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Prepared July 19, 2012 (for August 9, 2012 Hearing) 

To: Commissioners and Interested Persons 

From: Madeline Cavalieri, District Manager 
John Akeman, Coastal Planner 

Subject: Santa Cruz County LCP Amendment Number 1-12 Part 3 (Geologic Review)  

Proposed Amendment 
Santa Cruz County is proposing to modify the definitions section of the Local Coastal Program’s 
(LCP’s) Geologic Hazard Ordinance (LCP Chapter 16.10) to refine the types of projects for which 
geologic review is required. The main change is to the definition of “development/development 
activities” in Chapter 16.10 (and that applies only to Chapter 16.10), and it is primarily structured to 
move away from a standard based on exterior wall modifications to one that is based on major structural 
components (i.e., foundation or floor, exterior wall, and roof framing) (see Exhibit A).  

Minor LCP Amendment Determination 
Pursuant to California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 13555, the Executive Director may 
determine that a proposed LCP amendment is “minor”. CCR Section 13554 defines minor LCP 
amendments. Among other things, minor LCP amendments include: 

CCR Section 13554(a). Changes in wording which make the use as designated in the zoning 
ordinances, zoning district maps or other implementing actions more specific and which do not 
change the kind, location, intensity, or density of use and which are found by the Executive 
Director of the Commission or the Commission to be consistent with the land use plan as 
certified by the Commission. 

If the Executive Director determines that an amendment is minor, that determination must be reported to 
the Commission. If one-third of the appointed members of the Commission request that it be processed 
as a major LCP amendment, then the amendment shall be set for a future public hearing; if one-third of 
the appointed members of the Commission do not object to the minor LCP amendment determination, 
then the amendment is deemed approved, and it becomes a certified part of the LCP immediately (in this 
case, on August 9, 2012). 

The purpose of this notice is to advise interested parties of the Executive Director’s determination 
that the proposed LCP amendment is minor.  

The County indicates that the proposed amendment is designed to make it easier to determine when 
geologic review is necessary when structures are redeveloped, including to close a loophole of sorts 
where some applicants manipulate the amount of exterior wall modifications to avoid geologic review. 
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The proposed updated definitions will instead be based on a “whole structure” approach that looks to 
changes to major structural elements (i.e., foundation or floor, exterior wall, and roof framing) instead of 
exterior walls for meeting the definition of development/development activities in Chapter 16.10. The 
primary effect should be that more projects that should require geologic review will trigger such review 
through Chapter 16.10.  

Within the coastal zone it is important to note that an additional development definition layer applies, 
namely the definition of development found in LCP Chapter 13.20 (that is identical to the Coastal Act 
definition) that is not superseded by these definitions in Chapter 16.10. Such is the case in both the 
existing certified LCP and the proposed amendments to Chapter 16.10. In other words, development in 
the coastal zone (as defined in Chapter 13.20) is still subject to the requirements of Chapter 16.10, 
notwithstanding the “development/development activities” definition for triggering geologic review 
within LCP Chapter 16.10. This is true for all coastal zone cases where geologic issues may be present 
(including at the immediate shoreline interface, blufftop projects, floodzone projects, mapped hazard 
areas, etc.), and the provisions of Chapter 16.10 will continue to apply to these projects as they always 
have under the certified LCP.  

The Santa Cruz County LCP includes multiple examples, such as this one, where the parameters of 
Chapter 13.20 for coastal permits and the language of other LCP sections raise some question as to 
which applies and which trumps the other if there are conflicts between policies. This is a known issue 
with this LCP, and County and Commission staffs have long been in dialogue on potential fixes. In this 
case, development requiring a coastal permit in areas where hazards are present is subject to all of the 
parameters of Chapter 16.10, and there is not a need to provide more explicit language than is already 
present in Chapter 16.10 to ensure that this is the case. That said, the LCP could do a better job of 
explaining the interplay between coastal permit requirements and certain types of exception language 
written into other LCP sections that may be superseded by such requirements, such as this case. 
Commission staff will continue to work with the County more globally on appropriate LCP updates in 
this regard, including in terms of upcoming proposed changes to LCP Chapter 13.20 that are currently 
pending and the subject of continuing coordination between County and Commission staffs at the 
current time.  

In conclusion, the proposed amendment will modify LCP Chapter 16.10 to make it more specific and 
easier to implement, and should result in geologic hazards being better addressed than provided for by 
the current certified LCP. 

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. The County adopted a Negative Declaration for the amendment under CEQA. This 
report has discussed the relevant coastal resource issues with the proposal, and has concluded that the 
proposed LCP amendment is not expected to result in any significant adverse impact on the 
environment. Thus, it is unnecessary for the Commission to suggest modifications to the proposed 
amendment to address adverse environmental impacts because the proposed amendment, as submitted, 
will not result in any significant environmental effects for which feasible mitigation measures would be 
required. 
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California Coastal Commission 

Coastal Commission Concurrence 
The Executive Director will report this minor LCP amendment determination, and any comments 
received on it, to the Coastal Commission at its August 9, 2012 meeting at the Santa Cruz County Board 
of Supervisors Chambers at 701 Ocean Street in Santa Cruz. If you have any questions or need 
additional information regarding the proposed amendment or the method under which it is being 
processed, please contact John Akeman at the Central Coast District Office in Santa Cruz. If you wish to 
comment on and/or object to the proposed minor LCP amendment determination, please do so by 
August 3, 2012. 

Procedural Note - LCP Amendment Action Deadline 
This proposed LCP amendment was filed as complete on July 9, 2012. It is IP only and the 60-day 
action deadline is September 7, 2012. Thus, unless the Commission extends the action deadline (it may 
be extended by up to one year), the Commission has until September 7, 2012 to take a final action on 
this LCP amendment. 

 

Exhibits: 
Exhibit A: Proposed Chapter 16.10 Amendments  
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