to Exceptions within the Special Flood Hazard Area . 
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16.10.105 NOTICE OF GEOLOGIC HAZARDS IN CASES OF DANGEROUS CONDITIONS 

(a) 

(b) 

ing Director may 
decide to record a Notice of 
Geologic Hazard with the County Recorder. The Planning Director shall provide the ovmers 
of record of said parcels with (30) days written notice of the intention ofthe County to record 
a Notice of Geologie Hazards '.vith the County Recorder and advise the ovmer(s) of a time, 
date and place at vthich the owner(s) may present e¥idenee to the Plar .... "ling Director why such 
Notice should not be recorded. 

A:fter the time specified in the notice of intention and after considering any evidence 
submitted by the ovmer(s) the Planning Director may cause to be filed fur reeord with the 
CoUBty Recorder a Notice of Geologie Hazards speeif)'ing the names of the owners of record, 
and particularly describing the real property and the level of prior geologie inYestigation 
conducted and stating that the parcel(s) of land and/or structures so described is (are) subject 
to geologie hazards. In addition to the procedures fur recording a Notice of Geologie 
Hazards, 

The Planning Director may initiate abatement procedures pursuant to the Uniform Code for 
the Abatement of Structural and .Geologic Hazards as amended by Section 12.10.070(ahl) 
of the County Code. (Ord. 4336, 11129/94; 4392A, 4/2/96) 

The Uniform Code for the Abatement of Structural and Geologic Hazards, as amended by portions 
of Chapter 12.1 0. 070, contains the procedures and due process provisions that apply to dangerous 
and unsafe sites and structures. The changes w this section revise 16.10 to be consistent with the 
Uniform Code by removing language that is conflicting or redundant. 

16.10.110 APPEALS. 

appeals 
the provisions of Section 16.10.1 shall be made to the CoUBty's Hearing 
Officer in conformance with the procedures commencing with Section 501 of the Uniform Code For 
the Abatement of Structural and Geologic Hazards as amended by paragraphs 1 0 through 14 of 
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subsection (ah~) of Section 12.10.070 of this Code. For this purpose, the procedures therein set f01ih • 
are inee-r · rt of this Chapter. (Ord. 2088, 1/28/75; 2281, 4/20/76; 3598, 
11/6/84; 3808, 4115/86; 4336, 11129/94; 4392A, 4/2/96) 

16.10.120 VIOLATIONS. 

·al{.H:·,s~agrhere· 
J~i~li~~9~·$rlth .... ·.· 
~r~~1IsltaHHr~v,em 

Addedto conform to the FEMA modeljloodplain ordinance . 

.f..ctions C.onstituting Violation. In the event of a violation of this chapter or of the provisions 
of permit conditions as specified in this chapter, or if the permit has been exercised in a 
manner which creates a nuisance or is otherwise detrimental to the public health, safety and 
welfare, .the permittee shall be given notice of such violation, and a reasonable time shall be 
specified for its correction. (Ord. 3340, 11/23/82; 3598, 11/6/84; 4392A, 4/2/96) 

hazards assessment, prel:imtaarrgeelegts-Tefl&rfJ'Jill\111 
and the review of technical reports ~ 

:A:d¥isef shall be set by resolution by the Board of Supervisors. (Ord. 3340, 11/23/82; 3598, 11/6/84; • 
3808) 
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