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SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER AMENDING THE SANTA CRUZ COUNTY CODE
AND GENERAL PLAN I LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM, TO MODIFY STANDARDS FOR HOTELS
AND MOTELS IN COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS

Members of the Board:

The purpose of today's public hearing is to a consider adoption of County Code amendments and re-
lated General Plan/Local Coastal Program (GP/LCP) amendments of regulations guiding hotel and mo-
tel development in commercial zoning districts.

Zoning ordinance amendments to modernize hotel density, story limits and parking
The Santa Cruz County Code currently limits hotel room density in commercial districts to one habitable
room per 1,100 square feet of developable area (1,300 square feet if kitchens present), and considers a
room greater than 400 square feet to be more than one room. These rules are inconsistent with the me-
trics and standards of modern hotel development in general, as well as with recent hotel developments
that have occurred in our area in the incorporated cities. Nine hotels built or approved in the County's
cities since 2000 have had an average density of 1 unit / 638 square feet (Figure 1). Hotel development
in neighboring coastal counties and cities is regulated by setback and height standards, environmental
site constraints, parking requirements and design review rather than by density. Across the country,
limits on hotel room density range from 250 to 600 square feet per room in the uncommon instances
where such standards occur.

Few new hotels are constructed in the unincorporated area, particularly in higher quality market seg-
ments, and this has limited the County's ability to attract the demographic of the tourist market that can
contribute most to local economic vitality.

If the density limitation is removed, the number of hotel rooms allowed on various sites could increase,
yet would remain constrained by setback requirements, design standards, environmental site con-
straints, and availability of parking. Outside the Urban Services Line, availability of infrastructure / public
services is an additional limitation.

The zoning ordinance also has a three-story limit forcommercial buildings, in addition to the height limit
of 35 feet (which may be extended by five feet in certain circumstances with design findings). This limit
of three stories also inhibits new hotel construction. Well-designed, attractive four-story hotels could be
constructed within the existing 35-40 foot height limit (Figure 2 shows a three-story facade designed to
minimize the effect of stories), so it is proposed that the three-story limit be deleted for hotels and mo-
tels in commercial districts. Within the County, village plans, coastal regulations and Design Re¥iew4
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already prescribe adequate maximum heights we will as design guidelines for façade articulation, scale
and neighborhood compatibility in special areas (13.20.130 through 13.20.147; 13.11).

CJ 432

There are a number of difficulties with the current County parking standard for hotels and motels. The
standard, 1 parking space per habitable room or 1.1 spaces per unit, whichever is greater, does not
align well with modern hotel products, which have a higher percentage of suites than in the past. When
applied to suites, the parking requirement based on "habitable rooms" amounts to 2 spaces per unit in
an all-suites hotel and about 1.2 spaces per unit in a hotel with 20 percent suites. Further, this standard
does not consider the fact that the average annual occupancy rate of Santa Cruz County hotels and
motels is generally in the 60-65% range; specifically 60.5% in 2012 and projected 62% in 2013.1 These
factors together indicate that the parking requirement is overly conservative and renders modern hotels
less feasible in the County. High proportions of paved parking areas also detract from the visual envi-
ronment and affect water quality.

The County's parking standard exceeds many demand samples compiled by the Institute of Transpor-
tation Engineers (ITE) in its Parking Generation reports. In the ITE data, the average peak-hour parking
demand at hotel and motel sites ranged from 0.85 to 1.2 parking spaces per room. Eighty-five percent
of the 5+ motels cited by the 2010 ITE report experienced peak demand below 0.85 spaces per room -
a decrease from 1.02 spaces per room in the 2004 ITE manuaL. Eighty-five percent of the 14+ hotel
sites experienced peak demand of less than 1.14 vehicles per room. The ITE data for hotels vary by
location and survey year; for example, the average peak parking demand at hotels in suburban loca-
tions was 1.2 spaces per room.

Proposed Zoning Ordinance amendments
The proposed ordinance amendments (Attachment 4; underline/strikeout in Attachment 5), would make
the following changes to hotel standards in commercial districts only:

· Remove net developable area as one of the standards used to determine the number of al-
lowed hotel rooms.

· Allow hotels greater than three stories, but retain current height limits expressed in feet.
· Revise hotel parking requirement to 1 space per unit and count studio units as one full unit

rather than % unit for parking purposes. Eliminate parking requirement based on habitable
rooms.

The proposed revisions affect only three of the six commercial districts: VA (Visitor Accommodations),
CT (Tourist Commercial) and C-2 (Community Commercial). The other three commercial districts do
not allow hotels or motels. Visitor accommodations in other zoning districts would be affected in that
parking standards would be revised to eliminate the 1.1 space per VA unit standard and rely solely on
the existing one space per habitable room standard - a revision that was proposed primarily to simplify
the code but that will, in rare cases, reduce the required parking by 10%. The proposed changes would
not affect Type B accommodations (camping, group quarters, hostels and RV parks).

Associated amendment of the County General Plan/LCP
GP / LCP Policy 2.16.7 suggests that room density should be regulated through permit procedures in-
cluding the Zoning ordinance, and a related General Plan / LCP program requires that the Visitor Ac-
commodations zone district set densities for hotel rooms. Therefore, in order to remove the concept of
density limiting the number of allowed hotel rooms, the General Plan / LCP must be amended. These
proposed amendments are shown in Attachment 2 (underline/strikeout in Attachment 3).

4 (I) Santa Cruz County Econom ic Vitality Study Background Trends Report, Bay Area Econom ics, 2013
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Initial Study and proposed Negative Declaration circulated C 433
An Initial Study and Negative Declaration (IS/ND) were completed for the proposed ordinance amend-
ments and GP/LCP amendments (Attachment 6). The Initial Study focused on potential impacts relating
to visual resources, traffic and land use. No potentially significant negative environmental impacts were
identified. While the proposed amendments may result in hotel development that otherwise may not
have occurred, no projects will be facilitated that were not previously allowed in the zone district or on
the parcel, and any individual project that is proposed will receive full, specific environmental review as
a part of the application review process. Tribal consultations have been completed for the proposed
General Plan Amendments; no comments were received.

Planning Commission Recommendation.
On September 11, 2013 the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing to consider the
proposed ordinance. The four Planning Commissioners present at the meeting voted unanimously to
recommend that your Board adopt the attached Initial Study I Negative Declaration, (Attachment 6),
approve the proposed amendment to General Plan I LCP Policy 2.16.7 and related Program "a" listed
under General Plan I LCP Objective 2.16 (Attchment 2), approve the proposed ordinance amendments
(Attachment 4; strikeout-underline as Attachment 5); and direct staff to submit the adopted amend-
ments to the California Coastal Commission.

Comment letters received.
Staff received two comment letters on the Initial Study/Negative Declaration during the 30-day public
comment period ending on August 30, 2013, from the City of Santa Cruz Water Department (attached
as Exhibit G) and from James Peterson, owner of a vacant parcel zoned VA (Visitor Accommodation) in
the Seacliff area (attached as Exhibit H).

City of Santa Cruz Water Department
The City of Santa Cruz Water Department noted that the County is to comply with General Plan Policy
7.18.1 requiring the County to coordinate with all water purveyors and water management agencies to
ensure that land use and growth management decisions are linked directly to the availability of ade-
quate, sustainable public and private water supplies. It also stated that the IS/ND should provide: (1) a
description of affected parcels and changes in build out potential that could occur in the City's water
service area as a result of the proposed amendment; (2) Potential changes in projected water demand
in the City's water service area associated with the proposed ordinance amendment; and (3) An analy-
sis of the ability of the City's water system to meet any new demands.

The IS/ND included Table 1: Existing Commercial Parcels Allowing the Visitor Accommodations Use
which provides the parcel size, land use and zone, and current use. The IS/ND notes that approx-
imately 20 of the 34 parcels are currently developed or partially developed with visitor accommodation
uses. Of the 17 parcels located within the jurisdiction of the City of Santa Cruz Water Department, all
but two parcels located near Santa Cruz Harbor on ih Avenue are currently developed.

The IS/ND notes that the number of hotel rooms allowed on various parcels could increase through the
removal of the density limitation, yet would remain constrained by setback requirements, design stan-
dards and availability of parking. Outside the Urban and Rural Services Lines, availability of services
would be an additional limitation. However, the project consists of regulatory changes, which by them-
selves will have no physical effect on the environment. It is therefore not possible to know the exact
number of rooms that might be allowed as part of any specific development proposal that may be pro-
posed in the future. For this reason, CEQA provides a process for performing environmental review on
a programmatic level for projects such as ordinance amendments. When a particular development is
proposed, it will be subject to full CEQA review, and at that time water supply availability and any im-
pact on water supply can be evaluated and addressed. Specifically, no new development can be ap-
proved, pursuant to the General Plan and County Code, if a "will serve" commitment from the water
purveyor has not been issued. At this time, there is no substantial evidence that there are cumulative
effects associated with the proposed ordinance amendments. 48



General Plan and Ordinance Amendments to Hotel Standards
Board of Supervisors Agenda
Page NO.4

0434
Mr. James Peterson, Seaclif property owner
Mr. Peterson stated that he currently owns undeveloped parcel number 042-021-13, adjacent to unde-
veloped visitor accommodations parcel 042-022-12. Mr. Peterson had a concern that the ordinance
amendment does not go far enough to address the parking constraints that exist within Seacliff Village.
He would like to see a parking district established to address the issue there.

Recommendations
Staff believes that the proposed ordinance amendments would modernize County standards for hotel
development in VA, CT and C-2 zone districts. This will be accomplished by relying on site develop-
ment standards, parking limits, design review and environmental site constraints to determine the num-
ber of allowable rooms within a hotel development, rather than on a formula of density; by removing the
three-story limit but maintaining current height limits; and by modernizing parking standards. Staff be-
lieves these changes will better align the County code with local incorporated cities and wil allow the
County to attract modern hotel development on suitable property.

It is therefore RECOMMENDED that your Board take the following actions:

1. Conduct a public hearing on the proposed General Plan / LCP and ordinance amendments;

2. Adopt the Resolution (Attachment 1) adopting the Negative Declaration (Attachment 6), adopting

and General Plan / LCP amendment (Attachment 2), and directing staff to submit the amendments
to the Coastal Commission;

3. Approve in concept the proposed ordinance amendments (Attachment 4); and

4. Direct the Clerk of the Board to bring the ordinance approved in concept back to your Board for a
second reading on the next meeting agenda in order to finalize the amendment process.

'-

SUSAN A. MAURIELLO
County Administrative Officer

Sincerely,

Attachments:

1. Resolution
2. Clean copy of General Plan / LCP amendment
3. Underline/Strikeout copy of General Plan amendment
4. Clean copy of ordinance

5. Underline/Strikeout copy of ordinance
6. Initial Study / Negative Declaration
7. Planning Commission packet from hearing of September 11, 2013

(Excluding identical Initial Study / Negative Declaration.)

cc: County Counsel
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Figure 2
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ATTACHMENT 1

BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
OF THE COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

RESOLUTION NO.

0437

On the motion of Supervisor
duly seconded by Supervisor
the following is adopted:

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS RESOLUTION AMENDING POLICY 2.16.7 AND ASSOCIATED
PROGRAM "A" OF THE GENERAL PLAN I LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM

TO ELIMINATE DENSITY STANDARDS FOR HOTELS AND MOTELS IN COMMERCIAL
ZONING DISTRICTS AND ADOPTING AN INITIAL STUDY I NEGATIVE DECLARATION

FOR THIS GENERAL PLAN I LCP AMENDMENT AND AN AMENDMENT TO COUNTY CODE
CHAPTER 13.10 TO REVISE DENSITY STANDARDS, STORY LIMITS AND PARKING

STANDARDS FOR HOTELS AND MOTELS IN COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS

WHEREAS, hotels and motels provide public access to coastal recreation opportunities and
are a key component of Santa Cruz County's tourism economy; and

WHEREAS, the importance of a wide diversity of types of overnight accommodations is
recognized by Policy 2.16.3 of the County General Plan / LCP, which mandates that a variety of
visitor-serving uses be allowed in the Visitor Accommodations designation; and

WHEREAS, hotel and motel development must conform with design review guidelines, site
development standards and parking regulations in the Santa Cruz County Code; and

WHEREAS, the standards in the Santa Cruz County Code regarding density for hotel
rooms are inconsistent with current hotel development practices in general, are inconsistent with
the regulations of neighboring jurisdictions, and have been inhibiting the construction of hotel
rooms in the unincorporated County; and

WHEREAS, the Zoning Ordinance contains maximum height limitations expressed as
number of feet, but also as number of stories; and

WHEREAS, the current parking standard for hotels and motels exceeds evidence-based
standards, does not align with parking requirements in neighboring jurisdictions, penalizes
installation of suites and extended stay accommodations and does not factor in annual occupancy
rates that are below 65%; and

WHEREAS, the story limit and excessive parking requirements have been inhibiting the
construction of hotel rooms in the unincorporated County; and

WHEREAS, revising design, parking and story requirements that apply to hotels and motels
on commercially zoned properties where zoning allows hotel and motel development (VA, C-2, and
CT), and removing the density standard for those projects, would improve the feasibility of
constructing modern hotels without compromising design quality or reducing neighborhood
compatibility; and

WHEREAS, at its regular meeting on September 11, 2013, the Planning Commission
conducted a duly noticed public hearing to consider the proposed amendments to chapter 13.10 of
the County Code, Policy 2.16.7 of the General Plan / LCP and Program "a" under Objective 2.16 of 48
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the General Plan / LCP, that would affect hotel and motel room density, parking standards and
story limits, and considered all testimony and evidence received at the public hearing; and 0438

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission adopted a resolution on September 11, 2013, finding
the proposed amendments to the Santa Cruz County Code to be consistent with other provisions
of the County Code, with the policies of the GP/LCP and with State law; and further finding that the
proposed ordinance amendments comprised amendments to the County Local Coastal Program
and were consistent with the California Coastal Act; and recommending that the Board of
Supervisors adopt the Initial Study / Negative Declaration, (Attachment 4), adopt approve the
proposed amendments to the County General Plan and Local Coastal Program (Attachment 2),
adopt the proposed ordinance amendments (Attachment 2) and submit the amendments to the
Coastal Commission; and

WHEREAS, environmental review was completed for the proposed ordinance and the
determination was made that the proposed ordinance and amendments to the General Plan and
Local Coastal Program will not have a significant impact on the environment, and a Negative
Declaration was prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
which was circulated for public comment and review as required, and all public comments received
regarding the environmental review have been considered and do not change the determination
that no significant impacts will result from this project; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors finds that the proposed amendments to the County
Code and to the General Plan / LCP are consistent with all other provisions of the County Code
and the General Plan / LCP, and with State law; and

WHEREAS, Chapter 13.10 of the County Code is an implementing ordinance of the LCP
and amendments of these chapters constitute amendments to the LCP; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors finds that the proposed amendments to the LCP are
consistent with the Coastal Act.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Supervisors takes the following
actions:

1. Adopts the Initial Study and Negative Declaration;
2. Adopts the proposed amendment to General Plan / LCP Policy 2.16.7 and related

Program "a" listed under General Plan / LCP Objective 2.16;
3. Determines that outside the Coastal Zone, the proposed amendments to the General

Plan and County Code shall take effect on the 31st day after the date of final passage,
and inside the Coastal Zone the amendments shall take effect on the 31 st day after the
date of final passage or upon certification by the California Coastal Commission,
whichever date is later;

4. Directs staff to file a Notice of Determination in a timely manner;
5. Directs staff to submit the adopted Local Coastal Program amendments to the

California Coastal Commission.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Cruz, State
of California, this day of , 2013 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

41

SUPERVISORS
SUPERVISORS
SUPERVISORS
SUPERVISORS

2



ATTEST:
Clerk of the Board

DISTRIBUTION: County Counsel
Planning Department

ATTACHMENT 1

Chairperson of the Board of Supervisors

0439
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ATTACHMENT 2

GENERAL PLAN / LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM AMENDMENT C440

2.16.7
(LCP)

Design of Visitor Accommodations
Ensure quality of design for visitor accommodations through Commercial Development Permit
procedures, including the Zoning ordinance, to regulate density as appropriate, signage,
landscaping, buffering, on-site circulation and access, parking, and site and building design.

Program "a" under Objective 2.16, Visitor Accommodations Designation (C- V)

a. Maintain a Visitor Accommodations zone district as part of the Santa Cruz County Code to
implement the Visitor Accommodations land use designation.
(Responsibility: Planning Department, Planing Commission, Board of Supervisors)

48



ATTACHMENT 3

STRIKEOUT / UNDERLINE VERSION, GENERAL PLAN / LCP AMENDMENT 0441

2.16.7
(LCP)

Design of Visitor Accommodations
Ensure quality of design for visitor accommodations through Commercial Development Permit
procedures, including the Zoning ordinance, to regulate density as appropriate, signage,
landscaping, buffering, on-site circulation and access, parking, and site and building design.

Program "a" under Objective 2.16, Visitor Accommodations Designation (C-V)

a. Maintain a Visitor Accommodations zone district as part of the Santa Cruz County Code to
implement the Visitor Accommodations land use designation. The :ione district shall specify
allmvable densities for a varety of overnight or extended stay lodging for visitors.
(Responsibility: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors)

t 4()
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0442
ORDINANCE No.

ORDINANCE AMENDING SUBDIVISIONS 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355 AND 13.10.552
OF THE SANTA CRUZ COUNTY CODE RELATING TO VISITOR ACCOMMODATIONS

SECTION I

Footnote 2 of SCCC 13.1 0.333(A) is hereby amended to read as follows:

(2) Subject to exceptions as provided in subsections (B) and (C) of this section.

SECTION II

Section 13.10.333, "Development standards for commercial districts," of the Santa Cruz County Code is
hereby amended to renumber the existing section 13.10.333(C) to number 13.10.333(D), and to substitute
a new section 13.10.333(C), to read as follows:

(C) Stories, Exception. Hotels and motels in commercial districts are not subject to the story
limits of 13.1 0.333(A), but remain subject to its height limits.

(D) Other Regulations. Other development standards applicable to commercial zone districts
are contained in the following sections of this code:

SCCC

Agricultural buffers/setbacks 16.50.095

Design review 13.11.010, et seq.

Fences 13.10.525

General site standards 13.10.510, et seq.

Minimum parcel sizes 13.10.510(G)

Parking 13.10.550, et seq.

Signs 13.10.580, et seq.

Trip reduction requirements (development projects for 50 or more 5.52
employees)

Use of nondevelopable land 13.10.671

Use of urban open space land 13.10.672

41



Page 2 of 6 ATIACHMENT 4

SECTION III 0443

An initial paragraph is hereby added to Subsection (B) of Section 13.10.335 of the Santa Cruz County
Code, and Subdivision (B)(l) of Section 13.10.335 of the Santa Cruz County Code is hereby amended, to
read as follows:

(B) Visitor Accommodations Use Standards.

Visitor accommodation units referenced in this section are as defined in 13.10.700-V, under "Visitor
accommodations (VA) unit" and "Visitor accommodations, Types A and B."

(1) Allowed Densities.

(a) Type A visitor accommodation U1ts are not subject to a maximum density standard.

(b) Type B Visitor Accommodations.*

(i) RV or tent camps:

(ii) Hostels:

(iii) Group quarters:

1 site/l ,300 net developable square feet
1 bed/325 net developable square feet
2 beds/l ,300 net developable square feet

* Each square foot of net developable area shall be counted only once for the purose of
calculating the number of beds or the number of sites.

(c) Employee Housing.

All onsite residential units shall be reserved for exclusive use by owners and employees,
and shall not substantially reduce or degrade the use of the site for visitor accommodations.

(i) Employees for Type A units: approval of any number of employee dwelling
units exceeding one shall be _based on a demonstrated need for residential
employees and stated as a condition of permt approval.

(ii) Employees for Type B units: the number of employee dwelling units shall be

based on a demonstrated need for residential employees and approval of such
shall be stated as a permt condition. Permanent residential units for site
personnel shall be in place of density credits for Type B visitor accommodations
units at the rate of one kitchen and up to five permanent residents per 3,000 net
developable square feet.

(d) Density Determinations.

(i) All values given in SCCC 13.10.335(B)(l)(b) are maximums and may be reduced
as follows:

A. When Type A uses are combined with Type B uses on a site, the total number
of visitor accommodation units shall reflect service and access constraints,

41
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parking availability, environmental impact mitigation and compliance with
SCCC Chapter 13 .11. 0 444

B. Inside the Coastal Zone, the performance standards in Figure 2-5 in the Local
Coastal Program Land Use Plan for priority accommodations sites also apply.

SECTION IV

Subdivision (B)(2) of Section 13.10.335 of the Santa Cruz County Code is hereby deleted.

SECTION V

Subdivision (B)(3) of Section 13.10.335 of the Santa Cruz County Code is hereby amended to read as
follows:

(2) Permt Review.

(a) Development permts for visitor accommodations shall be evaluated for consistency with the
following policies:

(i) A diversity of all types of visitor accommodations shall be provided in the Coastal
Zone consistent with Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan policy.

(ii) Visitor accommodation projects on priority sites shall serve primarily the general
public, rather than any particular group or organization.

(iii) Visitor accommodations development in areas designated for neighborhood or

community commercial use shall not adversely affect the integrity of retail commercial
centers.

(b) The following standards shall apply to all visitor accommodations units and shall be
incorporated into conditions of approval:

(i) All visitor accommodations units shall be managed for short-term occupancy with

occupancy limited to not more than 29 consecutive days and limited to 29 days in any
one calendar year by an individual or group of occupants, except that single-ownership
units may be occupied by the owner(s) up to 45 days in anyone calendar year.

A. Notwithstanding the foregoing, visitor accommodation units described as follows
may be occupied by the owner(s) up to 90 days in one calendar year: units located
on coastal bluff property which has been the subject oflitigation in which a
remittitur was issued by the California Cour of Appeal on or before April 25,
1983, in a decision requiring the County of Santa Cruz to grant either
"compensating densities" in excess of "the base densities" thereon, or to grant
"some other transfer of development rights," and which litigation has been settled
by "Stipulation for Judgment and Judgment Thereon."

40
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0445

(ii) Centralized, on-site management shall be provided at all times for the maintenance and

operation of the visitor accommodations, related facilities, and the property. Such
management may be provided by the property owner or by a separate management firm
under contract. Plans for management shall be submitted to and approved by the
Plannng Director and a transient occupancy tax permt obtained from the Treasurer-
Tax Collector by such management prior to the issuance of building permts.

(iii) Deed restrictions runnng with the property and limiting use to short-term occupancy

and providing for the maintenance of centralized rental and management of the facility
shall be recorded prior to issuance of building permts.

(iv) All visitor accommodations units shall be subject to any County uniform transient

occupancy tax ordinance or a special tax on time-share units, camping units, or other
visitor accommodation units. Reports of the occupancy of visitor accommodations
units together with payment of transient occupancy taxes or any other taxes due from
the use of visitor accommodations units shall be made in accordance with SCCC
4.24.080.

SECTION VI

Subsection (B) of Section 13.10.355 of the Santa Cruz County Code, "Special standards and conditions,"
is hereby amended to read:

(B) Permit Review.

(1) Permts for Type A facilities and tent and RV camping sites shall be reviewed and conditioned
as provided in SCCC l3.10.335(B)(2).

(2) Permt conditions for hostels and group quarters shall be as follows:

(a) This permt shall run with the property owner and shall not be transferred without a
permt amendment.

(b) A management plan shall be submitted to the Planing Director for review and
approval prior to the issuance of a building permt or occupancy of an existing structure
for this use.

(c) An annual report shall be prepared and submitted by the owner or his agent to the
Plannng Director to substantiate the occupancy and other conditions of this permt.

(d) This site is subject to an annual inspection for which a fee, set by the Board of

Supervisors, may be charged.

SECTION VII

In Subdivision (B) of Section 13.10.552, of the Santa Cruz County Code, the use, "Motels, hotels, lodging
houses, visitor accommodations with or without kitchens" is hereby amended, and below it is hereby
added the use "Motels and hotels (Type A only) in the C-2, V A or CT districts" with specified parking
requirements, to read as follows:
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USE REQUIREMENTS 0446

Auto Parking Spaces Bicycle Parking Spaces

Motels, hotels, lodging houses, 1 per habitable room (Definition: 0.2 per unit and storage

visitor accommodations with or 13.l0.700-H) necessary to accommodate them;
without kitchens (except as 2 minimum

below)

Motels, hotels and lodging 1 per visitor accommodation unit 0.2 per unit and storage

houses (Type A only) in the C- (For parking purposes, studios shall necessary to accommodate them;

2, V A or CT districts count as no less than one visitor 2 minimum 

accommodation unit in the C-2, V A

and CT districts.)

SECTION VIII

Outside the Coastal Zone this Ordinance shall take effect on the 31 st day after the date of final passage.
Inside the Coastal Zone it shall take effect on the 31 st day after the date of final passage or upon
certification by the Californa Coastal Commission, whichever date is later.

PASSED AN ADOPTED this day of
Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Cruz by the following vote:

,2013, by the

AYES:

NOES:

ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

SUPERVISORS

SUPERVISORS

SUPERVISORS

SUPERVISORS

Chairperson, Board of Supervisors

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Board
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APPROVED AS TO FORM:

,-Ii
,. /l/¿__~,, .

C:447

Copies to: County Counsel

Planning Department
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Strikethrough / Underline Version of a Proposed Ordinance to Amend
Subdivisions 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355 and 13.10.552 ofthe Santa Cruz County Code

Relating to Visitor Accommodations

C! 448

SECTION I

Footnote 2 ofSCCC 13.10.333(A) is hereby amended to read as follows:

(2) Subject to exceptions as provided in subsection~ (B) and (C) of this section.

SECTION II

Section 13.10.333, "Development standards for commercial districts," of the Santa Cruz County Code is hereby
amended to renumber the existing section 13.10.333(C) to number 13.10.333(D), and to substitute a new section
13.1 0.333(C), to read as follows:

(C) Stories, Exception. Hotels and motels in commercial districts are not subject to the story limits of
13.10.333(A), but remain subject to its height limits.

(GD) Other Regulations. Other development standards applicable to commercial zone districts are
contained in the following sections of this code:

SCCC

Agricultural buffers/setbacks 16.50.095

Design review 13.11.010, et seq.

Fences 13.10.525

General site standards 13.10.510, et seq.

Minimum parcel sizes 13.10.510(G)

Parking 13.10.550, et seq.

Signs 13.10.580, et seq.

Trip reduction requirements (development projects for 50 or more 5.52
employees)

Use of non developable land 13.10.671

Use of urban open space land 13.10.672

SECTION III

An initial paragraph is hereby added to Subsection (B) of Section 13.10.335 of the Santa Cruz County Code, and
Subdivision (B)(l) of Section 13.10.335 of the Santa Cruz County Code is hereby amended, to read as follows:

(B) Visitor Accommodations Use Standards.

Visitor accommodation units referenced in this section are as defined in 13.10.700-V, under "Visitor
accommodations (VA) unit" and "Visitor accommodations, Types A and B."
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(l) Allowed Densities-G.

+w Density

A, \'lith kitehens 1 habitable room/1 ,300 net developable square feet

A, without kitehens 1 habitable roomll,lOO net developable square feet

B, RV or tent eamps 1 site/l,300 net de'ielopable square feet

B, hostels 1 bedl325 net developable square feet

B, group quarers 2 beds/1 ,300 net dei.'elopable square feet

(a) Type A visitor accommodation units are not subject to a maximum density standard.

(b) Type B Visitor Accommodations. 
* 

(i) RV or tent camps:

(ii) Hostels:

(iii) Group quarters:

! site/! ,300 net developable square feet
! bed/325 net developable square feet
2 beds/1 ,300 net developable square feet

* Each square foot of net developable area shall be counted only once for the putpose of
calculating the number of beds or the number of sites.

(c) Employee Housing.

All onsite residential units shall be reserved for exclusive use by owners and employees, and shall
not substantially reduce or degrade the use of the site for visitor accommodations.

(i) Employees for Type A units: approval of any number of employee dwelling units

exceeding one shall be based on a demonstrated need for residential employees and
stated as a condition of permt approvaL.

(ii) Employees for Type B units: the number of employee dwelling units shall be based on a

demonstrated need for residential employees and approval of such shall be stated as a
permt condition. Permanent residential units for site personnel shall be in place of
density credits for Type B visitor accommodations unts at the rate of one kitchen and up
to five permanent residents per 3,000 net developable square feet.

(d) Density Determnations.

(i) All values given in SCCC 13.10.335(B)(l)(b) are maximums and may be reduced as

follows:

A. When Type A uses are combined with Type B uses on a site, the total number of
visitor accommodation units shall reflect service and access constraints, parking
availability, environmental impact mitigation and compliance with SCCC Chapter
13.1 1.

B. Inside the Coastal Zone, the performance standards in Figure 2-5 in the Local Coastal
Program Land Use Plan for priority accommodations sites also apply.
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SECTION IV

Subdivision (B)(2) of Section 13.10.335 of the Santa Cruz County Code is hereby deleted, as follows:

(2) Density Calculations. Types of visitor accommodations may be combined; however,
combined densities may not e~weed the maximum allowed for the total numer of net
developable square footage on the property. All values given above are maximums and may be
reduced based on services and access constraints, compatibility with adjacent land uses and
neighorhood character, or adverse environmenal impacts. Peranent residential units for site
personnel shall be in place of density credits for visitor accommodations use at the rate of one
kitchen and up to five pennanent residents per 3,000 net developable square feet. A unit over 400
square feet in total square footage, including bathooms and kitchens, creates a presumption òf
more than one habitable room. Inside the Coastal Zone, the perfonnance standards in Figure 2 5
in the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan for priority accommodations sites also apply.

SECTION V

Subdivision (B)(3) of Section 13.10.335 of the Santa Cruz County Code is hereby amended to read as follows:

(:;2) Permit Conditions Review. All de',ielopmen permts for visitor aeeommdations shall include the
follovling eonditions:

Cal Development permts for visitor accommodations shall be evaluated for consistency with the
following policies:

(i) A diversity of all types of visitor accommodations shall be provided in the Coastal Zone

consistent with Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan policy.

(ii) Visitor accommodation projects on priority sites shall serve primarily the general public, rather
than any particular group or organization.

(iii) Visitor accommodations development in areas designated for neighborhood or community

commercial use shall not adversely affect the integrity of retail commercial centers.

(a) All visitor aeeommodations unts shall be managed for short term oeeupaney 'Nith oceupaney

limited to not more than 29 eonseeutive days and limited to 29 days in any one ealendar year by an
individual or group of oecupans, exeept that single ownership units may be oeeupied by the owner(s) up
to 45 days in anyone calendar year. Notwithstanding the foregoing, visitor aceommodation units

described as follows may be oecupied by the owner(s) up to 90 d~'s in one calendar year: units located on
coastal bluff property 'Nhiel has been the subect of litigation in which a remittitUr vias issued by the
Californa Court of Appeal on or before April 25, 1983, in a deeision requiring the County of Santa Cruz
to grant either "compensating densities" in excess of "the base densities" thereon, or to gran "some other
transfer of developmen righs," and 'Nhich litigation has been settled by "Stipulation for Judgment and
Judgment Thereon."

Cb L The following standards shall apply to all visitor accommodations units and shall be incorporated into
conditions of approval:
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All visitor accommodations units shall be managed for short-term occupancy with occupancy
limited to not more than 29 consecutive days and limited to 29 days in anyone calendar year by
an individual or group of occupants, except that single-ownership units may be occupied by the
owner(s) up to 45 days in anyone calendar year.

~Notwithstanding the foregoing, visitor accommodation units described as follows may be
occupied by the owner(s) up to 90 days in one calendar year: units located on coastal bluff
property which has been the subject of litigation in which a remittitur was issued by the
Californa Court of Appeal on or before April 25, 1983, in a decision requiring the County
of Santa Cruz to grant either "compensating densities" in excess of "the base densities"
thereon, or to grant "some other transfer of development rights," and which litigation has
been settled by "Stipulation for Judgment and Judgment Thereon."

(b) A rental contract for the short term renal of all units shall be maintained at all times with a
professional management firm approved by the County. Such contact shall contain occUfancy
restrictions for visitor accommodations unts as specified in subsection (B)(3)(a) of this section. The
rental contract shall be established prior to issuace of building permts for the proj ect.

(e-jl Centralized, on-site management shall be provided at all times for the maintenance and

operation of the visitor accommodations, related facilities, and the property. Such management
may be provided by the property owner or by a separate management firm under contract. Plans
for management shall be submitted to and approved by the Plallng Director and a transient
occupancy tax permt obtained from the Treasurer-Tax Collector by such management prior to
the issuance of building permits.

(d-@ Deed restrictions rullng with the property and limiting use to short-term occupancy and
providing for the maintenance of centralized rental and management of the facility shall be
recorded prior to issuance of building permts.

(e-ly All visitor accommodations units shall be subject to any County uniform transient occupancy

tax ordinance or a special tax on time-share units, camping units, or other visitor
accommodation units. Reports of the occupancy of visitor accommodations units together with
payment of transient occupancy taxes or any other taxes due from the use of visitor
accommodations unts shall be made in accordance with SCCC 4.24.080.

(0 Visitor accommodation proj ects shall be evaluated to ensure that a diversity of all types of visitor
accommodations is provided in the Coastal Zone consistent vlÏth Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan

policy. Visitor accommodations projects on priority sites shall primaly provide accommodations
available to the general public.

(g) Visitor accommodations de'lelopment in areas designated for neighorhood or commity
commercial use shall not adversely affect the integrty of the retail commercial centers.

SECTION VI

Subsection (B) of Section 13.10.355 of the Santa Cruz County Code, "Special standards and conditions," is
hereby amended to read:

(B) Permit Conditions Review.
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(1) The pert eonditions in SCCC 13.io.335(B)(3) shall apply to the following types of visitor 

aeeommodations: Permits for Type A facilities, and tent and RV camping sites shall be reviewed and
conditioned as provided in SCCC 13.10.335(B)(2).

(2) Permit conditions for hostels and group quarters shall be as follows:

(a) This permt shall ru with the property owner and shall not be transferred without a permit

amendment.

(b) A management plan shall be submitted to the Planing Director for review and approval
prior to the issuance of a building permt or occupancy of an existing structure for this use.

(c) An annual report shall be prepared and submitted by the owner or his agent to the Plamung

Director to substantiate the occupancy and other conditions of this permt.

(d) This site is subject to an annual inspection for which a fee, set by the Board of Supervisors,

may be charged.

SECTION VII

In Subdivision (B) of Section 13.10.552, of the Santa Cruz County Code, the use, "Motels, hotels, lodging houses,
visitor accommodations with or without kitchens" is hereby amended, and below it is hereby added the use
"Motels and hotels (Type A only) in the C-2, V A or CT districts" with specified parking requirements, to read as
follows:

USE REQUIREMENTS

Auto Parking Spaces Bicycle Parking Spaces

Motels, hotels, lodging houses, visitor 1.1 per unit, or 1 per habitable 0.2 per unit and storage necessar to
accommodations with or without room (Definition: 13.10. 700-H), accommodate them; wi 2.

kitchens (except as below) v/hiehever is more minimum ef

Motels, hotels and lodging houses 1 per visitor accommodation unit 0.2 per unit and storage necessary to
(Type A only) in the C-2, V A or CT (For parking purposes, studios accommodate them; 2 minimum
districts shall count as no less than one

visitor accommodation unit in the
C-2, V A and CT districts.)

SECTION VIII

Outside the Coastal Zone this Ordinance shall take effect on the 31 st day after the date of final passage. Inside
the Coastal Zone it shall take effect on the 31 st day after the date of final passage or upon certification by the
Californa Coastal Commission, whichever date is later.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this day of
Supervisors of the County of Santa Cruz by the following vote:

,2013, by the Board of

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

SUPERVISORS
SUPERVISORS
SUPERVISORS
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ABSTAIN: SUPER VISORS

Chairperson, Board of Supervisors

ATTACHMENT 5
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County of Santa Cruz 0(,54

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
701 OCEAN STREET, 4TH FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

(831) 454-2580 FAX: (831) 454-2131 TDD: (831) 454-2123

KATHLEEN MOLLOY PREVISICH, PLANNING DIRECTOR

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A
NEGATIVE DECLARATION

NOTICE is HEREBY GIVEN that the County of Santa Cruz is proposing to adopt a Negative Declaration in accordance
with Section 15072 of the California Environmental Quality Act for the following project. The proposed Mitigated

Negative Declaration can be reviewed on the Internet at http://www.sccoplanning.com. and at the County of Santa Cruz
Planning Department Records Room, 701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor, Santa Cruz, California 95060 during normal business
hours. Comments on the proposed Negative Declaration must be sent to Todd Sexauer at the address listed above, and
should reference "Visitor Accommodations Ordinance Amendment."

Owner! Applicant: County of Santa Cruz Application No.: N/A
Staff Planner: Todd Sexauer; (831) 454-3511

Zone District: Multiple
Project Location: The proposed project is located in the unincorporated County of Santa Cruz and is applicable to
"Type A" (lodging house/hotel/moteVinn/orizontal motel) visitor accommodation. The County of Santa Cruz is bounded
on the north by San Mateo County, on the south by Monterey and San Benito counties, on the east by Santa Clara County,
and on the south and west by the Monterey Bay and the Pacific Ocean.

Project Description: County General Plan Policy 2.16.7, associated program (a), and Section 13.10.335 of the County
Code regulate the number of allowed hotel and motel rooms on any given parcel by requiring a minimum amount of net
developable area for each room or unit. However, the County Code includes height limitations, minimum setbacks, design
standards and parking requirements which also limit the number of allowed rooms. The proposed amendments, detailed
below, are intended to preserve the limits imposed by the height limitations, minimum setbacks, design standards and
parking requirements while removing the minimum required parcel area.

Specifically, the proposed amendments, which apply to Type A accommodations in the commercial districts VA, C-2, and
CTwould:

i. Remove the existing density requirement of i ,300 square feet per habitable room with a kitchen and 1,100 square feet
per habitable room without a kitchen;

2. The number of stories would no longer be limited to three by the provision of subsection (A) of Section 13.10.333, but
strctures would remain subject to the limits on height in 13.10.333 and to design standards in Chapter 13.11;

3. Amend Sections 13.10.355 and 13.10.510 for consistency with the changes proposed in Section 13.10.335;
4. Reduce parking requirements from 1.1 spaces per unit to 1 space per unit as outlined in Subdivision (B) of Section

13.10.552, of the Code. Outside commercial districts, eliminate the 1. spaces per unit standard and rely solely on the
existing standard requiring 1 space per habitable room.

Public Review Period and Comment: Written comments on the proposed Negative Declaration must be received
no later than August 30, 2013 at 5:00 p.m. (a 30-day public review period beginning on August 1, 2013). For
additional information, please contact Todd Sexauer, Environmental Coordinator at (831) 454-3201 or bye-mail at
pln458(iÙco-santa-cruz.ca.us. The County of Santa Cruz does not discriinate on the basis of disability, and no person
shall, by reason of a disability, be denied the benefits of its serces, programs or activities. If you require special

assistance in order to review this information, please contact Bernice Romero at (831) 454-313 7 (TDD number (831) 454-
2123 or (831) 763-8123 to make arrangements.

Public Hearing: The project wil be considered by the County of Santa Cruz Planing Commission on September Ii,

2013, and at a public hearing by the Bóard of Supervisors on October 1,2013 in the Board of Supervisors Chambers. The
time has not been set. When scheduling does occur, these items will be included in all public hearing notices for the
project.
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ
-. ~"_""_,...,,_,, ,,,',,N'"'' "..~..."","""I'."....,''''W_....._,,...,,''''' '"",,,ny.,,,,,,,,,,,,,, '''"'_".'''''''''""',,__m',,

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 0455
701 OCEAN STREET 4TH FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

(831) 454-2580 FAX: (831) 454-2131 TDD: (831) 454-2123

KATHLEEN MOLLOY PREVlsICH, PLANNING DIRECTOR
http://ww.sccoplanning.com/

NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Owner/Applicant: County of Santa Cruz Application No.: N/A
Staff Planner: Todd Sexauer; (831) 454.3511

Zone District: Multiple

Project Location: The proposed project ìs located in the unincorporated County of Santa Cruz and is applicable to "Type A" (lodging
housefhotel/motellinnrlìrizontal motel) visitor accommodation. The County of Santa Cruz is bounded on the north by San Mateo
County, on the south by Monterey and San Benito counties, on the east by Santa Clara County, and on the south and west by the
Monterey Bay and the Pacific Ocean

Project Description: County General Plan Policy 2.167, associated program (a), and Section 1310.335 of the County Code regulate

the number of allowed hotel and motel rooms on any given parcel by requiring a mìnimum amount of net developable area for each
room or unit. However, the County Code includes height limitations, minimum setbacks, design standards and parking requirements
which also limit the number of allowed rooms. The proposed amendments, detailed below, are intended to preserve the limits imposed
by the height limitations, minimum setbacks. design standards and parking requirements while removing the minimum required parcel
area

Specifically, the proposed amendments, which apply to Type A accommodations in the commercial districts VA, C-2, and CT would:

1 Remove the existing density requirement of 1,300 square feet per habitable room wìth a kitchen and 1,100 square feet per
habitable room without a kitchen;

2 The number of stories would no longer be limited to three by the provision of subsection (A) of Section 1310.333, but structures
would remain subject to the limits on height in 13.10.333 and to design standards in Chapter 1311,

3. Amend Sections 13.10.355 and 1310.510 for consistency with the changes proposed in Section 13.10.335,
4 Reduce parking requirements from 1.1 spaces per unit to 1 space per unit as outlined in Subdivision (B) of Section 13.10.552, of

the Code Outside commercial districts, eliminate the 1.1 spaces per unit standard and rely solely on the existing standard
requiring 1 space per habitable room

The project will be considered at a public hearing by the County of Santa Cruz Planning Commission on September 11, 2013 and at a

public hearing by the Board of Supervisors on October 1, 2013 in the Board of Supervisors Chambers The time, date, and location
have not been set When scheduling does occur these items wil be included in all public hearing notices for the project

çê!¡JoJ.nja.E.ny¡mnmeDlêLQ.LI_aliìL.~çlJY1ttiQê-\eiLNer.mivfLliJ~Jaraliçm£Lricljll1.§:

Find, that this Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the decision-making body's independent judgment and analysis, and; that the
decision-making body has reviewed and considered the information contained in this Mitigated Negative Declaration and the comments
received during the public review period; and, that revisions in the project plans or proposals made by or agreed to by the project
applicant would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur, and, on the basis of
the whole record before the decision-making body (including this Mitigated Negative Declaration) that there is no substantial evidence
that the project as revised will have a signifcant effect on the envìronment The expected environmental impacts of the project are
documented in the attached Initial Study on file with the County of Santa Cruz Planning Department located at 701 Ocean Street 41h
Floor, Santa Cruz, California,

Review Period Ends: August 30, 2013

'~". ..""......."................... ... "'.............. or"..... ................... ~.."....... fI....... ..............."....
Date: .-_.__..___...__......,.___....___.;.___.._.___......1._________~'~.Note: This Document is r.onsidered Draft unti

: it is Adopted by the Appropriate County of
~ Santa Cruz Decision-Making Body
"...... .. ~. .......... ~.."...... . . .. ........ ~ . .....,.........,""" t......... ~" ."........ ""....."............"".. o,....

""-..~~"'__"~.,."....~_~..._.,',:r~~~::~.~:".._...~..~_,,:.LÍf..L~:,~;~1~5~.~_.,.~,._.=

TODD SEXAUE:R,t:n;íironmentãi Coordinator
(831 )454-3511

Updated J 2íl ! ~ 40
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County of Santa Cruz
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT
701 OCEAN STREET, 4TH FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

(831) 454-2580 FAX: (831) 454-2131 TDD: (831) 454-2123

KATHLEEN MOLLOY PREVISICH, PLANNING DIRECTOR
ww.sccoplanng.com
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW INITIAL STUDY

Date: July 30, 2013

Staff Planner: Todd Sexauer

Application Number: N/ A

Visitor Accommodations Ordinance Amendment

I. OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

APPLICANT:
County of Santa Cruz APN(s): Countywde

OWNER: N/A SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT: All

PROJECT LOCATION: The proposed project is located in the unincorporated County of
Santa Cruz and is applicable to "Type A" (lodging house/hoteVmotellinn/orizontal motel)
visitor accommodation (Figure 1). The County 'of Santa Cruz is bounded on the north by San
Mateo County, on the south by Monterey and San Benito counties, on the east by Santa Clara
County, and on the south and west by the Monterey Bay and the Pacific Ocean.

SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

County General Plan Policy 2.16.7, associated program (a), and Section 13.10.335 of the
County Code regulate the number of allowed hotel and motel rooms on any given parcel by
requiring a minimum amount of net developable area for each room or unit. However, the
County Code includes height limitations, minimum setbacks, design standards and parking
requirements which also limit the number o(allowed rooms. The proposed amendments,
detailed below, are intended to preserve the limits imposed by the height limitations,
minimum setbacks, design standards and parking requirements while removing the
minimum required developable area and maxmum number of stories.

Specifically, the proposed amendments, which apply to Type A accommodations in the
commercial districts VA, C- 2, and CT would:

1. Remove the existing density requirement of 1,300 square feet per habitable room
with a kitchen and 1,100 square feet per habitable room without a kitchen;

2. The number of stories would no longer be limited to three by the provision of
subsection (A) of Section 13.10.333, but structures would remain subject to the limits
on height in 13.10.333 and to design standards in Chapter 13.11;
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3. Amend Section 13.10.355 for consistency with the changes proposed in Section
13.10.335;

0457
4. Reduce parking requirements from 1.1 spaces per unit to 1 space per unit as outlined

in Subdivision (B) of Section 13.10.552, of the Code, for hotels and motels in

commercial districts. Outside commercial districts, eliminate the 1.1 spaces per unit
standard and rely solely on the existing standard requiring 1 space per habitable

room.

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: All of the following
potential environmental impacts are evaluated in this Initial Study. Categories that are
marked have been analyzed in greater detail based on project specific information.

~ Geology/Soils ~ Noise
~ Hydrology/Water Supply/Water Quality ~ Air Quality

~ Biological Resources I: Greenhouse Gas Emissions

D Agriculture and Forestry Resources I: Public Services

D Mineral Resources D Recreation
~ Visual Resources & Aesthetics I: Utilities & Service Systems
~ Cultural Resources I: Land Use and Planning
~ Hazards & Hazardous Materials D Population and Housing

~ Transportation/Traffic D Mandatory Findings of Significance

DISCRETIONARY APPROVAL(S) BEING CONSIDERED:

~ General Plan/LCP Amendment D Coastal Development Permit

D Land Division D Grading Permit
D Rezoning D Riparian Exception
D Development Permit I: Other: Ordinance Amendment
NON-LOCAL APPROVALS:
Other agencies that must issue permits or authorizations: California Coastal Commission

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the lead agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

~
D

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in
the project have been made or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment,
and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

D
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D i find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or
"potentially significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least
one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures
based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.

D I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are
imposed uponjhe proposed project, nothing further is required,

~,~~_ .;":r%',~,~/;:,:~v',,,,,, ,
"'7 :50

ToddSexauer
Env1ronmental Coordinator

Date

Visitor Accommodations Ordinance Amendment Application Number: NIA
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II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION
EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS:

Parcel Size (acres): Countywde
Existing Land Use: C-V, C-C, and C-N
Vegetation: N/A
Slope in area affected by project: D 0 - 30% D 31 -100% ~ N/A
Nearby Watercourse: Countyide
Distance To: N/A

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS:

(460

Water Supply Watershed: N/A
Groundwater Recharge: N/A
Timber or Mineral: N/A
Agricultural Resource: N/A
Biologically Sensitive Habitat: N/A
Fire Hazard: N/ A
Floodplain: N/A
Erosion: N/A
Landslide: N/ A
Liquefaction: N/A

SERVICES:

Fault Zone: N/A
Scenic Corridor: N/ A
Historic: N/A
Archaeology: N/ A

Noise Constraint: N/ A
Electric Power Lines: N/ A
Solar Access: N/A
Solar Orientation: N/A
Hazardous Materials: N/ A
Other:

Fire Protection: All
School District: All
Sewage Disposal: All

Drainage District: All
Project Access: N/ A
Water Supply: Water Districts and
Private Wells

PLANNING POLICIES:

Zone District: see Table 1
General Plan: C-V, C-C, and C-N

Urban Services Line: rg Inside

Coastal Zone: rg Inside

Special Designation: None

~ Outside

~ Outside

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND SURROUNDING LAND USES:

Natural Environment

Santa Cruz County is uniquely situated along the northern end of Monterey Bay
approximately 55 miles south of the City of San Francisco along the Central Coast. The
Pacific Ocean and Monterey Bay to the west and south, the mountains inland, and the prime
agricultural lands along both the northern and southern coast of the county create
limitations on the style and amount of building that can take place. Simultaneously, these
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natural featues create an environment that attracts both visitors and new residents every
year. The natural landscape provides the basic features that set Santa Cruz apart from the
surrounding counties and require specific accommodations to ensure building is done in a
safe, responsible and environmentally respectful manner.

The California Coastal Zone affects nearly one third of the land in the urbanized area of the
unincorporated County with special restrictions, regulations, and processing procedures
required for development within that area. Steep hillsides require extensive review and

engineering to ensure that slopes remain stable, buildings are safe, and water quality is not
impacted by increased erosion. The farmland in Santa Cruz County is among the best in the
world, and the agriculture industry is a primary economic generator for the County.

Preserving this industry in the face of population growth requires that soils best suited to
commercial agriculture remain active in crop production rather than converting to other
land uses.

PROJECT BACKGROUND:

The 1994 County of Santa Cruz General Plan Objective 2.16, Program (a) states, "Maintain a
Visitor Accommodations zone district as part of the Santa Cruz County Code to implement
the Visitor Accommodations land use designation. The zone district shall specify allowable
densities for a variety of overnight or extended stay lodging for visitors." General Plan
Policy 2.16.7 states, "Ensure quality of design for viitor accommodations through

Commercial Development Permit procedures, including the Zoning Ordinance, to regulate
density, signage, landscaping, buffering, on-site circulation and access, parking, and site and
building design."

The existing General Plan language discussed above and Section 13.10.335 of the County
Code are intended to regulate the density of visitor accommodations. However, existing
height limitations, setbacks, design standards and parking requirements also serve to limit
the number of rooms that may be developed. In order to allow potential project proponents
to work within the parameters of height limits, design, and parking requirements, rather
than parcel size, the proposal would remove the existing density requirements of 1,300

square feet per habitable room with a kitchen and 1,100 square feet per habitable room

without a kitchen. This is a typical approach to regulating the intensity of visitor
accommodation.

DETAilED PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Santa Cruz County Code currently limits hotel room density in commercial districts to
one habitable room per 1,100 square feet of developable area (1,300 square feet if kitchens
present), and considers a room greater than 400 square feet to be more than one room. These
rules are inconsistent with the metrics and standards of modern hotel development in
general, and with recent hotel developments that have occurred within the incorporated

cities of Santa Cruz County. Seven hotels built or approved since 2000 within incorporated
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areas of the County have had an average .density of 1 unt/677 square feet. Hotel
development in neighboring coastal counties and cities is regulated by site standards, parking
requirements and design review rather than by density. Across the country, limits on hotel
room density range from 250 to 600 square feet per room in the uncommon instances where
such standards occur.

A limited number of new hotels have been approved and constructed in the unincorporated
area of the county, particularly in the higher quality end of the market, and this has limited
the County's ability to attract the demographic of the tourist market that can contribute most
to local economic development.

The number of hotel rooms allowed on various parcels could increase through the removal of
the density limitation, yet would remain constrained by setback requirements, design

standards and availability of parking. Outside the Urban and Rural Services Lines, availability
of services would be an additional limitation. The project consists of reguatory changes,
which by themselves wil have no physical effect on the environment. It is speculative how
the proposed revisions would affect a particular development that might be proposed in the
future on a particular parceL. However, to provide an overvew of the parcels to which the
revised regulations would apply, Table 1 has been prepared. Table 1 provides a list of existing
commercial parcels allowing the visitor accommodations use within the unincorporated
County. Note that approximately 20 of the 34 parcels are currently developed or partially
developed with visitor accommodation uses.

The zoning ordinance also has a three-story limit on commercial buildings, which is in
addition to an overall height limit of 35 feet. Currently, height may be extended by an
additional five feet under the following circumstances as outlined in Section 13.10.5 10 of the
County Code:

"In any commercial or industrial zone district, a building may exceed the height limit as
established by the zone district by up to five feet, subject to review and recommendation
by the Urban Designer and approval by the Zoning Administrator following a public
hearing. In addition to the findings required in Chapter 18.10 SCCC for discretionary

approvals, the project shall be subject to the following additional findings:

(a) The additional height complements or completes the architectural design.

(b) For properties located in the Coastal Zone, the proposed project complies with
LCP policies, including policies protecting scenic corridors and public viewsheds."

The project proposes to delete the three-story limit for hotels and motels in commercial
districts only. This would allow the possible design and construction of a four-story hotel as
long as design standards and the overall existing height limit could be met. In most coastal
jurisdictions, story limits occur only in special districts such as harbor or beach areas. The
City of Santa Cruz, for example, limits hotels to two stories only in the harbor area. In the

4:, V¡;¡tor Ã.;;;~Od;;;;Õdi;;;~e Ä;;;d-:~'~t~ "~~'
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County's jurisdiction, village plans, coastal regUations and Design Review already prescribe
adequate design guidelines in special areas (13.20.130 through 13.20.147; 13.11).
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Table 1: Existing Commercial Parcels Allowing the Visitor Accommodations

-~-_.. '."l\sessor-ParceT _. .- - --- -- --_.- _. . --.. - Gener---- _.- ---- COasta-' ------------ .
Planning Area Number Acreage Site Address Plan Zone Zone USLIRSL 1 Scenic' Use

-~~~~.~~~~~~~~---~------ .0~-.---~~: :~~â~: .-._~::-.t ~:~
841 ¡th Av. ..s?~:§._~==--='~~~D'-~~= ~i~=.~=~~~~ i~ïo;;- .-- -NÕ....-:~.§~~
855 ¡th Av. C-C,O-U. ~-3.:!? ..__ _In... . '__' .!~/~~~ .~.~~.~~~~-=:. Vac;

901 ¡th Av. C-C, O-U C-2-D In jin/out J No ' ~~;:
::;: ~~.~~~:= ~O:~~8t=r%~F $f-~~~

EEf~::~; ~~~-: -~ -==t~--=i~:~~ - ~~~
_?.!.5.!~_:_Cliff D~.j~~~~C"~~~~~~.~ ~t-2 =~= ~Li~._--~~ =. ..~~n/~~~~' ~. ~~o.. ~'. '... ShOI

~~~~'~~~~f: ~~..- ~:0~Õ~0-" "0~6" -... ..-:~... - .. 1 :~~~~: . 'l ~: - : ~..iv..ne.g...1

6~~-J;;h~~;;-Beaeh- -;-c ------ ..~~---- ..... ~~--_. -.. r~~~~~t _. - lN: -- .. MotE
_.."'.'._'-- ----_...._._._.._..- --_._..._--..- _._....__...--- -_.....--......._...._.. ............_.......................~........._...............;.

21610 E. Cliff Dr. C-C VA In~~l~u.t..L.Nci..: MotE
21661 E. Cliff Dr. C-C VA In In/Out I No : _~~
631 26th Av. C-V, O-U ~~' PR- In lin/out I No ! Priv¿

.h..._......._._.........._.._.............._._........_...___.,'__ ,_.._..._.___._...__.h.._...._.._........ .._...................._........_.~._. ,_......____.................,~_.__..j.___._....__.......................¡............._._~..................;..

6~.00 Old Dominion C-V VA Out lin/out I Yes i MotE......---. .... -........._......__._......_---_. ._.__._- _._._-_.. _._-_............_....._....__.._--......¡

:.::-_.... ~~~~~:~ . ~~L~= f;~;l~t=i:~:=H~l :::

::: ~~E:: ::~_._ ~I--jf==t:;~~~: ~:~:5 :~:::::lt=~~: =t=~EJ~:'~j ~

026031 13 012
.~.-----_....-.--_..-.._...-..

, 0.74026-031-14
026-261-08 ; 0.26

026-261-13 1.83

026-261-16 6.07

026-261-17 0.36
026-273-10 0.50
026-273-11 0.38

Live Oak 027-221-14 0.26
027-221-16 0.26
027-273-73 6.06
028-091-24 0.78
028-091-25 1.10

028-161-02 4.70

028-161-12
..._._..._.__..........._......_...

028-164-13
0.46

.... ........................... ....._--..

, 0.64

028-421-02 4.70

039-201-32 1.86

039-421-06

Aptos

041-011-34

042-021-14
042-022-12

i 054-421-01
.....-

054-461-01

054-511-01

La Selva
Beach

045-181-09

045-181-10

Visitor Accommodations Ordinance Amendment

41



ATTACHMENT 6

04;;S

,,' ~-; if

Table 1 : Existing Commercial Parcels Allowing the Visitor Accommodatiorns'O
~~ --"-"--~ AsSêôrParèe~-

-~--~- - - -
- -,,- "-,, ,,- ""Gêneral--

-~-~-- " -
,
"

cêiastaC-'''. "1- ,,- "--- "." -"--T ,/", ,,~,
¡

Planning Area i Number Acreage Site Address Plan Zone Zone USLlRSL1 Scenic , Use
I i ,,-

060-251-02 3.80 555 Hwy 17 C-V VA Out lin/Out No MotECarbonera .._--_..-.._-- -_...__.__...._----1----_." .......-....--.-..t--....-~-.-......-.-...-..- ..-.-----.......... ¡....----.,.
060-251-03 3.72 555 Hwy 17 C-V VA Out I In/Out No MotE-- -"._._- '----

064-181-10 3.10 5250 Hwy 9 C-V
VA su- iGH' Out In/Out I No Resi__.w___..__.__....__ ._---_._.._--_...._-

-~!.=ç,,=.~~ ~q~C~~~~=~j~~y§~L..l.~N?~::..~~I~~~.~1San Lorenzo 064-272-01 8.07 4 ~9QI:_'r.~..___._.. CoN_...__._._----_._.._----
Valley 078-162-03 1.21 .ei~~HW¥.e___.__ .._~.='!______. VA .. Out lOut/Out No ! MotE

078-273-15 5.21 8705 Hwy 9 C-V '!~~~~~.~-=: =q.~t.~~~~:~=.T§'@§G!=l:N,g~._==I~R~~1...__.--_._.._-_...._........._.- ...._.__._..__._..
082-231-13 0.93 13335 Hwy 9 C-C C-2 . Out .__1. Out/ln._Lt'~.__j..~i~Q

. . Zone . .. i llcriptionGeneral Plan
.... . ---_._._---

C-C Community Commercial C-1 Neighborhood Commercial
C-V Visitor Accommodations C-2; Community Commercial
O-U Urban Open Space C-2-D Community Commercial with Designated Park S
C-N Neighborhood Commercial C-2-L Community Commercial with Historic Landmark

CT-L Tourist Commercial with Historic Landmark COrT

PR Parks. Recreation and Open Space
PP Pleasure Point Community Design Combining D
VA Visitor Accommodations
VA-D Visitor Accommodations with Designated Park ~

Note:
1. USLIRSL - Urban Services Line/Rural Services Line

Source: County of Santa Cruz. 2013.

Rd
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There are a number of diffculties with the current County parking standard for hotels and
motels, which is 1 parking space per habitable room or 1.1 spaces per unit, whichever is
greater. This standard does not align well with modern hotel products, which have a higher
percentage of suites than in the past. When applied to suites, the parking requirement based
on "habitable rooms" amounts to 2 spaces per unit in an all-suites hotel and about 1.2 spaces
per unit in a hotel with 20 percent suites. Further, this standard does not consider the fact

that the average annual occupancy rate of County hotels and motels is generally in the 60-
65% range, specifically 60.5% in 2012 and projected 62% in 2013. Together these factors
show that the parking requirement is overly conservative and this contributes to modern
hotels being considered economically infeasible in the County. Lastly, the current parking
standard exceeds most demand samples compiled by the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE). The ITE data suggest a peak-hour demand of 0.85 to 0.91 parking spaces per
room, on average. Eighty-five percent of the 12 motels sampled by the ITE experienced peak
demand below 0.85 spaces per room High proportions of paved .parking areas can reduce
room counts, render projects infeasible, detract from the visual environment and affect water
quality (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2004).

In commercial districts, the project proposes to reduce "Type A" hotel parking requirements

(including motels, hotels, lodging houses, and visitor accommodations with or without
kitchens) from 1.1 spaces per unit to 1 space per unit as outlined in Subdivision (B) of Section
13.10.552, of the Santa Cruz County Code in the C-2, VA or CT districts. Outside
commercial districts, the 1.1 spaces per unit standard would be eliminated, relying solely on
the existing standard requiring 1 space per habitable room.

The following amendments are proposed to the Santa Cruz County. Code and General
Plan/Local Coastal Program. The amendments are shown in strikeout text for deletions and
underlined text for additions.

Santa Cruz County Code

Footnote 2 of SCCC 13.l0.333(a) is hereby amended to read as follows:

(2) Subject to exceptions as provided in subsectiom (B) and (C) of this section.

Section 13.10.333 of the Santa Cruz County Code is hereby amended to renumber the
existing section 13.1O.333(C) to number 13.1O.333(D), and to substitute a new section
13.1O.333(C), to read as follows:

(C) Stories, Exception. Hotels and motels in commercial districts are not subject to
the story limits of 13.1O.333(A), but remain subject to its height limits.

(GD) Other regulations. Other development standards applicable to commercial zone
districts are contained in the following sections of this code:

-__'l__~__.'l'''~~
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SCCC
Agrcultural buffers/setbacks 16.50.095

Design review 13.11.010, et seq.

Fences 13.10.525

General site standards 13.10.510, et seq.

Minimum parcel sizes 13.1 0.5 1 O(G)

Parking 13.10.550, et seq.

Signs 13.10.580, et seq.

Trip reduction requirements (development projects for 50 or more 5.52
employees)
Use of non developable land 13.10.671

Use of urban open space land 13.10.672

Subdivision (B)(l) of Section 13.10.335 of the Santa Cruz County Code is hereby amended to
read as follows:

(B) Visitor Accommodations Use Standards

Visitor accommodation units referenced in this section are as defined in 13.1O.700-V, under
"Visitor accommodations (VA) unit" and "Visitor accommodations. Types A and B."

(1) Allowed Densities Chart

Ty Denity
A, with or without kitchens 1 habitable room/l,dOO net devdopable square feet
j\..., without kitchens 1 habitable room/l, 100 net developable square feet

B, RV or tent camps 1 site/l ,dOO net developable square feet

B, hostels 1 bedld25 net developable square feet

B, group quarters 2 beds/l,dOO net developable square feet

(a) Type A Accommodation units are not subject to a maxmum density standard.

(b) Type (B) Accommodations.*

(i) RV or Tent Camps: 1 sitel1,300 net developable square feet
(ii) Hostels: 1 bed/325 net developable square feet

(iii) Group quarters: 2 beds/1.300 net developable square feet

*Each square foot of net developable area shall be counted only once for purposes of
calculating the number of beds or the number of sites.

Visitor Accommodations Ordinance Amendment Appication Number: NIA
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(c) Employee housing. 0468

All onsite residential units shall be reserved for exclusive use by owners and employees,
and shall not substantially reduce or degrade the use of the site for visitor
accommodations.

(i) Employees for Type A units: approval of any number of employee dwellng

units exceeding one shall be based on a demonstrated need for residential
employees and stated as a condition of permit approvaL.

(ii) Employees for Type B units: the number of employee dwellng. units shall be
based on a demonstrated need for residential employees and approval of such
shall be stated as a permit condition. Permanent residential units for site
personnel shall be in place of density credits for Type B visitor accommodations
units at the rate of one kitchen and up to five permanent residents per 3,000 net
developable square feet.

(d) Density Determinations.

(i) All values given in SCCC 13.10.335(B)(1)(b) are maxmums and may be reduced
as follows:

A. When Type A uses are combined with Type B uses on a site, the total
number of visitor accommodation units shall reflect service and access
constraints, parking availability, environmental impact mitigation and
compliance with SCCC Chapter 13.11.

B. Inside the Coastal Zone. the performance standards in Figure 2-5 in the

Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan for priority accommodations sites
also apply.

Subdivision (B)(2) of Section 13.10.335 of the Santa Cruz County Code is herby deleted as
follows:

(2) Density Calculations. Tyes of visitor accommodations may be combined; hov/ev:er,

combined densities may not exceed the maxmum allmved for thc total number of net
developable square footage on the propert. All values given above are maxmums and
may be reduced based on servces and access constraints, compatibility \vith adjacent
land uses and ncighborhood character, or adverse CnvirOllliental impacts. Permanent
rcsidential units for sitc personnel shall bc in place of density credits for visitor
accommodations use at the rate of one kitchen and up to five permanent residents per
3,000 net dcvelopable square feet. A unit over 400 square feet in total square footage,
including bathrooms and kitchens, creates a presumption of more than one habitable
room. Inside the Coastal Zone, the performance standards in Figure 2 5 in the Local
Coastal Program Land Usc Plan for priority accommodations sites also apply.
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Subdivision (B)(3) of Section 13.10.335 of the Santa Cruz County Code is hereby amended to
read as follows:

t3,i) Permit ConditionsReview. All development permits for visitor accommodations shalP 46 9

include the follo'Ning conditions:

(a) Development permits for visitor accommodations shall be evaluated for
consistency with the following policies:

(i) A diversity of all types of visitor accommodations shall be provided in the

Coastal Zone consistent with Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan policy.

(ii) Visitor accommodation projects on priority sites shall serve primarily the
general public, rather than any particular group or organization.

(iii) Visitor accommodations development in areas designated for neighborhood or

community commercial use shall not adversely affect the integrity of retail
commercial centers.

(a) All visitor accommodations units shall be managed for short term occupancy vlIth
occupancy limitcd to not morc than 29 consecutive days and limited to 29 days in
anyone calendar year by an individual or group of occupants, eJæept that single
ovmership units may be occupied by the owner(s) up to 45 days in anyone
calendar year. NotviIthstanding the foregoing, visitor accommodation units

described as follows may be occupied by the owner(s) up to 90 days in one
calendar year: units located on coastal bluf property which has bcen the subject
of litigation in which a remittitur ..vas issucd by the California Court of Appeal on
or bcfore April 25, 1983, in a decision requirig the Count of Santa Cruz to grant
. h" . d ..". f "th b d .." heit er compensatmgensities m excess oeaseensities t creon, or to

grant "some other transfer of development rights," and which litigation has been
settled by "Stipulation for Judgment and Judgment Thereon. "

(b) The following standards shall apply to all visitor accommodations units and shall
be incorporated into conditions of approval:

.i All visitor accommodations units shall be managed for short-term occupancy

with occupancy limited to not more than 29 consecutive days and limited to
29 days in anyone calendar year by an individual or group of occupants,
except that single-ownership units may be occupied by the owner(s) up to 45
days in anyone calendar year.
A. Notwthstanding the foregoing, visitor accommodation units described as

follows may be occupied by the owner(s) up to 90 days in one calendar
year: units located on coastal bluff propert which has been the subject of

Visitor Accommodations Ordinance Amendment
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litigation in which a remittitu was issued by the California Court of
Appeal on or before April 25, 1983, in a decision requiring the County of
Santa Cruz to grant either "compensating densities" in excess of "the base
densities" thereon, or to grant "some other transfer of development rights,"
and which litigation has been settled by "Stipulation for Judgment and
Judgment Thereon."

(b) A rental contract for the short term rental of all units shall be maintained at all
times with a professional management firm approved by the Count. Such
contract shall contain occupancy restrictions for visitor accommodations units as
specified in subsection (B)(3)(a) of this section. The rental contract shall bc
established prior to issuance of building permits for the project.

(e-.i Ccntralized, on-site management shall be provided at all times for the

maintenance and operation of the visitor accommodations, related

facilities, and the propert. Such management may be provided by the
property owner or by a separate management firm under contract. Plans
for management shall be submitted to and approved by the Planning
Director and a transient occupancy tax permit obtained from the

Treasurer- Tax Collector by such management prior to the issuance of
building permits.

(d-@ Deed restrictions running with the propert and limiting use to short-term
occupancy and providing for the maintenance of centralized rental and
management of the facility shall be recorded prior to issuance of building
permits.

(e-ru All visitor accommodations units shall be subject to any County uniform
transient occupancy tax ordinance or a special tax on time-share units,
camping units, or other visitor accommodation units. Reports of the
occupancy of visitor accommodations units together with payment of
transient occupancy taxes or any other taxes due from the use of visitor
accommodations units shall be made in accordance with SCCC 4.24.080.

(f) Visitor accommodation projects shall be evaluated to ensure that a diversity of all
tyes of visitor accommodations is provided in thc Coastal Zonc consistent with

Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan policy. Visitor accommodations projects on
priority "sites shall primarily prOyide accommodations available to the general
public.

(g) Visitor accommodations development in areas designated for neighborhood or
community commercial use shall not adversely affect the integrity of the retail
commercial centcrs.

Visitr Accommodations Ordinance Amendment Application Number: NIA
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Subsection (B) of Section 13.10.355 of the Santa Cruz County Code, "Special standards and
conditions," is hereby amended to read:

0471

(B) Permit Conditions Review.

(1) The permit conditions in SCCC 13.1O.335(B)(3) shall apply to the following tyes
of visitor accommodations: Permits for Type A facilities, and tent and RV camping
sites shall be reviewed and conditioned as provided in SCCC 13.1O.335(B)(2).

(2) Permit conditions for hostels and group quarters shall be as follows:

(a) This permit shall run with the propert owner and shall not be transferred
without a permit amendment.

(b) A management plan shall be submitted to the Planning Director for review
and approval prior to the issuance of a building permit or occupancy of an
existing structure for this use.

(c) An annual report shall be prepàred and submitted by the owner or his agent

to the Planning Director to substantiate the occupancy and other conditions
of this permit.

(d) This site is subject to an annual inspection for which a fee, set by the Board

of Supervisors, may be charged.

In Subdivision (B) of Section 13.10.552, of the Santa Cruz County Code, the use, "Motels,
hotels, lodging houses, visitor accommodations with or without kitchens" is hereby
amended, and below it is hereby added the use_ "motels and hotels (Type A only) in the C-2,
VA or CT districts" with specified parking requirements, to read as follows:

USE REQUI
Auto Parkig Spaces Bicycle Parkig Spaces

Motels, hotels, lodging houses, 1.1 per unit, or 1 per habitable 0.2 per unit and storage necessary
visitor accommodations with or room, whichever is more to accommodate them; wi .i

without kitchens (except as below). (defiition: 13: 1 0.700- H) minimum ef

Motels, hotels and lodging houses 1 per visitor accommodation unit 0.2 per unit and storage necessar
(Type A only) in the C-2, VA or (For parkig purposes, studios shall to accommodate them; 2 minimum
CT districts. count as no less than one unit in C-

2, VA and CT districts,)

Outside the Coastal Zone this Ordinance shall take effect on the 31 st day after the date of
final passage. Inside the Coastal Zone it shall take effect on the 31st day after the date of
final passage or upon certification by the California Coastal Commission, whichever date is
later.

Visitor Accommoations Ordinance Amendment
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Santa Cruz County General Plan and Local Coastal Program 0472

The current Santa Cruz County General plan includes a program to 1) maintain a Visitor
Accommodations zone district as part of the Santa Cruz County Code to implement the
Visitor Accommodations land use designation, and 2) to require that the Visitor

Accommodations zone district specify allowable densities for a variety of overnight or
extended stay lodging for visitors. The proposed amendment would retain the program to
maintain a Visitor Accommodations zone district, but would delete the program requirement
that the Visitor Accommodations zoning district set limits that tie the maxmum number of
overnight accommodation units that can be allowed to the net developable site area. Rather,
other existing limits on the number of rooms would be allowed to govern. Section 2.16.7 and
Program (a) of the General Plan would be amended as follows:

2.16.7

(Lep)

Design of Visitor Accommodations
Ensure quality of design for visitor accommodations through Commercial

Development Permit procedures, including the Zoning ordinance, to regulate
density as appropriate, signage, landscaping, buffering, on-site circulation and

access, parking, and site and building design.

Program

a. Maintain a Visitor Accommodations zone district as part of the Santa Cruz County
Code to implement the Visitor Accommodations land use designation. The zone
district shall specify allmvable densities for a T/ariety of mr-ernight or extended stay
lodging for visitors.

(Responsibility: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors) .

".w_.-.~~""_..""_~;,,,'__.""___~_~__~~,,_~,,,__R__,, *
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Less than
0(,73Significant

Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

II. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST

A. GEOLOGY AND soiis
Would the project:

1. Expose people or structures to
potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:

A. Rupture of a known earthquake D D D ~
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or
based on Ç)ther substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer
to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.

B. Strong seismic ground shaking? D D D ~
C. Seismic-related ground failure, D D D ~

including liquefaction?

D. Landslides? D ~D D
Discussion (A through Dj: The project consists of regulatory amendments that would
apply Countywide. However, all of the parcels that would be affected by the proposed
project are located several miles from the San Andreas fault zone and the County mapped
fault zone. While the San Andreas fault is larger and considered more active, each fault is
capable of generating moderate to severe ground shaking from a major earthquake.

Consequently, large earthquakes can be expected in the future. The October 17,1989 Lorna
Prieta earthquake (magnitude 7.1) was the second largest earthquake in central California
history.

The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a), in addition to
County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These amendments
would not themselves result in physical impacts to the environment. All future projects to
construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County unincorporated area
would require a future discretionary approval, and at that point site specific issues relating
to soils and geology would be considered. In addition, future projects would be required to
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comply with the California Building Code. No adverse impacts are anticipated.

Develop land with a slope exceeding
30%?

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a),
in addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These

amendments would not themselves result in physical impacts to the environment. All
future projects to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County
unincorporated area would require a future discretionary approvaL. Some existing parcels
zoned to accommodate visitor accommodations may contain slopes exceeding 30 percent.
All future projects would be required to meet the requirements of Chapter 16.20 of the
County Grading Ordinance. In addition, future projects would be required to comply with
the California Building Code. No adverse impacts are anticipated.

Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil?

Discussion: See discussion under A-2 above. Best management practices would be

implemented for any future development. No impacts from soil erosion or loss of topsoil
would occur.

Be located on expansive soil, as
defined in Section 1802.3.2 of the
California Building Code (2007),
creating substantial risks to life or
property?

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a), in
addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These
amendments would not themselves result in physical impacts to the environment. All
future projects to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County
unincorporated area would require a future discretionary approval. In addition, future
development to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodation would require the
preparation of a soils report. The soils report would provide conditions of approval that

Be located on a geologic unit or soil
that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquemction, or collapse?

Discussion: See response to A-I above.

2.

3.

4.

5.

41 -._-- .. ~.. ..... .._.. .... .".Visitor Accommodations Ordinance Amendment
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would mitigate the effects of expansive soils on future development. No adverse impacts are
anticipated.

6. Place sewage disposal systems in
areas dependent upon soils incapable
of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks, leach fields, or alternative
waste water disposal systems where
sewers are not available?

D D ~ D

Discussion: The majority of visitor accommodation properties are located within the
Urban Services Line and have access to sanitary sewer. However, future projects that
require the installation of septic systems would be required to acquire an Individual Sewage
Disposal System permit from the County of Santa Cruz Environmental Health Services, and
to comply with Section 7.38.040 of the County Code. A less than significant impact is
anticipated.

7. Result in coastal cliff erosion? D D D ~
Discussion: Future development would be required to comply with Section 16.10.070 of
the Geologic Hazards Ordinance. And therefore, no impacts would occur to coastal cliffs or
bluffs. No impact is anticipated.

B. HYDROLOGY, WATER SUPPLY, AND WATER QUALITY
Would the project:

1. Place development within a 1 DO-year D D
flood hazard area as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?

Discussion: All future development would be required by the Planning Department to be

located outside of the mapped lOa-year federal Flood Hazard Boundary as shown on the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) National Flood Insurance Rate Map.
Subsequent environmental review would ensure that no encroachment into the lOa-year
flood hazard area occurs. No impact is anticipated.

D ~

2. Place within a 1 DO-year flood hazard

area structures which would impede or
redirect flood flows?

D D D ~

Discussion: See discussion under B-2 above. No future project would be designed in a
manner that would impede or redirect flood flows within a lOa-year flood hazard area.
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Therefore, no impact is anticipated.

3. D D ~ DBe inundated by a seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow?

Discussion:

There are two primary types of tsunami vunerability in Santa Cruz County. The first is a
teletsunami or distant source tsunami from elsewhere in the Pacific Ocean. This type of
tsunami is capable of causing significant destruction in Santa Cruz County. However, this
type of tsunami would usually allow time for the Tsunami Warning System for the Pacific
Ocean to warn threatened coastal areas in time for evacuation (County of Santa Cruz 2010).

The greater risk to the County of Santa Cruz is a tsunami generated as the result of an
earthquake along one of the many earthquake faults in the region. Even a moderate
earthquake could cause a local source tsunami from submarine landsliding in Monterey Bay.
A local source tsunami generated by an earthquake on any of the faults affecting Santa Cruz
County would arrive just minutes after the initial shock. The lack of warning time from
such a nearby event would result in higher causalities than if it were a distant tsunami
(County of Santa Cruz 2010).

The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a), in addition to
County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These amendments
would not themselves result in physical impacts to the environment. All future projects to
construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County unincorporated area
would require a future discretionary approval at which time risks from tsunami would be
considered on a site specific basis.

According to the 2010 County of Santa Cruz Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, Santa Cruz
County is currently providing the following measures to reduce the effects of any future
tsunami impact the area. The County is,

· Coordinating a communication system with other agencies and cities, including
evacuation operations for homes and businesses within specific areas.

· Providing management of an early warning system including a defined public
information process including establishing a reverse 911 system that will notify all
homes and businesses within the tsunami inundation areas, and a public address
protocol to have local and regional radio, TV and cable outlets announce evacuation
notifications to the community.

. Updating tsunami maps, and

· Encouraging the investigation of the tsunami threat to the County of Santa Cruz, and
updating development regulations based upon this investigation.

-i~;i~...r¡;~.ri"~_--_~~
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There is potential for a future visitor accommodation project to be impacted by a tsunami.
However, due to the implementation of the measure included in the County of Santa Cruz
Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, impacts would be less than significant.

Substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses
or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?

Discussion: : The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a),

in addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These

amendments would not themselves result in physical impacts to the environment. All
future projects to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County
unincorporated area would require a future discretionary approval.

4. D D D (g

Any future development in the County of visitor accommodations would be required to
comply with Policy 7.18.3, which states, "Review all new development proposals to assess
impacts on municipal water systems, County water districts, or small water systems.
Require that either adequate service is available or that the proposed development provide
for mitigation of its impacts as a condition of project approvaL." New development would
also be required to comply with Policy 7.18.5, which states, "Promote water management in
the Pajaro Valley and Santa Margarita groundwater basins and the Soquel-Aptos area to

protect the long-term security of water supplies and to safeguard groundwater quality and
maintain stream baseflows." Finally, future development would be required to comply with
Policy 7.18.6, which states, "Utilize the best available methods for water conservation in
new developments. Work with all water purveyors to implement demand management
programs and water conservation measures. In areas where shortage or groundwater

overdraft has been substantiated by the water purveyor, require water conservation

measures for new and existing uses. Require the use of water-saving devices such as ultra
low-flow fires and native drought-resistant planting in new development projects to

promote ongoing water conservation."

No impact to groundwater resources would occur from project implementation.

5. Substantially degrade a public or
private water supply? (Including the

D D D (g
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contribution of urban contaminants,
nutrient enrichments, or other
agricultural chemicals or seawater
intrusion).

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a), in
addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These
amendments would not themselves result in physical impacts to the environment. All
future projects to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County
unincorporated area would require a future discretionary approval.

Any future development in the County of visitor accommodations would be required to
comply with the following policies: Policy 5.7.1, which states, "Prohibit new development
adjacent to marshes, streams and bodies of water if such development would cause adverse
impacts on water quality which cannot be fully mitigated." Policy 5.7.2, "Prohibit
installation of septic tanks or leach fields within 100 feet of all natural waterways including
perennial or intermittent streams, seasonal water channels and natural bodies of standing

water." Policy 5.7.4, "New development shall minimize the discharge of pollutants into
surface water drainage by providing the following improvements or similar methods which
provide equal or greater runoff control" (a) include curbs and gutters on arerials, collectors
and locals consistent with adopted urban street designs; and (b) oil, grease and silt raps for
parking lots, land divisions or commercial and industrial development." Therefore no
impact is anticipated.

6. Degrade septic system functioning? D D D ~
Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a),
in addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333,13.10.335,13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These
amendments would not result in physical impacts to the environment. All future projects
to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County unincorporated area
would require a future discretionary approvaL. All futue projects would be required to
comply with section 7.38, Sewage Disposal, of the County Code. In addition, the project
would be required to comply with General Plan Policy 5.7.2, which states, "Prohibit
installation of septic tank or leach fields within 100 feet of all natural waterways including
perennial or intermittent streams, seasonal water channels and natural bodies of standing

water." No impacts are anticipated.

7. Substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or

D D ~ D
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amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding, on- or
off-site?

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a), in
addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These
amendments would not result themselves in physical impacts to the environment. All
future projects to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County
unincorporated area would require a future discretionary approvaL.

Any future proposed project would be required to comply with the County of Santa Cruz
Grading Ordinance contained in Section 16.20 of the County Code, and the Riparian
Corridor and Wetland Protection Ordinance contained in Section 16.30. In addition, the
project must be consistent with Objective 5.2, Riparian Corridors and Wetlands, which
states, "To preserve and restore all riparian corridors and wetland for the protection of
wildlife and aquatic habitat, water quality, erosion control, open space, aesthetic and

recreational values and the conveyance and storage of flood waters.

Impacts from the project would be less than significant.

Create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned storm water drainage
systems, or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?

Discussion: See discussions under B-5 and B-7 above. No significant impact is
anticipated.

8.

9. Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding
as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam?

D D l8 D

D D D ~

Discussion: Refer to responses B-1 and B-2 for discussion on flood risk. No impact would
occur.

Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality?

Discussion: Please see discussion under B-5 above. No impacts are anticipated.

10. D D D ~

Visitor Accommodations Ordine Amendment Itic "'umbei. MIA
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C. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

1. Have a substantial adverse effect,

either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species
identifed as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish
and Game, or U. S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a),
in addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These

amendments would not themselves result in physical impacts to the environment. All
future projects to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County
unincorporated area would require a future discretionary approval.

ATTACHMENT 6
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D D C8 D

Any future project would be required to comply with Section 16.32 of the County Code
protecting sensitive habitat. Therefore, impacts to candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or for species listed by the
California Department of Fish and Game, or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be less
than significant.

Have a substantial adverse effect on
any riparian habitat or sensitive natural
community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations
(e.g., wetland, native grassland,
special forests, intertidal zone, etc.) or
by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U. S. Fish and Wildlie
Service?

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a), in
addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These
amendments would not themselves result in physical impacts to the environment. All
future projects to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County
unincorporated area would require a future discretionary approval.

2. D D C8 D

Any future proposed project would be required to comply with the County of Santa Cruz
Riparian Corridor and Wetland Protection Ordinance and the Sensitive Habitat Protection
Ordinance contained in Section 16.30 and 16.32 of the County Code, respectively. In
addition, the project must be consistent with Objective 5.2, Riparian Corridors and
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Wetlands, which states, "To preserve and restore all riparian corridors and wetland for the
protection of wildlife and aquatic habitat, water quality, erosion control, open space,

aesthetic and recreational values and the conveyance and storage of flood waters. Impacts
from project implementation would be less than significant. Future development would
also need to be consistent with Policies 5.1.5, Land Division and Density Requirements in
Sensitive Habitats, and 5.1.6, Development within Sensitive Habitats, of the County of Santa
Cruz General Plan.

Impacts from the project would be less than significant.

3. Interfere substantially with the D D k8 D
movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species, or
with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede.
the use of native or migratory wildlife
nursery sites?

Discussion: See discussion C-2 above. Impacts from the project would be less than
significant.

4. Produce nighttme lighting that would
substantially iluminate wildlife
habitats?

D D k8 D

Discussion: See discussion C-2 above. Impacts from the project would be less than
significant.

5. Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act (including, but not limited to
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, fillng,
hydrological interruption, or other
means?

D D D k8

Discussion: No wetlands within potential building footprints are expected to occur on
existing sites with visitor accommodations development potential. If development is
proposed in the future the sites will be evaluated in detail and the provision of Chapter
16.32, Sensitive Habitat Protection Ordinance, as well as General Plan policies protecting
wetlands, wil be applied. No impacts are anticipated.

6. Conflct with any local policies or D D k8 D_____J~__..~,,__..
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ordinances protecting biological
resources (such as the Sensitive
Habitat Ordinance, Riparian and
Wetland Protection Ordinance, and the
Significant Tree Protection
Ordinance)?

Discussion: See discussion C-2 above. Impacts from the project would be less than
significant.

7. D D D ~Conflct with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional,
or state habitat conservation plan?

Discussion: The proposed reuse would not conflict with the provisions of any adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved locaL,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan. Therefore, no impact would occur.

D. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an
optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state's inventory of forest land, including the
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and
forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

1. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique D D D ~
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

Discussion: Any future development of visitor accommodations is not expected to impact
prime farmland or farmland of statewide importance. Parcels designated for visitor
accommodations are not intended for agricultural uses and would not contain any lands
designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
of the California Resources Agency. In addition, these parcels would not contain Farmland

41 

Visit Accoodations Ordinance Amendment Application Number: MIA



Potentially
Signifcant

Impact

Less than
Significant

with
Mitigation

Incorporated

ATTACHMENT 6

0433
Less than
Significant

Impact No Impact

of Local Importance. Therefore, no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of
Statewide or Farmland of Local Importance would be converted to a non-agricultural use.
No impact would occur from project implementation.

2. Conflct with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Willamson Act
contract?

o D

Discussion: See discussion for D-l above. No impact is anticipated.

D D

D ~

D ~Conflct with existing zoning for, or
cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code
Section 12220(g)), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code
Section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code Section 51104(g))?

Discussion: Future visitor accommodations would be located on parcels designated for
such uses. Therefore, no timber resources would be impacted by potential future projects.
No impacts would occur.

3.

D D DResult in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

Discussion: See discussion under D-3 above. No impact is anticipated.

4.

5. Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

D D

~

D ~

Discussion: See discussion under D-3 above. No impact is anticipated.

E. MINERAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

1. Result in the loss of availabilty of a

known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

D D D ~

Discussion: The site does not contain any known mineral resources that would be of

Vis Acmmodatios Ordinance Amendment AppieatiOf Number: NIA
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value to the region and the residents of the state. Therefore, no impact is anticipated from
project implementation.

Result in the loss of availabilty of a
locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other
land use plan?

Discussion: The subject parcels are primarily zoned Visitor Accommodations (VA) and
Community Commercial (C-2), which are not considered to be an Extractive Use Zone (M-
3) nor do they have a Land Use Designation with a Quarry Designation Overlay (Q)

(County of Santa Cruz 1994). Therefore, no potentially significant loss of availability of a
known mineral resource of locally important mineral resource recovery (extraction) site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan would occur as a
result of proposed future development. No impact is anticipated.

F. VISUAL RESOURCES AND AESTHETICS
Would the project:

1. Have an adverse effect on a scenic

vista?

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a),
in addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These

amendments themselves would not result in physical impacts to the environment. All
future projects located within visual resource areas, public vistas, ocean vistas, and open
beaches and blufftops would be required to maintain consistency with Section 5.10 Visual
Resources of the County of Santa Cruz General Plan. All future projects to construct or
rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County unincorporated area would require a
future discretionary approval and visual resources would be evaluated in detail at that time..
Impacts from the proposed project would be considered less than significant.

Substantially damage scenic
resources, within a designated scenic
corridor or public view shed area
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

Discussion: Please see discussion for F-l above. Impacts would be considered less than
significant.

2.

2.

3. Substantially degrade the existing

D D D ~

D D ~ D

D D ~ D

D D ~ D
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visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings, including

. substantial change in topography or
ground surface relief features, and/or
development on a ridgeline?

Discussion: Please see discussion for F - 1 above. Impacts would be considered less than
significant.

4. Create a new source of substantial
light or glare which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the
area?

0485

D D ~ D

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a), in
addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These
amendments would not themselves result in physical impacts to the environment. All
future projects to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County
unincorporated area would require a future discretionary approvaL. Future development
would be required to comply with Section 13.10 of the County Code. Impacts are expected
to be less than significant.

G. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

1. Cause a substantial adverse change in

the significance of a historical resource
as defined in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.5?

D D ~ D

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a), in
addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These
amendments would not themselves result in physical impacts to the environment. All
future projects to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County
unincorporated area would require a future discretionary approval. Any eligible or
potentially eligible historic structure(s) would be evaluated to determine potential impacts
from any future proposed project. Any. properties containing historic resources would be
required to be consistent with Section 5.20 of the County General Plan and Chapter 16.42
of the County Code. Impacts are expected to be less than significant.

2. Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5?

D D ~ D

14pptícaoon lVumöèT lV/A. ViAccmoations Orinance Amendment

48



ATTACHMENT 6

Potentially
. Significant

Impact

Less than
Significant

with
Mitigation

Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Impact

Cd 86

No Impact

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a),
in addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These

amendments would not result in physical impacts to the environment. All future projects
to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County unincorporated area
would require a future discretionary approval. Any archaeological site would be evaluated
to determine potential impacts from any future proposed project. Future projects would be
required to comply with Section 5.19 of the County General Plan and Chapter 16.40 of the
County Code. Impacts are expected to be less than significant.

Senate Bil 18 requires cities and counties to notify and consult with California Native
American Tribes about proposed local land use planning decisions for the purpose of
protecting Traditional Tribal Cultural Places. Due to the proposed General Plan
amendment, the County notified and consulted with five Native American tribal contacts
provided by the Native American Heritage Commission to comply with Senate Bil 18.
Following the end of the specified 30 day consulting period, no comments were received.

3. Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

D D l8 D

Discussion: See response to G-2 above. Impacts are expected to be less than significant.

4. D D l8 DDirectly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?

Discussion: Any future projects would be required to comply with Section 5.9
(Hydrological, Geological and Paleontological Resources) of the General Plan, and Section

16.44 (Paleontological Resource Protection) of the County Code. Impacts are expected to be
less than significant.

H. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:

1. Create a significant hazard to the D
public or the environment as a result of
the routine transport, use or disposal
of hazardous materials?

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a),
in addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These

amendments would not themselves result in physical impacts to the environment. All
future projects to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County
unincorporated area would require a future discretionary approval. Any proposed future

D D l8
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visitor accommodations would not transport, use, or dispose of hazardous materials. No
impact is anticipated.

Create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditons involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

Discussion: Please see discussion under H -1 above. No impact is anticipated.

Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

Discussion: Please see discllssion under H -1 above. No impact is anticipated.

Be located on a site which is included
on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the
environment?

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a), in
addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These
amendments would not themselves result in physical impacts to the environment. All
future projects to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County
unincorporated area would require a future discretionary approval.

2.

3.

4.

D D D Lg

D D D Lg

D D Lg D

During development review, any futue visitor accommodations site that has had previous
uses involving hazardous materials would be checked against the current Santa Cruz
County Site Mitigation List maintained by Santa Cruz County Environmental Health
Services as a best management practice. Any open cases would be coordinated with
Environmental Health Servces. Impacts are expected to be less than significant.

5. For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety

-~_._~___. k

D D D ~
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hazard for people residing or working
in the project area?

Discussion: No visitor accommodations would be located within two miles of the
Watsonville Airport. No impact is anticipated.

For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people residing
or working in the project area?

Discussion: Potential future projects would not be located within the vicinity of a private
airstrip. Although future projects could be located near the Dominican Hospital heliport,
no significant impacts are anticipated.

Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

Discussion: Any future visitor accommodations project would not interfere with any
adopted emergency response plan or evacuation plan. No impact is anticipated.

Expose people to electro-magnetic
fields associated with electrical
transmission lines?

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a), in
addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These
amendments would not result in physical impacts to the environment. All future projects
to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County unincorporated area
would require a future discretionary approvaL.

6.

7.

8.

D D ~ D

D D D ~

D D D ~

Any future development would be required to be consistent with the policies contained
within Section 6.8 (Electric and Magnetic Field Exposure Hazards) of the County General
Plan. No significant impacts are anticipated.

Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences
are intermixed with wildlands?

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a), in
addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These
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amendments would not result in physical impacts to the environment. All future projects
to construct or rehabiltate visitor accommodations within the County unincorporated area
would require a future discretionary approval, would incorporate all applicable fire safety
code requirements, and include fire protection devices as required by the local fire agency.
No impact is anticipated.

I. TRANSPORTATIONITRAFFIC
Would the project:

1. Conflict with an applicable plan,

ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system,
taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit
and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system,_
including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle
paths, and mass transit?

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a), in
addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These
amendments would not result themselves in physical impacts to the environment. All
future projects to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County
unincorporated area would require a future discretionary approval and potential site specific
changes in traffic would be evaluated at that time.

D D L8 D

Any future development would be required to be consistent with County of Santa Cruz
General Plan Policy 3.12.1, Level of Service (LOS) Policy. In reviewing the traffc impacts

of the proposed development project, LOS C would be considered the objective, with LOS D
as the minimum acceptable (where costs, right-of-way requireménts, or environmental
impacts of maintaining LOS under this policy are excessive, capacity enhancement may be
considered infeasible). Impacts are expected to be less than significant.

Result in a change in air traffic
patterns, including either an increase
in traffic levels or a change in location
that results in substantial safety risks?

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a), in
addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These
amendments would not result in physical impacts to the environment. All future projects

2. D D D L8
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to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County unincorporated area
would require a future discretionary approval.

No change in air traffc patterns would result from project implementation. Therefore, no
impact is anticipated.

3. D D D ~Substantially increase hazards due to
a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment) ?

Discussion: The proposed project does not include roadway construction; therefore, no
impact is anticipated.

4. Result in inadequate emergency
access?

D D D ~
Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a),
in addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These
amendments would not result in physical impacts to the environment. All future projects
to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County unincorporated area
would require a future discretionary approval. As a result, no impacts on emergency access
are anticipated.

5. D D ~ DCause an increase in parking demand
which cannot be accommodated by
existing parking facilties?

Discussion: The current parking standard for hotels and motels is 1 parking space per
habitable room or 1.1 spaces per unit, whichever is greater. This standard does not align
well with modern hotel products, which have a higher percentage of suites than in the past.
When applied to suites, the parking requirement based on "habitable rooms" amounts to 2
spaces per unit in an all-suites hotel and about 1.2 spaces per unit in a hotel with 20 percent
suites. This is the case even though suites are not associated with additional cars much of
the time. Furher, this standard does not consider the fact that the average annual

occupancy rate of County hotels and motels is generally in the 60-65% range, specifically
60.5% in 2012 and projected 62% in 2013. Together these factors show that the current
parking requirement is overly conservative. Lastly, the current parking standard exceeds
most demand samples compiled by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). The ITE
data suggest a peak-hour demand of 0.85 to 0.91 parking spaces per room, on average.
Eighty-five percent of the 12 motels sampled by the ITE experienced peak demand below
0.85 spaces per room High proportions of paved parking areas detract from the visual

41
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environment and affect water quality.

The project proposes to reduce "Type A" hotel parking requirements (including motels,
hotels, lodging houses, and visitor accommodations with or without kitchens) from the
current requirement to 1 space per unit when the propert is iIi the C-2, VA or CT districts.

Because the proposed amendments would require more parking spaces than most parking
demand samples compiled by the ITE, takes into account vacancy rates and the fact that
suites frequently do not generate more parking demand than standard rooms, impacts from
project implementation would be considered less than significant.

6. D D D (8Conflct with adopted policies, plans,
or programs regarding public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilties, or
otherwise decrease the performance
or safety of such facilties?

Discussion: Any future visitor accommodation projects would be required to comply with
current road requirements to prevent potential hazards to motorists, bicyclists, and/or
pedestrians. No impact would occur.

7. Exceed, either individually (the project D D D (8
alone) or cumulatively (the project
combined with other development), a
level of service standard established
by the County General Plan for
designated intersections, roads or
highways?

Discussion: See response I -1 above. No impact is anticipated.

J. NOISE
Would the project result in:

1. A substantial permanent increase in D D ~ D
ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without
the project?

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a), in
addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These
amendments would not result in physical impacts to the environment. All future projects
to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County unincorporated area
would require a future discretionar approval. All new development would be required to
meet the General Plan Noise Element standards. In significant impact is anticipated.

V;s;tor Accommodatkms Ordrnance Amendment AppticâtronNumtJer: N1AÌJ 40



Exposure of persons to or generation
of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

Discussion: The proposed project would not expose persons to any groundborne

vibration, or generate groundborne vibration. No impact would occur.

Exposure of persons to or generation
of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the General Plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a),
in addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These

amendments would themselves not result in physical impacts to the environment. All
future projects to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County
unincorporated area would require a future discretionary approval. All new development
would be required to conform to the Land Use Compatibility Guidelines of the General Plan

(Figure 6-1). All proposed future projects would be required to conform to a noise exposure
standard of 60dB Ldn (day/night average noise level) for outdoor noise and 45 dB Ldn for
indoor noise. New development of land that cannot be made to conform to this standard
wil not be permitted under the General Plan. All future development will also be required
to conform to General Plan policies 6.9.2 (Acoustical Studies), 6.9.3 (Noise Sensitive Land
Uses), and 6.9.4 (Commercial and Industrial Development). Impacts are anticipated to be
less than significant.

A substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

Discussion: See discussion under 1-1 above. Noise generated during future project
construction may increase the ambient noise levels in adjacent areas. Construction would
be temporary, however, and given the limited duration of this impact it is considered to be
less than significant.

41

2.

3.

4.

5. For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?
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Discussion: No future projects are expected to occur within two miles of a public airport.
No impact is anticipated.

6. For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise
levels?

D D D ~

Discussion: No future projects are expected to occur within two miles of a private airstrip.
No impact is anticipated.

K. AIR QUALITY
Where available, the significance criteria established by the Monterey Bay Unified
Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:

1. Violate any air quality standard or D D (8 D
contribute substantially to an existing
or projected air qualiy violation?

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a), in
addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These
amendments would not result in physical impacts to the environment. All future projects
to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County unincorporated area
would require a future discretionary approval.

The North Central Coast Air Basin does not meet state standards for ozone and particulate
matter (PMio). Therefore, the regional pollutants of concern that would be emitted by the
project are ozone precursors (Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs J and nitrogen oxides

(NOxJ), and dust.

No substantial increase in traffic trips would be expected from future projects. As a result,
there is no indication that new emissions of VOCs or NOx would exceed MBUAPCD
thresholds for these pollutants and therefore there would not be a significant contribution
to an existing air quality violation.

Future construction or remodeling of an existing structure may result in a short-term,
localized decrease in air quality due to generation of dust. However, standard dust control
best management practices would be implemented during construction. Impacts are
expected to be less than significant.

2. Conflct with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

D D D ~
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Discussion: The project would not conflct with or obstruct implementation of the
regional air quality plan. See K - i above.

3. D ~D DResult in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal
or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which
exceed quantiative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?

Discussion: The proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase in criteria pollutants. No impact would occur.

4. Expose sensitve receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations?

D ~D D

Discussion: Future development or remodeling of visitor accommodations would not

expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. No impact would occur.

5. D ~D DCreate objectionable odors affecting a
substantial numberof people?

Discussion: Future development or remodeling of visitor accommodations would not

create objectionable odors. No impact would occur.

L. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Would the project:

1. Generate greenhouse gas emissions,

either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the
environment?

Discussion: The futue development or remodeling of visitor accommodations would not

result in a substantial increase in greenhouse gas emissions. Very little fossil fuel would be
required for construction. In addition, all project construction equipment would be
required to comply with the Regional Air Quality Control Board emissions requirements for

construction equipment. As a result, impacts associated with the temporary increase in
greenhouse gas emissions are expected to be less than significant. In addition, future
development or remodeling would be consistent with the 2010 Green Buildings Standards
Code. for improved energy efficiency, water efficiency, and material conservation and
resource efficiency. As a result, impacts associated with greenhouse gas emissions generated
during the operational phase of future projects are expected to be less than significant.

D D C8 . D
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Conflct with an applicable plan, policy
or regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

Discussion: See the discussion under L-1 above. No impacts are anticipated.

2. D

M. PUBLIC SERVICES
Would the project:

1. Result in substantial adverse physical

impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new
or physically altered governmental
facilties, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response
times, or other performance objectives
for any of the public services:

a. Fire protection? D

b. Police protection? D

c. Schools? D

d. Parks or other recreational

activities?
D

D

Less than
Significant
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Mitigation
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D

D

D

D

D

D
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De. Other public facilties; including

the maintenance of roads?

Discussion (a through e):

The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a), in addition to
County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These amendments
would not result in physical impacts to the environment. All future projects to construct or
rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County unincorporated area would require a
future discretionary approval.

Although there would be an incremental increase in demand for public servces following
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futue development with project implementation, it would not be considered a substantial
change. As a result, impacts would be considered less than significant.

N. RECREATION
Would the project:

1. Would the project increase the use of

existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilties
such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facilty would occur
or be accelerated?

D D D (g

Discussion: The addition of visitor accommodations is not expected to increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities. No impact would
occur.

2. Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilties
which might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

D D D (g

Discussion: The proposed project does not propose the expansion or construction of
additional recreational facilities. No impact would occur.

O. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Would the project:

1. Require or result in the construction of D D ~ D
new storm water drainage facilties or
expansion of existing facilties, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a),
in addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These
amendments would not result in physical impacts to the environment. All future projects
to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County unincorporated area
would require a future discretionary approval.

The future development or rehabilitation of visitor accommodations would not result in
significant effects. All future development would be required to conform to policies
contained in Section 7.23 (Flood Control and Drainage) of the County General Plan. Where
it is not possible to alleviate drainage problems through on or off-site improvements
required by Policy 7.23.1 of the General Plan, on-site stormwater detention suffcient to
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maintain, at a minimum, post-development peak flows at predevelopment levels would be
required. The improvements would be designed for the selected design rainstorm for all
development projects greater than one acre in area, and to alleviate current drainage
problems. In addition, Policy 7.23.4 would require the applicant of any proposed
development project within the County Urban Servces Line to conduct a downstream
impact assessment and submit an engineered drainage plan. The assessment would require

the design of any improvements needed to upgrade the storm drain system such that local
flooding due to insuffcient capacities would be eliminated for the appropriate design

rainstorm. No significant impacts are anticipated.

2. D DD ~Require or result in the construction of
new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing
facilties, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental
effects?

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a), in
addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These
amendments would not result in physical impacts to the environment. All future projects
to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County unincorporated area
would require a future discretionary approval.

All future development would be required to conform to General Plan policies contained in
Sections 7.19 (Sanitation facilities within the Urban Services Line), 7.20 Sanitation Facilities
within the Rural Services Line, and 7.21 Sanitation Facilities in Rural Areas. Impacts are
expected to be less than significant.

3. D (gD DExceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a), in
addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These
amendments would not result in physical impacts to the environment. All future projects
to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County unncorporated area
would require a future discretionary approval. See discussion under 0-2 above. No impacts
are anticipated.

4. D DD ~Have suffcient water supplies
available to serve the project from
existing entitements and resources, or

Visitor Accommodations Ordinance Amendment Application Number: N/A
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Discussion: All future development without water servce would require a "will serve"
letter from their local water purveyor to ensure water service. In addition, future projects
would be required to comply with the General Plan policies contained in Section 7.18
Water Supply. Impacts are expected to be less than significant.

5. Result in determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the
project's projected demand in addition
to the provider's existing
commitments?

D D ~ D

Discussion: Please see discussion under 0-2 above. No significant impact is anticipated.

Be served by a landfil with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate
the project's solid waste disposal
needs?

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a), in
addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These
amendments would not result in physical impacts to the environment. All future projects
to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County unincorporated area
would require a future discretionary approval.. Any future visitor accommodation projects
are not expected to generate excessive amounts of solid waste. No significant impacts are
anticipated.

6.

7. Comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?

D DD ~

D D D ~

Discussion: The proposed project would be in compliance with solid waste regulations.
No impact would occur.

P. LAND USE AND PLANNING
Would the project:

1. Conflct with any applicable land use

plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local

D D D ~
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coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

Discussion: The project proposes to amend General Plan Policy 2.16.7 and Program (a),
in addition to County Code Sections 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355, and 13.10.552. These

amendments would not themselves result in physical impacts to the environment. All
future projects to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the County
unincorporated area would require a future discretionary approval and findings of
compliance with the General Plan and zoning ordinance would have to be made.

Although the project proposes to amend the General Plan and sections of the County Code,
all environmental impacts associated with futue development would be required to avoid,
minimize or mitigate those environmental effects. Impacts area expected to be less than
significant.

2. D D D ~Conflct with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?

Discussion: The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. No impact would occur.

3. D D D ~Physically divide an established
community?

Discussion: The project would not include any element that would physically divide an
established community. No impact would occur.

Q, POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project:

1. Induce substantial population growth

in an area, either directly (for example,
by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other
infrastructure) ?

Discussion: The proposed project would not induce substantial population growth in an
area because the project does not propose any physical or regulatory change that would
remove a restriction to or encourage population growth in an area including, but limited to
the following: new or extended infrastructure or public facilities; new commercial or
industrial facilities; large-scale residential development; accelerated conversion of homes to
commercial or multi-family use; or regulatory changes including specific plan amendments,

D D D ~
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sewer or water annexations; or Local Agency Formation Commission annexation actions.
Although the project proposes a General Plan and Zoning Ordinance Amendment, it would
not induce population growth. No impact would occur.

2. D D D k8Displace substantial numbers of
existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

Discussion: The proposed project would not displace any existing housing since the
project is intended to accommodate existing parcels currently zoned to accommodate visitor
accommodations. No impact would occur.

3. D D D k8Displace substantial numbers of
people, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion: The proposed project would not displace a substantial number of people
since the project is intended to only apply to parcels intended to accommodate visitor

accommodations. No impact would occur.

4' Visitor Accommodations Ordinance Amendment Application Number: N/A



Does the project have the potential to
degrade the qualiy of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

Discussion: The potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of
the major periods of California history or prehistory were considered in the response to each
question in Section III of this Initial Study. No natural resources have been evaluated as being
significantly impacted by the project. And therefore, no mitigation has been included. As a
result of this evaluation, there is no substantial evidence that significant effects associated

with this project would result. Therefore, this project has been determined not to meet this
Mandatory Finding of Significance.

R. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

1.

2. Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? ("cumulatively considerable"
means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects)?
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Discussion: In addition to project specific impacts, this evaluation considered the projects
potential for incremental effects that are cumulatively considerable. As a result of this
evaluation, there were determined to be no potentially significant cumulative effects related
to the proposed project. As a result of this evaluation, there is no substantial evidence that
there are cumulative effects associated with this project. Therefore, this project has been
determined not to meet this Mandatory Finding of Significance.
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Less than
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Impact
Does the project have environmental effects
which wil cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

Discussion: In the evaluation of environmental impacts in this Initial Study, the potential
for adverse direct or indirect impacts to human beings were considered in the response to
specific questions in Section III. As a result of this evaluation, it was determined that no
potentially significant effects to human beings would occur with the implementation of the
proposed project. As a result of this evaluation, there is no substantial evidence that there are
adverse effects to human beings associated with this project. Therefore, this project has been
determined not to meet this Mandatory Finding of Significance.

3.
D D D ~
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v. REFERENCES USED IN THE COMPLETION OF THIS
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW INITIAL STUDY

County of Santa Cruz, 1994
1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz, California.
Adopted by the Board of Supervisors on May 24, 1994, and certified by the California
Coastal Commission on December 15, 1994.

County of Santa Cruz, 2010
County of Santa Cruz Local Hazard Mitigation Plan 2010-2015. Prepared by the County
of Santa Cruz Office of Emergency Servces.

Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2004
Parking Generation, 3rd Edition. An Informational Report of the Institute of
Transportation Engineers.

Visitor Accommodations Ordinance Amendment
.""~'.. ___ _,.. ___ _..l___ .. _.lU. _...~~ZI!

Application Number: NIA 40_
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,~CITY O.
SACRUZ~ C504

WATER DEPARTMENT
212 Locust Street Suite C, Santa Cr, CA 95060. (831) 420-5200. Fax (831) 420-5201

August 29,2013

Todd Sexauer
Environmental Coordinator
County of Santa Cruz
701 Ocen Street, 4th Floor
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

RE: Draft Negative Declaration: Visitor Accommodations Ordinance Amendment

Dear Mr. Sexauer:

The City of Santa Cruz Water Department has reViewed the Draft Initial Study and Negative
Declaration (IS/NO) for the Visitor Accmmodations Ordinance Amendment proposed by the
County of Santa Cruz. As you know, our departent supplies water to portions of the County
that would bé affected by the proposed ordinance amendment. It is our understanding that the
proposed ordinance amendment could potentially increase the number of hotel rooms allowed on
vanous parcels and could, therefore, potentially change water demands in our service area.

County of Santa Cruz General Plan Policy 7.18.1 requires the County to "coordinate with all water
purveyors and water management agencies to ensure that land use and growth management
decisions are linked directy to the availabilit of adequate, sustainable public and pnvate water
supplies." The IS/NO should, therefore, provide the following information:

iT A description of affected parcels and changes in build out potential that could occr in the
City's water service area as a result of the proposed ordinance amendment;

11 Potential changes in projected water demand in the City's water service area associated
with the proposed ordinance amendment;

· An analysis of the ability of the Cits water system to meet any new demands.

The Cit's Water System relies entirely on rainfall, runoff, and groundwater wihin watersheds
located in the County. As a result, the Cit's system is vulnerable to shortges .in dry years.
Compounding the problem are new requirements to provide more water for steel head and coho
salmon in the surface waters that our system relies on to supply water. The City has, therefore,
been pursuing a three tiered approach for water planning that includes conservation, curtailment
during droughts, and development of a new water supply.

We encourage you to utilize in your analysis the vast amount of informaton already contained in
our 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (2011); Integrated Water Plan (2005); General Plan

4'
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2030 Final Environmental impact Report (2012); and the Draft Environmental Impact Report for
the Proposed scwd2 Regional Seawater Desalination Project (May 2013).

Thank you for givng us the opportunity to comment on the initial study and negative declaration.
If you have any questions please contact Melissa Hetrick, our Environmental Projects Analyst

(831-420-5322; mhetrick@cityofsantacr.com), or Toby Goddard, our Water Conservation
Manager (831-42D-232; tgoddard@cityofsantacru.com).

Bil Kocher
Director
City of Santa Cruz Water Departent

Cc: Linette Almond, Deputy Director, City of Santa Cru Water Department

Toby Goddard, Water Conservation Manager, City of Santa Cru Water Departent
Melissa Hetrck, Environmental Projects Analyst, City of Santa Cruz Water Department
Juliana Rebagliati, Director, Planning and Community Development, Cit of Santa Cru

0505
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August 14, 2013 re: VA Negative Declaration C506

James Peterson
PO Box 6641
Incline vilage, NV. 89450

I am a partner in APN#042-022-12 zoned VA

Lot originally was res.

Although I agree with your declaration, it is apparent to me that this stil doesn't help with parking.
Parking is the main reason that the lots there in the Seacliff Village are stil vacant. Thos lots are:
APN#042-021-13 owned by the Botelho Bros. and our lot APN# 042-022-12.

I have made a list of problems and solutions (Attached).

I have been involved in the listing and attempts to develop the two lots mentioned and also the Seacliff
Trailer Park owned by the Clausens.

Since 1995 when I obtained the streets (Broadway, North, East and all the alleys therein) from the title
co. who owned them, I have NEVER heard from any agency of the county to help solve the mess in that
area. The county spent a lot oftime and money and didn't do ANYTHING to solve the problems. It would
seem odd that the county would not like to help the stakeholders in order to increase the tax base and
improve the cosmetics of Sea cliff Village.

I have lived in Seacliff for over 38 years. It has been a dumping ground for negative activities.

The Seacliff Improvement Association has attempted all along to deal with these problems and have had
some success. They need more support from all agencies of the county.

A parking district similar to Santa Monica Pier would be a great help. If this cannot be attained in a
reasonable amount of time, then rezone my propert back to residential where it originally was for four
low income houses.

I would be very happy to be involved in this process.

I remain very excited about the possibility that we could overcome the parking problem once and for all,
develop the properties and help raise a tax base to help the County of Santa Cruz.

My phone number here in NV is 775-832-76!~

Respectully, 'K'~ \~ ~ ~

James Peterson

Attachments: plot plan and items for consideration of VA zoning

4'
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ATTACHMENT 6

ITEMS TO BE CONSIDERED IN PLANNING TO FINISH THE

SEACLIFF VILLAGE PLAN 0508
OVERVIEW

. PLAN OK AS A START

. NEEDS TO COVER MORE ISSUES

. PARKING PROBLEMS

. TRAFFIC PROBLEMS

. NO HANDICAP PARKING

. NO BICYCLE RACKS

· ENTIRE COMMERCIAL AREA NOT IN THE UNDERGROUND UTILITIES PROGRAM

· MEETINGSëWITH O\NNERS'OF COMMERICIAL LAND NEEDS TO BE CONDUCTED TO FIND

OUT WHAT THE COUNTY IS WILLING TO DO TO "FINISHIJ THE SEACLIFF VILLAGE PLAN.

. MORE DIAGONAL PARKING.

· USE SEACLIFF STATE PARK PARKING AREA FOR PARKING DURING LUNCH TIME AND

DINNER TIME.

. FORM PARKING DISTRICT

· COUNTY / STATE TO GET A GRANT FOR PARKING AT SEACLIFF STATE PARK TO DEVELOP

MULTI STORY PARKING.

DO NOTHING AND LIVE WITH THE PRESENT PROBLEMS. BUT WE NEED:

1. HANDICAP PARKING

2. BICYCLE PARKING
-- - -- ----- -----~-_._------------ -- -- -- ----, ._----.~-_.- .__.__.-.--,.__...,-----_. - -.,-- ._._----------- -------~._--,._- -_.'" ---

3. MORE DIAGONAL PARKING

4. USE SEACLIFF STATE PARK FOR LUNCH & NIGHTIME PARKING

5. ENCOURAGE LOT DEVELOPMENT TO INCLUDE TAX BENEFITS.

6. UNDERGROUND UTILITY PROGRAM TO INCLUDE ALL OFTHE COMMERCIAL

PROPERTIES OR CONVERT THOSE PROPERTIES BACK TO RESIDENTIAL USE. THIS

INCLUDES THE TRAILER PARK.

(CONTINUED)

48 Page lof2
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ITEMS TO BE CONSIDERED IN PLANNING TO FINISH THE

SEAClIFF VILLAGE PLAN 0509

DO SOMETHING TO IMPROVE SEACLIFF ONCE AND FOR ALL:

1. FINISH ALL THE UNDERGROUNDING INCLUDING ALL COMMERCIAL PROPERTIES

2. FINISH THE COSMETICS TO INCLUDE ALL COMMERCIAL PROPERTIES.

3. MEET WITH THE VACANT LAND OWNERS TO HELP THEM "FINISHIJ THE SEACLIFF

VILLAGE PLAN. LET'S PUT THAT TO BED ONCE AND FOR ALL.

4. MEET WITH THE PRESENT COMMERCIAL BUSINESSES AND FIND OUT WHAT THEY

NEED TO EXPAND THEIR BUSINESSES.

S. MEET WITH ALL THE COMMERICAL LAND OWNERS TO FORM A PARKING DISTRICT

WITH THE SEACLIFF STATE PARK FACILITY.

6. FINANCING FOR THE DISTRICT COULD BE:

a. GRANT MONEY AVAILABLlTY

b. PARKING METERS

c. PARKING METERS WITH COMMERCIAL STORES TO PICK UP TICKET COST.

d. LEASING THE PARKING SPACE TO A PRIVATE GROUP TO OPERATE.

e. STATE TO OPERATE THE PARKING FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDS.

7. THE PARKING COULD BE A DOUBLE DECK BUILDING PERHAPS WITH A RESTAURANT

ON TOP.
--_.__._-_._----_._----- --------_. --- --- -------,---- ---

-- -------.... ...._--.- "-.---------. ._,.._.. _.. -----.
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ATTACHMENT 7

COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 0510

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

701 OCEAN STREET, 4TH FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

(831) 454-2580 FAX: (831) 454-2131 Too: (831) 454-2123
KATHY PREVlsICH, PLANNING DIRECTOR

August 28, 2013

Planning Commission
County of Santa Cruz
701 Ocean Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

AGENDA DATE: September 11, 2013

Agenda Item #: 8

SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER AMENDING THE SANTA CRUZ COUNTY CODE
(SECTIONS 13.10.333, 13.10.335, 13.10.355 AND 13.10.552) AND GENERAL PLAN I LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM, TO MODIFY STANDARDS FOR HOTELS AND MOTELS IN COMMER-
CIAL DISTRICTS

Members of the Commission:

The purpose of today's public hearing is to a consider adoption of County Code amendments and
related General Plan/Local Coastal Program (GP/LCP) amendments of regulations guiding hotel and
motel development in commercial zoning districts.

Zoning ordinance amendments to modernize hotel density, story limits and parking
The Santa Cruz County Code currently limits hotel room density in commercial districts to one habit-
able room per 1,100 square feet of developable area (1,300 square feet if kitchens present), and
considers a room greater than 400 square feet to be more than one room. These rules are inconsis-
tent with the metrics and standards of modern hotel development in general, as well as with recent
hotel developments that have occurred in our area in the incorporated cities. Seven hotels built or
approved in the County's cities since 2000 have had an average density of 1 unit / 677 square feet.
Hotel development in neighboring coastal counties and cities is regulated by setback and height
standards, environmental site constraints, parking requirements and design review rather than by
density. Across the country, limits on hotel room density range from 250 to 600 square feet per room
in the uncommon instances where such standards occur.

Few new hotels are constructed in the unincorporated area, particularly in higher quality market
segments, and this has limited the County's ability to attract the demographic of the tourist market
that can contribute most to local economic development.

If the density limitation is removed, the number of hotel rooms allowed on various sites could in-
crease, yet would remain constrained by setback requirements, design standards, environmental

site constraints, and availability of parking. Outside the Urban Services Line, availability of infrastruc-
ture / public services is an additional limitation.

The zoning ordinance also has a three-story limit for commercial buildings, in addition to the height
limit of 35 feet (which may be extended by five feet in certain circumstances with design findings).
This limit of three stories also inhibits new hotel coñstruction. Well-designed, attractive four-story ho-

4 Wl5 could be constructed within the existing 35-40 foot 1ìeighttimit, so it is proposed lnal ffélfitée-
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story limit be deleted for hotels and motels in commercial districts. In most coastal jurisdictions, story
limits occur only in sensitive locations such as harbor or beach areas. The City of Santa Cruz, for
example, limits hotels to two stories in the harbor area. Within the County's jurisdiction, village plans,
coastal regulations and Design Review already prescribe adequate design guidelines for number of
stories, façade articulation, scale and neighborhood compatibilty in special areas (13.20.130
through 13.20.147; 13.11).

There are a number of difficulties with the current County parking standard for hotels and motels.
The standard, 1 parking space per habitable room or 1.1 spaces per unit, whichever is greater, does
not align well with modern hotel products, which have a higher percentage of suites than in the past.
When applied to suites, the parking requirement based on "habitable rooms" amounts to 2 spaces
per unit in an all-suites hotel and about 1.2 spaces per unit in a hotel with 20 percent suites. Further,
this standard does not consider the fact that the average annual occupancy rate of Santa Cruz
County hotels and motels is generally in the 60-65% range; specifically 60.5% in 2012 and projected
62% in 2013.1 These factors together indicate that the parking requirement is overly conservative
and renders modern hotels less feasible in the County. High proportions of paved parking areas also
detract from the visual environment and affect water quality.

The County's parking standard exceeds many demand samples compiled by the Institute of Trans-
portation Engineers (ITE) in its Parking Generation reports. In the ITE data, the average peak-hour
parking demand at hotel and motel sites ranged from 0.85 to 1.2 parking spaces per room. Eighty-
five percent of the 5+ motels cited by the 2010 ITE report experienced peak demand below 0.85
spaces per room - a decrease from 1.02 spaces per room in the 2004 ITE manuaL. Eighty five per-
cent of the 14+ hotel sites experienced peak demand of less than 1.14 vehicles per room. The ITE
data for hotels vary by location and survey year: for example, the average peak parking demand at
hotels in suburban locations was 1.2 spaces per room. The ITE data are not definitive but provide a
reference for discussion and analysis.

Proposed Zoning Ordinance amendments
The proposed ordinance amendments (Exhibit B; underline/strikeout in Exhibit C), would make the
following changes to hotel standards in commercial districts only:

. Remove net developable area as one of the standards used to determine the number of al-
lowed units.

. Allow hotels greater than three stories, but retain current height limits expressed in feet.

. Revise hotel parking requirement to 1 space per unit and count studio units as one full unit ra-
ther than % unit for parking purposes. Eliminate parking requirement based on habitable

rooms.

The proposed revisions affect only three of the si~ commercial districts: VA (Visitor Accommoda-
tions), CT (Tourist Commercial) and C-2 (Community Commercial). The other three commercial dis-
tricts do not allow hotels or motels. Visitor accommodations in other zoning districts would be af-
fected in that parking standards would be revised to eliminate the 1.1 space per VA unit standard
and rely solely on the existing one space per habitable room standard - a revision that was pro-
posed primarily to simplify the code but that will, in rare cases, reduce the required parking by 10%.
The proposed changes would not affect Type B accommodations (camping, group quarters, hostels
and RV parks).

1 Santa Cruz County Economic Vitality Study Background Trends Report, Say Area Economics, 2013

l.'40
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Associated amendment of the County General Plan/LCP
GP / LCP Policy 2.16.7 suggests that room density should be regulated through permit procedures
including the Zoning ordinance, and a General Plan / LCP program requires that the Visitor Accom-
modations zone district set densities for hotel rooms. Therefore, in order to remove the concept of
density limiting the number of allowed hotel rooms, the General Plan / LCP must be amended.
These proposed amendments are shown in Exhibit D (underline/strikeout in Exhibit E).

Initial Study and proposed Negative Declaration circulated
An Initial Study and Negative Declaration (IS/ND) were completed for the proposed ordinance
amendments and GP/LCP amendments (Exhibit F). The Initial Study focused on potential impacts
relating to visual resources, traffc and land use. No potentially significant negative environmental
impacts were identified. While the proposed amendments may result in hotel development that oth-
erwise may not have occurred, no projects will be facilitated that were not previously allowed in the
zone district or on the parcel, and any individual project that is proposed will receive full, specific en-
vironmental review as a part of the application review process. Tribal consultations have been
completed for the proposed General Plan Amendments; no comments were received.

Comment letters received
Staff received two comment letters on the Initial Study/Negative Declaration during the 30-day public
comment period ending on August 30, 2013, from the City of Santa Cruz Water Department (at-
tached as Exhibit G) and from James Peterson, owner of a vacant parcel zoned VA (Visitor Accom-
modation) in the Seacliff area (attached as Exhibit H).

City of Santa Cruz Water Department
The City of Santa Cruz Water Department noted that the County is to comply with General Plan Pol-
icy 7.18.1 requiring the County to coordinate with all water purveyors and water management agen-
cies to ensure that land use and growth management decisions are linked directly to the availability
of adequate, sustainable public and private water supplies. It also stated that the IS/ND should pro-
vide: (1) a description of affected parcels and changes in build out potential that could occur in the
City's water service area as a result of the proposed amendment; (2) Potential changes in projected
water demand in the City's water service area associated with the proposed ordinance amendment;
and (3) An analysis of the ability of the City's water system to meet any new demands.

The IS/ND included Table 1: Existing Commercial Parcels Allowing the Visitor Accommodations Use
which provides the parcel size, land use and zone, and current use. The IS/ND notes that approx-
imately 20 of the 34 parcels are currently developed or partially developed with visitor accommoda-
tion uses. Of the 17 parcels located within the jurisdiction of the City of Santa Cruz Water Depart-
ment, all but two parcels located near Santa Cruz Harbor on 7th Avenue are currently developed.

The IS/ND notes that the number of hotel rooms allowed on various parcels could increase through
the removal of the density limitation, yet would remein constrained by setback requirements, design
standards and availability of parking. Outside the Urban and Rural Services Lines, availability of ser-
vices would be an additional limitation. However, the project consists of regulatory changes, which
by themselves will have no physical effect on the environment. It is therefore not possible to know
the exact number of rooms that might be allowed as part of any specific development proposal that
may be proposed in the future. For this reason, CEQA provides a process for performing environ-
mental review on a programmatic level for projects such as ordinance amendments. When a particu-
lar development is proposed, it will be subject to full CEQA review, and at that time water supply
availability and any impact on water supply can be evaluated and addressed. Specifically, no new
development can be approved, pursuant to the General Plan and County Code, if a "will serve"
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commitment from the water purveyor has not been issued. At this time, there is no substantial evi-
dence that there are cumulative effects associated with the proposed ordinance amendments.

Mr. James Peterson, Seacliff property owner
Mr. Peterson stated that he currently owns undeveloped parcel number 042-021-13, adjacent to un-
developed visitor accommodations parcel 042-022-12. Mr. Peterson had a concern that the ordin-.
ance amendment does not go far enough to address the parking constraints that exist within Seacliff
Village. He would like to see a parking district established to address the issue there.

Recommendations
Staff believes that the proposed ordinance amendments would modernize County standards for ho-
tel development in VA, CT and C-2 zone districts. This will be accomplished by relying on site devel-
opment standards, parking limits, design review and environmental site constraints to determine the
number of allowable rooms within a hotel development, rather than on a formula of density; by re-
moving the three-story limit but maintaining current height limits; and by modernizing parking stan-
dards. Staff believes these changes will better align the County code with local incorporated cities
and will allow the County to attract modern hotel development on suitable property.

It is therefore RECOMMENDED that your Commission take the following actions:

1. Conduct a public hearing on the proposed General Plan / LCP and ordinance amendments; and

2. Adopt the resolution (Exhibit A) recommending that the Board of Supervisors: 1) adopt the
Negative Declaration (Exhibit F), and 2) approve the proposed General Plan / LCP and ordin-
ance amendments (Exhibits D and B, respectively).

\
SincerelY"

, '..jÍ

Exhibits:
(A) Resolution recommending that the Board of Supervisors adopt the Negative Declaration and

proposed General Plan / LCP and Zoning Ordinance amendments
(B) Clean copy of proposed ordinance

(C) Underline/Strikeout copy of ordinance

(D) Clean copy of proposed General Plan / LCP amendment
(E) Underline/Strikeout copy of proposed General Plan / LCP amendment
(F) Initial Study / Negative Declaration

(G) Letter from City of Santa Cruz Water Department
(H) Letter from James Peterson

cc: County Counsel
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Willam P. ParI.
WIR & PAR, LLP

1047 SOUTH RIR STRET, SUIE 221
SAN A CRUZ, CALRN 95060

TELEPHONE, (8311 0429.04055
FACSIME, (8311 0429.04057

E.MA Iawo££oe@wiítarl.oo

Ryan D. Moroney
Nicole G. Di Camo

September 30,2013

VIA EMAIL AND HAND DELIVERY RECEIVED
CLERK OF THE BOARD

Board of Supenrisors
701 Ocean Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060
tess. fi tzgera1d@co.santa-cruz.ca.us

SEP 3 0 2013

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

Re: Agenda Item: Comments on Revisions to Hotel Standards Ordinance, General
PlanlLCP Amendments and Comments on Initial Study

Dear Board of Supenrisors:

This office represents the Aptos Council and this letter is written on its behalf,
concerning the proposed revisions to the County's hotel development standards on the October 1,
2013 Agenda. The Planning Department has set forth a conc1usory proposal to weaken standards
for hotel development, with no supporting evidence demonstrating the need for such relaxation
of standards in the first place, and further, without adequate environmental review of the
potential impacts of such relaxation of standards, which is required under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA- Public Resources Code 21000 et seq.)

A. The Staff Report Fails to Provide Adequate Information and Evidence
Regarding the Proposed Modifcations

The staff report paints a picture of the use of hotel room density restrictions as outdated
and "inconsistent with the metrcs and standards of modem hotel development in general(,J" but
fails to provide any data to support this presumption. Instead, the staff report just states a broad
generality about the fact that greater hotel densities exist "(aJcross the country," with no
supporting evidence. The only locally relevant examples of higher density hotels are from the
incorporated areas of the County, areas which may have different constraints, levels of
urbanization, or other restrictions that could potentially make density restrictions less cruciaL.
Clearly density has been an important consideration in the unincorporated areas, in paricular in
the Coastal zone, as evidenced by the LCP language the County proposes to delete in these
modifications: "Maintain a Visitor Accommodations zone district as par of the Santa Cruz

qo
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County Code to implement the Visitor Accommodations land use designation. The zone district
shall specify allowable densities for a variety of overnight or extended stay lodging for visitors."i

The staff report also fails to identify the need for such a change, by for example,
identifying the putative "higher quality market segments" that are supposedly hampered by the
current density criteria. The staff report states that "(fJew new hotels are constructed in the
unincorporated area.. . and this has limited the County's ability to attract the demographic of the
tourist market that can contribute most to local economic vitality." However, nowhere in the staff
report are there any logical links made between hotel density and story restrictions and lagging
hotel development. The lack of this information begs questions that Board members would
presumably want to know - where, in their districts, higher density, four-story hotels with
reduced parking requirements could be developed, and what the environmental and economic
impact of such development wil be.

These revisions, like those to the County's Sign Ordinance before the Board, are part of
the County's self-proclaimed "Regulatory Reform Efforts" which constitute a suite of prior,
pending and future County Code amendments contemplated by the Planning Department.
However, rather than perform the required environmental review of this project as a whole, the
County has engaged in a pattern and practice of segmenting or "piecemealing" these "Regulatory
Reform Efforts" by splitting the project up into numerous smaller segments in order to avoid
environmental review, in violation ofCEQA. CEQA Guidelines §15378; Bozung v. Local
Agency Formation Commission (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263.

B. The Failure to Prepare an EIR Violates CEQA

Although the County performed an Initial Study (IS) and Negative Declaration for these
revisions, the Initial StudylND is fatally flawed in its required analysis of all Environmental
Factors Potentially Affected (IS at 2) because it defers all environmental review to a later time
when a "future project(J to construct or rehabilitate visitor accommodations within the
County...would require a future discretionary approvaL.." (IS at 18). This skirting of analysis is
expressly prohibited by CEQA. As discussed in California Unions for Reliable Energy v. Mojave
Desert Air Quality Management Dist. (2009) 178 CaL. App. 4th 1225, in the context of an air
quality management district's adoption of a rule concerning the use of road paving to offset
increases in airborne dust:

i Program "a" under Objective 2.16, Visitor Accommodations Designation (C- V). The last

sentence is proposed for deletion.
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Piecemeal environmental review that ignores the environmental impacts of the end result
is not permitted. (Citations.)... 'The scope of review under CEQA is not confined to
immediate effects but extends to reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes to the
environment. (Citations.) An agency action is not exempt from CEQA simply because it
wil not have an immediate or direct effect on the environment. CEQA applies if it is
reasonably foreseeable that environmental impacts wil ultimately result. (Citations.)'...
the focus must be not on the project alone, but rather on the project's reasonably
foreseeable direct and indirect physical effects. While the adoption of Rule 1406 did not
cause any road paving by itself, certainly it encouraged third parties to pave roads. It is
reasonably foreseeable that, if the Distrct allows applicants to obtain PM10 offsets by
paving roads, at least some applicants wil do so. Otherwise, why adopt the rule?

178 CaL. App. 4th at 1242, 1244 (emphases added).

The County therefore cannot simply state that because the project "consists of regulatory
changes, which by themselves wil have no physical effect on the environment" that the revisions
are therefore exempt from full CEQA review. (Staff Report at 3). Indeed, why would the County
adopt such revisions ifnot to encourage, foster and increase the number of hotels developed?
Here, the County even specifically admits that "(i)fthe density limitation is removed, the number
of hotel rooms allowed on various sites could increase..." This acknowledgement supports the
need for preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). An EIR is required whenever
substantial evidence in the record supports a "fair argument" that significant impacts may occur
as a result of the project. Public Resources Code §§ 21080,21100; CEQA Guidelines, §15064.
The "fair argument" standard creates a "low threshold" for requiring preparation of an EIR.
Architectural Heritage Assn. v. County of Monterey (2004) 122 CaL. App. 4th 1095, 1110 ("This
test establishes a low threshold for initial preparation of an EIR, which reflects a preference for
resolving doubts in favor of environmental review.(Citations).")

Moreover, the County inappropriately alludes to programmatic EIRs as justification for
not completing full environmental review at this time: "CEQA provides a process for performing
environmental review on a programmatic level for projects such as ordinance amendments.
When a particular development is proposed, it wil be subject to full CEQA review..." Staff
Report at 2. The County has not however, completed a programmatic EIR on which to rely in
this matter. A negative declaration does not provide the same level of analysis of environmental
impacts and does not require mitigations.

For example, the County punts on a crucial assessment of impacts and mitigation
measures for water resources, an issue highlighted by the City of Santa Cruz Water Department
in its letter. The staff report states: "When a particular development is proposed, it wil be subject
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to full CEQA review, and at that time water supply availability and any impact on water supply
can be evaluated and addressed." Clearly however, an ordinance amendment that increases the
allowable density and stories of hotels (i.e., a relaxation of standards), wil have a cumulative
impact on water supplies - a hotel under the new ordinance with the same footprint can now
accommodate a significantly greater number of water users. This issue alone requires the full
analysis of impacts and mitigation measures afforded by the EIR process. See California Unions,
178 CaL. App. 4th at 1240, supra ("Rulemaking proceedings cannot be found exempt, however,
when the rule has the effect of weakening environmental standards.") See also International
Longshoremen's & Warehousemen's Union, Local 35 v. Board of Supervisors (1981) 116

Cal.App.3d 265 (an air district rule relaxing nitrous oxide emission standards was not
categorically exempt from environmental review because there was the potential for a significant
adverse environmental impacts caused by affirmative governmental agency action altering the
status quo.)

As another example, although the is defers all analysis of "Visual Resources and
Aesthetics" to future projects, allowing four stories could have a visual impact on aesthetics in
the County. While the Planning Department staff point out that "(w)ell designed, attractive four-
story hotels could be constructed (within existing height limitations,)" the Negative Declaration
does not even include a mitigation measure to enforce this perceived standard. Indeed, there are
no mitigations whatsoever proposed here. There are numerous other examples, including impacts
to "Transportation and Traffc." By increasing hotel density and decreasing parking, clearly there
could be potentially significant impacts on traffic and parking, which are inadequately analyzed
in the is, due to the fact that analysis ofthose issues is simply being deferred to future projects.
Indeed, this deferral of review infects the entire analysis of all potential impacts.

In sum, the Planning Deparment has failed to provide County decision makers with
adequate evidence and data supporting the proposed relaxation of hotel development standards.
Moreover, the County's is is legally inadequate - an EIR is required not only due to the fact that
the modifications constitute a relaxation of environmental standards, but also because the
County cannot piecemeal large-scale regulatory reform such as this by simply hiding behind the
notion that impacts wil be addressed at a later time. Accordingly, we respectfully request that
the County perform full environmental review for these proposed changes as required under
CEQA.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code § 21167(f), I am requesting that the County forward a
Notice of Determination to me if and when the Project is finally approved. That section
provides:
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If a person has made a written request to the public agency for a copy of the notice
specified in Section 21108 or 21152 prior to the date on which the agency approves or
determines to carry out the project, then not later than five days from the date of the
agency's action, the public agency shall deposit a written copy of the notice addressed to
that person in the United States mail, first class postage prepaid.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Very truly yours,
WITTWER & PARKIN, LLP

.. ~--¿ --Nicole G. Di Camilo

cc: Chris Cheleden, County Counsel

Client


