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To: Commissioners and Interested Persons 

From: Charles Lester, Deputy Director 
Steve Monowitz, District Manager 
Susan Craig, Coastal Planner 
 

Subject: Santa Cruz County LCP Major Amendment Number 2-04 Part 2 (Historic Resources) 
Proposed major amendment to the Santa Cruz County certified Local Coastal Program to be 
presented for public hearing and Commission action at the California Coastal Commission’s 
November 16, 2006 meeting to take place at the Hyatt Regency Huntington Beach, 21500 
Pacific Coast Highway, Huntington Beach, CA 92648. 

SYNOPSIS 
The County of Santa Cruz proposes to amend sections 13.10.265, 13.10.323(b), and 13.10.551 of the 
Local Coastal Program’s (LCP) Implementation Plan to modify site standards for designated historic 
resources relative to ordinary maintenance and repair, additions to nonconforming designated historic 
buildings, floor area ratio, lot coverage, and parking.  The purpose of the amendment is to provide 
incentives to owners of historic buildings that will help to maintain these historic resources over the 
long term.   

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff has reviewed the proposed Implementation Plan amendments for consistency with the Land Use 
Plan.  Issues raised by the proposed amendments include intensity of development (i.e., lot coverage and 
floor area ratio), historic resources, and parking impacts.  As discussed in detail below, Staff 
recommends approval of the County of Santa Cruz Local Coastal Program proposed Implementation 
Plan Major Amendment #2-04 (Part 2), if modified.   

ANALYSIS CRITERIA 

Santa Cruz County’s Local Coastal Program (LCP) was certified in 1983 and has been amended many 
times since then. The LCP consists of: the General Plan and Local Coastal Program, which functions 
as the Land Use Plan (LUP); and, the Coastal Implementation Plan (IP), which consists of several 
County Code chapters and sections. This proposed amendment is to the IP only and was originally 
submitted on December 16, 2004. The amendment was filed as complete on December 22, 2005. On 
February 10, 2006, the Coastal Commission extended the initial two-month time limit for action until 
February 20, 2007. 

The County has organized and submitted this LCP amendment request in accordance with the standards 
for amendments to certified LCPs (Coastal Act Sections 30512(c), 30512.2, 30513, and 30514, and 
California Code of Regulations 13551 through 13553).  
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The proposed amendment affects the IP component of the County of Santa Cruz LCP.  The standard of 
review for implementation amendments is that they must be consistent with and adequate to carry out 
the policies of the certified coastal land use plan. 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Further information on the submittal may be obtained from Susan Craig at the Central Coast District 
Office of the Coastal Commission at 725 Front Street, Suite 300, Santa Cruz, CA 95060, (831) 427-
4863.  
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I. Staff Recommendation – Motion and Resolution 
Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, approve the proposed amendment only if 
modified. The Commission needs to make two motions in order to act on this recommendation.  

1. Denial of Implementation Plan Major Amendment Number 2-04 (Part 2) as Submitted  
Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion below. Passage of this motion will result in rejection of the 
amendment and the adoption of the following resolution and the findings in this staff report. The motion 
passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 

Motion (1 of 2). I move that the Commission reject Major Amendment Number 2-04 (Part 2) to 
the Santa Cruz County Local Coastal Program Implementation Plan as submitted by Santa Cruz 
County. 

Resolution to Deny. The Commission hereby denies certification of Major Amendment Number 
2-04 (Part 2) to the Santa Cruz County Local Coastal Program Implementation Plan as submitted 
by Santa Cruz County and adopts the findings set forth in this staff report on the grounds that, as 
submitted, the Implementation Plan amendment is not adequate to carry out the certified Land 
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Use Plan. 

2. Approval of Implementation Plan Major Amendment Number 2-04 (Part 2) if Modified  
Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion below. Passage of this motion will result in certification of 
the amendment with suggested modifications and the adoption of the following resolution and the 
findings in this staff report. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the 
Commissioners present. 

Motion (2 of 2). I move that the Commission certify Major Amendment Number 2-04 (Part 2) 
to the Santa Cruz County Local Coastal Program Implementation Plan if it is modified as 
suggested in this staff report. 

Resolution to Certify with Suggested Modifications. The Commission hereby certifies Major 
Amendment Number 2-04 (Part 2) to the Santa Cruz County Local Coastal Program 
Implementation Plan if modified as suggested and adopts the findings set forth in this staff report 
on the grounds that, as modified, the Implementation Plan amendment is consistent with and 
adequate to carry out the certified Land Use Plan. Certification of the Implementation Plan 
amendment if modified as suggested complies with the California Environmental Quality Act 
because either: (1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to 
substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the plan on the environment; or (2) there 
are no further feasible alternatives or mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any 
significant adverse impacts which the Implementation Plan Amendment may have on the 
environment. 

II.  Suggested Modifications 
The Commission hereby suggests the following modifications to the proposed LCP amendment, which 
are necessary to make the requisite findings regarding the adequacy of the amended Implementation 
Plan to effectively carry out the certified Land Use Plan.  If the County of Santa Cruz accepts each of 
the suggested modifications within six months of Commission action (i.e., by May 16, 2007), by formal 
resolution of the Board of Supervisors, the corresponding amendment will become effective upon 
Commission concurrence with the Executive Director’s finding that this acceptance has been properly 
accomplished.  Where applicable, text in cross out format denotes text to be deleted and text in 
underline format denotes text to be added. 

1. Modify Section 13.10.551(c) (see page 4 of Exhibit #1) as follows: 

(c) The parking requirements of Section 13.10.550 et seq. may be modified in connection with 
an application involving an historic resource designated in conformance with the California 
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Register1 of the State Office of Historic Preservation and as defined in Section 16.42.030… 
(remainder of this section as submitted). 

2. Modify Section 13.10.323(b) (Site and Structural Dimensions Chart for R-1 Single Family 
Residential Zone Districts) (see pages 5 & 6 of Exhibit #1) as follows: 

***For parcels where there is an designated historic resource that has been designated consistent 
with the California Register of the State Office of Historic Preservation and Chapter 16.42 
standards, the maximum parcel coverage shall be 1.25 times that of the applicable zone district. 
Development shall be consistent with State Office of Historic Preservation guidance. 

****For parcels where there is an designated historic resource that has been designated 
consistent with the California Register of the State Office of Historic Preservation and Chapter 
16.42 standards, the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) shall be 0.6:1 in any zone district where the 
standard FAR is 0.5:1.  Development shall be consistent with State Office of Historic 
Preservation guidance. 

3. Modify Section 13.10.323(b) (Site and Structural Dimensions Chart for RM Multi-Family 
Residential Zone Districts) (see pages 6-7 of Exhibit #1) as follows: 

**For parcels where there is an designated historic resource that has been designated consistent 
with the California Register of the State Office of Historic Preservation and Chapter 16.42 
standards, the maximum parcel coverage shall be 1.25 times that of the applicable zone district. 
Development shall be consistent with State Office of Historic Preservation guidance. 

***For parcels where there is an designated historic resource that has been designated consistent 
with the California Register of the State Office of Historic Preservation and Chapter 16.42 
standards, the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) shall be 0.6:1 in any zone district where the standard FAR 
is 0.5:1.  Development shall be consistent with State Office of Historic Preservation guidance. 

                                                 
1 The State Office of Historic Preservation uses the following four criteria for determining historic significance: 1) Associated with events 

that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history or the cultural heritage of California or the 
United States; 2) Associated with the lives of persons important to local, California or national history; 3) Embodies the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, region or method of construction or represents the work of a master or possesses high artistic values, 
and; 4) Has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or history of the local area, California or the 
nation. 

 
 The Effects of Historic Designation include: 1) Limited protection: Environmental review may be required under CEQA if property is 

threatened by a project; 2) Local building inspector must grant code alternatives provided under State Historical Building Code; 3) 
Local assessor may enter into contract with property owner for property tax reduction (Mills Act), and; 4) Owner may place his or her 
own plaque or marker at the site of the resource.  
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III. Findings and Declarations 
The Commission finds and declares as follows:  

A.  Description of Proposed LCP Amendment 
The amendment would make changes to the following sections of the Zoning Regulations of the 
certified Implementation Plan (IP) as shown with strikethrough (for deleted language) and highlight (for 
new language)  in Exhibit #1: 

• Chapter 13.10.265 (Non-Conforming Structures)  
• Chapter 13.10.323(b) (Development Standards for Residential Districts) 
• Chapter 13.10.551 (Off Street Parking Facilities Required) 

 

The amendment proposes incentives (relaxation of standards regarding parking requirements, 
nonconforming structures, floor area ratio, and lot coverage) that would allow various upgrades and 
additions to occur to historic buildings. The purpose of the amendment is to help maintain and further 
protect those structures that are an integral part of the County’s heritage. 

B.  Consistency Analysis 
Community Design Policy 8.8.1 requires specific design guidelines and standards for unique areas in the 
County and states: 

Develop specific design guidelines and/or standards for well-defined villages, towns, and 
communities including commercial and residential uses as appropriate.  New development 
within these areas listed in Figure 1 and any other subsequently adopted area plan, shall 
conform to the adopted plans for these areas, as plans become available. 

Within Santa Cruz County, a structure may be designated historic if it meets specific criteria: 1) 
association with a person of local, state or national historical significance; 2) association with an historic 
event or thematic activity of local, state or national importance; 3) the resource is representative of a 
distinct architectural style and/or construction method of a particular historic period or way of life; 4) 
the resource represents the work of a master builder or architect or possesses high artistic values, or; 5) 
the resource has yielded, or may likely yield information important to history or prehistory.  To be 
designated an historic resource, the structure must also have retained its architectural integrity.  Any 
action to amend the County’s Inventory of Historic Resources to add or remove a structure requires 
review by the Historic Resources Commission and approval by the Board of Supervisors.  Parcels 
containing a designated historical structure are zoned to the Historical Landmark (“L”) Combining Zone 
District for identification purposes.  Currently, there are 228 historically-designated structures in the 
County, of which 43 are scattered throughout the Coastal Zone.  Since 1996, only four buildings have 
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been designated historic in the coastal zone. 

The proposed amendment would allow the following changes to provide incentives to maintain historic 
buildings (see Exhibit #1 for amendment language): 

• Ordinary maintenance, repair, and additions to designated historic buildings to continue the 
nonconforming outline of the building so long as the building is not made more nonconforming.  
For example, if the building were parallel to, but only three feet from a property line (where five 
feet is required), a new addition could also be three feet from the property line. 

• Reduced parking requirements for an historic building upon findings that requiring the standard 
parking regulations to be met would adversely affect the historic or architectural significance of 
the building or that the standard parking requirement would create an exceptional hardship that 
would make preservation of the historic building infeasible and that the parking modification 
would not adversely affect traffic and parking on adjacent nearby streets and properties. 

• Floor Area Ratio (FAR) would be allowed to increase from the standard 0.5:1 to 0.6:1.  For 
example, on a 6,000 square foot lot, the FAR would increase by 600 square feet, from 3,000 
square feet to 3,600 square feet. 

• Lot coverage would be allowed to increase to 1.25 times the standard lot coverage for the zoning 
district.  For example, on a 6,000 square foot lot, where lot coverage is limited to 30 percent of 
the lot area, the lot coverage allowed would be 37.5%, resulting in an increase of 450 square 
feet, from 1,800 square feet to 2,250 square feet. 

The County’s Historic Resources Commission has developed the above incentives under a grant from 
the State Office of Historic Preservation to allow flexibility regarding upgrades and additions to historic 
buildings with the goal of maintaining historic resources.  Any proposed change to a designated historic 
building would continue to require review by the County’s Historic Resources Commission.  The 
Historic Preservation section of the County Code (Chapter 16.42) establishes the definition of historic 
resources in the County and the procedure for the designation of these resources. This definition 
coincides with the definitions used by the State Office of Historic Preservation and the federal 
government.  Chapter 16.42 also establishes the procedures for reviewing modifications to historic 
resources.  Chapter 16.42, however, is not a part of the certified LCP.  Thus potential future changes to 
Chapter 16.42 will not be subject to Commission review.  The Commission’s concern is that properties 
eligible for the incentives contained in this amendment are so designated in a process that is not subject 
to coastal permit proceedings (and hence Commission review on appeal) and that is subject to change 
over time without Commission review. If, for example, expansion of a home along the coast was to 
adversely impact coastal access due to relaxed on-site parking requirements solely because the home 
had been designated historic, the Commission could lack the authority to remedy such an impact. 
Therefore, in order to be able to certify these amendments, a definition of what the historic designation 
means should be incorporated into the LCP.  Modifications #1-3 address the above concerns by 
requiring that the proposed exceptions are only applied to structures that are truly historic under state 
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guidelines.  The modifications are also needed to ensure that the proposed exceptions do not result in 
development that is incompatible with State guidance for the protection of historic structures.  As 
modified, the proposed amendment is consistent with Policy 8.8.1 regarding protection of special 
communities. 

C.  California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
The Coastal Commission’s review and development process for LCPs and LCP amendments has been 
certified by the Secretary of Resources as being the functional equivalent of the environmental review 
required by CEQA. Therefore, local governments are not required to undertake environmental analysis 
of proposed LCP amendments, although the Commission can and does use any environmental 
information that the local government has developed. CEQA requires that alternatives to the proposed 
action be reviewed and considered for their potential impact on the environment and that the least 
damaging feasible alternative be chosen as the alternative to undertake.  

The County in this case exempted the proposed amendment under CEQA. This staff report has 
discussed the relevant coastal resource issues with the proposal, and has recommended appropriate 
suggested modifications to avoid and/or lessen any potential for adverse impacts to said resources. All 
public comments received to date have been addressed in the findings above. The above findings are 
incorporated herein in their entirety by reference. 

There are no additional feasible alternatives nor feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse environmental effects which approval of the amendment, as 
modified, would have on the environment within the meaning of CEQA. Thus, if so modified, the 
proposed amendment will not result in any significant environmental effects for which feasible 
mitigation measures have not been employed consistent with CEQA Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A).
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