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PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
701 OCEAN STREET, 4rH FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 
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Agenda Date: January 27, 2015 

Board of Supervisors 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz CA 95060 

SUBJECT: Continued public hearing to consider the Planning Commission's 
recommendation regarding amendments to County Code Sections 13.1 0.694 
(Vacation Rentals) and 13.10.700-V (Definition of Vacation Rental). County 
Code Chapter 13.10 is a coastal implementing ordinance. 

Members of the Board: 

In November 2014 the Planning Commission recommended that your Board adopt the changes to 
the Vacation Rental Ordinance initiated by Supervisor Leopold last summer, and also 
recommended that your Board not establish at this time a Seacliff/Aptos_Designated Area (SADA) 
with limits on the percentages of vacation rentals allowed per block similar to those in the Live Oak 
Designated Area (LODA). During a public hearing in December 2014, your Board considered the 
Planning Commission recommendations and directed the Planning Department to prepare 
modifications to the proposed Vacation Rental Ordinance, including language to establish a SADA 
with specified "carve out areas" where there would be no limitation on the number or percentage of 
vacation rental permits that could be issued. The Board then continued the December public 
hearing until this January 27, 2015 date in order to allow for a review and recommendation by the 
Planning Commission of the Board's intended modifications. 

Planning Commission Recommendation 

On January 14, 2015 the Planning Commission considered the ordinance modifications directed by 
your Board and recommended approval. The Planning Commission also recommended an 
additional modification, to add language that would prohibit vacation rentals in a common-wall 
dwelling unit without the written acknowledgment and consent of any owner(s) of any adjoining 
common-wall dwelling IJnits. 

Coastal Commission Certification Process 

The existing vacation rental ordinance was reviewed and accepted within a relatively short period of time 
by the Coastal Commission, and it is expected that the proposed amendments would also meet with 
approval within a few months of submittal. If you Board approves the proposed amendments today, 
then staff would submit the ordinance to the Coastal Commission in mid~February 2015 (after the 
second reading of the ordinance on February 10th). This schedule should accommodate Coastal 
Commission consideration prior to Summer 2015 so that the new regulations would be in effect during 
the next visitor summer season. 
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Environmental Review 
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The County, acting as lead CEQA agency, adopted a Negative Declaration for the original vacation 
rental ordinance in 2011, and in doing so found that the ordinance would not have significant adverse 
environmental impacts. Of the currently proposed amendments to the vacation rental ordinance, none 
creates a new significant environmental impact or substantially increases an environmental impact 
identified in the environmental review that was conducted for the original vacation rental ordinance. 

The proposed amendments do not expand the zone districts in which vacation rentals may be allowed, 
nor do they result in any lessening of reguiations that couid lead to any significant environmental 
impacts. On the contrary, the proposed amendments tighten the regulations. Since the vacation rental 
ordinance became effective in 2011, there have been no significant effects on the environment due to its 
implementation in the LODA or elsewhere. Adoption of the Negative Declaration again with the findings 
presented in the Addendum (Attachment 4) will satisfy the requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act. 

Recommendation 

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

1. Take public comments on the proposed amendments to County Code Sections 13.10.694 
and 13.10.700-V; and 

2. Adopt the resolution re-adopting the Negative Declaration and Addendum; and 

3. Approve the proposed ordinance changes to County Code Chapter 13.1 0 as shown in 
Attachment 2 and direct the Clerk of the Board to schedule the ordinance for final reading on the 
February 10, 2015 agenda; and 

4. Direct the Planning Director to submit the proposed amendments to the California Coastal 
Commission for certification. 

Sincerely, 

Attachments: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5 

SUSAN A. MAURIELLO 
County Administrative Officer 

Board Resolution with underline, strikethrough ordinance 
Clean ordinance 
Planning Commission resolution 
Planning Commission staff report with Negative Declaration and Addendum 
Public Correspondence 

cc: Co~ntx..,<;;ounsel, Coastal Commission 
. t 
J 

;;.~:--

Page2 of2 



BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
OF THE COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 0391 

RESOLUTION NO. __ _ 

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

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS RESOLUTION ADOPTING, WITH AN ADDENDUM, THE 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION ADOPTED FOR APPROVAL OF THE VACATION RENTAL 

ORDINANCE AS APPLICABLE TO PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO SANTA CRUZ 
COUNTY CODE SECTIONS 13.10.694 AND 13.10.700-V RELATING TO THE 

REGULATION OF VACATION RENTALS, AND APPROVING AND ADOPTING THE 
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS AND DIRECTING THE PLANNING DIRECTOR TO SUBMIT 

THE AMENDMENTS TO THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION FOR 
CERTIFICATION 

WHEREAS, the County's Housing Element contains language directing the Planning 
Department and the Board of Supervisors to explore options and develop policies for regulating 
vacation rentals; and 

WHEREAS, current Housing Element Goal4 is to preserve and improve existing 
housing units and expand affordability within the existing housing stock; and 

WHEREAS, Program 4.13 of the current Housing Element is one of the programs 
intended to implement Goal4; and 

WHEREAS, Program 4.13 states that the County is to "Develop Policies for regulating 
the conversion of existing housing units to vacation rentals in order to limit the impact of such 
conversions on the stock of housing and on the integrity of single-family neighborhoods"; and 

WHEREAS, on May 3, 2011 the Board of Supervisors adopted a Negative Declaration 
finding that a proposed vacation rental ordinance, Ordinance No. 5092, would not have any 
significant effects on the enviromnent and approved the proposed vacation rental ordinance and 
directed that it be submitted to the California Coastal Commission for certification; and 

WHEFEAS, on July 13, 2011 , the California Coastal certified the vacation rental 
ordinance, Ordinance No. 5092; and 

WHEREAS, the County now desires to amend the vacation rental ordinance and the 
definition of vacation rental to clarify and enhance the regulations applicable to vacation rentals 
and to apply generally the regulations governing vacation rentals in the Live Oak Designated 
Area (LODA) to an identified portion of the Aptos Planning Area to be known as the 
Seacliff/ Aptos Designated Area (SADA), and has caused an Addendum to the Initial Study to be 
prepared; and 
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WHEREAS, on September 16, 2014, the Board of Supervisors directed the Planning 
Department to draft and process amendments to the vacation rental ordinance; and o 3 92 

WHEREAS, on January 14, 2015, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed hearing 
on proposed amendments to County Code Sections 13 .10.694 and 13.10.700-V regarding 
vacation rentals, and the Planning Commission has considered the previously adopted Negative 
Declaration and the proposed amendments, the Addendum to the Initial Study, all testimony and 
evidence received at the hearing, and a staff report; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed amendments to Sections 13.10.694 and 13.10.700-V consist of 
the following changes, more specifically shown in Attachment 1 hereto: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Require an amendment to an existing vacation rental permit to add a bedroom or 
bedrooms or to demolish and rebuild a structure that would be 50 percent or more larger 
than that for which the existing vacation rental permit was issued. 

Require that a picture of the required sign with contact information, installed on the 
vacation rental property, be submitted as part of an application for renewal of an existing 
vacation rental permit. 

For all vacation rental permit applications submitted after the effective date of this 
ordinance, require that contact information be submitted to the County Auditor
Controller-Treasurer-Tax Collector and that proof of mailing of contact information to 
required recipients be submitted to the Planning Department. 

Require that vacation rental signs be maintained continuously while the property is being 
used as a vacation rental. 

Expand what are considered to be significant violations of the vacation rental ordinance 
to include false or misleading information on an application, violations of health 
regulations, delinquency in payment of transient occupancy taxes, non-responsive 
management, failure to maintain signage as required, and verified complaints of noise or 
other disturbances. 

Provide that if a vacation rental permit is revoked based on a violation, no vacation rental 
permit shall be approved for that permit holder for two years after the revocation. 

Apply the regulations governing vacation rentals in the LODAto a portion of the 
Seacliff/ Aptos area (the Seacliff/ Aptos Designated Area, or SADA), with an exception 
that certain specified areas will have no limit on the percentage of vacation rentals that 
may be permitted. 

Add to the definition of vacation rental and to the ordinance itself that a vacation rental 
means the entire dwelling unit and does not include the renting of individual rooms in a 
dwelling unit and that the owner/operator/contact person does not live in the dwelling 
unit while it is rented for use as a vacation rental. 

Clarify that vacation rental permits for units outside of the LODA and SADA do not 
expire unless the unit is not used as a vacation rental for three years out of any 
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consecutive five year period, such that the unit would be considered to have ceased use as 
a vacation rental and would no longer be considered as a vacation rental. 

0393 

10. Clarify that there is a presumption that an application to renew a vacation rental permit 
will be approved. 

11. Clarify that the term "existing vacation rental" means a vacation rental that was existing 
at the time of the adoption of Ordinance No.5092, the original vacation rental ordinance, 
and for which a vacation rental permit was granted based on an application submitted on 
or before November 28, 2011. 

12. Clarify that vacation rental associated on-street parking does not constitute an exclusive 
use of on-street parking. 

13. Prohibit new vacation rental use in a dwelling unit having a common wall or walls with 
another dwelling unit or units after the effective date of this ordinance amending the 
original vacation rental ordinance (Ordinance No. 5092), unless at the time of submission 
of the application the applicant provides a written agreement acceptable to the County 
and signed by all record owner(s) of the adjoining dwelling unit(s) stating that they are 
aware of the proposed vacation rental use and have no objection to issuance of a permit 
for such use. 

WHEREAS, the proposed amendments summarized above enhance the vacation rental 
ordinance in terms of providing for more specificity for notice to the public and renters, 
addressing the instances of enlarging vacation rentals, expanding and providing greater 
specificity to the violation provisions, and clarifying that a vacation rental is a dwelling that is 
rented in its entirety, and generally must be rented at least three out of five years to be considered 
an active vacation rental unit; and 

WHEREAS, the remaining proposed amendment is to apply the regulations of the LODA 
to the SADA, with certain exceptions; and 

WHEREAS, the LODA regulations were evaluated in the Initial Study and Negative 
Declaration for the original vacation rental ordinance and were found to not have any significant 
effect on the environment; and 

WHEREAS, applying the LODA regulations to the SADA with certain exceptions, will 
have no significant effect on the environment and will not change the conclusion of the Negative 
Declaration that was issued for the original vacation rental ordinance that the regulations will 
have no significant effect on the environment; and 

WHEREAS, based on the Addendum to the Initial Study none of the proposed 
amendments will have any significant effect on the environment and also will not change the 
conclusion ofthe Negative Declaration that was issued for the original vacation rental ordinance; 
and 

WHEREAS, Chapter 13.10 is an implementing ordinance ofthe Local Coastal Program 
(LCP) and the proposed amendments to this chapter constitute amendments to the LCP; and 
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WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors finds that the proposed amendments to the Santa 
Cruz County Code will be consistent with the policies of the General Plan and LCP and other 
provisions of the County Code; and 0 3 94 

WHEREAS, insofar as the proposed amendments to the vacation rental ordinance and the 
definition of vacation rental are amendments to the LCP, the application of the proposed 
amendments in the Coastal Zone is statutorily exempt from CEQA review pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15265 and the California Public Resources Code Section 21080.9. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Supervisors makes findings 
on the proposed amendments as contained in the Addendum to the Initial Study and adopts the 
Negative Declaration per the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors adopts the proposed 
ordinance amendments as shown in Attachment 1 to this resolution and hereby directs the 
Planning Director to submit the amendments to the California Coastal Commission for 
certification as part of the next Local Coastal Program Round. 

PASS ED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Cruz, 
State of California, this day of , 2015 by the following vote: 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 

ATTEST: 

SUPERVISOR 
SUPERVISOR 
SUPERVISOR 
SUPERVISOR 

Clerk of the Board 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

':i[L Q~ 
COT . TY COl)NSEL 

Greg Caput, Chairperson 
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ATTACHMENT 
ORDINANCE NO. __ 

0395 
ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTIONS 13.10.694 and 13.10.700-V OF THE SANTA CRUZ 

COUNTY CODE RELATING TO THE REGULATION OF VACATION RENTALS 

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Cruz ordains as follows: 

SECTION I 

Section 13.10.694 of the Santa Cruz County Code is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

13.10.694 Vacation rentals 

(A) The purpose of this section is to establish regulations applicable to dwellings that are rented 

as vacation rentals for periods of not more than 30 days at a time. These regulations are in 

addition to all other provisions of this title. This section does not app!y to Pajaro Dunes where 

vacation rentals are governed by an existing development permit. A vacation rental means the 

entire dwelling unit and does not include the renting of individual rooms in a dwelling unit. The 

owner/operator/contact person/agent does not live in the dwelling unit while it is rented for use 

as a vacation rental and only the renter of the vacation rental dwelling and guests of the renter 

live in the dwelling unit while it is rented for use as a vacation rental. Where there are multiple 

dwelling units on a site. the owner/operator/contact person/agent may live in one of the 

dwellings that is not being rented as a vacation rental. 

(B) Vacation rentals are allowed in all zone districts that allow residential use with no 

requirement for any other use, except that any vacation rental meeting the requirements of 

subsections (C)(1) and (D)(1) of this section may be permitted in any zone district. 

(C) For the purposes of this section, the following terms have the stated meanings: 

(1) "Existing vacation rental" means a dwelling unit that was used as a vacation rental prior 

to April 5, 2011 and for which a vacation rental permit application was made on or before 

November 28. 2011. and for which a vacation rental permit was granted based on an 

application submitted on or before November 28. 2011. 

(2) "New vacation rental" means a dwelling unit that was not used as a vacation rental 

prior to April 5, 2011 or for which a vacation rental permit application was not made on or 

before November 29. 2011. or for which a vacation rental permit has not been granted. 

(3) The "Live Oak Designated Area" means the Yacht Harbor Special Community (as 

described in the General Plan-Local Coastal Program and depicted on the General 

Plan-Local Coastal Program map) and that portion of Live Oak that lies east and south of 

East Cliff Drive and Portola Drive from the intersection of 9th Avenue and East Cliff Drive 
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to the intersection of Portola Drive and 41st Avenue, as depicted in Figure LODA, attached 

hereto. 0 3 96 

(4) The "Sea Cliff/Aptos Designated Area" means that portion of the Aptos Planning Area 

bounded on the west by the Capitola city limit. on the north by Highway One, and on the 

east and southeast by Bonita Drive, San Andreas Road, and the Urban Services Line from 

San Andreas Road to Monterey Bay, as depicted in Figure SADA, attached hereto. 

(4§.) "Block" means the properties abutting both sides of a street extending from one 

intersecting street to another or to the terminus of the street. 

(D) Permit Requirements. A vacation rental permit and transient occupancy tax registiation aie 

required for each residential vacation rental. Each vacation rental permit shall run with the land 

in perpetuity remain valid as long as the vacation rental operates at least three out of any 

consecutive five years, except that each vacation rental permit issued for a vacation rental 

located in the Live Oak Designated Area and the Seacliff/Aptos Designated Area shall expire 

five years from the date of issuance of the original permit or as otherwise provided in section 

.{Ql@. If an application for renewal has been submitted and is deemed complete prior to the 

expiration date, the expiration of the permit will be stayed until final action on the renewal 

application. No application for renewal of a vacation rental permit shall be accepted more than 

180 days before the expiration date. The Planning Director may approve extensions of permit 

expiration dates or application submittal dates based on demonstrated hardship to the applicant 

or for other good cause. Approval of a vacation rental permit does not legalize any non permitted 

use or structure. Vacation rental permits are subject to revocation as provided for in SCCC 

18.10.136. 

(1) Existing Vacation Rental. An initial permit shall be obtained. No public hearing shall be 

required and no notice of an application for a permit for an existing vacation rental shall be 

given. For an existing vacation rental to be considered a legal use the applicant shall 

provide the following to the Planning Department within 90 days, and not later than 

November 28. 2011, after the certification of the original vacation rental ordinance 

(Ordinance No. 5092) codified in this chapter by the California Coastal Commission: 

(a) Completed application form. 

(b) Plans, which do not need to be drawn by a professional, drawn to scale including 

the following: 

(i) Plot plan showing location of all property lines, location of all existing 

buildings, and location of dimensioned on-site parking spaces. 
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(ii) Floor plan showing all rooms with each room labeled as to room type. 0397 

(c) Nonrefundable application fee as established by the Board of Supervisors, but no 

greater than necessary to defray the cost incurred by the County in administering the 

provisions of this chapter. 

(d) Copy of a rental/lease agreement, which shall include, but not necessarily be 

limited to, the following: number of guests allowed (two/bedroom plus two, children 

under 12 not counted; for celebrations and gatherings between 8:00 a.m. and 1 0:00 

p.m., the maximum number of people allowed is twice the maximum number of 

guests allowed); number of vehicles allowed (not to exceed the number of existing 

on-site parking spaces, plus two additional on street that will be considered to use 

on-site parking in the vicinity. but will not have any exclusive use of on-street 

parking); noise, illegai behavior and disturbances, trash management (e.g., trash to 

be kept in covered containers only). 

(e) Proof that a dwelling unit was being used as a vacation rental prior to April 5, 

2011. Such proof may consist of, among other things, the following items: 

(i) Documentation that the owner paid County of Santa Cruz transient 

occupancy tax for the use of the vacation rental; or 

(ii) Documentation that there has been vacation rental use of the unit. This 

could include the following: the owner allowed transient guests to occupy the 

subject property in exchange for compensation and the applicant furnishes 

reliable information, including but not limited to records of occupancy and tax 

documents, guest reservation lists, and receipts, showing payment and dates 

of stay. 

(f) Retroactive Payment of Transient Occupancy Tax. For those applicants who 

provide adequate documentation that a dwelling unit was used as a vacation rental 

prior to April 5, 2011, but where the owner has not registered and paid transient 

occupancy tax, proof of retroactive payment of the transient occupancy tax amount 

due to the County to the extent allowed by law for the time during which a dwelling 

unit was being used as a vacation rental shall be submitted. 

(g) Number of People Allowed. The maximum number of guests allowed in an 

existing individual residential vacation rental shall not exceed two people per 

bedroom plus two additional people, except for celebrations and gatherings between 

8:00a.m. and 10:00 p.m., when the maximum number of people allowed is twice the 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

maximum number of guests allowed. Children under 12 are not counted toward the 

maximums. 0 3 98 

(2) New Vacation Rental. Except as provided in SCCC 18.1 0.124(B), no public hearing 

shall be required and action on these applications shall be by the Planning Director or 

designee, with notice of the proposed action provided not less than 10 calendar days 

before issuance of the permit, pursuant to SCCC 18.1 0.222(C) and (D). Appeals of the 

proposed action on the application may be made by the applicant or any member of the 

public. Pursuant to SCCC 18.1 0.124(B), the Planning Director may refer the application to 

the Zoning Administrator or Planning Commission for a public hearing. 

(a) When a public hearing is required, notice of such a public hearing shall be 

provided not less than 10 calendar days before the public hearing, pursuant to SCCC 

18.10.223. 

{b) In the Live Oak Designated Area and the Seacliff/Aptos Designated Area, no new 

vacation rental shall be approved if parcels with existing permitted vacation rentals 

on the same block total 20 percent or more of the total parcels on that block that 

allow residential use, excluding those parcels in the Mobile Home Park Combining 

Zone District; except that in the following areas the percentage of parcels that may 

have vacation rentals is not limited: Pot Belly Beach Road; Las Olas Drive; those 

residentially-zoned parcels in the Rio Del Mar flats consisting of parcels fronting on 

Stephen Road. Marina Avenue. and Venetian Road between its intersection with the 

Esplanade and Aptos Beach Drive to its intersection with Lake Court and Stephen 

Road; those parcels fronting on or gaining access from Cliff Court or fronting on or 

gaining access from Rio Del Mar Boulevard between its intersection with Aptos 

Beach Drive and Beach Drive to its intersection with Kingsburv Drive. Cliff Drive, and 

Beach Villa Lane; Beach Drive; and Via Gaviota,.. In addition, no more than 15 

percent of all of the parcels that allow residential use in the Live Oak Designated 

Area and the Seacliff/Aptos Designated Area, excluding those parcels in the Mobile 

Home Park Combining Zone District, may contain vacation rentals. Notwithstanding 

these maximums, each block in the Live Oak Designated Area and the Seacliff/Aptos 

Designated Area that has parcels that allow residential use, excluding those parcels 

in the Mobile Home Park Combining Zone District, may have at least one vacation 

rental. 

(c) Applicants for a permit for a new vacation rental shall provide the following to the 

~t 7 Planning Department: 
J '· 
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(i) Completed application form. 0399 

(ii) Nonrefundable application fee as established by the Board of Supervisors, 

but no greater than necessary to defray the cost incurred by the County in 

administering the provisions of this chapter, except that if the application 

requires a public hearing due to referral of the application to the Zoning 

Administrator or Planning Commission , then the application will be converted to 

an "at cost" application and the applicant will be billed for staff time associated 

with processing the application. 

(iii) Plans, which do not need to be drawn by a professional , drawn to scale 

including the following: 

A Plot plan showing location of all property lines, location of all existing 

buildings, and location of dimensioned on-site parking spaces. 

B. Floor plan showing all rooms with each room labeled as to room type. 

(iv) Copy of a rental/lease agreement, which shall include, but not necessarily 

be limited to , the following: number of guests allowed (two/bedroom plus two, 

children under 12 not counted; for celebrations and gatherings between 8:00 

a.m. and 10:00 p.m., the maximum number of people allowed is twice the 

maximum number of guests allowed) ; number of vehicles allowed (not to 

exceed the number of existing on-site parking spaces, plus two additional G-A

street that will be considered to use on-street parking in the vicinity, but will not 

have any exclusive use of on-street parking); noise, illegal behavior and 

disturbances, trash management (e.g., trash to be kept in covered containers 

only). 

(v) Copy of a County of Santa Cruz transient occupancy registration certificate 

for the purpose of the operation of a vacation rental. 

(vi) No new vacation rental use may be permitted in a dwelling unit having a 

common wall or walls with another dwelling unit or units after the effective date 

of this ordinance amending the original vacation rental ordinance (Ordinance 

No. 5092). unless at the time of submission of the application the applicant 

provides a written agreement acceptable to the County and signed by all record 

owner(s) of the adjoining dwelling unit{s) stating that they are aware of the · 

proposed vacation rental use and have no objection to issuance of a permit for 

such use. The agreement shali be binding on the parties thereto and their 
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successors in interest for so long as the vacation rental permit for which the 0 40 0 

agreement was submitted. if issued, remains valid. and each party shall be 

responsible to inform its own successor(s) in interest in the unit of the 

agreement as part of the sale or transfer of the unit to such successor(s). 

(d) Number of People Allowed. The maximum number of guests allowed in a new 

residential vacation rental shall not exceed two people per bedroom plus two 

additional people, except for celebrations and gatherings between 8:00 a.m. and 

10:00 p.m. , when the maximum number of people allowed is twice the maximum 

number of guests allowed. Children under 12 are not counted toward the maximums. 

(3) Renewal of Vacation Rental Permits in the Live Oak Designated Area and the 

Seacliff/Aptos Designated Area. In the Live Oak Designated Area and the Seacliff/Aptos 

Designated Area only, vacation rental permits must be renewed every five years. 

Beginning on the effective date of the establishment of the Seacliff/Aptos Designated 

Area. those vacation rental permits issued before that effective date for property in the 

Seacliff/Aptos Designated Area shall be limited to a term of five years from that effective 

date and application to renew the vacation rental permit must be made in accordance with 

the provisions of this section. An application to renew a permit for a vacation rental in the 

Live Oak Designated Area and in the Seacliff/Aptos Designated Area shall be made no 

sooner than 180 days before expiration of the existing permit. It is the intention of the 

County of Santa Cruz that there is a presumption that an application for renewal of a 

vacation rental permit will be approved. Determination that the application is complete 

shall stay the expiration of the existing permit until final action is taken on the renewal 

application. Except as provided in SCCC 18.1 0.124(8), no public hearing shall be required 

and action on permit renewal applications shall be by the Planning Director or designee, 

with notice of the proposed action provided not less than 10 calendar days before 

issuance or denial of the permit, pursuant to SCCC 18.1 0.222(C) and (D). Appeals of the 

proposed action on the renewal application may be made by the applicant or any member 

of the pubiic. 

(a) If a public hearing is required, the Planning Director shall schedule the public 

hearing before either the Zoning Administrator or the Planning Commission, at the 

Planning Director's discretion . Notice of such a public hearing shall be provided not 

iess than 10 caiendar days before the pubiic hearing, pursuant to SCCC i 8.1 0.223. 
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(b) Applicants for renewal of a permit for a vacation rental in the Live Oak 0401 

Designated Area and the Seacliff/Aptos Designated Area shall provide the following 

to the Planning Department: 

(i) Completed application form. 

(ii) Nonrefundable application fee as established by the Board of Supervisors, 

but no greater than necessary to defray the cost incurred by the County in 

administering the provisions of this chapter, except that if the application 

requires a public hearing due to referral of the application to the Zoning 

Administrator or Planning Commission, then the application will be converted to 

an "at cost" application and the applicant will be billed for staff time associated 

with processing the application . 

(iii) Proof of payment of transient occupancy tax for the use of the dwelling as a 

vacation rental and a summary of the dates the unit was used as a vacation 

rental between the time of issuance of the existing permit and the date of 

application for the renewal. Renewal applications must show significant rental 

use of the unit for two of the previous five years. 

(iv) A photograph of the sign installed on the parcel as required by the existing 

permit. 

(c) Although +!he renewal process~ include.§ a staff review of County records 

and other pertinent information specific to complaints, if any, that have been received 

about the particular vacation rental,........!., it is the intention of the County of Santa Cruz 

that there is a presumption that an application for renewal of a vacation rental permit 

will be approved.,.. Approval of a vacation rental renewal permit shall be based on 

affirmative findings as set forth in SCCC 18.1 0.230(A). Denial of an application for 

renewal shall be based on one or more of the required findings not being able to be 

made, as set forth in SCCC 18.1 0.230(A). 

(4) Expansion of Permitted Vacation Rental. In addition to any other permits required for a 

proposal to expand the square footage of a permitted vacation rental structure by an 

amount equal to or more than 50% or to increase the existing number of bedrooms by 

demolition or remodeling, an amendment to the permitted vacation rental permit in 

accordance with SCCC 18.10.134 shall be required. The amendment application shall 

include a photograph of the sign installed on the parcel as required by the permitted 

" .. - "l'i 
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vacation rental permit. Based on development and site standards for the applicable zone 
0402 

district. the amendment may allow a greater intensity of use than that allowed by the 

existing permit or may be conditioned such that the vacation renta! use not exceed that 

authorized by the existing permit. 

(E) Local Contact Person. All vacation rentals shall designate a contact person within a 30-mile 

radius of the vacation rental. The contact person shall be available 24 hours a day to respond to 

tenant and neighborhood questions or concerns. A property owner who lives within a 30-mile 

radius of the vacation rental may designate himself or herself as the local contact person. 

The name, address, and telephone number(s) of the local contact person shall be submitted to 

the Planning Department, the local Sheriff Substation, the main County Sheriff's Office, and the 

local fire agency, and supplied to the property owners of all properties located within a 300-foot 

radius of the boundaries of the parcel on which the vacation rental is located. For all vacation 

rental permit applications. including applications for renewal and amendment. submitted after 

the effective date of this ordinance amending the original vacation rental ordinance (Ordinance 

No. 5092) contact information shall also be submitted to the Auditor-Controller-Treasurer-Tax 

Collector. Proof of mailing contact information to all of the above shall be submitted to the 

Planning Department within 30 days of permit approval, amendment, or renewal. The name, 

address and telephone number(s) of the local contact person shall be permanently posted in the 

rental unit in a prominent location(s). Any change in the local contact person's address or 

telephone number shall be promptly furnished to the agencies and neighboring property owners 

as specified in this subsection. 

(F) Signs. All vacation rentals shall have a sign identifying the structure as a permitted vacation 

rental and listing a 24-hour local contact responsible for responding to complaints and providing 

general information, which shall be placed no more than 20 feet back from the nearest street. 

The sign may be of any shape, but may not exceed 216 square inches. There is no minimum 

sign size so long as the information on the sign is legible from the nearest street. A sign 

required by this subsection shall be continuously maintained while the dwelling is rented. 

(G) Posting of Rules. Vacation rental rules shall be posted inside the vacation rental in a 

location readily visible to all guests. The rules shall include, but not necessarily be limited to, the 

following: number of guests allowed (two/bedroom plus two, children under 12 not counted; for 

celebrations and gatherings between 8:00a.m. and 10:00 p.m., the maximum number of people 

allowed is twice the maximum number of guests allowed), number of vehicles allowed (not to 

exceed the number of existing on-site parking spaces, plus two additional on street that will be 

considered to use on-street parking in the vicinity, but will not have any exclusive use of on-

r~~, Lt ~d 
....,... . 
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street parking), noise, illegal behavior and disturbances, trash management (e.g., trash to be 

kept in covered containers only). 0403 

(H) Noise. All residential vacation rentals shall comply with the standards of Chapter 8.30 

SCCC, Noise, and a copy of that chapter shall be posted inside the vacation rental in a location 

readily visible to all guests. No use of equipment requiring more than standard household 

electrical current at 11 0 or 220 volts or activities that produce noise, dust, odor, or vibration 

detrimental to occupants of adjoining dwellings is allowed. 

(I) Transient Occupancy Tax. Each residential vacation renta! owner sha!l meet the regulations 

and standards set forth in Chapter 4.24 SCCC, including any required payment of transient 

occupancy tax for each residential vacation rental unit 

(J) Dispute Resolution . By accepting a vacation rental permit, vacation rental owners agree to 

engage in dispute resolution and act in good faith to resolve disputes with neighbors arising 

from the use of a dwelling as a vacation rental. Unless an alternative dispute resolution entity is 

agreed to by all parties involved, dispute resolution shall be conducted through the Conflict 

Resolution Center of Santa Cruz County. 

(K) Violation. It is unlawful for any person to use or allow the use of property in violation of the 

provisions of this section. The penalties for violation of this section are set forth in Chapter 19.01 

SCCC, Enforcement of Land Use Regulations. If more than two documented, significant 

violations occur within any 12-month period a permit may be reviewed for possible amendment 

or revocation. Evidence of significant violations includes, but is not limited to, copies of citations, 

written warnings, or other documentation filed by law enforcement; and copies of homeo'.•mer 

assoqlation warnings, reprimands, or other association actions, or other documents vlhich 

substantiate allegations of significant violations copies of homeowner association warnings, 

reprimands. or other association actions: a permit holder providing false or misleading 

information on an application or renewal application; evidence of violations of state or County 

health regulations ; evidence that a permit holder is delinquent in payment of transient 

occupancy taxes. fines . or oenalties; evidence of non-resoonsive management or that 

appropriate signage has not been maintained in compliance with this section; verified neighbor 

complaints of noise or other disturbances; or other documents which substantiate allegations of 

significant violations. In the event a permit is revoked based upon a review under this section. 

no application by the person or entity from whom the permit was revoked shall be filed for a 

vacation rental permit on the same parcel within two years after the date of revocation, without 

prior consent of the Board of Supervisors. 
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(l) It is unlawful to make a false report to the Sheriff's Office regarding activities associated with 

vacation rentals. 

SECTJON II 

Section 13.1 0. 700-V of the Santa Cruz County Code is hereby amended by adding 

language to the existing definition for "Vacation rental" following the definition of "VA" to read as 

follows: 

13.1 0. 700-V :V: definitions 

"Vacation rental" means a single-family dwelling unit, duplex, or triplex (including condominium 

and townhouse units, but not including apartments or manufactured homes in a mobile home 

park), where the owner/operator/contact person/agent does not live in the dwelling unit while it 

is rented for use as a vacation rental and no one but the renter of the vacation rental dwelling 

and guests of the renter live in the dwelling unit while it is rented for use as a vacation rental and 

the entire dwelling unit is rented for the purpose of overnight lodging for a period of not more 

than 30 days other than ( 1) ongoing month-to-month tenancy granted to the same renter for the 

same unit, (2) one less-than-30-day period per year, or (3) a house exchange for which there is 

no payment. Where there are multiple dwelling units on a site. the owner/operator/contact 

person/agent may live in one of the dwellings that is not being used as a vacation rental. 

Renting of individual rooms does not constitute use of a dwelling unit as a vacation rental. 

Habitable accessory structures, nonhabitable accessory structures, second units constructed 

under the provisions of SCCC 13.10.681, 13.20.1 07, or 13.20.1 08, and legally restricted 

affordable housing units shall not be used as vacation rentals. 

SECTION Ill 

This ordinance shall take effect immediately upon final certification by the California 
Coastal Commission. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this day of--------' 2015, by the 
Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Cruz by the following vote: 

AYES: SUPERVISORS 

NOES: SUPERVISORS 
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ABSENT: 

ABSTAIN: 

Attest: 

SUPERVISORS 

SUPERVISORS 

Clerk of the Board 

Approved as to form: 

County Counsel 

I\TTM~4i'itN··~ . , 
0405 

Chairperson of the Board of Supervisors 

/1 "t:51J;_1 li:1j ,, 
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ATTACH!JiENT 2 
ORDINANCE NO. 0406 

ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTIONS 13.10.694 and 13.10.700-V OF THE SANTA CRUZ 
COUNTY CODE RELATING TO THE REGULATION OF VACATION RENTALS 

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Cruz ordains as follows: 

SECTION I 

Section 13.10.694 of the Santa Cruz County Code is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

1 ~.1 0.694 Vacation rentals 

(A) The purpose of this section is to establish regulations applicable to dwellings that are rented 

as vacation rentals for periods of not more than 30 days at a time. These regulations are in 

addition to all other provisions of this title. This section does not apply to Pajaro Dunes where 

vacation rentals are governed by an existing development permit A vacation rental means the 

entire dwelling unit and does not include the renting of individual rooms in a dwelling unit The 

owner/operator/contact person/agent does not live in the dwelling unit while it is rented for use 

as a vacation rental and only the renter of the vacation rental dwelling and guests of the renter 

live in the dwelling unit while it is rented for use as a vacation rental. Where there are multiple 

dwelling units on a site, the owner/operator/contact person/agent may live in one of the 

dwellings that is not being rented as a vacation rental. 

(B) Vacation rentals are allowed in all zone districts that allow residential use with no 

requirement for any other use, except that any vacation rental meeting the requirements of 

subsections (C)(1) and (0)(1) of this section may be permitted in any zone district 

(C) For the purposes of this section, the following terms have the stated meanings: 

(1) "Existing vacation rental" means a dwelling unit that was used as a vacation rental prior 

to April 5, 2011 and for which a vacation rental permit application was made on or before 

November 28, 2011, and for which a vacation rental permit was granted based on an 

application submitted on or before November 28, 2011. 

(2) "New vacation rental" means a dwelling unit that was not used as a vacation rental 

prior to April 5, 2011 or for which a vacation rental permit application was not made on or 

before November 29, 2011, or for which a vacation rental permit has not been granted. 

(3) The "Live Oak Designated Area" means the Yacht Harbor Special Community (as 

described in the General Plan-Local Coastal Program and depicted on the General 

Plan-Local Coastal Program map) and that portion of Live Oak that lies east and south of 

East Cliff Drive and Portola Drive from the intersection of 9th Avenue and East Cliff Drive 
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to the intersection of Portola Drive and 41st Avenue, as depicted in Figure LODA, attached 

hereto. o 40 7 

(4) The "Sea Ciiff/Aptos Designated Area" means that portion of the Aptos Planning Area 

bounded on the west by the Capitola city limit, on the north by Highway One, and oh the 

east and southeast by Bonita Drive, San Andreas Road, and the Urban Services Line from 

San Andreas Road to Monterey Bay, as depicted in Figure SADA, attached hereto. 

(5) "Block" means the properties abutting both sides of a street extending from one 

intersecting street to another or to the terminus of the street. 

(D) Permit Requirements. A vacation renta! permit and transient occupancy tax registration are 

required for each residential vacation rental. Each vacation rental permit shall remain valid as 

long as the vacation rental operates at least three out of any consecutive five years , except that 

each vacation rental permit issued for a vacation rental located in the Live Oak Designated Area 

and the Seacliff/Aptos Designated Area shall expire five years from the date of issuance of the 

original permit or as otherwise provided in section (0)(3). If an application for renewal has been 

submitted and is deemed complete prior to the expiration date, the expiration of the permit will 

be stayed until final action on the renewal application. No application for renewal of a vacation 

rental permit shall be accepted more than 180 days before the expiration date. The Planning 

Director may approve extensions of permit expiration dates or application submittal dates based 

on demonstrated hardship to the applicant or for other good cause. Approval of a vacation rental 

permit does not legalize any non permitted use or structure. Vacation rental permits are subject 

to revocation as provided for in SCCC 18.1 0.136. 

( 1) Existing Vacation Rental. An initial permit shall be obtained. No public hearing shall be 

required and no notice of an application for a permit for an existing vacation rental shall be 

given. For an existing vacation rental to be considered a legal use the applicant shall 

provide the following to the Planning Department within 90 days, and not later than 

November 28, 2011, after the certification of the original vacation rental ordinance 

(Ordinance No. 5092) codified in this chapter by the California Coastal Commission: 

(a) Completed application form. 

(b) Plans, which do not need to be drawn by a professional , drawn to scale including 

the following: 

(i) Plot plan showing location of all property lines, location of all existing 

buildings, and location of dimensioned on-site parking spaces. 

(ii) Floor plan showing all rooms with each room labeled as to room type. 
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(c) Nonrefundable application fee as established by the Board of Supervisors, but no 

greater than necessary to defray the cost incurred by the County in administering the 

provisions of this chapter. 

(d) Copy of a rental/lease agreement, which shall include, but not necessarily be 

limited to, the following: number of guests allowed (two/bedroom plus two, children 

under 12 not counted; for celebrations and gatherings between 8:00 a.m. and 10:00 

p.m., the maximum number of people allowed is twice the maximum number of 

guests allowed); number of vehicles allowed (not to exceed the number of existing 

on-site parking spaces, plus two additional that will be considered to use on-site 

parking in the vicinity , but will not have any exclusive use of on-street parking) ; noise, 

illegal behavior and disturbances, trash management (e.g., trash to be kept in 

covered containers only). 

(e) Proof that a dwelling unit was being used as a vacation rental prior to April 5, 

2011 . Such proof may consist of, among other things, the following items: 

(i) Documentation that the owner paid County of Santa Cruz transient 

occupancy tax for the use of the vacation rental; or 

(ii) Documentation that there has been vacation rental use of the unit. This 

could include the following : the owner allowed transient guests to occupy the 

subject property in exchange for compensation and the applicant furnishes 

reliable information, including but not limited to records of occupancy and tax 

documents, guest reservation lists, and receipts, showing payment and dates 

of stay. 

(f) Retroactive Payment of Transient Occupancy Tax. For those applicants who 

provide adequate documentation that a dwelling unit was used as a vacation rental 

prior to April 5, 2011 , but where the owner has not registered and paid transient 

occupancy tax, proof of retroactive payment of the transient occupancy tax amount 

due to the County to the extent allowed by law foi the time during which a dwelling 

unit was being used as a vacation rental shall be submitted. 

(g) Number of People Allowed. The maximum number of guests allowed in an 

existing individual residential vacation rental shall not exceed two people per 

bedroom plus two additional people, except for celebrations and gatherings between 

8:00a.m. and 10:00 p.m., when the maximum number of people allowed is twice the 
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maximum number of guests allowed. Children under 12 are not counted toward the 

maximums. 

(2) New Vacation Rental. Except as provided in SCCC 18.10.124(8), no public hearing 

shall be required and action on these applications shall be by the Planning Director or 

designee, with notice of the proposed action provided not less than 10 calendar days 

before issuance of the permit, pursuant to SCCC 18.1 0.222(C) and (D). Appeals of the 

proposed action on the application may be made by the applicant or any member of the 

public. Pursuant to SCCC 18.1 0.124(B), the Planning Director may refer .the application to 

the Zoning Administrator or Planning Commission for a public hearing. 

(a) When a public hearing is required, notice of such a public hearing shall be 

provided not less than 10 calendar days before the public hearing, pursuant to SCCC 

18.10.223. 

(b) In the Live Oak Designated Area and the Seacliff/Aptos Designated Area, no new 

vacation rental shall be approved if parcels with permitted vacation rentals on the 

same block total 20 percent or more of the total parcels on that block that allow 

residential use, excluding those parcels in the Mobile Home Park Combining Zone 

District; except that in the following areas the percentage of parcels that may have 

vacation rentals is not limited: Pot Belly Beach Road; Las Olas Drive; those 

residentially-zoned parcels in the Rio Del Mar flats consisting of parcels fronting on 

Stephen Road, Marina Avenue, and Venetian Road between its intersection with the 

Esplanade and Aptos Beach Drive to its intersection with Lake Court and Stephen 

Road; those parcels fronting on or gaining access from Cliff Court or fronting on or 

gaining access from Rio Del Mar Boulevard between its intersection with Aptos 

Beach Drive and Beach Drive to its intersection with Kingsbury Drive, Cliff Drive, and 

Beach Villa Lane; Beach Drive; and Via Gaviota. In addition, no more than 15 

percent of all of the parcels that allow residential use in the Live Oak Designated 

Area and the Seacliff/Aptos Designated Area, excluding those parcels in the Mobile 

Home Park Combining Zone District, may contain vacation rentals . Notwithstanding 

these maximums, each block in the Live Oak Designated Area and the Seacliff/Aptos 

Designated Area that has parcels that allow residential use, excluding those parcels 

in the Mobile Home Park Combining Zone District, may have at least one vacation 

rental. 

(c) Applicants for a permit for a new vacation rental shall provide the following to the 

Planning Department: 

2 
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(i) Completed application form. 

0410 

(ii) Nonrefundable application fee as established by the Board of Supervisors. 

but no greater than necessary to defray the cost incurred by the County in 

administering the provisions of this chapter, except that if the application 

requires a public hearing due to referral of the application to the Zoning 

Administrator or Planning Commission, then the application will be converted to 

an "at cost" application and the applicant will be billed for staff time associated 

with processing the application. 

(iii) Plans, which do not need to be drawn by a professional , drawn to scale 

including the following: 

A Plot plan showing location of all property lines, location of all existing 

buildings, and location of dimensioned on-site parking spaces. 

B. Floor plan showing all rooms with each room labeled as to room type. 

(iv) Copy of a rental/lease agreement, which shall include, but not necessarily 

be limited to, the following : number of guests allowed (two/bedroom plus two, 

children under 12 not counted; for celebrations and gatherings between 8:00 

a.m. and 1 0:00 p.m. , the maximum number of people allowed is twice the 

maximum number of guests allowed); number of vehicles allowed (not to 

exceed the number of existing on-site parking spaces, plus two additional that 

will be considered to use on-street parking in the vicinity, but will not have any 

exclusive use of on-street parking); noise, illegal behavior and disturbances, 

trash management (e.g., trash to be kept in covered containers only). 

(v) Copy of a County of Santa Cruz transient occupancy registration certificate 

for the purpose of the operation of a vacation rental. 

(vi) No new vacation rental use may be permitted in a dwelling unit having a 

common wall or walls with another dwelling unit or units after the effective date 

of after the effective date of this ordinance _amending the original vacation 

rental ordinance (Ordinance No. 5092), unless at the time of submission of the 

application the applicant provides a written agreement acceptable to the 

County and signed by all record owner(s) of the adjoining dwelling unit(s) 

stating that they are aware of the proposed vacation rental use and have no 

objection to issuance of a permit for such use. The agreement shali be binding 

on the pat1ies thereto and their successors in interest for so long as the 
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vacation rental permit for which the agreement was submitted, if issued, 041 1 
remains valid , and each party shall be responsible to inform its own 

successor(s) in interest in the unit of the agreement as part of the sale or 

transfer of the unit to such successor(s). 

(d) Number of People Allowed . The maximum number of guests allowed in a new 

residential vacation rental shall not exceed two people per bedroom plus two 

additional people, except for celebrations and gatherings between 8:00a.m. and 

10:00 p.m., when the maximum number of people allowed is twice the maximum 

number of guests allowed. Children under 12 are not counted toward the maximums. 

(3) Renewal of Vacation Rental Permits in the Live Oak Designated Area and the 

Seacliff/Aptos Designated Area. In the Live Oak Designated Area and the Seacliff/Aptos 

Designated Area only, vacation rental permits must be renewed every five years. 

Beginning on the effective date 9f the establishment of the Seacliff/Aptos Designated 

Area, those vacation rental permits issued before that effective date for property in the 

Seacliff/Aptos Designated Area shall be limited to a term of five years from that effective 

date and application to renew the vacation rental permit must be made in accordance with 

the provisions of this section. An application to renew a permit for a vacation rental in the 

Live Oak Designated Area and in the Seacliff/Aptos Designated Area shall be made no 

sooner than 180 days before expiration of the existing permit. It is the intention of the 

County of Santa Cruz that there is a presumption that an application for renewal of a 

vacation rental permit will be approved . Determination that the application is complete 

shall stay the expiration of the existing permit until final action is taken on the renewal 

application. Except as provided in SCCC 18.1 0.124(8), no public hearing shall be required 

and action on permit renewal applications shall be by the Planning Director or designee, 

with notice of the proposed action provided not less than 10 calendar days before 

issuance or denial of the permit, pursuant to SCCC 18.1 0.222(C) and (D). Appeals of the 

proposed action on the renewal application may be made by the applicant or any member 

of the public. 

(a) If a public hearing is required, the Planning Director shall schedule the public 

hearing before either the Zoning Administrator or the Planning Commission, at the 

Planning Director's discretion. Notice of such a public hearing shall be provided not 

iess than ·; 0 calendar days before the pubiic hearing, pursuant to SCCC 18.1 0.223. 
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(b) Applicants for renewal of a permit for a vacation rental in the Live Oak 0412 

Designated Area and the Seacliff/Aptos Designated Area shall provide the following 

to the Planning Department: 

(i) Completed application form. 

(ii) Nonrefundable application fee as established by the Board of Supervisors, 

but no greater than necessary to defray the cost incurred by the County in 

administering the provisions of this chapter, except that if the application 

requires a public hearing due to referral of the application to the Zoning 

Administrator or Planning Commission, then the application will be converted to 

an "at cost" application and the applicant will be billed for staff time associated 

with processing the application . 

(iii) Proof of payment of transient occupancy tax for the use of the dwelling as a 

vacation rental and a summary of the dates the unit was used as a vacation 

rental between the time of issuance of the existing permit and the date of 

application for the renewal. Renewal applications must show significant rental 

use of the unit for two of the previous five years. 

(iv) A photograph of the sign installed on the parcel as required by the existing 

permit. 

(c) Although the renewal process includes a staff review of County records and 

other pertinent information specific to complaints , if any, that have been received 

about the particular vacation rental, it is the intention of the County of Santa Cruz 

that there is a presumption that an application for renewal of a vacation rental permit 

will be approved. Approval of a vacation rental renewal permit shall be based on 

affirmative findings as set forth in SCCC 18.10.230(A) . Denial of an application for 

renewal shall be based on one or more of the required findings not being able to be 

made, as set forth in SCCC 18.1 0.230(A). 

(4) Expansion of Permitted Vacation Rental. In addition to any other permits required for a 

proposal to expand the square footage of a permitted vacation rental structure by an 

amount equal to or more than 50% or to increase the existing number of bedrooms by 

demolition or remodeling , an amendment to the permitted vacation rental permit in 

accordance with SCCC 18.1 0. ~ 34 shall be required. The amendment application shall 

include a photograph of the sign installed on the parcel as required by the permitted 

vacation rental permit. Based on development and site standards for the applicable zone 
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district, the amendment may allow a greater intensity of use than that allowed by the 041 3 

existing permit or may be conditioned such that the vacation rental use not exceed that 

authorized by the existing permit 

(E) Local Contact Person. All vacation rentals shall designate a contact person within a 30-mile 

radius of the vacation rental. The contact person shall be available 24 hours a day to respond to 

tenant and neighborhood questions or concerns. A property owner who lives within a 30-mile 

radius of the vacation rental may designate himself or herself as the locai contact person. 

The name. address. and telephone number(s) of the local contact person shall be submitted to 

the Planning Department, the local Sheriff Substation, the main County Sheriff's Office, and the 

local fire agency, and supplied to the property owners of all properties located within a 300-foot 

radius of the boundaries of the parcel on which the vacation rental is located. For all vacation 

rental permit applications, including applications for renewal and amendment, submitted after 

the effective date of this ordinance amending the original vacation rental ordinance (Ordinance 

No. 5092) contactinformation shall also be submitted to the Auditor-Controller-Treasurer-Tax 

Collector. Proof of mailing contact information to all of the above shall be submitted to the 

Planning Department within 30 days of permit approval, amendment, or renewal. The name, 

address and telephone number(s) of the local contact person shall be permanently posted in the 

rental unit in a prominent location(s). Any change in the local contact person's address or 

telephone number shall be promptly furnished to the agencies and neighboring property owners 

as specified in this subsection. 

(F) Signs. All vacation rentals shall have a sign identifying the structure as a permitted vacation 

rental and listing a 24-hour local contact responsible for responding to complaints and providing 

general information, which shall be placed no more than 20 feet back from the nearest street. 

The sign may be of any shape, but may not exceed 216 square inches. There is no minimum 
-

sign size so long as the information on the sign is legible from the nearest street. A sign 

required by this subsection shall be continuously maintained while the dwelling is rented. 

(G) Posting of Rules. Vacation rental rules shall be posted inside the vacation rental in a 

location readily visible to all guests. The rules shall include, but not necessarily be limited to, the 

following: number of guests allowed (two/bedroom plus two, children under 12 not counted; for 

celebrations and gatherings between 8:00a.m. and 10:00 p.m., the maximum number of people 

allowed is twice the maximum number of guests allowed), number of vehicles allowed (not to 

exceed the number of existing on-site parking spaces, plus two additional that will be 

considered to use on-street parking in the vicinity, but will not have any exclusive use of on-

Page a of 11 

2 



2 
street parking), noise, illegal behavior and disturbances, trash management (e.g., trash to be 0414 

kept in covered containers only). 

(H) Noise. All residential vacation rentals shall comply with the standards of Chapter 8.30 

SCCC, Noise, and a copy of that chapter shall be posted inside the vacation rental in a location 

readily visible to all guests. No use of equipment requiring more than standard household 

electrical current at 11 0 or 220 volts or activities that produce noise, dust, odor, or vibration 

detrimental to occupants of adjoining dwellings is allowed. 

(I) Transient Occupancy Tax. Each residential vacation rental owner shall meet the regulations 

and standards set forth in Chapter 4.24 SCCC, including any required payment of transient 

occupancy tax for each residential vacation rental unit. 

(J) Dispute Resolution. By accepting a vacation rental permit, vacation rental owners agree to 

engage in dispute resolution and act in good faith to resolve disputes with neighbors arising 

from the use of a dwelling as a vacation rental. Unless an alternative dispute resolution entity is 

agreed to by all parties involved, dispute resolution shall be conducted through the Conflict 

Resolution Center of Santa Cruz County. 

(K) Violation. It is unlawful for any person to use or allow the use of property in violation of the 

provisions of this section. The penalties for violation of this section are set forth in Chapter 19.01 

SCCC, Enforcement of Land Use Regulations. If more than two documented, significant 

violations occur within any 12-month period a permit may be reviewed for possible amendment 

or revocation. Evidence of significant violations includes, but is not limited to, copies of citations, 

written warnings, or other documentation filed by law enforcement; copies of homeowner 

association warnings, reprimands, or other association actions; a permit holder providing false 

or misleading information on an application or renewal application; evidence of violations of 

state or County health regulations; evidence that a permit holder is delinquent in payment of 

transient occupancy taxes, fines, or penalties; evidence of non-responsive management or that 

appropriate signage has not been maintained in compliance with this section; verified neighbor 

complaints of noise or other disturbances; or other documents which substantiate allegations of 

significant violations. In the event a permit is revoked based upon a review under this section, 

no application by the person or entity from whom the permit was revoked shall be filed for a 

vacation rental permit on the same parcel within two years after the date of revocation, without 

prior consent of the Board of Supervisors. 

(L) It is unlawful to make a false report to the Sheriff's Office regarding activities associated with 

vacation rentals. 
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SECTION II 

Section 13.1 0. 700-V of the Santa Cruz County Code is hereby amended by adding 

language to the existing definition for "Vacation rental" following the definition of "VA" to read as 

follows: 

13.1 0. 700-V :V: definitions 

"Vacation rental" means a single-family dwelling unit, duplex, or triplex (including condominium 

and townhouse units, but not including apartments or manufactured homes in a mobile home 

park), where the owner/operator/contact person/agent does not iive in the dwelling unit while it 

is rented for use as a vacation rental and no one but the renter of the vacation rental dwelling 

and guests of the renter live in. the dwelling unit while it is rented for use as a vacation rental and 

the entire dwelling unit is rented for the purpose of overnight lodging for a period of not more 

than 30 days other than (1) ongoing month-to-month tenancy granted to the same renter for the 

same unit, (2) one less-than-30-day period per year, or (3) a house exchange for which there is 

no payment. Where there are multiple dwelling units on a site, the owner/operator/contact 

person/agent may live in one of the dwellings that is not being used as a vacation rental. 

Renting of individual rooms does not constitute use of a dwelling unit as a vacation rental. 

Habitable accessory structures, nonhabitable accessory structures, second units constructed 

under the provis ions of SCCC 13.10.681, 13.20.107, or 13.20.108, and legally restricted 

affordable housing units shall not be used as vacation rentals. 

SECTION Ill 

This ordinance shall take effect immediately upon final certification by the California 
Coastal Commission. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this day of--------' 2015, by the 
Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Cruz by the following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ABSTAIN: 

SUPERVISORS 

SUPERVISORS 

SUPERVISORS 

SUPERVISORS 

Chairperson of the Board of Supervisors 
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Attest: 0416 

Clerk of the Board 

Approved as to form: 

c~ 
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BEFoRE THE PLANNING coMMissioN ATii\f~ n.-:!::·.:·r 
OF THE COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

RESOLUTION NO. ~0 \5 - 0 \ 

On the motion of Commissioner 
duly seconded by Commissioner 
the following is adopted; 

0417 

PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS ADOPT, WITH AN ADDENDUM, THE NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

ADOPTED FOR APPROVAL OF THE VACATION RENTAL ORDINANCE AS 
APPLICABLE TO PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO SANTA CRUZ COUNTY CODE 

SECTIONS 13.10.694 AND 13.10.700-V RELATING TO THE REGULATION OF 
VACATION RENTALS, AND RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

APPROVE AND ADOPT THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS AND SUBMIT THE 
AMENDMENTS TO THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION FOR CERTIFICATION 

WHEREAS, the County's Housing Element contains language directing the Planning 
Department and the Board of Supervisors to explore options and develop policies for regulating 
vacation rentals; and 

WHEREAS, current Housing Element Goal4 is to preserve and improve existing 
housing units and expand affordability within the existing housing stock; and 

WHEREAS, Program 4.13 ofthe current Housing Element is one ofthe programs 
intended to implement Goal4; and 

WHEREAS, Program 4.13 states that the County is to "Develop Policies for regulating 
the conversion of existing housing units to vacation rentals in order to limit the impact of such 
conversions on the stock of housing and on the integrity of single-family neighborhoods"; and 

WHEREAS, on May 3, 2011 the Board of Supervisors adopted a Negative Declaration 
finding that a proposed vacation rental ordinance, Ordinance No. 5092, would not have any 
significant effects on the environment and approved the proposed vacation rental ordinance and 
directed that it be submitted to the California Coastal Commission for certification; and 

WHEREAS, on July 13, 2011, the California Coastal certified the vacation rental 
ordinance, Ordina.11ce No. 5092; and 

WHEREAS, the County now desires to amend the vacation rental ordinance and the 
definition of vacation rental to clarify and enhance the regulations applicable to vacation rentals 
and to apply generally the regulations governing vacation rentals in the Live Oak Designated 
Area (LODA) to an identified portion ofthe Aptos Planning Area to be known as the 
Seacliff/ Aptos Designated Area (SADA), and has caused an Addendum to the Initial Study to be 
prepared; and 

WHEREAS, on September 16, 2014, the Board of Supervisors directed the Planning 
Department to draft and process amendments to the vacation rental ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, on January 14, 2015, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public 
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hearing on proposed amendments to County Code Sections 13.10.694 and 13.10.700-V 
regarding vacation rentals, and the Planning Commission has considered the previously adopted 
Negative Declaration and the proposed amendments, the Addendum to the Initial Study, all 
testimony and evidence received at the public hearing, and the attached staff report; and 0 41 8 

WHEREAS, the proposed amendments to Sections 13.10.694 and 13.10.700-V consist of 
the following changes, more specifically shown in Attachment 1 hereto: 

1. Require an amendment to an existing vacation rental permit to add a bedroom or 
bedrooms or to demolish and rebuild a structure that would be 50 percent or more larger 
than that for which the existing vacation rental permit was issued. 

2. Require that a picture of the required sign with contact information, installed on the 
vacation rental property, be submitted as part of an application for renewal of an existing 
vacation rental permit. 

3. For all vacation rental permit applications submitted after the effective date of this 
ordinance, require that contact information be submitted to the County Auditor
Controller-Treasurer-Tax Collector and that proof of mailing of contact information to 
required recipients be submitted to the Planning Department. 

4. Require that vacation rental signs be maintained continuously while the property is being 
used as a vacation rental. 

5. Expand what are considered to be significant violations of the vacation rental ordinance 
to include false or misleading information on an application, violations of health 
regulations, delinquency in payment of transient occupancy taxes, non-responsive 
management, failure to maintain signage as required, and verified complaints of noise or 
other disturbances. 

6. Provide that if a vacation rental permit is revoked based on a violation, no vacation rental 
permit shall be approved for that permit holder for two years after the revocation. 

7. Apply the regulations governing vacation rentals in the LODAto a portion of the 
Seacliff/ Aptos area (the Seacliff/ Aptos Designated Area, or SADA), with an exception 
that certain specified areas will have no limit on the percentage of vacation rentals that 
may be permitted. 

8. Add to the definition of vacation rental and to the ordinance itself that a vacation rental 
means the entire dwelling unit and does not include the renting of individual rooms in a 
dwelling unit and that the owner/operator/contact person does not live in the dwelling 
unit while it is rented for use as a vacation rental. 

9. Clarify that vacation rental permits for units outside of the LODA and SADA do not 
expire unless the unit is not used as a vacation rental for three years out of any 
consecutive five year period, such that the unit would be considered to have ceased use as 
a vacation rental and would no longer be considered as ::1 vacation rental. 

10. Clarify that there is a presumption that an application to renew a vacation rental permit 
will be approved. 

~~ "'·!/ 
li e ._ . tl~i'ify that the term "existing vacation rental" means a vacation rental that was existing 

.-J 
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{A~r. ,(1. u 'fo ~ r "- r~· •"\ " ,y .::, 'i··,:! ·· j< . ~ "~ 
at the time of the adoption of Ordinance No.5092, the original vacation rental o:idimince, • . 
and for which a vacation rental permit was granted based on an application submitted on 
or before November 28, 2011. 0419 

12. Clarify that vacation rental associated on-street parking does not constitute an exclusive 
use of on-street parking. 

13. Prohibit new vacation rental use in a dwelling unit having a common wall or walls with 
another dwelling unit or units after the effective date of this ordinance amending the 
original vacation rental ordinance (Ordinance No. 5092), unless at the time of submission 
of the application the applicant provides a written agreement acceptable to the County 
and signed by all record owner(s) of the adjoining dwelling unit(s) stating that they are 
aware of the proposed vacation rental use and have no objection to issuance of a permit 
for such use. 

WHEREAS, the proposed amendments summruized above enhance the vacation rental 
ordinance in terms of providing for more specificity for notice to the public and renters, 
addressing the instances of enlarging vacation rentals, expanding and providing greater 
specificity to the violation provisions, and clarifying that a vacation rental is a dwelling that is 
rented in its entirety, and generally must be rented at least three out of five years to be considered 
an active vacation rental unit; and 

WHEREAS, the remaining proposed amendment is to apply the regulations of the LODA 
to the SADA, with certain exceptions; and 

WHEREAS, the LODA regulations were evaluated in the Initial Study and Negative 
Declaration for the original vacation rental ordinance and were found to not have any significant 
effect on the environment; and 

WHEREAS, applying the LODA regulations to the SADA with certain exceptions, will 
have no significant efiect on the environment and will not change the conclusion ofthe Negative 
Declaration that was issued for the original vacation rental ordinance that the regulations will 
have no significant effect on the environment; and 

WHEREAS, based on the Addendum to the Initial Study none of the proposed 
amendments will have any significant effect on the environment and also will not change the 
conclusion of the Negative Declaration that was issued for the original vacation rental ordinance; 
and 

WHEREAS, Chapter 13.10 is an implementing ordinance of the Local Coastal Program 
(LCP) and the proposed amendments to this chapter constitute amendments to the LCP; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds that the proposed amendments to the Santa 
Cruz County Code will be consistent with the policies of the General Plan and LCP and other 
provisions ofthe County Code; and 

WHEREAS, insofar as the proposed amendments to the vacation rental ordinance and the 
definition of vacation rental are amendments to the LCP, the application of the proposed 
amendments in the Coastal Zone is statutorily exempt from CEQA review pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15265 and the California Public Resources Code Section 21080.9. 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission makes 0420 
findings on the proposed amendments as contained in the Addendum to the Initial Study and 
recommends that the Board of Supervisors adopt the Negative Declaration per the requirements 
of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission recommends that the 
Board of Supervisors adopt the proposed ordinance amendments as shown in Attachment 1 to 
this resolution and that the proposed amendments be submitted to the California Coastal 
Commission for certification as part of the next Local Coastal Program Round. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Planning Commission of the County of Santa Cruz, 
State of California, this 14th day of January , 2015 by the following vote: 

AYES: 
NOES: 

COMMISSIONERS Hemard, Guth, Shepherd, Garcia and Dann 
COMMISSIONERS None 

ABSENT: COMMISSIONERS None 

ABSTAIN: COMMISSIONERS None 

ATTEST: 

Steven Guiney, Secretary 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

CO TY COUNSEL 

r ·• 47 
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January 5, 2014 

Planning Commission 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz CA 95060 

ATT:i'~Ht~~~ENT ~~ 

COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 

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

(831) 454-2580 FAX: (831) 454-2131 Too: (831) 454·2123 
KATHLEEN MOLLOY PREVISICH, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

0421 

Agenda Date: January 14,2015 

SUBJECT: Consider proposed amendments to County Code Section 13.10.694 (Vacation 
Rentals) as directed by the Board of Supervisors to establish a Seacllff/Aptos 
Designated Area and make additional language modifications to the proposed 
amendments. County Code Chapter 13.10 is a coastal implementing ordinance. 

Commissioners: 

At the December 9, 2014 meeting, the Board of Supervisors considered your Commission's 
recommendation regarding amendments to existing vacation rental regulations. While your 
recommendation did not include establishing a Seacliff/Aptos Designated Area (SADA) at this time, the 
Board expressed a desire to move forward with incorporating provisions to establish certain limits within 
a SADA. The Board drd "carve out" certain areas within the Seacliff/Aptos area that would not be 
subject to any limitation on the number or percentage of vacation rentals. After hearing public 
testimony and deliberating, the Board voted 4 to 1 on the proposed content of the vacation rental 
ordinance amendments, which include the other aspects of your Commission's recommendation along 
with certain other staff-recommended clarifying language. 

As you know, when the Board expresses an intention to adopt an ordinance that is substantively 
different from what the Planning Commission recommended, then State law requires that the Board 
refer its modifications back to the Planning Commission for a review and recommendation. 

While your review on this date is not technically a public hearing, staff recommends that your 
Commission take public comment on the version of the ordinance amendments that the Board has 
expressed an intention to adopt. Your Commission would then take action on a recommendation back 
to the Board regarding the proposed ordinance. The Board is scheduled to render a final decision 
regarding the ordinance amendments on January 27, 2015, after which date the amendments will be 
forwarded to the Coastal Commission for certification. 

Following is a description of the proposed amendments to County Code. The precise wording of the 
changes is found in Attachment 1 to Exhibit A. 

1. Require an amendment to an existing vacation rental permit to add a bedroom or bedrooms or to 
demolish and rebuild a structure that would be 50 percent or more larger than that for which the 
existing vacation rental permit was issued. 

2. Require that a picture of the required sign with contact information, installed on the vacation rental 
property, be submitted as part of an application for renewal of an existing vacation rental permit. 

t1 ~ L.t. :a .. ~ 
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Vacation Rentals 
Planning Commission 
Agenda Date: January 14, 2015 

0422 

3. For all vacation rental permit applications submitted after the effective date of this ordinance, require 
that contact information be submitted to the County Auditor-Controller-Treasurer-Tax Collector and 
that proof of mailing of contact information to required recipients be submitted to the Planning 
Department. 

4. Require that vacation rental signs be maintained continuously while the property is being used as a 
vacation rentaL 

5. Expand what are considered to be significant violations of the vacation rental ordinance to include 
false or misleading information on an application, violations of health regulations, delinquency in 
payment of transient occupancy taxes, non-responsive management, failure to maintain signage as 
required, and verified complaints of noise or other disturbances. 

6. Provide that if a vacation rental permit is revoked based on a violation, no vacation rental permit shall 
be approved for that permit holder for two years after the revocation. 

7. Apply the regulations governing vacation rentals in the LODAto a portion of the Seacliff/Aptos area 
(the Seacliff/Aptos Designated Area, or SADA), with an exception that certain blocks will have no limit 
on the percentage of vacation rentals that may be permitted (see Exhibit C). 

8. Add to the definition of vacation rental and to the ordinance itself that a vacation rental means the 
entire dwelling unit and does not include the renting of individual rooms in a dwelling unit, and that the 
owner/operator/contact person does not live in the dwelling unit while it is rented for use as a vacation 
rental. 

9. Clarify that vacation rental permits for units outside of the LODA and the SADA do not expire unless 
the unit is not used as a vacation rental for three years out of any consecutive five year period, such 
that the unit would be considered to have ceased use as a vacation rental and would no longer be 
considered as a vacation rental. 

10. Clarify that there is a presumption that an application to renew a vacation rental permit will be 
approved. 

11 . Clarify that the term "existing vacation rental" means a vacation rental that was existing at the time of 
the adoption of Ordinance No.5092, the original vacation rental ordinance, and for which a vacation 
rental permit was granted based on an application submitted on or before November 28, 2011. 

12. Clarify that vacation rental associated on-street parking does not constitute an exclusive use of on
street parking. 

Environmental Review 

The County, acting as lead CEQA agency, adopted a Negative Declaration for the original vacation rental 
ordinance in 2011 , and in doing so found that the ordinance would not have significant adverse 
environmental impacts. Of the currently proposed amendments to the vacation rental ordinance, none 
creates a new significant environmentai impact or substantially increases an environmental impact identified 
in the environmental review that was conducted for the original vacation rental ordinance. 

The proposed amendments do not expand the zone districts in which vacation rentals may be allowed, nor 
do they result in any lessening of regulations that could lead to any significant environmental impacts. On the 

.. -- . contra;ry, ~proposed amendments ti~ht~n the regulations. Sin~e the vacation r~nt~l ordinan~ be~ame 
r i::!ffe9ti;ve ln/2011, there have been no SignifiCant effectS on the envirOnment due to ItS ImplementatiOn In the 
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Vacation Rentals 
Planning Commission 
Agenda Date: January 14, 2015 

ATTJ~CHfv1ENT 

0423 

LODA or elsewhere. Adoption of the Negative Declaration again with the findings presented in the 
Addendum (Exhibit D) will satisfy the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

Recommendation 

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

1. Hear any public comments. 

2. Concur with the proposed modifications to amendments to County Code Sections 13.1 0.694 
and 13.10.700-V as identified on December 9, 2014 by the Board of Supervisors. 

3. Adopt the attached re.solution (Exhibit A) recommending that the Board of Supervisors adopt the 
Negative Declaration with the Addendum and approve the proposed amendments to County 
Code Sections 13.10.694 and 13.10.700-V, as shown in strike-through by Attachment 1 to 
Exhibit A, and as the ordinance proposed for adoption as Exhibit B. 

Sincerely, 

Steven Guiney, AICP cl\; 
Principal Planner 

Exhibits: 
A. Resolution making findings and recommending Board adoption of the Negative Declaration regarding 

amendments to County Code Sections 13.10.694 and 13.10.700-V, with strike-through copy of proposed 
ordinance 

B. Clean copy of Ordinance 
C. Proposed Seacliff/Aptos Designated Area (SADA) maps 
D. Negative Declaration, with Addendum (provided tc Planning Commissioners), available for review at the 

County Planning Department. 

cc: County Counsel, Coastal Commission 
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Addendum to Initial Study 
0431 

County Code Chapter 13. 10 is part of the County's certified Local Coastal Program, and CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15265 states that CEQA does not apply to activities and approvals, pursuant 
to the California Coastal Act, by a local government necessary for the preparation and adoption 
of a local coastal program (this essentially shifts the burden of environmental review to the 
Coastal Commission). However, because the original vacation rental ordinance applied County
wide and not just in the coastal zone and also to solicit comments, staff circulated an Initial 
Study and proposed Negative Declaration for public review, determining that the original 
vacation rental ordinance would not have any adverse environmental impacts. The proposed 
Negative Declaration public review and comment period ended on January 19, 2011, comments 
were received and addressed and the Board of Supervisors made findings to and adopted the 
Negative Declaration on May 9, 2011. 

Now, the County proposes to amend the vacation rental ordinance as follows : 

1. Require an amendment to an existing vacation rental permit to add a bedroom or bedrooms 
or to demolish and rebuild a structure that would be 50 percent or more larger than that for 
which the existing vacation rental permit was issued. 

2. Require that a picture of the required sign with contact information, installed on the vacation 
rental property, be submitted as part of an application for renewal of an existing vacation 
rental perm it. 

3. For all vacation rental permit applications submitted after the effective date of this ordinance, 
require that contact information be submitted to the County Auditor-Controller-Treasurer-Tax 
Collector and that proof of mailing of contact information to required recipients be submitted 
to the Planning Department. 

4. Require that vacation rental signs be maintained continuously while the property is being 
used as a vacation rental. 

5. Expand what are considered to be significant violations of the vacation rental ordinance to 
include false or misleading information on an application, violations of health regulations, 
delinquency in payment of transient occupancy taxes, non-responsive management, failure 
to maintain signage as required, and verified complaints of noise or other disturbances. 

6. Provide that if a vacation rental permit is revoked based on a violation, no vacation rental 
permit shall be approved for that permit holder for two years after the revocation. 

7. Apply the regulations governing vacation rentals in the LODA to a portion of the 
Seacliff/Aptos area (the Seacliff/Aptos Designated Area, or SADA), with an exception that 
certain specified areas will have no limit on the percentage of vacation rentals that may be 
permitted. 

8. Add to the definition of vacation rental and to the ordinance itself that a vacation rental means 
the entire dwelling unit and does not include the renting of individual rooms in a dwelling unit 
and that the owner/operator/contact person does not live in the dwelling unit while it is rented 
for use as a vacation rental. 

9. Clarify that vacation rental permits for units outside of the LODA and the SADA do not expire 
unless the unit is not used as a vacation rental for three years out of any consecutive five 
year period, such that the unit would be considered to have ceased use as a vacation rental 
and would no longer be considered as a vacation rental. 
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11. 

12. 

Clarify that there is a presumption that an application to renew a vacation rental permit will be 
approved. 

0432 

Clarify that the tenn "existing vacation rental" means a vacation rental that was existing at the 
time of the adoption of Ordinance No.5092, the original vacation rental ordinance, and for 
which a vacation rental permit was granted based on an application submitted on or before 
November 28, 2011. 

Clarify that vacation rental associated on-street parking does not constitute an exclusive use 
of on-street parking. 

Most of the proposed amendments summarized above simply enhance the vacation rental 
ordinance in terms of providing for more specificity regarding notice to the public and renters , 
addressing the instances of enlarging vacation rentals, expanding and providing greater 
specificity io the violation provisions, and clarifying that a vacation rental is a dwelling that is 
rented in its entirety, and must be rented at least three out of five years to be considered an 
active vacation rental unit that has not ceased operation. None of these proposed amendments 
will have any significant effects on the environment and will not change the conclusion of the 
Negative Declaration that was issued for the original vacation rental ordinance. 

The proposed amendment to extend the regulations governing vacation rentals in the urbanized 
LODAto a portion of the urbanized Seacliff/Aptos will limit the life of vacation rental permits in 
the SADA to five years, with presumption of renewal , and will establish maximum percentages 
of vacation rentals allowed on any block and in the area as a whole. The LODA regulations 
were evaluated in the Initial Study and Negative Declaration for the original vacation rental 
ordinance and were found to not have any significant effect on the environment. Likewise, 
applying those regulations to the SADA will have no significant effects on the environment. 

Currently, all vacation rentals operating legally in the SADA, and elsewhere, have permits. In 
the LODA, all vacation rental permits must be renewed every 5 years. The SADA is similar to 
the LODA in that, although it is in the unincorporated area, it is an urbanized area adjacent to 
the beach with heavy beach use, especially in the summer and during holiday periods. 
Although the existing vacation rental permits in the SADA were issued with no renewal 
requirement, the previously issued vacation rental permits and all future vacation rental permits 
issued in the SADA will be limited to five years starting on the effective date of the ordinance 
amendments. Existing vacation rental permits as of that date must be renewed within five 
years. This would allow, just like in the LODA, review of all vacation rental permits five years 
after issuance. 

In conclusion, none of the changes to the vacation rental ordinance will affect the conclusion of 
the environmental review and documentation that has already occurred regarding the original 
vacation rental ordinance that it would not have any significant environmental impacts 

Therefore, use of the 2011 Negative Declaration as the CEQA document of the currently 
proposed amendments to the vacation rental regulations is appropriate. 
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fXHIBlT D 

COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
701 OceAN $TR£:ET, 41

ti FLOOR, SA.'IITA CRUZ, CA 95060 
(831) 454-i5BO FAX: (831).454·2131 Too:_(831)454-2123 

KATHLEEN MOLLOY PREVISICH. PLANNING DIRECTOR 

NOTICE OF ENVlRONMENTAL REVIEW PERIOD 

_ SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 

APPLICANT: _____ ...:.C:.::o:..:u:..:..:n:.:..ty.....,;::.o.:...f S=a::.:.nt==a'-'C:::;.ru;..:.:Z:..------

APPLI CA Tl ON NO. : __ ___.:V:.:'a:.:::c:=a=ti=o.:...:.n..:.R.:.::e::.:..n:..:.t:::;ai:....:S~· e:.:c::.:t::.=fo~n.:....;o:..:f~C:::..:o::.:u=.:.n.:.:t"'"y..;:C:.::o:..:d:..::e;__ 

PARCEL NUMBER (APN):_C=o=u::..:.;n:.:..~tvL...Wi=•d~e--------

0433 

The Environmental Coordinator has reViewed the Initial Study for your application and made the 
following prelim-inary determination: 

' ' 

XX Negative Declaration 
(Your project will not have a significant impact on the environment.) 

. 
Mitigations will be attached to the Negative Declaration. . ' 

XX No mitigations will be attached. 

Environmental Impact Report 
(Your project may have a significant effect on the environment. An EIR must 
be prepared to address the potential impacts.) 

. As part ofthe environmental review· process reqtiired by the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA), this· is your opportunity to respond 1o the preliminary determination before it is. 
finalized. Please contact Matt Johnston, Environmental Coordinator at (831) 454-3201, if you 
wish to comment on the preliminary- detennination. Written comments will be received until 5:00 
p.m. on the last day of the review period. · 

Review Period Ends~ · January ·1·9; 2011 ,., 

Staff Planner: . Steve Guiney 

Phone: (831) 454-3182 

Date: ___ __._ __ ..:D;.;::e:..:c;;:.e;.;.m.:.::b=-=e:.:..r-:1..:..7-L.;, 2:.:0::..1.:..::0~------

'l:. 



EXHiBIT D 

County of Santa C_tuz ... . o434 

PlANNING DEPARTMENT 
7.01 OcEAN STREET, 4 ..... FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 

(83.1) -454-2580 FAX: (B31) 454-2131 Too: (831) 454-2123 
KATHLEEN MOLLOY PREVISICH, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

www .sccoplanning.cow 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQ_A)" 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW INITIAL STUDY 

Date: December 17, 2010 

Staff Planner: Steve Guiney 

I. OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 

APN(s): N/A 

Application Number; N/A 

APPLICANT: County of Santa' Cruz 

OWNER: NIA SUPERVISORAL DISTRICT: All 

PROJECT LOCATION: The proposed ordinance (see Attachment 1) would apply to all 
residentially zoned parcels located within the unincorporated portion of Santa Cruz 
County. 

SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed project would add Section 
13.10.694 lo lhe County Code to regulate v~cation rentals, which are currently. not 
regulated. The proposed vacation rental ordinance would: 1} apply countywide; 2) 
require a permitting/registration process; 3} require payment of Transient .Occupancy 
Tax (TOT); 4) requife signage identifying a structure as a vacation rental and a local 
contact responsible for reSponding to complaints; 5) require a dispute res~lution 
process; and 6) subject the property owner . to the enforcement provisions found in 
County Code Chapter 19. In the "Live Oak Desjgnated Area~ only, limits on the total 
number of vacation units in the area and on any block would be established. 

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 grea1er detail based on project specific information. 

0 Geology/Soils 0 Noise 

0 HydrologyJWalet Supply/Water Quality 0 Air Quality 

0 Biological Resources · 0 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

0 Agricufture and Forestry Resources 0 Public Services 

0 Mineral Resources 0 Recreation 

0 Visual Resources & Aesthetics 0 Utilities & Service Systems 

0 Cultural Resources ~ Land Use and Planning 

0 Hazards & Hazardous Materials · 0 Population and Housing 
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0 TransportationfTraffic 0 Mandatory Findings of Signific;ance 

DISCRETIONARY APPROVAL(S) BEING CONSIDERED: 

D General Plan Amendmenl 0 Coastal Development Permit 
.---. 

land Division D u Grading Permit 

0 Rezoning D Riparian Exceptjon 

0 Development Permit t8J Other: Amend Zoning Ordinance 

NON-LOCAL APPROVALS 

Other agencies that must issue pennits or authorizations: Cafifomia Coastal 
Commission 

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

0 

0 

0 

I find that the proposed projeCt COULD NOT have a significant effect on the 
environment, and a NEGATNE DEClARATION will be prepared. 

I find that although the proposed project COlfld have a significant effect on the 
environment. there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in 
the p(ojecfhave been made or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION wilt be prepared. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have. a significant effect on the environment, 
and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

1. find that the proposed project MAY have a ·potentially significant impacr or 
"potentially significant unless mitigated• impact on the environment, but at least 
one effect 1} has been adequa1ely analyzed in an earlier document pursiJant 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 il must analyze pnly the 
effeds that remain to be addressed. 

0 I find that although t))e proposed project · could have a significant effect on the 
envir~nment, 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 upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

~4~ 1~/'Lo(UAo 
Matthe;otmStOn Date 
Environmental Coordinator 
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II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

EX IS TlNG SITE CONDITIONS 
Parcel Size: Various 
Existing land Use: Residential 
Vegetation: Varied 
Slope in area affected by project: [8) 0 - 30% [g) 3 1 - 100% 
Nearby Watercourse: Various 
Distance To: Varied 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS 
Water Supply Watershed: Mapped 
Groundwater Recharge: Mapped 
Timber or Minerar: Mapped · 
Agricultural Resource: Mapped 
Biologically Sensitive Habitat Mapped 
Fire Hazard:. Mapped 
Floodplain: Mapped 
Eroston: Mapped 
Landslide: Mapped 
liquefaction: Mapped 

SERVICES 
Fire Protection: All 
School District: All 
Sewage Disposal: Sewer and Septic 

PLANNING POLICIES 
Zone District: All residential zone districts 
General Plan: All residential designations 
Urban Services Line: [8l Inside 

Coastal Zone: (81 Inside 

FauH Zone: Mapped 
Scenic Corridor: Mapped 
Historic: Numerous 
Archaeology: Mapped 
Noise Constraint: Mapped 
Electric Power lines: No Issues 
Solar Access: Varied 
Solar Orientation: Varied 
Hazardous .Malerials: ·Potential 
Other: N/A 

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

Special Desig·nation: N/A 

~ Outside 
[g) Outside 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND SURROUNDING LAND USES: 

The proposed vacation rental ordinance would apply to all residential zone districts in 
the unincorJ}orated portion of the county and therefore t.o all of the various environments 
of the county. Surrounding · land uses would. be all of the land uses found in the 
unincorporated portion of the county, but mostly would be residential land uses. 

PROJECT BACKGROUND: 

This proposal is to add sections to the County Code regulating vacation rentals iri all 
residential zone districts in the unincorporated portion of the County. Vacation rentals ih 
Jesidentiaf areas are currentiy not reguiated in County Code. 

General Plan Housing Element Program 4.13 dir~cts the Planning Department and the 
Board of Supervisors to"[d]evelop Policies for regula1ing . the conversion of existing 
housing units to vacation rentals in order to limit the impact of such conversions on the 
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sloe~ of housing and on the integrity of single-family neighborhoods." In June of 2010, 
the Board of Supervisors directed the Planning Department ·to draft an ordinance 
regulating vacation rentals. 

DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The proposed vacation rental ordinance would apply countywide, would require a 
permitting/registration process, would required payment of TOT, would require signage 
identifying a structure as a vacation rental and a focal contact responsible for 
responding to complaints, would require a dispute resolution process, and would subject 
the property owner to the enforcement provisions found in County Code Chapter 19. 
The following language would be incorporated into the County Code if adopted. 

SECTION I 

~ection {b) of Section 13.10.322 of the Santa Cruz County Code is.·hereby amended to 
add the use "Vacation Rentalft to the Visi1or accommodations category of the residential 
use chart after the use "Bed and breakfast inns (subject to Section 13.10.691r, to read 
as follows: 

Vacation re-ntals ,(subjecllo sedion ~3, 10.694) 
NOles: 

. RA - sinvE-tamily re5iclentiaJ ai'ICI agrieullural (ruraQ 
RR - single-lamWy 1esidential (rural) 
R-1 - single-family residential (ulban. rural) 
RB - sing~lamily residential (oceanfront. ulbao) 

2P 2P 2P 

RM - mulple-lamily residential (ulban) including appurtenant aa:essoty U$e5 and structures 
2 - Approval Lt"~oelll (administrative. plans required) · 
P- Principal permitted~ (see Section 13.10.312(a)) 

SECTION II 

2P 2P 

The Santa Cruz County Code is hereby amended by adding Section 13.10.694 to read 
as follows: · 

13.10.694 Vacation-Rentals. 

(a) The purpose of this section is to establish regulations applicable to dwellings on 
residentially zoned parcels that are rented . as vacation rentals . for periods of not 
rnore than thirty days at a time. These regulations are in additton to all other 
provisions of this T.rtle. 

(b) Vacation rentals are allowed only in residential zone districts. 

(c) For the purposes,of this section, the f~.lllowing terms have the stated meanings. 

(1) Exis1ing vacation rental means a dwelling unit that was used-as a.vacation 
rental prior to June 22, 2010. 

(2) New vacation rental means a dwelling unit that was riot used ·as a vacation 
rental prior to ·June 22. 2010. 

(3) The live Oak Designated Are~ means the Yacht" Harbor Speciai 
Community as described in the Genera( Plan - Local Coastal Program and 
depicted on the General Plan- Local Coastal Program map and that portion of 
live Oak thaf 1ies east and south of East Cliff Drive and PortoJa Drive from the 
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intersection of 9th Avenue and East Cliff Drive to the in1ersection of Portola Drive 
and 41st Avenue. as depicted in Attachme.nt 2. 

(4) Block means the properties abutting both sides of a street and extending 
from om~ intersecting street to another or to the terminus of the street 

{d) Permit requirements. A vacation rental permit and Transient Occupancy Tax 
registration are required for each residentiai vacation rental. Each vacation rental 
permit shall expire five years from the date of issuance unlesS an application' for 
renewal has been submitted and is deemed complete prior to the expiration date. 
No application for renewal of a vacation renta.l permit shall be accepted more than 
180 days before the expiration date. The Planning Director may approve extens_ions 
of permit expiration dates or application submittal dates based on demonstrated 
hardship to the applicant or for other good cause. · · 

r-,, 

(1) Existing vacation rentals. An initial permit shall be obtained. The 
applicant shall demonstrate that a dwelling unit was being used as a vacation 
rental prior to June' 22, 2010. No public hearing shall be required and no notice 
of an application for a permit for an ex~ting vacation rental sh,all be given. For 
an existing vacation rental to be considered a legal use, the applicant shall 
provide the following to the Planning Department within · 90 days after the 
certification of this ordinance by the California .Coastal Commission: 

(A) Completed application fonn 

(B) Plans drawn to scale including the following: 

(i) Plot plan showing location of all property lines, location of all 
existing buildings, and location of dimensioned on-site parking spaces · 

(ii) Floor plan showing all rooms with each room la~eled as ·to room 
type 

(C)Non-refundable application fee as established by the Board of 
Supervisors, but no greater ~han necessary to defray the cost incurred by the 
County in administering the provisions of this Chapter 

{D) Copy of a renta!l!ease agreement, which shall include, but not necessarily 
be limited to the following: number of guests allowed (2/bedroom + 2, children 
under 12 not counted; maximum number of people at an event not to exceed 
twice the number of guests allowed); number of vehicles allowed (not to 
exceed the number of existing on-site parking spaces, plus two additional on
street); noise, illegal behavior and disturbances, trash management (e.g., 
trash to be kept in covered containers onry), etc. 

(E) Proof that a dwelling unit was being used as a ,vacation rental prior to June 
22, 2010. Such proof may consist of, among other things, the following items: 

(i) Documentation that the owner paid County of Santa Cruz ·Transient 
Occupancy Tax for the use of the vacation rental; or . . . ~ , 

(ii) Documentation that the owner allowed transient guests to occupy 
the subject property in exchange for compensation and the applicant 
furnishes reliable information, including but not limited to, records of 
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occupancy and tax documents, guest reservation lists, and receipts, 
showing payment totals and dates of stay. 

(F) Retroactive paymenl of Transient Occupancy Tax. For those applicants 
. who provide adequate documentation that a dwelling unit was used as a 

vacation rental prior to June 22, 2010, but where the owner has not registered 
and paid Transien1 Occupancy Tax. proof of retroactive payment of the 
Transient Occupancy Tax amount due to the County to the ex1ent allowed by 
law for the time during which a dwelling unit was being used as a vacation 
rental shall be submit1ed. 

(G)Number of people allowed. The maximum number of guests alloWed in an 
existing individual residential vacation rental shall not exceed two people per. 
bedroom plus two additional people, except for celebrations and gatherings 
not exceeding 12 hours in duration, during which time the totaf number of 
people allowed is twice the allowed number of guests. · Children under 12 are 
not counted toward the maximums. · · 

(2) New vacation rental. Except as provided in County Code Section 
18.10.124(b), no public ·hearing shall be required and adion on these 
applications shail be by the Planning Director or designee, with notiCe of the 
proposed action provi~ed not less than 10 calendar days before ·issuance of the 
permit, pursuant to County Code Section 18.10.222(c) and (d). Appeals of the 
proposed action on the application may be made by·the applicant or any member 
of the public. Pursuant to Coooty Code Section 18.1 0.124(b}, !he Planning 
Director may refer the application to the Zoning Administrator or Planning 
Commission for a public hearing. 

(A) When a public hearing is required, notice of such a public hearing shall be 
provided not less than 10 calendar days before the public hearing, pursuant 
to County Code Section 18. 10.223. · 

(B) In lhe Live Oak Designated Area, no new vacation rental shall be 
approved if parcels with existing vacation rentals on the same block total20 
percent or more of the total residential parcels on that block. In addition, no 
more than 15 percent of alf of the residential parcels in the Live Oak 
Designated Area, excluding those in the Mobile Home Combining District may 
contain vacation rentals. Notwithstanding these maximums, each block in the 
Live Oak Designated Area may have af least one vacation rental. 

(C)Applicants for a permit for a new vacation rental shall provide the following 
to 1he Planning Department · 

(i) Completed application form 

(ii) Non-refundable application fee as established by the Board of 
Supervisors, but. no greater than-necessary to defray the cost incurred by 
the County in administering the provisions of this Chapter, except that if 
the application requires a public hearing due to referral of application to 
the Zoning Administrator or Planning Commission, then the application will 

-be converted to an •at cost" application and the applicant will·be billed for 
staff time associated witb processing the appUcalion. · 
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(iii) Plans drawn to scaJe including the following: 

I. Plot plans showing location of all property lines, location of all 
existing buildings, and location and dimensions of on-site parking 
spaces 

II. Floor plan showing all rooms with each room labeled as to room 
type 

. (iv} Copy of a rental/lease agreement, which shall include, but noi 
necessarily limited to the following: number of guests allowed (21bedroom 
+ 2, children under 12 not counted; maximum number of people at an 
event not to exceed twice the number of gues1s allowed); number. of 
vehicles allowed {not to exceed the number of existing on-site parking 
spaces, plus two ·additional on-street); noise. illegal behavior and 
disturbances, trash management (e·.g., trash to be kept in ·covered 
containers only}, etc. 

(v) Copy of a County of Santa Cruz Transient Occupancy Registration 
Certificate for the p~Jrpose of the operation of a vacation rental. 

(D) Number of people allowed. The maximum number of tenants allowed in a 
new ·residential vacation rental shall not exceed tWo people per bedroom plus 
two additional people, except for celebrations and large gatherings not 
exceeding 12 hours in duration. during which time.the total number of people 
allowed is twice the allowed number of guests. Children under 12 are not 
counted toward the maximums. 

(3} Renewaf of vacation rental permits. An application to renew a vacation 
rental permit shall be made no sooner than 180 days before expiration of the 
permit existing permit~ Determination ofthe comp.leteness of the application shall 

·stay the expiration of the exjsting permit until final action is taken on the renewal 
application. Except as provided iri County Code Section 1.8.1 0.124(b}, no public 
hearing shall be required and action · on permit renewal applications shall be by 
the Planning Director or designee, with notice of the proposed action provided 
not iess than 10 calendar days before issuance or denial of the permit, pursuant 
to County C.ode Section 18.10.222(c) and (d). Appeals of the proposed action on 
the renewal application may be made by the applicant or any member of the 
public. · 

-(A) If a public hearing is required, lhe Planning Director shall schedule the 
public hearing before either the Zoning Administrator or the Planning 
Commission, at the Planning ·Director's discretion. Notice of such a public 
hearing shall be provided not less than 10 calenqar days before the pubHc 
hearing, pursuant to County Code Section 18.10.223. 

(B)Appiicants for renewal of . a vacation rental permit shall provide the 
following 1n the Planning Department: 

(i) Completed application form 

(ii) Non-refundable application fee as e~tablished by the Board of 
Supervisors, but no greater t~n necessary 1o defray the cost incurred by 
the County in administering the· provisions of this Chapter, except that if .. 
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the application requires a public hearing due to referral of the application 
to the Zoning Administrator or Planning Commission, then the application 
wUI be converted to an "at cost" application and the applicant will be billed 
for staff time associated with processing the application. 

(iii} For those properties Jocated in the Live Oak Designated Area, proof 
of payment of Transient Occupancy Tax for the use of the dwelling as a 
vacation rental and a summary of the dates the unit was used as a 
vacation rental between the time of issue~nce of the existing permit and the 
dale of application for the renewal. Lack of a significant level of rental 
activity.may result in denial of a renewal application. 

(e) Local contad person. All vacation rentals shall designate a contact person within 
a 30,..mile radius of the vacation rentat. The contad person shall be available 24 
hours a day to respond to tenant and neighborhood . questions or concerns. A 
property owner who lives within a 30-mile .radius of the vacation rental may 
designate himself or herself as the local contact person. 

. . 
The name, address and telephone number(s) . of the local contact person shall be 
s_ubmitted to the Planning Department, the local Sheriff Substation, the main county 
Sheriffs Office. the local fire agency, and supplied to the property owners of all 
properties located within a 300 foot radius of the boundari~s of the · parcel on which 
the vacation renlal is located. The name, address and telephone number(s) of the 
local contact person shall be permanently posted in the rental unit in a prominent 
Jocation(s): Any change in the local contact person's address or telephone number 
shall be promptly furnished to the agencies and neighboring property owners as 
specified in this subsection. 

(f) Signs. All vacation rentals shall have a sign identifying the structure as a 
permiHed vacation rental and listing a 24-hour local contact responsible for 
responding to complaints and providing gerier~l information, which shall be placed in 
a front or other window facing a public street or may be affixed to the exterior of the 
front of the structure facing a public street. The sign may be of any shape, but may 
not exceed 216 square inches. There ,is no minimum sign size so long as the 
_information on the sign is legible. 

(g) Posting of rules. Vacation rental rules shall ,be ·posted inside the vacation "rental 
in ·a location readily visible to all guests. The rules shall include, but not neceSsarily 
be limited to, the following: n.umber of" guests allowed (2/bedroom + 2, children under 
12 not counted; maximum number of. ~eople at an event not to exceed twice · the 
number of guests allowed); number of vehicles allowed (not to exceed the number of 
existing on-site parking spaces, plus two additional on-street); noise, illegal behavior 
and disturbances, trash management (e.g., trash to be kept in covered containers 
only), etc. 

(h) Noise. All residential vacation rentals shall comply with the standards .of Chapter 
8 .30 of the County Code (Noise) and a copy of that chapter shall be posted inside 
the vacation rental in a location readily visible to all guests. No use of equipment 
requiring mor~ than standard household electrical current at 110 or 220 volts or 
activities that produce noise, dust, .odor or vibration detrimen1al to occupants of 
adjoining dwellings is allowed. 
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(i) Transient Occupancy Tax. Each residential vacation rental owner shall meet the 
regulations and slandards set forth in Chapter' 4.24 of the County Code, including 
any required payment of transient occupancy tax for each residential vacation rental 
unit. . 
{j) Dispute resolution. By accepting a vacatiOn rental permit, vacatK>n rental owners 
agree lo engage in dispute resolution and ad in goOd faith to resoive disputes with 

_ neighbors arising from the use of a dwefting as a . vacation rentaL Unless an 
alternative dispute resolution entity is agreed to .by all parties involved, dispute 
resolution shall be conducted through thE! Confticl Resolution Center of Santa Cruz 
County. 

(k) Violation. It is unlawful for any person to use or allow the use· of property in 
violation of the provisions of this section. The penalties for violation of this section 
are set ·forth in Chapter 19.01 of this Title (Enforcement). If more than two 
documented, signifi~ant vio1ations occur within any 12-month period a permit may be 
reviewed for possibie amendment or revocation. Documented, significant vjolations 
include, but are not timited to, copies of citations, written warnings, or. other 
documentatiOn filed by law enforcement; and copies of Homeowner Association 
warnings, re-primands, or other Associaiion adions. 

(I) It is unlawful to make a false ·report to the Sheriffs Office regarding activities 
.associated with vacation rentals. 

SECTION Ill 

Section 13.10.700-V of the Santa Cruz County Code is hereby amended by adding a 
definition for "Vacation rental" following the definition of "VA" to read as folfo'Ws: 

Vacation Rental. A ~ingle-family dwelling unit, duplex, or triplex (including condominium 
and townhouse units, but not including apartments or manufactured homes in a mobile 
home park), rented for the purpose of overnight lodging for a period of not more than 
thirty (30} days other than (a) ongoing month-to-month tenancy _granted to the $arne 
renter for the same unit, (b) one less-than-thirty day period per year. or {c) a house 
exchange for which there is no payment. Habitable accessory structures, non-habitable 

. accessory .structures, second units constructed under the provisions of County. Code 
Seetion 13.10.681, and legaily restricted affordable housing units shall not be used as 
vacation rentals. 

SECTION IV 

This ordinance 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. 
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Ill. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST 

A. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
Would the project: . 

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

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

B . Strong seismic ground shaking? 

C . Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction? 

D. Lanc,fslides? 

Discussion (A through D): 

State 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 

Los& ..... 
.5ipifi<;Dt 

l'"'••lbu, _.,. Looo ..... 
• Sipiw•• }14;ci&ariH S<piliu .. 

lepKI • .,..,....,.~&<~ loopKt 

0 0 0 

D 0 0 

0 D 0 

0 D 0 

Each fault located within Santa Cruz County 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 proposed ordinance would apply to all residential zone districts in the county, 
some of which are located within the limits of the State Alquist~Priolo Special Stuates 
Zone (County of Santa Cruz, 2001 ). The Alquist~ Priolo Earthquake FauH Zoning Act 
was passed in 1972 to mitigate the hazard of surface faulting to structures for human 
occupancy. The Alquist~Priolo Earthquake F.ault Zoning Act's main purpose is to 
pJevent the construction of buildings used for human occupancy on the surface trace of 
active faufts. 'The Act only addresses the hazard of surface fauH rupture and is not 
directed loward other earthquake hazards. The law requires the State Geologist to 
establish regulatory zones (known as Earthquake Fault Zones) around· the surtace 
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traces of active faults and to issue appropriate maps. The maps are distributed to all 
affected cities, counties, and state agencies for their use in planning and controlling 
new or ·renewed construction. local agencies must regula1e most development 
projects within the zones. Projects include all land divisions and most structures for 
human occupancy. Single-family· wood~ frame and steel-frame dwellings up to two 
stories that are not part of a development of four Llnits or more are exempt. 

lntemalionaJ Building Code/Uniform Building Code 

The Uniform Building Code (UBC) was first enacted by the International Conference of 
Building Officials (ICBO) on October _18-21~ 1927. Revised editions of this code are 
published approximately every 3 years unti11997, which was the final year of the code. 
The USC {1997) includes provisions associal.ed with engineering design ar.d building 
requirements. The UBC was replaced in 2000.by the new International Building Code 
(lBC) published by the International Code Council (ICC). The ICC was a merger of 
three pred~cessor organizations, which published three different building codes. 

California Building Standards Code 

The California Building Code (CBC) is another name for the body of regulations known 
as the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, Part 2, which is a portion of the 
California Building Standards Code and establishes minimum requirements for a 
buildings structural strength and stability to safeguard the public he.alth, safety and 
general welfare. Title 24 is assigned to the California Building Standards Commission; 
which, by law, is responsible for coordinating all building standards. Under state law, 
all building standards must be centralized in- Title· 24 or they are not enforceable. 
Published by the International Conference of Building Officials,- the UBC is a widely 
adopted model building code in the Unjted States. The California Building Code 
incorporates by reference the 2006 Jnternational Building Code with necessary 
California amendments. 

local 

County of Santa Cruz Ge.!1f!@}£1.an and Local Coastal Program 

The County of Santa Cruz General. Plan and Local Coastal Program (LCP) was 
adopted by the Board of Supervisors in May of 1994 and certified by the California 
Coastal Commiss_ion .in December of 1994. The following policies are applicable to 
geology and soils. · 

Policy 6.1.4: ·site Investigation Regarding Liquefaction Hazard (LCP). Require site~ 
specific investigation by a certified engineering geologist and/or civil engineer of all 
development proposals of more than four residential units in areas desig·nated as 
having a high or very high liquefaction potential. Proposals of four units and under and 
non-residential projects shall be reviewed for. liquefaction hazard through 
environmental review and/or. geologic hazards assessment, and when a significant 
poteniiai hazard exists a site~specirlc investigation shaii be required. · 

Policy 6.3.4: Erosion Control Plan Approval Required for Development (LCP). Require 
approval of an erosion control plan for all development, as specified in the Erosion 
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Control Ordinance. Vegetation removal shan be minimized and firriited to that amount 
indicated on the approved development plans. but shall be consistent with fire safety 
requirements. · · 

Policy 6.3.5: installation oi Etosion Control Measures. Require the installation of 
erosion control measures consistent with the Erosion Control Ordinance, by October 
15, or the advent of signiftcanl rain, or project completion, whichever o.ccurs first. Prior 
to October 15, requ-ire adequate erosion control to be provided to prevent erosion from 
early storms. For ·development actiVities, require protection of exposed soil from 
erosion between October 15 and April 15 and require vegetation and stabilization of 
disturbed areas prior to completion of the project. For agricultural activities, require that 
adequate measures are taken to prevent excessive sediment from leaving the 
property. 

Policy 6.3.7: Reuse of_ Topsoil and Native Vegetation Upon Grading Completion. 
Require topsoil to be stockpiled and reapplied upon completion of grading to promote 
regrowth of vegetation; native vegetation shoultl be used in replanting disturbed areas 
to enhance long-term stability. 

Policy 6.3.8: On-Site Sediment Containment (LCP). Require containment of all 
sediment on the site . during construction and requjre drainage improvements for the 
completed development that wilt provide runoff control, induding onsite retention or 
detention where downstream drainage facilities have limited capacity. Runoff control 
systems or Best Management Practices shall be adequate to prevent any significant 
increase in site runoff over pre-existing volumes and velocities and to maximize on-site 
collection of non-point source pollutants. 

Policy 6.3.9: Site Design to Minimize Grading (LCP). Require site design in all areas to 
minimize grading activities and reduce vegetation remqval based on the foHowing 
guidelines: , 

(a) Structures should be clustered; 

(b) Access roads and driveways shall not cross slopes greater than 30 percent; 
cut.s and fills should not e~ceed 1 0 feet, unless they are wholly underneath the 
footprint and adequately retained; 

(c) Foundat1on designs should minimize excavation or fill; 

(d) Bui~ing and access envelopes should be designated on the basis of site 
inspection to avoid particularly erodab!e areas; 

(e) Require all fill and sidecast material to be recompacted to engineer.ed 
standards, reseeded, and mulched and/or burlap cover~d. 

The proposed Vacation Rental Ordinance would be consistent with the goals, policies 
and standards established within the elements of .the General Plan that are intended to 
protect the safety of the community; and therefore, the adoption and enforcement of 
Section 13. 10.694 of the County Code would not resuii in significant geoiogicai 
impacts. Furthermore, .all future vacation rental housing development and 
rehabilitation would be required to be consisten1 with ~xisting state and local building 
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codes, which are designed to ensure that new construction would not expose people to 
significant geological impacts. However, because the proposal would not authorize or 
facilitate new development no impact from adoption or enforcement of the proposed 
ordinance would occur. 

2. 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 qff-site 
-landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

D 0 D 

Discussion: Liquefaction tends to occur in loose, saturated fine-grained sands, 
course siHs or clays with low plasticity_ The liquefaction process typically occurs at 
depths less than 50 feet below the ground surface, although liquefaction can occur at 
deeper intervals, given the right conditions. The most susceptible zone occurs at 
depths shallower than 30 feet below the ground surface. In order for liquefaction to 
occur there must be the proper soil type, soil saturation, and cyclic accelerations of 
sufficient magnitude to progressively increase the water pressures within the soil mass. 
Non-cohesive soil shear strength is dev.eloped by the point-to-point contact of the soil 
grains.· As the water pressures increase in the void spaces surrounding the soil grains, 
the soil particles become supported more by the water than the point-to-point contact. 
When the water pressures increase sufficiently, the soil grains begin to lose contact 
with each other resulting in the loss of shear strength and continuous defonnation of 
the soil where the soil begins to liquefy. 

Liquefaction can lead to several types of ground failure, depending on slope conditions 
and the geological and hydrological settings, of which the four most common types of 
ground failure are: 1) lateral spreads, 2) now failures, 3) ground oscillation and 4) loss 
of bearing strength. Much of Santa Cruz County ts subject to damage from soil 
instability as a result of on· or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, or 
liquefaction. 

The County of Santa Cruz General Plan and local Coastal Program (LCP) was · 
adopted by the Board of Supervisors in May of 1994 and certified by the California 
Coastal Commission in December of 1994. The following policies are applicable to 
slope stability and liquefaction: Policy 6.1.1, Geologic Review for Development in 
Designated Fault Zones; Policy 6.1.2, Geologic Reports for Developmen1 in Alquist
Priolo Zones; Policy 6.1.3, Engineering Geology Report for Public Facilities in Fault 
Zones; Policy 6.1 A, Site Investigation Rega(ding Liquefaction Hazard; Policy 6.1.5, 
location of Development Away from Potentially Hazardous Areas; Policy 6.1.9, 
Recordation of Geologic Hazards; Policy 6.1.10, Density Recommendations for 
Proposed Development; Policy 6.1.11, Setbacks ·from Faults; Policy _6.1.12, Minimum 
Parcel $iz.e in Fault Zones; Poiicy 6.2."i, Geologic Hazards Assessments ,ior 
Developmen1 on and Near Slopes; Policy 6.2.2. Engineering Geology Report; 6.2.3, 
Conditions for Development and Grading Permits; Policy 6.2.4, Mitiga1ion of Geologic 
Hazards and Density Considerations;· Policy 6.-2.5, Slope Considerations for Land 
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Division Calculations; Policy 6.2.6, location of Structures and Drainage Considerations 05 t 5 
in Unstable Areas; Policy 6.2.7; Location of Septic Leach Fields; and Policy 6.2.9, 
Recordation of Geologic Hazards. 

The proposed ordinance would continue to allow vacation rentals in all residential zone 
districts · in the County. Vacation rentals currently are not ·regulated, except for the 
requirement to pay TOT. The proposed ordinance would not authorize or facilitate any 
development of vacation rentals within the county. However, any new residential 
development that may occur within the County would be designed and constructed to 
meet the most current safety standards for landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse that ·are included in the California Building Code (2007) and/or 
standards established by the County of San1a Cruz. No impact would occur from the 
adoption and enforcement of the proposed ordinance. 

3. Develop land with a slope exceeding 
30%? 

D· 0 0 
Discussion: There are many slopes that exceed 30% within. the County. The County 
of Santa Cruz General Plan and local Coastal ·Program (LCP) was adopted by the 
Board of Supervisors in May of 1994 and certified by the California Coastal 
Commission in December of 1994. The following policies are applicable to slopes 
exceeding 30 percent: Policy 6.2.1, Geologic Hazards Assessments for Development 
on and Near Slopes; Policy 6 .2.2, Engineering Geology Report; 6.2.3, Conditions for 
Develop~ent and Grading Pennits; Policy 6.2'.4, Mitigation of Geologic Hazards and 
Density Considerations; Policy 6.2.5, Slope Considerations for Land DivisiOn 
Calculations; Policy 6.2.6, Location of Structures and Drainage Considerations in 
Unstable Areas; Policy 6.2.7; location of Septic leach Fields; Policy 6.2.9, 
Recordation of Geologic Hazards; and Policy 6.3.1, Slope Restrictions. 

The proposed ordinance wouJd not authorize or facilitate any new development. Any 
newly constructed dwelling used as a vacation renial would be requjred to meet all 
requirements of the General Ptan, County Code (Section 16.10), and California 
Building Code relating to development on slopes. exceeding 30%.· Most new vacation 
:rentals would be in existing dwellings. No impact is anticipated from the adoption and 
enforcement of the proposed ordinance. 

4. Result in substantial soil erosion or the 
loss of topscif? 

D 0 0 
Discussion: Much of Santa Cruz County is subject to soil erosion during construction. 
However, standard erosion controls are a required condition of projects with erosion 
potential. The County of Santa Cruz General Plan and local Coastal Program (LCP) 
was adopied by the Board of Supervisors in May of 1994 and certified by the California 
Coastal Commission in December of 1994. The following policies are applicable to soil 
erosion and loss of topsoil: Policy 6.3.1, Slope · Restrictions; Policy 6.3.2, Grading 
Projects to Address Mitigation Measures; Policy 6.3.3, Abatement of Grading and 
Drainage Problems; Policy 6.3.4, Erosion 'Control Plan Approval Required for 
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Development; Policy 6.3.5, lnstaRation of Erosion Control Measures; Policy 6.3.6, 05 t 6 
Earthmoving in Least Disturbed or Water Supply Watersheds; Policy 6.3.7, Reuse of 
TopsoiJ and Native Vegetation Upon · Grading Completion: Policy 6.3.8, On-site 
Sediment Containment; Policy 6.3.9, Site Design to Minimize Grading; -Policy 6.3.10, 
.l.and Clearing Permit; and Policy 6.3.11, Sensitive Habitat Considerations for Land 
Clearing Permits. 

The proposed ordinance would not authorize or facilitate any new development. Any. 
newly constructed dweiiing used as a vacation rental would be subject to · all 
requirements of the G~neral Plan, County Code· (Section 16.22). and California 
Buik:fing Code relating to erosion control and, as required, would have an approved 
Erosion Control Plan, which would specify detailed erosion and sedimentation control 
measures. No impact is anticipated from the adoption and enforcement of the 
proposed ordinance. 

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

0 0 0 

Discussion: Expansive soils have the potential for shrinking and swelling with -
changes in moisture content, which can cause damage to overlying structures. The 
amount and type of day in the soil influen~s the changes . . The problems resulting 
from expansive soils can be controlled by proper engineering and construction 
practices. The presence or abs~nce of expansive soils is therefore not considered a 
critical fador in overall land planning. · · 

The proposed ordinance would not authorize or facilitate any new development. Any 
newly constructed dwelling used as a vacation rental would be subject to all 
requirements of the General Plan, County· Code (Section 16.10), and California 
Building Gode relating to soil safety issues. No impact is anticipated from the adoption 
and enforce merit of the proposed ordinance. · 

Place sewage disposal systems ·in 
areas dependent upon soils jncapable 
of adequat.e/y supporting 1he use of 
septic tanks, leach f1elds, or ahernative · 
waste water disposal systems where 
sewers are not available? 

D 0 0 

Discussion: The County of Santa Cruz General · Plan and local Coastal Program 
(LCP} was adopted by the Board of Supervisors in May of 1994 and certified by the 
California Coastal Commission in December of 1994. The following poltcies are 
applicable to sewage disposal systems: Policy 6.2.7, Location of Septic Leach Fieids; 
Policy 6.2.12, Setbacks ~rom Cbastal Bluffs; and Policy 6.4.9, Septic Systems, Leach 
Fields, and Fill Placement. As no development or· septic systems are pr~posed as a 
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pa_rt of this projed, anticipated fui.ure development cannot be predicted . . Any · new 
dwelling constructed to operate as a vacation rental would be required to meet the 
requirements of and receive approval from the County Environmental Health Services 
regarding septic. No impact' is anticipated from the adoption and enforcement of the 
proposed ordinance. · 

7. Result in coastal cliff erosion? 0 0 
Discussion= The proposaf would nof aufhorize or facilitate any new development. 
Any newly . constructed dwelling on or near a coastal cliff would be subject to all 
requirements of the General Plan and County Code (Section 16_10) regarding stope 
stability and erosion control. Any future development would be required to comply with 
coastal protection policies inCluding those prohibiting erosion to ooasial cliffs and 
bluffs_ The following General Plan policies are applicable lo coastal cliff erosion. 
Policy 6.2.10: Site Development to Minimize Hazards; Policy 6.2.11: Geologic hazards 
Assessment in Coastal Hazard Areas; Policy 6_2 .12: Setbacks from Coastal Bluffs; 
Policy 6.2.13: Exception for Foundation; Poijcy 6.2.14: Additions to Existing Structures; 
Policy 6.2.15: New Development on Existing Lots of Record; Policy 6_2_16: Structural 
Shoreline P~otection Measures; Policy 6,12.17: Prohibit New Building Sites in Coastal 
Hazard Areas; Policy 6.2.18: Public Services in Coastal Hazard Areas; Policy 6.2.19: 
Drainage and Landscape Plans; Policy 6.2:20: Reconstruction of Damaged Structures 
on Coastal Bluffs; and Policy 6.2_21: Reconstruction of Damaged Structures due to 
Storm Wave Inundation. Therefore. no impact is anticipated from the adoption and 
enforcement of the propose~ ordinance_ 

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

1. Place development within a 1 00-year .. 0 0 0 l8J 
flood hazard area as mapped on a 
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
flood hazard delineation ma·p? 

Discussion: The proposed Vacation Rental Ordinance (Section 13.10_694) does not 
propose development or proposals that would enable an assessment of potemial site 
specifiC flooding impacts that may result with future housing development propoSals. 
However, case-by-case reviews of future housing projects would be carried out lo 
ensure the safety of these projects, and to ensure that future projects are consistent 
with all General Plan goals, objectives, and policies. The following General Plan 
policies are applicable to development within the 1 O~year flood hazard area: Policy 
6.4_1, Geologic Hazards Assessment Required in Flood Hazard Areas; Policy 6.4.2, 
Development Proposals Protected from Flood Hazard; Policy 6~4.3; Development .on or 
Adjacent to Coastal Bluffs and Beaches; Policy 6A.5, New Parcels in 1 DO-year 
Floodplains; Policy 6.4.6. Density Calculations; Policy 6.4.8, New Construction to be 
Outside Fl~od Hazard Areas; Policy 6.4.9, Septic Systems, Leach Fields, and Fill 
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Placement; and Policy 6.4.10. Flood Control Structures. No impact is anticipated . 

2. Place within a 100-year flood hazard 
area structures which would impede or 
redirect flood flows? 

0 0 . o 

Discussion= The proposed Vacation Rental Ordinance (Section 13.1 0.6.94) does not 
propose development or proposals that would enable an assessment of potential site 
specific flooding impacts that .may result with future housing development proposals. 
However, case-by-c;:~se reviews of future housing projects would be carried out to 
ensure the safety of these projects, and to ensure that future projects are consistent 
with all Genera! Plan goals, objectives, and policies. The following General Plan 
policies are applicable to development within·the 100-year.flood hazard area: Policy 
6.4.1, Geologic Hazards Assessment Required in Flood Hazard Areas: Policy 6.4.2, 
Development Proposals Protected from Flood Hazard; Policy 6.4.3, Development on or 
Adjacent to Coastal Bluffs and Beaches; Policy 6.4.5, New Parcels in 100-year 
Floodplains: Policy 6.4.6, Density Cal~ulalions: Policy 6.4.8, New Construction to be 
Outside Fbod Hazard Areas; Policy 6.4.9, Septic Systems, leach Fields, and Fili 
Placement; and Policy 6.4.1 0, Flood Control Structures. No significant impact is 
anticipated. 

. 
3. Be inundated by a seiche, tsunami, or. 

mudflow? · 
D D D 

Discussion: A tsunami is a sea wave generated by a submarine earthquake, landslide 
or volcanic action. While the. possibility of a major tsunami from either of the latter two 

. events is considered to be extremely remote for Santa Cruz County, a tsunami caused 
by a ~ubmarine earthquake is considered possible. Submarine earthquakes are 
common around the edges of the Pacific Ocean, as well as other areas. Therefore, all 
of th_e Pacific coastal areas are subject to this potential hazard to a grealer or lesser 
degree. In addition, areas of the County with steep slopes and immediately down 

.slope areas could be subjeci to mudfiow hazards. 

The proposed Vacation Rental Ordinance (Section 13.10.694) does not propose 
development or proposals that would enable an assessment of potential site specific 

, impacts that may result with future housing development pro·posals. However, case-by
case reviews of future housing projects would be carried out to ensure the safety of 
these projects, and to ensure that future projects are consistent with all General Plan 
goals, objectives, and policies. General Plan Policy 6.4.3 is applicable to protection 
from storm swell, wave ac~ion and tsunami impacts.· In addition. any newly constructed 
dwelling used as a vaca-tion rental would be subject to all County Code (Section 16.10) 
requirements regarding location relative to these hazards. Policy Adherence to such 
requirements would ensure that potential impacts associated with this issue are less
tnan-significant. 
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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., lhe 
produdion rate of pre-existing nearby 
weHs would drop to a level which 
would not suppOrt existing land uses 
or planned uses for which permits 
ha\le been granted)? 
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Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. As no 
development is proposed as part of this project, the anticipated impads to groundwater 
supply or g.roundwater recharge would not be significant. Any future discretionary 
development proposal would be analyzed to determine whether that particular 
development would have any impact on groundwater supply or groundwater recharge. 
The following General Plan policies are applicable to water supply: . Policy 5.-8.1, 
Primary Groundwa1er Recharge Area Designation, Policy 5.8.2, land Oivision and 

.Density Requirements in Primary Groundwa,er Recharge Areas; Policy 5.8.;3, Uses in 
Primary Groundwater Recharge Areas; Policy 5.8.4, Drainage. Design in Primary 
Groundwater Recharge Areas: Policy 7.18.1, Linking Growth to Water Supplies; Policy 
7.18.2, Written Commitments Confirming Water Service Required for Permits; 7.18.3, 
Impacts of New Development on Water Purveyors, Policy 7.18.5, Groundwater 
Management; Policy 7 .18.6, Water Conservation Requirements; and Policy 7 .18.7, 
Waler Reuse. Therefore, the impacts associated with the proposed ordinance would 
not be significant. 

5. Substantially degrade a public or 
private water supply? (Including the 
contribution of urban contaminants, 
nutrient enrichments, or other 
agricultural chemicals or seawater 
intrusion). 

0 D 0 

Discussion: As no development is proposed as part of this project, the anticipated 
impacts to water supply would not be significant Any future development would be 
required lo address drainage issues specifically pertaining to that parcel. Generai Pian 
Policy 7 .18.4, Improvement of Water Systems is applicable to the protedic;m of public 
and private water supplies. In addition,· if a newly constructed dwelling were used as a · 
vacat.ion rentaf, the dwelling would be subject to the requirements of the Department of 
Public Works relative to runoff or the well and pumping requirement of County 
Environmental Health Services. Therefore. the impacts associated with the proposed 
ordinance would not be signifiCant. 
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Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. If a 
newly constructed dwelling were used as a vacation rental, the dwelling would be 
subject to the requirements of County Environmental Health Services regarding septic 
system functioning .. Each future discretionary development proposal would necessitate 
independent review of environmental impacts. No adverse impacts are _anticipated. 

7. Substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the sile or area, 
including through the aHeration of the 
course of a stream or river, or . 
substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner 
which would result in flooding, on- or 
off·site? 

0 ·o 0 

Discussion: The proposed project would not affect any watercourses or alter any 
existing drainage patterns. Any new development would be required to address 
drainage issues specifically pertaining to that parcel. If !3 newly constructed dwelling 
were used as a vacation . rental, the dwelling would be subject to the requirements of 
the Department of Public regarding drainage and flooding. The followi~g General Plan 
policies afe applicable to alteration of drail)age patterns: Policy 6.4.5, New Parcels in 
100-year Floodplains; Policy 6.4.7, New Cons1ruction to :be Outside Flood Hazard . 
Areas; Policy 6.4.8, Elevation of Residential Structures: Policy 6.4.9, Septic Systems, 
Leach Fields, and Fill Placement; and Policy 6.4.10, Flood Control Structures. Each 
development proposal would necessita1e independent review of environmental 
impacts. No adverse impac1s are. ·anticipated. 

8 . Create or-contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing · 
or planned storm wate·r drainage 
systems, or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff? 

0 0 0 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. No 
change to runoff or drainage patterns would resuJt from the approval of the proposed 

. ordinance. Any future development would be required .to address drainage issues 
specificaly pertaining to that parcel. The following General Plan policies are applicable 

·to drainage: Policy 7.23.1, New Development; 7.23.2, Minimizing Impervious Surfaces; 
Policy 7.23.3, On-site Stom1 Water Detention; Policy 7.23.4, Downstream Impact 
Assessments; and 7 .23.5, Control Surface Runoff. Each development proposal would 
·necessitate independent review of environmental impacts. If a newly constructed 
dwelling were used as a vacation rental, the dwelling would be. svbject to the 
requirements of the Department of Public Works regarding drainage and runoff. No 
adverse impacts are anlicipated. 
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9. Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk. of loss, injury or death 

. involving flooding, including flooding 
as a resuH of the failure of a levee or 
dam? 
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Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. 
However, the proposed ordinance would specifically allow vacation rentals in all 
residential .zone districts in the County. Vacation rentals are not currently regulated, 
except fo1 the requirement to pay TOT. Some residential· parcels could be subject to 
flooding hazards from dam or levee failure. The vast majority of vacation rentals are 
located in the immediate coastal area of the County from liVe Oak to ~nd including 
Pajaro Dunes. Few, if any of these would be subject to flooding ·from a dam failure. 
Some, mostly in Pajaro Dunes, could be subject to flooding from levee failure. 
However, the proposed ordinance would not increase the number of existing structures 
currently subject to an increased risk of loss. injury· or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure. of a levee or dam. Any new dwellings would 
have met all required flood hazard requirements of ~ounty Code (Section 16.10}. No 
adverse impacts are anticipated. · · 

10. Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality? 

0 D 0 
Discussion: Under Section 402 of the Clean Water Ad, lhe Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWOCB) issues National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) peiTTlits to regulate waste dis·charges to "waters of the U.S." Waters of the 
U.S. include rivers, lakes, ·and their tributary waters. Waste discharges include . 
discharges of storm water and construction project discharges. A construction project 
resulting in the disturbance of one {1) or more acres requires a· NPDES ground 
construction pennit Construction project proponents are required to prepare a Storm 
Water PoUution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 

The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. Any future 
developmen1 that requires a discretionary approval would be subject to the County's 
environh1ental review process; and therefore, future residential development would be 
evaluated on an individual basis for conformance with water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements. Implementation of Best Management Ptactices (BMPs} as 
specified by 1he NPDES permit and the approval of ~3 SWPPP would ensure that any 
potential inpacts associat~d with this issue are not significant 

. ( 

C. BlOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Would the project: 

1. Have a substantial adverse effect, 
either direc1ty or 1hrough habitat 
modifications, on any species 
identified as a candida1e, sensitive, or 
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and Game, or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 
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Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development and 
would .not resu!t in any adverse impacts to biological resources. Any future dwelling 
proposed to be constructed; whether for use as a vacation rental or not. would be 
subject lo all requirements of County General Plan and County Code (Section 16.32}, 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) regarding any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species. The County of Santa Cruz General Plan has been developed with resource 
protection policies. The following General Plan poficies are applicable to sensitive 
species and their habitats: Policy 5.1.1, Sensitive Habital Designation; Policy 5.1.2, 
Definition of Sensitive Habitat; Policy 5.1.3, Environmentally Sensitive Habitats; Policy 
5.1 .4, Sensitive habitat Protection Ordinance; Policy 5.1.5, Land Division and Density 
Requirements in Sensitive Habitats: Policy 5.1.6, Development within Sensitive 
habitats; Policy 5.1.7, Site Design and Use Regulations; Policy 5.1.8, Chemicals within 
Sensitive Habitats; Policy 5. 1.9, Biotic Assessments; Policy 5.1.1 0, Species Protection; 
Policy 5.1.11', Wildlife --Resources Beyond Sensitive Habitats; Policy 5.1.12, Habitat 
Restoration with Development Approval; Policy 5.1.14, Removal of Invasive Plant 
Species; and Policy 5.1.15, Priorities for Restoration Funding. 

No adverse impacts to sensitive species or their habitat would occur because the 
proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. 

2. Have a substantial adverse effect on 
any riparian habitat or sensitive natural 
community identified in loca I or 
regional plans, policies, regulations 
(e.g., wetiand, native grassland, 
special forests, intertidal zone, etc.) or 
by the California Department of Fish 
and_Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
SeiVice? 

0 o. 0 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. Any 
dwelling proposed to be constructed, whether for use as a vacation rental or not, would 
be subjed to all requirements of Counfy·code {Sections 16.30 and 16.32), Fish and 
Game, and USFWS regarding any riparian habitat or sensitive natural community (also 
see discussion under C-1 above). No adverse impacts are anticipated: 

3. Interfere substantially with the . 
movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species, or 
with established native resident or 
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the use of native or migratory wildlife 
nursery sites? 
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Discussion: The proposal would. not authorize or facilitate any development. Any 
dwelling proposed to be constructed, whether for u~e as a vacation rental or not, would 
be subjed to all requirements of County General Plan and County Code (Sec1ions 
16.30 and 16.32), CDFG, and USFWS regarding wildlife movement and habitat (also 
see discussion under C-1 above). No adverse impacts are anticipated. 

4. Produce nighttime lighting that would 
substantially illuminate wildlife 
habitats? 

D 0 0 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. Any 
dwelling propos·ed to be constructed, whether for use as a vacation rental or not, would 
be subject to all.requirements of County Code (Sections 13.11 and 16.30), Fish and 
Game. and USFWS regarding nighttime lighting and wildlife habitat~ (also see 
discussion under C-1 above). No adverse Impacts are anticipated. 

5. Have a substantial adverse effec1 on 
federally protected wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 ol the Clean 
Water Act (including, but not limited to 
marsh, vernal pool. coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

D D D 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. Any 
dwelling proposed to be constructed. whether for use as a vacation rental or not, would 
be subjed to all requirements of .county General Plan and County Code (Section 
16.30), CDFG, USFWS, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regarding wetland 
impacts (~lso see discussion under C-1 above). No adverse impacts are anticipated. 

6. Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting bjological 
resources (such as the Sensitive 
Habitat Ordinance, Riparian and 
Wetland Protection Ordinance, and the· 
Significant Tree Protection 
Ordinpnce)? 

D D D 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. The 
proposed project would not conflict .wiih any iocai poiicies or ordinances. Any dweiiing 
proposed fo be cons1rucled, whether for use as a vacation rental or not, would be 
subject to alt requirements of the General Plan and County Code (Section 16.30) 
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regarding protection of biological resources . The County or Santa Cruz General Plan 
has been developed with resource protection policies and objectives. The following 
General Plan objectives are applicable to sensitive species and their habitats: 
Objective 5.1, Biological Diversity; Objective 5.2, Riparian Corridors and Wetlands; 
Objective 5.3, Aquatic and Marine Habitats~ and ObjectiVe 5.4, Monterey Bay and 
Coastal Water Quaiity and their associated Pol_icies. 

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

D 0 0 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. Any 
dwelling proposed to be constructed, whether for use as a vacation rental or not, would 
be subj~ to all requirements 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 mooel 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 forestland, 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 (CARS). Would the project: 

1. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 0 0 0 ~ 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as show.n on 
the maps prepared pursuant to the 

· F a!lTlland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non·agricultural use? 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate· any development. The 
proposal applies to · residentially zoned properties only. Any dwelling proposed to be 
constructed, whether for use as a vacation rental or not, would be subject to all 
requirements of the General Plan and Cour1ty Code (Section 16.50) regarding 
protection of agricultural resources. The following General Pian policies are appiicabie 
!o agricultural resources: Policy 5.1 3.20, Conversion of Commercial Agricultural ·lands; 
Policy 5.13.21., Determining Agricultural Viability; Policy 5.13.22, Conversion to Non· 
agricultural Uses Near Urban Areas; Poli,cy · 5.13.23, Agricultural Buffers Required; 
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Policy 5.13_24, .Agricultural Buffer Findings Required for Reduced Setbacks; Policy 
5.13.25, Agricultural Policy Advisory Commission Review; PoiK:y 5.13.26, Windbreaks; 
Poticy 5.13.27, Siting to Min!mize Conflicts; Policy 5.13.28, Residential Uses on 
Commercial Agricultural Land; Policy 5.13.31 , Agric~ltural Notification Recordation for 
Land Divisions; Policy 5.13.32, Agr~ltural Statement of Acknowledgement; Policy 
5.13.33, Density on Parcels Adjacent to Commercial Agricultural lands; and Policy 
5.14.12, Non-commercial Agricultural Land Division and Density Requirements. 
Adherence to such requirements would ensure that potential impacts associated with · 
this issue would be not significant. No impact would occur from project 
implementation. · 

2. ConOK;t with existing zoning for 
agricullural use, or a Williamson Acl 
contract? 

D D D 

Discussion: The proposal applies in residential zone districts only. Therefore, the 
project would not ronflict with existing zoning for agricultural use. or a Williamson Act 
Contract. No impact is anticipated. · · 

3. Conflict 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 defmed by 
Government Code Section 51104(g})? 

0 0 D 

Discussion: :The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. 
Therefore, the projec~ would not conflict with existing zoning for forest land or timber 
land use. The proposal applies to ·residentially zoned properties only. Any dweHing 
proposed to be constructed, whether for use as a vacation rental or not, would be 
subject to all requirements of the General Plan and County Code (Section 16.52} 
regarding protection of forest land and timberland resources. The following General 
Plan policies are applicable 1o Timber Resources: Policy 5 .12.2, Uses within Timber 
Production Zones; Policy 5.12.4, land Divisions and Density Requirements for Timber 
Production Zoned Lands; Policy 15:12.5, General Conditions for All Development 
Proposals on Timber Production Zoned Lands; 'Policy 5:12.6. Cpnditions for Clustered 
Development Proposals on Timber Production Zol)ed lands; Policy 5.12.7, Location of 
Development on Timber Production lands; and Policy 5, 12.8, Timber Resource land 
Not Zoned Timber Production. Adherence to such requirements would ensure that 
potential impacts associated. with this issue are not significant. No impact would occur 
from project implementation. 
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4. Result in the loss of forest land or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use? 
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Discussion: The proposal applies in residential zone districts only. Therefore, the 
project wiH not result in the loss of forest land m conversion of forest land to non-forest. 
land. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated from the adoption and enforcement of the 
proposed ordinance. In addition, please see the discussion under D-3 above. 

5. · Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their 
locaHon or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use or conversion of forest 
land to nor)-forest use? 

0 D 0 

Discussion: Some residentially-zoned parcels that currently are or might be used for 
vacation rentals .could be surrounded by or close to lands designated as Prime 
Farmland, Unique Fannland, Farmland of Statewide Importance or Farmland of local 
lmportariee as sh{Jwn on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency. However, the proposal would 
not authorize any developmen1 and it applies in residential zone districts only. 
Therefore, no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide, or Farmland 
of Local Importance would be converted to a non-agricultural use. Some residentially 
zoned parcels that currently are or might be used for vacation rentals could be 
surrounded by or cfose to lands designated forest iand, and iorest land coukt occur 
nearby. However, the proposal would not authorize any devt;llopment and it applies in 
residential zone distrids only. ·Therefore, the projed will not result in the loss of forest 
land or co~version oi forest land to non-forest land. Theref~re, there would be no 
impact 

E. MINERAL RESOURCES 
Would the project: 

1. Result in the loss of availability of a 
known mineral resource that would be 
of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

0 0 0 

Discussion: The proposal -would not authorize or facilitate any development and it 
applies in residential zones only. Any dwelling proposed to be constructed, whether for 
use as a vacation rental or not, would be subject ·to all requir~ments of the General 
Plan and County Code (Section 16.54) regarding. The following General Plan policies 
are applicable to mineral extraction land use conflicts: Policv 5.16.2. Uses in Mineral 
Resource Areas; Policy 5.16.3, Review of Incompatible Uses;. Policy 5.16.4, Minimizing 
Conflicts Between New Development and Mineral Resource Areas; and Policy 5.16.5, 
Land Division and Density Requirements on Mineral Resource land. Existing vacation 
rental properties are already developed. Any proposed new dwelling, whether tor use 
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as a vacation rental or not, would not be constructed on a parcel that contains a known 0527 
mineral resource such that the resource could not be extracted. Residentiatly zoned 
parcels do not contain any known mineral resources that wouk:l be. of value to the 
region and the residents of the state. Therefore, no impact is anticipated from project 
implementation. · 

2. Result in the loss of availability of a 
Jocalfy-important mineral resourc.e 
recovery site delineated on a local 
general plar:t, specifiC plan or other 
land use plan? 

D 0 0 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development and 
applies in residential zone districts only, which are not Extractive Use Zones (M-3) nor 
do they have a land Use Designation with a Quarry Designation Overlay (0) (County 
of Santa Cruz 1994). Therefore, no potentially signifteant loss of availability of a known 
mineral n~source 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 this project. 

F. VtSUAL RESOURCES AND AESTHETICS . 
Would. the project: 

1. Have an adverse effect on a scenic 0 
vista? 

0 0 
Discussion: The proposa~ would not authorize or facilitate any development. Any 
p-roposed new dwelling would be subject to the scenic resource policies of 1he General 
Plan. The following General Pli:m policies are 'appftcable to scenic resources: Policy 
5.10.2, Development within Visual Resource Areas; Policy 5.10.3, Protection of Public 
Vistas; Policy 5.10.4, Preserving-Natural Buffers; Policy 5.1.0.5, Preserving Agricultural 
Vistas; Policy 5.10.6, Preserving Oeean Vistas; Policy 5.10.7, Open Beaches •and 
blufftops; Policy 5.10.8, Significant Tree Removal Ordinance; Policy 5.10.9, 
Restoration of Scenic Areas; Policy 5. 1 0.11, Development Visible from Rural Scenic 
Roads; Policy 5.10.12, Development Visible from Urban Scenic Roads; Policy 5.10.13, 
Landscaping Requirements; Policy 5.10.14, Protecting Vtews in the North Coast and 
Bonny Doon; Policy 5.10.16, Designation of Coastal ~pecial Scenic Areas; and Policy 
5.10.17, Swanton Road Coasta(Speciaf Scenic Area. The project would not directly 
impact any public scenk resources, as designated in the County's General Plan 
(1994), . or obstruct any public views of these visual resources. Therefore, adoption 
and enforcement or the proposed ordinance would not resuH in significant impacts. · 

2. Substantially damage scenic 
resources. within a designated scenic 
corridor or public view shed area 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic builc;lings 
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·Discussion: The prOposal would not authorize or facilitate any development Any 
prpposed new dwelling would be subject to the scenic resource policies of the General 
Plan (Please refer to the .discussion undei F-1 above). The project would not directly 
impact any public . scenic resources, as designated in the County's Ge·neral Plan 
{1994), or obstruct any public views o{these visual resources. Therefore, no irripact is . 
anticipated. 

3. Substantially degrade the existing 
visual charac1er or qllality of the site 
and its sunoundings, including 
substantial change in topography or 
ground surface relief features, and/or 
development on a ridgeline? 

0 D D 

Discussion: Although the prop6sal wouJd not authorize or facilitate any development, 
the proposed ordinance would require the posting of legible signage identifying the 
property as a vacation rental. The sign would be required to provide contact 
information and be no larger than 216 square inches (approximately 10" x 22") in size. 
Any proposed new dwelling would be subject to the scenic resource policies of the 
General Plan (Please refer to the discussion under F-1 above). The project would not 
degrade the existing visual character or qua•ity of any site or its surroundings, as 
designated in the CountY's General Plan (1994). Given the small size of the required 
signage. no adverse impads are anticipated. 

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

0 0 0 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. Any 
proposed new dweUiilg would be subject to Section 13. 11 of the County Code. Section 
13.11.074(d}(tf states, ·An site; building, security and landscape lighting shall be 
directed onto the site and ·away from adjacent properties. · light sources shall riot be 
visible from adjac.ent properties. Light sources can be shielded by landscaping, 
structure, fixture design or other physical means. Building and security lighting shatl be 
integrated into the building design." Therefore, no impact is anticipated. 

G. CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Would the projed: 

1. Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource 
as defmeu in CEQA Guideiines 
Section 15064.5? 

0 D 0 

Discussion: Cultural resources are places, ~trucfures , or objects lhat are important 
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for scientific, historic, and/or religious reasons to cultures, communities, groups, or 
individuals. ·Cultural resources include historic and prehistoric archaeological sites, 
architechxal remains, engineering structures, and artifacts lhal provide evidence of 
past human activity. They also include places, resources, or items of importance in the 
traditions of SOcieties and rerigions. 

The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. Environmental review · 
of any future discretionary residential development(s) would permit an analysis of how 
such development may potentially conflict with known archaeological and/or historic 
resources. The possibility also exists that future discretionary development would 
discover or uncover previously unknown archaeolegical resources. Any new 
development involving a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5 would be subject to the historic. resources protection provisions of the General 
Plan ·and County Code (Section 16.42). Therefore, a case-by-case environmental 
review of ruture discretionary housing projects and programs would ensure consistency 
with state, fedenill, and all General Plan goals, objectives, and policies. The following 
General Plan policies are applicable to historic resources: Policy 5.20.3, Development 
Activities; Policy 5.20.4, Historic Resources Commission Review; Policy 5.20.5, 
Encourage Protection of Historic Structures; Policy 520.6, Maintain Designation as a 
Certified local Government; Policy 5.19.1, Evaluation of Native American Cultural 
Sites: Policy 5.19.2, .Site Surveys; Policy 5.19.3, Oeveloprrient Around Archaeological 
Resources; Policy 5.19.4, Archaeological Evaluations; and Policy 5.19.5, Native 
American Cultural Si1es. Adherence to applicabfe County, state, and federal standards 
and g·uidelines rela1ed to the· protection/preservation of cuhural resources, as well as 
the requirements mandated during the environmental review of individuai projects 
would ensure that potential impacts related to cultural resources are less-than
significant However, no impact to historical resources would occur from the adoption 
and enforcement of the proposed ordinance. 

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

D D 0 

Discussion: See discussion under G-1 above. No impact is anticipated from the 
adoption and enforcement of the proposed ordinance. 

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

D D D 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize .or facilitate· any development. Any 
propose£! new dwelling, whether for use as a vacatiqn rental or not, would be subject to 
Section 16.40.040 of the Santa Cruz County Code regarding discovery of human 
remains. No impact is antiCipated from the adoption and enforcement of the proposed 
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4. · Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or 
·unique geologic_ feature? 
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Discussjon: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. Any 
proposed new dwelling, whether for use as a vacation rental or not, would be stJbject to 
all regulations of tbe Santa Cruz County Code (Section 16.44) regarding protection of 
paleontological resources a·nd unique geological features. The following General Plan 
policies are applicable to paleontological resources: Policy 5.9.1. Protection and 
Designation of Significant Resources, and Policy 5.9.2, Protecting Significant 
Resources Through Easements and Land Dedication. Each future discretionary 
development proposal would necessitate independent review of environmental 
impacts. Therefore, no impact would occur from the adoption and enforcement of. the 
proposed oroinance. 

H. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Would the project 

1. Create a significant hazard 1o the 0 
public or the enviroi-.rnenl as a result of 
the routine transpor1, use or disposal 
of hazardous materials? 

0 0 

Discussion: The potential release of ha~ardous materials along roadways is an on
going condition that is regulated by federal, state, and local regulations. This condition 
would exist with or without the proposed project 

The adoption and enforcement of the proposed Vacation .Rental ordinance would not 
authorize or facilitate any development nor would it facimate the transport, ·Use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials. Therefore. proposal Woukl not result in any 
significant hazards, such · as exposure- to potential health hazards or creation of a 
health hazard. Any proposed new dwelling, whether for use as a vacation rental or 
not, would be subject to all regulations of the Santa Cruz County Gene"ral Plan. 
General Plan policy 6.7.10, Distance from Residences, is apprtcable to hazardous 
materials. Furthermore. to ensure that development of housing on specific sites would 
not result in .potentially significant _hazards or expose people to potential health 
hazards, future discretionary projects would be reviewed for co.nsistency with stale, 
federal, and local requirements and guidelines. Adherence to such requirements would 
ensure that potential impacts associated with this issue are less-than-signifteant. 
However, no impact is· anticipated from the adoption and enforcement of the proposed 
ordinance. 
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2. Create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 
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Discussion: The proposal would · not au1horize or facilitate any development nor do 
vacation rentals involve hazardous materials. Therefore. proposal would not create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment. Any proposed new dwelling, 
whether for use as a vacation rental or not, would be subject to all regulations of the 
Santa Cruz County General Plan. General Plan Policy 6.6.1, Hazardous Materials 
Ordinance, is applicable to hazardous materials sites. Adherence to app~cable 
County, state, and/or federal regulations would ensure that potential hazards . to the 
public are less-than-significant. However, no impact is anticipated from the adoption 
and enforcement of the proposed orr;jinance. 

3. Em~ hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely h~zardous 
materials, substances. or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

0 0 D 

Discussion: While some vacation rentals may be Mthin one-quarter mile of an 
existing or proposed school, the proposal . would not authorize or facilitate any 
development nor do vacation rentals involve hazardous materials. Therefore, no 
impact is anticipated from the adoption and enforcement of the proposed ordinance. 

4. Be located on a site which is included 
on a Jist of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, would it create a signifiCant 
hazard to the publk or the 
environment? 

0 D 0 

Discussion: The adoption and enforcement of the proposed Vacation Rental 
ordinance wouid noi authorize or facilitate any development. Although there is 
potential for some existing vacation rentals tci be located on a site .that is included on 
the .list of hazardous material s~es compiled pursuant to· Government Code Sectio~ 
65962.5, the proposed orpinance governs operation of vacation rentals, not -

. environmental conditions. The -proposal would not cause a vacation rental to be 
located on the list of hazardous sites.- Any proposed new dwelling, whether for use as 
a ·vacation rental or not, would be subject to )'dl regulations of.the Santa Cruz County 
General Plan. Review of pptential impacts related to this issue would be conducted 
during the environmental review of specific residential developments · requiring 
discretionary review. General Plan Policy 6 . .S. 1, Hazardous Materials Ordinance, is 
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applicable to hazardous materials sites. Adherence to applicable County, slate, and/or 
federal regulations would ensure that potential hazards to the pubflc are less-than
significant. However. no impaCt is anticipated from the adoption and enforcement of 
the proposed ordinance. 

5. For a project Jocated within an airpori 
tand use plan or, where such a ptan 
has not been adopted, within two miles 
of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project result in a safety . 
hazard for people residjng or working 
in the ·project area? 

0 0 0 

Discussion: One municipal airport is located in Santa- Cruz county within the City of 
Watsonville at the south end of the county. Future discretionary ~evelopment 
proposals would undergo analysis to determine" whether a residential development" site 
would create a safety hazard for persons 1eskHng in new residential development. 
Review of potential impacts relaled to this issue would be conducted during the 
environmental review of specific residential developments. The following General Plan 
policies are applicable to airport safety: Policy 3.18.1, Prevention of -Airspace 
Obstructions; Policy 3.1 8.2, · Crea1ion of New Parcels in the Runway Protection Zone 
Area; Policy 3. 18.3, land Use Limitation in Runway Protection (Clear or A) Zones; 
Policy 3.18.4, Land Use Limitation in Airport Approach (8) Zone~; and Policy 3.1 8.5, 
Deed Recordation Acknowledging Airport Hazard. Adherence to applicable County, 
state. and/or federal regulations would ensure that potential hazards associated with 
this issue are less-than-significant. The propo~al would not authorize or facilitate any 
development. nor are there currently any land use or location regulations · for vacation 
rentals. Therefore. no impact would occur from the adoption and enforcement of the 
proposed ordinance. 

For a project within the V:~inity of a , 0 
private airstrip, wbuld the project result 

6. 0 0 
in a safety hazard for people residing 
or working in ·the project area? 

Discussion: Please see discussion under H-5 above. No impact is anticipated from 
the adoption and enforcement of the proposed _ordinance. · 

7. Impair-implementation Ot or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan?· 

D D 0 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any -development. Vacation 
rentals per se do not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. No impact from the 
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8. Expose people to electro-magnetic 
fields associated with electrical 
transmission lines? 
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Discussion: Adoption and enforcementof the Vacation Rental ordinance would not 
result in exposure . of · people to electro-magnetic fields associated with electrical 
transmission tines. AU future residential development must be consistent with the 
goals, policies, and standards established· within the General Plan that are inte.nded to 
protect the safety of the community (e.g., Public Safety and Noise). Furthermore, to 
ensure that development of housing on specific sites woukt not result in potentially 
sign!ftcant hazards or expose pe6ple to potential health hazards, future discretionary 
projects would be reviewed for consistency with slate, federal, and local requirements 
and guidelines. The folloWing General Plan policies are applicable to electro.magnetic 
fields: Policy 6.8.1, Prudent Avoidance; Policy 6.8.2, Measuring Ambient Magnetic 
Fields; and Policy 6.8.3, Development Mitigation Measures. Adherence to such 
requirements would ensure thai potential impacts associated with this issue are less
than-significant. The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development, nor 
are there currently any land use or location regulations for vacation rentals. Therefore, 
no impact would occur from the_ adoption and enforcement of the proposed ordinance: 

9. 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 wtldlands? 

0 0 ·o 

Discussion: The vast majority of vacation rentals are located in urban areas not 
generally subject to wild land fires. ·Any new dwelling, whether intended f01 use as a 
vacation rental or not, would be subject to all requirements of the responsible fire 
agency. All h,Jture residential development must be consistent with the goals, policies, 
and standards established within the General Plan that are intended to protect the 
safety· of the community. Furthermore, future discretionary projects would be reviewed 
for consistency with state, federal, and ·local requirements and guidelines. The 
following General Plan policies are applicable to wildland fire safety: Policy 6.5.1 , 
Access Standards; Policy 6.5.2, Exceptions to Access Road Standards; Policy 6.5.3, 
Conditions for Project Approval; Policy 6.5.4, Fire Protection Standards for Land 
Division Outside the Urban Services line; Pc;~ficy 6.5.5, Stand~rds for New Dead End 
Roads; Policy 6.5.6, Maintenance for Private Road~; Porq 6.5.7, Certification of 
Adequate Fire Protection Prior to Permit Approval; Policy 6.5.9, Consistency witl:J 
Adopted Codes Required for New Development; PoiH:y 6.5.10, Land DivisionsAccess 
Requirements; and Poiicy 6.5.1 i, Fire Protection Standard for Land DlvisJons Inside 
the Urban Services line. The proposal would not authorize or facilitate ·any 
development, nor are there currently any land use or location regulations for vacation 
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rentals. Therefore, no impact would occur from the adoption ·and enforcement of the 
proposed ordinance. 

f. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
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 transil· 
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? 

0 0 D 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. There 
would be no impact from existing vacation rentals because no additional traffic would 
be ·generated beyond that which already exists. All future discretionary residential 
development would be reviewed to ensure consistency with aJI regional and local 
transportation plans a·nd policies, the County of Santa Cruz General Plan, and alt 
applicable County ordinances .. The following General Plan policies are applicable to 
traffic generation: Policy 3.12.1, level of Service Policy; Policy 3.12.2, Level of Service 
Calculation Methods; · Policy 3.12.3, Transportation Impact Fees ·as Mitigation 
Measures; and Policy 3.12.4, Reduced Traffic Generation. In addition, all discretionary 
proposals to develop new residential units are subject to a · project-specific 
environmental analysis. · · 

As stated ir. the pr:oposed ordinance, "In the· Uve Oak Designated Area, no new 
vacation rental shall be approved if parcels with existing vacation rentals on the same 
block total20 percent or more of the .totaJ·residential parcels on that block. In addition, 
no more than 15 percent of all of the residential parcels-in the Live Oak Designated 
Area, exctuding those units in the Mobile Home Combining District may contain 
vacation rentals. Notwithstanding these ma)(imums, each block in the Uve Oak 
D,esignated Area may have·at least. one vacation rental.· Currently, there are no limits 
on the number of vacc:~tion rentals that can occur in the live Oak community. The 
proposed ordinance would limit the number of vacation rentals by capping them at no 
more than 15 percent of aJI parcels. 

The existing average daily trips for key street segments within the Live Oak community 
are shown ifi Table 1. As a comparison, the traffic volume 1of 41 51 Avenue north of 
Cia res Street is 43,957 average daily trips. This is one of the busiest str~et segments 
in .the County. Although nol nea:rly as busy, the key street segments in Live Oak 
currently generate a substantial amount of average daily trips. Trip generation· from .. 
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approximately 265 existing vacation rentals located in the Live Oak community 
currently contributes to these high traffiC volumes. A slight increase or decrease in the 
number of existing vacation rentals would not significantly impact roadway segments 
within the county. Therefore, the effect on street segments and intersections from the 
adoption and enforcement of the proposed ordinance would not be significant. 

7 .. Avenue North of Ealon Street 
11'~ Avenue North of Pot1ola Drive 

East Clift Dri'lle West of 17"' Avenue 

East Clift Drive East of · 18'" Avenue 
Portola Drive Easlof 17"' Avenue 
Portola Drive West of 37111 Avenue 
Source: Sarta Cruz Co11nty Regional Transponalion Conlmlssion. 20D7. 

2. 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? 

19,9-11 November 2005 

7.796 May2008 . 

15,-418 January 2009 

9,232 February 20oo 

15,160 July 2007 

16,852 June 2005 

D 0 0 

Discussion: The proposal would not result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location, resulting in a substantial safety risk. 
Therefore, no impact would result from adoption and enforcement of the proposed 
ordinance. 

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

0 0 0 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development and has 
no relationship ·to transportation design features or uses incompatible with 
transportation features. No impact' would occur from adoption or enforcement of 'the 
propoSed ordinance. · 

4. Result in inadequate emergency 
access? 

D 0- ·o 
Discussion; The·proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development Adoption 
and enforcement of the proposed ordinance would not affect emergency access. No 
impact would occur. 

5. Cause an increase in parking demand 0 - 0 D 
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Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. 
However, any future discretionary development project would be . evaluated to 
detennine adequacy of parking on an individual basis. The following General Plan 
policies are applicable to parking demand: Policy 3.3.1. · Reduced Parking 
Requirements; Poiicy 3.3.2, Shared Parking; Policy 3.3.3, Park & Ride Lots: Policy 
3.3.4, Join1 Use; Policy 3.3.5, Neighborhood Parking Spillover; and Policy 3.3.6, 
Americans with Disabilities Act. The proposed ordinance requires that the number of 
vehicles allowed per vacation rental not · exceed the number of existing on-site parking 
spaces. plus 1wo additional on-s!reet parking spaces. Currently, no regulation exists 

. specifically for vacation· rentals. Therefore, no limit on allowed parking currently exists. 
' Therefore, adoption and enforcement of the proposed ordinance would not increase 

the demand for parking . . No impact is anti~ipated. · 

6. ConOicl with adopted policies, plans, 
or programs regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or 
otherwise decrease the pe.rformance 
or s;:~fety of such facilities? 

0 D 0 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. 
However, any future discretionary development project would be evaluated to identify 
any potential conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public 
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. The following General Plan poiK:ies are 
applicable to transit, bicycle and pedestrian modes of transportation: Policy 3.6. 1, 
Transit-Friendly Design; Policy 3.6.2, Recreational Ttansit Facilities; Policy 3.6.3, 
Recreational Transit Service; Policy 3.8.3, Modal Interaction; Policy 3.10.4, Pedestrian 
Traffrc; and Policy 3 .10.5, Access. No impact is anticipated. from adoption .and 
enforcement of the proposed Ordinance. 

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

. _highways? 

D D D 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facmtate any development. See 
response 1-1 above. The proposed project would not individually or cumulatively 
impact the · level of service standard established by the County General Plan for 
designated intersections, roads · or highways. Therefore, no impact would occur from 
ordinance adoption and enforcement · 
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1. A substantial pennanent increase in 0 0 0 ~ 
ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without 
the project? 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or faCilitate any development. All ' 
existing and any proposed vacation rentals or other development is ·required by the 
General Plan to limit outdoor noise levels to 60 dB lcin (day/night average noise level); 
and indoor noise levels to 45 dB lcln- New development of-residential land that cannot 
be made to conform to this standard would not be permitted. 

The development of new residential uses would typically increase traffic volumes in the 
viCinity .of new development Because traffic noise is a primary contributor to the local 
noise environment, any increase in traffic resulting from the development of new 
residential uses would be expected to proportionally increase local noise levels. The 
following General Plan policies are applicable to noise generation: Policy 6.9. 1, Land 
Use Compatibility Guidelines; Policy 6.9:2, ·Acoustic~! Studies; Policy 6.9.3, Noise 
Sensitive Land Uses; Policy 6.9.5, Residential Development; and Policy 6.9. 7, 
Construction Noise. However. because the proposal would not authorize or facilitate 
development, no impact from would occur. 

All vacation rentals would continue to be subject to the enforcement provisions of 
County Code Chapter 19, which could include revocation of the permit for violations of 
the County Code, including violations of the noise regulations. Therefore, no impact 
would occur from adoption and enforcement of the proposed ordinarice. 

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

0 0 D 

Discussio~: The proposal would· not suthorize or facilitate any development. Vacation 
rental use does not involve groundborne vibration or noise. No impact would occur 
from the adoption and enforcemen1 of the proposed ordinance. 

3. 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? 

0 D D 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate · any development. 
Therefore, no impact would -occur from the adoption and enforcement of the proposed 
ordinance. See J-1. above. 
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Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. 
Therefore, no impact wouid occur from the adoption and enforcemen1 of the proposed 
ordinance. See J-1, above. 

5. · For a· project located within an airport 
.land use plan or, where such a plan 
has nol 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? 

0 0 0 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development, nor are 
there currently any land use or location regulations for vacation rentals. The following 
General Plan policies are applicable to airport noise generation: Po,icy 6.11 .3, 
Mitigation for Interior Noise, and Policy 6.11 .2, Restricting Residential De\l'elopment, 
which limits single-family residential development to no more than one dwelling on an 
existing lot of record where the existing or future aircraft noise exceeds 65 dB Ldn. 
However, because the proposal would not authorize or facilitate development, no 
impact from would oceur from the adoption and enforcement . of the proposed 
ordinance. See J-1, above. 

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

0 0 0 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development, nor are 
there currently any land use or location regulations for. vacation rentals. Because the 
proposal would not authorize or facilitate development, no impact from would occur 
from the adoption ~nd enforcement of the proposed ordinance. See J-5, above. 

K. AIR QUALITY 
Where available, the significance cr"eria 
established by the Monterey Bay Unified 
Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCO} may be relied 
upon to make the following determinations. Would the project: 

1. 
' 

Viotate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing 
or projected air· quality violation? 

·n n 
l-.1 .__. 0 

Discussion: The North Central Coast Air Basin (hereinafter ·aasin"), which is just 
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south of the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, covers an area of 5,159 square miles 
and consists of the counties of Santa Cruz, San Benito, and Monterey. Marine breezes 
from Monlerey Bay dominate the climate of this portion of the Basin. Westerly winds · 
predominate in all seasons, but are strongest and most persistent during the spring 
and summer months. 

The extent and severity of the air pollution problems in the Basin are a function of the 
area's natural physical charaderistics (weather and topography), as well as human 
created influences (development paHerns and lifestyle). Factors such as wihd, SUhligh!, 
temperature, humidity, rainfall and topography all affect the accumulation and/or 
dispersion of pollutants throughout the Basin area. . 

In general, lhe air pollution potential of the coastal areas is relatively low due. to 
persistent winds. The Basin is. however, subject to temperature .inversions that restrict 
vertical mixing of pollutants and the warmer inland valleys of the. Basin have a high 
pollution potential. 

Since 1970, air quality has been regulated at the federal level under the Clean Air Act 
(CAA}. The· CAA authorized the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to set 
National· Ambient Air Quality Standards (NMOS) for air pollutants of nationwide 
concern. The EPA has established standards for six criteria air pollutants. These 
pollutants include ozone (03). carbon monoxide . (CO), ni~rogen oxide (N(h}, sulfur 
dioxide (502), suspended particulate ·matter (Pt· .. 1,0}, and lead (Pb). PM2.s particulate 
matter has recently been ?dded to this listing. Primary standards for air pollutants were 
established to protect public health, while secondary standards were established to 
protect the public welfare by preventing impairment of visibility and· damage to 
vegetation and property. 

Local ambient air quality is monitored by -the MBUAPCD and CARS; refer to Table 2: 
local Ambient Air Quality levels. CARB monitors ambient air quality at approximately 
250 air-monitoring stations across the. state. Air quality ~onitoring stations usually 
measure pollutant concentrations ten feet above ground level; therefore, air quality is 
often referred to in terms of ground-le\fel concentrations. Monitoring stations within the 
Santa Cruz County include the Santa Cruz-Soquel monitoring station located at 2544 
Soquel Avenue in the City of Santa CIJ.IZ, Watsonville Airport monitoring stalion ·located 
at 444 Airp«;>rt Boulevard in the City of Watsonville, and the Davenport monitoring 
station located at Marine View and Genter Avenue in the community of Davenport The 
Wc;~tsonville Airport monitoring station monitors course PM1o and 03._ The Davenport 
monitoring station is the only station in the North Central Coast Air Basin iha1 monitors 
S02 and is included in Table 4: local Ambient Air Quaiity levels. . 

Designations are made by pollutant according to the following' categories: 

ANainment - Air quality in the area meets the standard. 
Non-attainment Transitional- Air quality is approaching the standard (state only). 
Non-attainment- Air quality ir1 the area fails to meet the applicable standard. 
Unclassified- Insufficient data to designate area, or designations have yet to be 
made. ' 
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1) Efledive July 26. 2007, the ARB designated lhe NCCAB a flon-anainrnenl aru for lhe stale o.zone slandatd,llllhich 
was revised in 2006 to include an ~hour slandard ol 0.070 ppm. . 

2) On UarcJI 12. 2006, EPA adopted a new 8-hour c:one standard ·of 0.075 ppm, While llt!Tiporiirily retaining the 
ellisling ~hOUJ standard ol 0.08 ppm. EPA is expeded 1o issue new deslgnalions by July 2011. 

3) In 2D06,1he Federal24"huur 51andard lor Pl!o'uwas revised 'rom 651o 35 Dglm'. Alhough f111al designations have 
yel to be made. • is expected !hat the NCCAB wil ntrnain designaled unc:lllssiliedlat11inment. 

.«) On October 15, 2008 EPA subslanlially strengthened the nationai31T1bienl air quality 51illldard for lead by lowering 
lhe levo=l ollhe pnnary standard from 1.5 Oglm'toll.15 Dghn3. !nl!ial recommendations 101 design:alicms are 10 be 

final 

Non·attainrnent designations are of most concern because they indicate that unhealthy 
levels of the potlutant exist in the area, which typically triggers a need to develop a plan 
to achieve the applicable standard (MBUAPCO ·2009}. 

The Basin is considered in attainment or unclassified for rriost of the criteria pollutants 
for state and .federal considerations except for 0 3 and PM1o. Under federal regulations 
the Basin is designated an unclassifted/attaintnent area for PM2.s standards. 

Designations in relation to the state standards are made by GARB, while designations 
in relation to the national standards are made by EPA. State designations are 
reviewed annually while the national designations are reviewed when either the 
standards . change, or when an area requests that they be re-designated due to 
changes in the area's air quality. Designations are made by individual air basin and in 
some cases, designations are made at the county level. . 

The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. · Therefore, no impact 
would occur from the adoption and enforcement of the propo~ed ordinance. However. 
any future discretionary development proposal would necessitate independent review 
of environmental impacts, and would be required to be ronsistent with General Ptan 
Objectives and the following Policies: Policy 5.18.1, New Development; Policy 5.18.6, 
Plan for T rahsit Use; .Policy 5.1 8~ 7, .Alternatives to the Automobile; Policy 5. 18. 8, 
Encouraging landscaping; and Policy 5. 18.9, Greenhouse Gas Reduction . 

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

0 
. 

D 0 

Discussion: The project would not conflict with Of obstruct implementation of the 
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regional air quality plan. Therefore, no impacts would occur from adoption and 0541 
enforcement of th~ proposed ordinance. See K-1 above. 

. 3. Result in a cumulatively considerable 
net increase of any criteria pollutant for 

· which the project region is non
attainment unqer an applicable federal 
or state arnbien1 air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for 

. ozone pre«;ursors)? 

0 0 0 

Discussion: The project would not result in a cumulative considerable net increase of 
any cri1eria pollutant. Therefore, no impacts would occur from adoption and 
enforcement of the proposed ordinance. See K-1 above. 

4. Expose sens~ive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations? 

0 D D .(8] 

Discuss;on: The proposal would not expose sensitive receptors to substanti~ll 
pollutant concentrations. No impact is anticipated from adoption and enforcement of 
the proposed ordinance. See K-1 above. 

5. Create ol:ljectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? . 

0 D D 
Discussion; The proposal would not create objectionable odors. No impact is 
anticipated from adoption and enforcement of the proposed ordinance. See K-1, 
above. 

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? 

0 D 0 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. 
Therefore, no additional. greenhouse has emissions would be generated bY. adoption 
and enforcement of the proposed ordinance. No impact would occur. 

2. 

' 

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy 
or regulation adopted for the purpose 
of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

0 0 0 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate .any development. 
impacts would occur. 
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M. PUBLIC SERVICES 
Would the project: 

1. Result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically a Hered 
governmental facilities, need for new 
or physically altered governmental 
facilities, 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 0 0 ~ 

b. Police protection? D 0 D ~ 

c. Schools? D 0 -o [;g) 

d. Parks or other recreational 0 D D [81 
activities? 

e. Other public facilities; including 0 0 0 [g) 
the maintenance of roads? 

Discussion (a through e): The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any 
development. However, a new ordinance -is expected to assist the Sheriffs Office !n 
the enforcement . of the noise ordinance. Based on conversations with the Sheriff~ 
Office (Sergeant Fish, personal communication, October 27, 2010), the ·requirement for 
posting of a local con1act, · exterior ·identif~eatioil of a property as a vacation rental, and 
the ability to track complaints will be beneficial to law enforcement. No impact would 
occur to fire protection, schoois, parks or recreational activities or othet public facilities. 
Therefore, no impact is anticipated from the adoption and enforc~ment of the proposed 
ordinance. 

N. RECREATION 
Would theproj~ct: 

Would the prefect increase ihe use of 
ex~ting neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities 
such that substantial physical 
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deterioration of the facility would occur 
or be accelerated? 

-hi<Dri•ll1 
Sipifocnl 

lmp•r• 

Laodooa 
Slpifoa•• 

ailllo 
fotirlc .... ,. .. ,_. ... Leu 1h• 

~.,;r .... 
JmpHI l'iol,.,.cl 

Discussion; The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development No 
increase in use would occur 1o existing re~reational fa~;:ilities. Therefore, no impact 
would occur from the adoption and enforcement of the proposed ordinance. 

Does the project include recreational 
fadities or raquire ttie construction or 
expansion of recreatio'nal facilities 
which might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 

0 0 0 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. No 
impact would occur to existing recreational facilities and new facilities would not be 
required. Therefore, no impact would occur from the adoption and enforcement of the 
proposed ordinance. 

0. -UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTI;MS 
Would the project: _ 

1. Require or result in .the construction of 0 0 0 [8] 
new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development The 
proposal would not result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities· or 
the expansion of existing facilities. Therefore, no impact_ would occur from the 
adoption and enforcement offhe proposed ordinance. 

2. Require or result in the construction of 
· new water or wastewater treatment 
faCilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, tlle construction of which 
could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

D D 0 

Discussion: The proposal wouJd not authorize or facilitate any development. The 
proposal would not resuH in the construction of new water or wastewat.er treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities. Therefore, no impact would occur from the 
adoption and enforcement of the proposed ordinance. 

3. Exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements oi the applicabie 
Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

42158 
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Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. The 
proposal would not exceed result in the exceedance of the wastewater treatment · 
requirements of the RWQCB. Therefore, no impad would occur from the adoption-and 
enforcement of the proposed ordinance. 

4_ Have sufficient water supplies 
ava~able to serve the project from 
existing entitlements and resources, or 
are new or expanded entitlements 
needed? . 

0 D 0 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. The 
proposal would not water supplies. Therefore, no impaCt would occur from the 
adoption and enforcemen1 of the proposed ordinance. 

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? 

0 D 0 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. The 
proposal would not impact wastewater treatment capacity. Therefore, no impact would 
occur from the ~doption and enforcement of the proposed ordinance. 

6. Be served by a landfill with suffiCient 
permitted capacity to accommoda1e 
the project's sefid waste disposal 
needs? · 

. 

0 0 D 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. The 
proposal would not impact landfiD capacity. Therefore, no impact would occur from the 
adoption and enforcement of the proposed ordinance. 

7. Comply with federal, stale, and iocai 
statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

D 0 D 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. 
Ther~fore, no impact would occur from the adoption and enforcement of the proposed 
ordinance_ See 0-6 above. 
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. 
P. LAND USE AND PLANNING 
Would .the project: 

1 . Conflic1 with any applicable land use 
plan, policy, 01 regulation of an agency 
wrth jurisdiction over the project . 
(including, but not limited to the 
general plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

r.t~riaD1 
Sipili<UI 
... ,..<! 

0 

1.ml .. .,. 

Sipjfia•• 
w>~• Lao .... 

M;tipliae Sicllilkollf "".,. . ._ .... ,. ...... hopon Nol•pocl 

0 D 

Discussion: The proposal would not a·uthorize or facilitate any development. The 
proposal would not conflict with any regulations or General Plan policies adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Therefore, no impacts 
are anticipated from the adoption and enforcement of the proposed ordinance. 

2. Conflict with an.Y applicable habitat 
conservation·pran or natural 
community conservation plan? 

0 0 0 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any devek>pment. The 
proposal would not conflict with any applicable t)abitat conservation plan for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Ther~fore, no impacts are 
anticipated from the adoption and enforcement of the proposed ordihance. · 

3. Physically divide an established .D 0 ·o [8:1 
community? 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development. The 
project would not include any element that would physically divide an established 
community. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated from the adoption and enforcement 
of the proposed ordinance. 

Q. POPULATION AND HOUSING 
Would the project: 

1. Induce substantial population groWth 0 0 0 · 18) 
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 proposal would not authorize or facilita1e any .development. 
Therefore, the proposed ordinance would not induce population growth either directly 
or indirectly. No impact would occur. 
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2. Displace substantial numbers of 
existing housing, necessitating the 
consiri.Jction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

r••n~ri•lr 
sop;r.u.o ,.,.n 

0 

La1o tl.ae 
Si.pif•u•1 • 

.. hit l..a>"'-
M;hpn.. s;p;foaol 

l•nrpo,..L~ l•pan 

0 0 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development or use 
that would displace a substantial numbers of existing. housing. Therefore, no impact 
would occur. 

3. Displace substantial numbers of 
people, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elSewhere? 

D D 0 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or facilitate any development nor would 
it displace a subs~antial number of people necessitating construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere. Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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R. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

1. Does the oroiect have the ootential to . , . 
degrade the quality of lhe _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, reduee the number or 
restrid 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 prehistOf}'? 

. ,. ..... z;.~~;r 
Slpifiu•• 

J .. ,.rt 

0 

...... 

Less "'•• 
Slcodlluol La• a •• 

..;.~ Sip;liuol 
M~•INI• }.,,..H 

0 -0 

Discussion: The proposal would not authorize or 1acilitate any development The 
polentiallo degrade the_ quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a 
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish 9r wildli1e 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 penods of- <;:alifornia history or prehistory were considered in the resprinse to each 
question in Section Ill of this Initial Study and no impacts were identified. Therefore, this 
project has been detennined not to meet this Mandatory Finding of SignifiCance. 

2. Does the project have. impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? ("cumulatively considerableR 
means that the incremental effects of a 
projed are considerable when viewed in . 
connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projec-ts, and the 
effects of probable· future projects)? 

P-.m.,. 
$ipU6oDI ........ 
0 

La& IUo 
Siplfi< .. l Loss~. 

wi•• Sipi&alll 
Miripliea ,.,. .. 
D D 

Discussion: The proposal would . not authorize or f~cilitate _any development. No 
individually limited, but cumulative considerable impacts have been identifred. 
Therefore, this project has been determined not to meet this Mandatory Finding of 
Sighfficance. 
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3. Does the project have environmental e.tfects 
which wiU cause subsfantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

Pe•totloi!J 
Sipi(Jesa1 ... ,. .... 
0 

Lost~ .. 
Sipiliuoo 

.;.a. 
loti lie• liN 

D 

Leu~ •• 
Sicaili< .. , 1.,. •• 
0 

No 

Discussion:. The proposal would. not authorize or facilitate any development In the 
evaluation of environmental impacts in this lnitiar Study, the potential for adverse direct 
or indirecl impacts to human · beings were considered in the response to specifiC 
questions in Section Ill. Aesthetics, Air Quality, Geology and Soifs, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise, Population and Housing, and 
Transportation and Traffic. As a result of this evaluation, no potentially significant effects 
lo human beings were identified. Therefore. this project has been detennined not to 
meet this Mandatory Finding of Significance. 
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IV. TECHNICAL REVIEW CHECKLIST 

REQUIRED 

Agricuiturai Policy Advisory Commission 
(APAC) Review Yes 0 No r8J 
Archaeologicai Review Yes 0 No [8) 

Biotic Report/Assessment Yes 0 . No [8J 
Geologic Hazards Assessmen1 (GHA) 

Geologic Report 

Geo1echnical (Soils) Repor1 

Riparian Pre-Site 

Septic Lo1 Check 

Other: 

YesO No~ 

YesD No[8) 

Yes 0 No (g) 

Yes 0 No[8J 

YesO No[8] 

Yes 0 No[81 
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V. REFERENCES USED IN THE COMPLETION OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL 
REVIEW INITIAL STUDY 

California Building Code. 2007 
Camornia Code oi Regulations, Title 24, Par12, Volume 2 of 2, California Building 
Standards COmmission. 

California Department of Conservation. 1 991 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997} 
prepared by the California Department of Conservation 

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 oi Santa Cruz , 2001 
County of Santa Cruz GIS Mapping, California Division of Mines and Geology, 
2001 

MBUAPCD 2009. 
North Central ·coast Air Basin Area Designations and AHainment Sta1us -
January 2009. Prepared by the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Controt 
District 
http://www.mbuapcd.org/mbuapcd/pdf/Attainment Status Janu~ry 2009.doc. 

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission. 2007 
2006 Transportation Monitoring Report. Approved August 2, 2007 wi1h . revised 
traffic counts on July 14, 2009. 

VI. ATTACHMENTS 

1. Proposed Vacation Rental Ordinance. 
2. Live Oak Designated Area Map 
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ATTACHMf.N t 
Elizabeth Hayward 

From: 
Sent: 

Steven Guiney 
Friday, January 09, 2015 5:00 PM 0 4 83 

To: Elizabeth Hayward 
Subject: FW: Proposed Amendment to Vacation Rental Ordinance in Common Wall Situations 

--------- ------
From: s.rappaport91@veriz n.oet [mailto:s.rappaport91@verizon.net] 
sent: Friday, January 09, 2015 4:01 PM 
To: Steven Guiney; caseyhemard@yahoo.com 
Subject: Proposed Amendment to Vacation Rental Ordinance :n Common Wall Situations 

Heilo Planning Commissioners: 

We appeared before you on November 12th, and proposed an amendment to the Vacation Rental Ordinance, which pertained to the 
owners of a common wall 
residence, where one owner seeks a permit for a vacation rental. Our proposal was that the written consent of the other owner/ non
applicant be required before a permit would be granted. It is our recollection that at least three of the four of you present at that 
meeting thought the amendment should be considered, although no formal vote was taken at that time. 

Mr. Steven Guiney did bring it to the attention of the Board of Supervisors at their meeting on December 9th , where it was considered 
again. It was favored by Supervisor 
McPherson, but thought by Supervisor Leopold to be too fraught with difficulties to administer. We later spoke to Supervisor Leopold 
about the proposed amendment and he encouraged us to address the planning commission once again with a proposal. 

We are going to attend the Planning Commission meeting on January 14th to do so, but have a slightly different proposal. Our 
proposed amendment would prohibit vacation rentals in situations where there is a common wall residence and there are two different 
owners. The amendment would not apply retroactively, but prospectively and 
would not affect residences sharing common walls owned by one owner. 

The reasons for our proposal are many. To impose a vacation rental on the other side of a common wall creates a multitude of 
difficulties, particularly since the ordinance . 
allows 2 adults, per bedroom, plus another 2 adults, an unlimited number of children under 12 for overnight stays and an additional12 
adults as guests in a two bedroom situation for example, even 16 more for a 3 bedroom. This creates a high density occupancy 
which allows many more persons than would normally occupy on a long term basis. This also creates a virtual motel on the other side 
of the common wall, with no on site manager in control. Not only does this permit a different commercial use, but due to the proximity 
of the attached residences, increases the likelihood of noise, parking problems, increased fire hazard, calls to the sheriff, possible 
blockage of shared driveways, not to mention the affect on the market value of the adjoining residence and the quiet enjoyment that 
they otherwise would have. Without even mentioning potential garbage problems and much increased water usage, this is a de facto 
rezoning from residential to commercial , and imposes a potential nuisance to the owner on the other side of the common wall. 

Our proposal would preserve the quiet enjoyment of properties occupied by long term residents, particularly on our already densely 
populated block, Tiburon Court in Seascape. Only two blocks away is the Seascape Resort, which is available and well suited for 
vacation rentals . 

Please consider our new proposal as it would not impose any difficulties to administer, as it is simple and would put new investors on 
notice. 

Thank you for your consideration of this matter, 

Steven and Sandra Rappaport 
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Elizabeth Hayward 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Steven Guiney 
Tuesday, January 13, 2015 11:55 AM 
Elizabeth Hayward 
FW: Vacation rental ordinance 

---- -Original Message - ----
From: jethoits [mailto:jethoits@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 13, 2e1s 11:53 AM 
To: Steven Guiney 
Subject: Vacation rental ordinance 

Dear Steve Guiney ~ 

January 13, 2e15 

Santa Cruz county Planning Commission: 

Agenda January 14, 2e1s Agenda item 8. 

Dear Commissioners, 

ATTACH ~~£NT 

0484 

I live on 14th Ave and have seen an improvement in the vacation rental industry and those 
homes being rented for short periods of time since the vacation ordinance was enacted in our 
area. I strongly support the proposed amendments to this existing ordinance. 

I have owned a home in the Seacliff/Aptos neighborhood since 1965 which I have either lived 
in or had long term renters occupying the residence for periods of 8 to 18 years. I favor the 
now proposed addition of the Seacliff/Aptos area to be under similar guidelines. 
The benefit of this ordinance establishes the protection of our neighborhoods and families 
that live in the area. To see areas be converted to predominately vacation rental properties 
derogates the foundation of our community; i.e. school enrollment, involvement in our 
community, and support of local business. 

Although I am not able to attend the meeting I urge you to vote in favor to expand the 
vacation ordinance to the Seacliff/Aptos area. 

Thank you for your support, 

James Thoits 
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Elizabeth Hayward 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Steven Guiney 
Tuesday, January 13, 2015 12:38 PM 
Elizabeth Hayward 
FW : Public Meeting on Vacation Rentals 

-------- -------------------
From: Jim Vaudagna [mailto:jvaudagna@comcast.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 13, 2015 12:21 PM 
To: Steven Guiney 
Subject: Public Meeting on Vacation Rentals 

Dear Steven, 

0485 

Over the last few months I have talked to Wanda, Zach and Zach's staff about the vacation rental ordinance changes. 
am having trouble following the logic behind the institution of numerous regulations on homes that may be rented for 
less than 30 days for part of any given year. While the motivations are vague, what I have gleaned to date from county 
representatives is that noisy and disruptive people along the coast have become a problem. I would like to see the data 
used by the county to determine what constitutes the disruptions in the 'SADA' that have prompted another round of 
vacation rental regulations. 

I fully agree with the county that noisy and disruptive homeowners, guests of homeowners and all renters should be 
held accountable. What I don't understand is why homeowners, guests of homeowners and people that rent for 30 days 
or more are not being held accountable in the same manner as those who happen to rent a home for 29 days or less. I 
have owned vacation rental properties in Aptos for nearly forty five years and have had neighboring vacation rental 
properties surrounding my property during this same time period. l have experienced very few problems over this 45 
year span and the few problems l have encountered have spanned situations that include homeowners, guests of 
homeowners,· 30 day and greater renters and 30 day and less renters. The focus on the 30 day or less group is the 
wrong direction for more regulation unless there is some compelling reason to single them out. 

I have had serious problems over the years in my neighborhood on Beach Drive with people not associated with vacation 
rental homes. My neighbors and I have endured trespassing, vandalism and loitering on our properties. We have also 
experienced vehicular damage over the years such as tires being slashed, car doors being keyed and rear view mirrors 
being smashed. Two homes a few doors down from me were recently broken into, TVs were stolen and one neighbor 
said people actually slept in their beds. In light of the recent car burnings and vandalism I hope the county will start 
focusing on these more pressing problems. The people renting our Aptos vacation homes are, for the most part, law 
abiding guests that support our local economy and, at least in my experience, are not a significant problem. 

To conclude, I would like see the data used to support specifically that vacation renters that rent for under 30 days are a 
significant problem that require ever increasing regulations. It is possible these problems are more frequent in areas not 
near my home even though my neighborhood has a very high concentration of vacation rentals. I would like to review 
this data with my neighbors so we can confirm additional regulation is warranted and is crafted in a way that 
enforcement is practicable. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Vaudagna /, 



Alicia Murillo 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
Friday, January 23, 2015 11:12 AM 
CBD BOSMAIL 

Subject: Agenda Comments 

Meeting Date: 1/27/201.5 

Meeting Type : County Board of 
Supervisors 

N arne : Rebecca Downing 

Address: 218 North Ave 
Aptos, CA 95003 

Comments: 
Dear Board of Supervisors, 

Item Number: 47.00 

Email : Not Supplied 

Phone : Not Supplied 

I support the 20 and 15% SADA zone for Seacliff/Aptos. Seacliffis a 
residential neighborhood with both full and part time homeowners. If one 
lives on a block where there are 20 houses and 20% of them are vacation 
rentals and 20% of them are part time owners, that leaves only 12 of20 
houses on the block occupied full time. Just more than half. Often, the 
percentage of part time owners (non-vacation rental) is higher than 20% 
so any more vacation homes destroys the nature of a residential 
neighborhood. If you look at a map, most of the blocks in Seacliff are 
similar to this description. Our housing is also extremely dense so we 
notice when people are missing. The street feel deserted. I would not buy 
a family home here if I knew only 60% of the homes were regularly 
occupied. 

Local businesses need to remember when the vacationers go home and it 
is a rainy Tuesday in February, they will be grateful for the residents who 
live here full time. Realtors need to accept some limitations on vacation 
rentals and the accommodations made here should sufficiently address 
their concerns. 
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Alicia Murillo 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
Sunday, January 25, 2015 8:29 PM 
CBD BOSMAIL 

Subject: Agenda Comments 

Meeting Date: 1/27/2015 

Meeting Type : County 
Board of Supervisors 

N arne : Adele Eberhart 

Address : 179 Seacliff Dr. 
Aptos, CA 95003 

Comments: 

Item Number: 47.00 

Email: eberhart.adele@gmail.com 

Phone : Not Supplied 

Dear Supervisors, Please do NOT restrict Residential Property Owners 
from allowing use of their homes for Vacation Rentals. The availability 
ofVRs supports public visitation and enjoyment of our beaches, 
improves local economy, and stops our communities from being desert 
ed. Less than 50% ofhomes on my street (3 blocks) are occupied. At a 
minimum, allow unrestricted vacation rentals within 2 or 3 blocks from 
the coast. 
Also please only require a VR sign and posting of phone contact #when 
the property is in use as a VR. Yes, do have noise ordinances, etc & hold 
Property Owners responsible for informing Vac renting persons & guests. 
TY 
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Alicia Murillo 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Meeting Date : 
1127/2015 

Meeting Type : County 
Board of Supervisors 

Name: Peter Andrews 

Address : 114 Seacliff 
Drive 
Aptos 

Comments: 

cbd bosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca. us 
Sunday, January 25, 2015 8:45 PM 
CBD BOSMAIL 
Agenda Comments 

Item Number: 47.00 

Email : peterandrews2000Cii{hotmail.com 

Phone : Not Supplied 

Please, I am not in favor of any requirement that vacation rentals should 
be registered, or should require a permit or license. I am in favor of 
removing all red tape for this necessary business, which is needed as part 
of the local tourism business. Requiring permits simply d iscourages 
people and adds expense. Establishing standards, and health 
requirements, is fine. 
I do acknowledge a necessity for some form of registration to enable 
people to collect short term rental tax, and pay it to ..... whoever gets it. 

J 41 



Alicia Murillo 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

cbdbosmail @co.santa-cruz.ca .us 
Saturday, January 24, 2015 5:47PM 
CBD BOSMAIL 

Subject: Agenda Comments 

Meeting Date : 1/27/2015 

Meeting Type : County 
Board of Supervisors 

Name: Rose Marie McNair 

Address: Not Supplied 

Comments: 
Honorable Supervisors: 

Item Number: 47.00 

Email: realrose@norcalbroker.com 

Phone : 831 212 4906 

When the proposed enhancement of the Vacation Rental Ordinance came 
to the Planning Commission the majority of the public who spoke 
recognized that the changes to the Seacliff Aptos Designated Area 
(SADA) had never been properly presented to the community at large, 
and that property owners and residents, even now, may still NOT be 
aware of the revisions and restrictions. So the Planning Commission 
made a recommendation to provide time for the public to consider 
whether or not these changes and restrictions of Vacation Rentals in 
specific designated areas are necessary, and to step back to provide time 
to review both public and private economic disparities resulting from this 
proposal. But the Board of Supervisors did not favor taking time to 
review the ordinance changes and instead made some minor revisions to 
allow exemptions and provide that some "carved-out areas" do not 
include the 20% limitations. Back to the Planning Commission who 
added modifications to provide notices to adjoining owners in common 
wall properties. 
Which brings us to January 27, 2015 following a lengthy holiday period, 
and what appears to be a whirl-wind process to approve this ordinance! 
The County has provided a negative declaration on the environmental 
review much of which refers back to the Live Oak review, whose area is 
entirely different...and I often wonder when we will begin to use an 
Economic review which analyzes the far-reaching financial impacts for 
our public and private community. 

Final point: Hastily marching forward without public input may not be 
best. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Rose Marie McNair, REALTOR 
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Alicia Murillo 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
Sunday, January 25, 2015 12:37 PM 
CBD BOSMAIL 
Agenda Comments 

Meeting Date: 1/27/2015 

Meeting Type : County Board of 
Supervisors 

Item Number: 47.00 

Name : Mary Stevens Email : Not Supplied 

Address: Not Supplied Phone : Not Supplied 

Comments: 
I am shocked to hear of all these initiatives to limit a property owners' 
use. This is not a communistic state! If a property owner has been renting 
their property as a source of income they should be allowed to continue. 
It's like eminent domain on income! Why would you want properties 
vacant? Vacation rent als are all part of the new 11Shared economy, and 
"shared resources 11

• 
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Steven Guiney 

From: 
Sent: 

Casey Hemard Palascak (caseyhemard@yahoo.com] 
Tuesday, December 23, 2014 4:32PM 

To: Steven Guiney; Elizabeth Hayward 
Subject: Fw: Fwd: Rio Del Mar rentals - input 

·: -·~- •-••c-----· - -- 01 ·~-..-" r• -r ,,,...,.,._.,._. .,_. --, - -~ - ---- ----~·---•• •• • • •- ....... •·•-•·--·----•••• • .-•••-••-~-- -·---·-- - - - •••••----·---• - - - ----- ••• - - • • • •-• - • "'"'1 ' '" "--"1" .... '' - - - ·~ • "'""'' ' f•ft .... l .. , _ _, _, _______ . ,.... ... ~~1~--

From: Zach Friend <Zach. Friend@santacruzcountv.us>; 
To: Casey Hemard <caseyhemard@yahoo.com>; 
Subject: Fwd: Rio Del Mar rentals- input 
Sent: Tue, Dec 23, 2014 11:49:02 PM 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: ''ncallen@comcast.net<mailto:ncallen@comcast.net>" 
<ncallen@comcast.net<mail to :ncallen@comcast. net>> 
Date: December 23,2014 at 2:41:53 PM PST 
To: Zach Friend <Zach.Friend@santacruzcounty. us<mai I to :Zach.Friend@santacruzcounty. us>> 
Subject: Rio Del Mar rentals ·input 

Hello Zach, 

[ am a long time owner of 405 Beach Drive (2nd generation) with my brother and sister. At this time we have 
chosen not to rent our house. Wanted to write to say that i support tightening up rental ordinances in Aptos/Rio 
Del Mar so our area does not turn into a Live Oak situation. I appreciate ordinances that insure: 
- rental homes have clear signage that is visible from outside with 24 hour contact information for 
owner/property manager (and penalty if action not taken). 
- additions go through planning dept and are approved 
- ideally more patrols on busy summer evenings along beach drive (when fireworks or loud music might be 
happening) 
~ disallowing public parking spaces on beach drive to be used for private tents (and often times all week long) 

I appreciate your being proactive about this. During the swnmer, we have had occasional instances of very 
minor damage to our property, regular noise, and trespassing from some of the renters who stay in neighboring 
house. We have reported issues to rental agency. They sometimes try to solve but they are not around late at 
night when noise happens to resolve situation. 

Most renters are respectful, but some come here with large groups of friends and just want to party and set up 
their party tents in front public parking on beach drive and have loud music all evening, and then celebrate with 
traditional fireworks shows all summer long 

It is also common for fireworks to be shot off almost every weekend during the summer somewhere along 
beach drive. After living through the fires that happened several years ago behind our home on beach drive due 
to fireworks being misfired into the hills, this is not a situation we like. In addition, fireworks upset our dogs. 
The 4th is great but it is not fair to live with every weekend being the 4th due to renters who want to celebrate 
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ihank you 

Nancy Allen, co owner of 405 Beach Drive 
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Steven Guiney 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Casey Hemard [caseyhemard@yahoo.com] 
Tuesday, November 25, 2014 2:17 PM 
Elizabeth Hayward; Steven Guiney 

Subject: Fwd: Living close to a Vacation Rental In Seacliff 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Zach Friend <Zach.Friend@santacruzcounty.us> 
Date: November 25, 2014 at 2:15:10 PM PST 
To: Casey Hemard <caseyhemard@yahoo.com> 
Subject: Fwd: Living close to a Vacation Rental in Seacliff 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Stacy Patyk <spatyk@yahoo.com<mailto:spatyk@yahoo.com>> 
Date: November 25,2014 at 7:46:32 AM PST 
To: Zach Friend <Zach.Friend@santacruzcounty. us<mai lto:Zach.Friend@santacruzcounty. us>>, 
Patrick Mulhearn 
<Patrick.Mulheam@santacruzcounty.us<.mailto:Patrick.Mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us>> 
Subject: Living close to a Vacation Rental in Seacliff 
Reply~ To: Stacy Patyk <spatyk@yahoo.com<mailto:spatyk@yahoo.com>> 

Hi Zach and Patrick, 

I have lived two doors away from a vacation rental tor the last 5 years. In the economic 
do'Mlturn, my neighbor decided to make his part-time family home into a vacation rentaL I have 
lived in my house for 14 years. I could tell you more stories regarding my experience but the 
letter would be mu~h. much longer. Thank you for giving me the opportunity to provide a 
portion of my experience and state my opinion. My email letter is not elegant, but the experience 
living near a vacation rental is not elegant either. It's an unpleasant experience and I am planning 
on putting my house up for sale next year because of it. 

Thanks, 
Stacy Patyk 
69 SeacliffDrive 
Aptos, CA 95003 

Vacation rentals are a game·changer for a neighborhood. How do I know this? Because my 
neighbor two doors up the street decided to make his part-time home into a vacation rental five 
years ago. He rents to anyone and everyone. Loud parties and rude people. Cars, people and 
trash galore. If you're brave enough, you ask them to please quiet down so people can sleep. This 
is during the week too when we work while they play. I asked one loud, noisy group of 20 
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co !lege kids to please qmet aown at 1 am and when they Jeit, they tnrew tneu beer cans mto my 
yard and my neighbor's yard. We live on the side of a hill, so it's impossible to pick up the cans. 
There was another group that was a wedding party and the women left while the men remained 
at the house Friday night to party. I went outside and asked them to quiet down, to please take 
the party inside. They stated they wondered if I was home alone and maybe I needed company 
(yes, I'm a woman and yes they implied gang rape). Fear of retribution is a big reason why 
neighbors don't do anything about the bad behavior and rudeness from vacation renta1 tenants. 

I also disc-evered my neighbor with the vacation rental did not notify the County that it was a 
vacation rental- they did not pay TOT tax. I advised the County that it was a full-time vacation 
rental and the County sent them a not1ce. I am certain this neighbor has lied about how much 
revenue he makes every year. 

Every week, I see a new mob descend into my neighbor's house and I wonder what I'm going to 
experience with this group of strangers. We (residents) should not have to endure this kind of 
stressful lifestyle and harassment. Vacation rentals are Commercial Property- they are hotels, 
not homes! ! ! ! Vacation rentals should be illegal! 
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Steven Guiney 

From: Kathy Previsich 
Sent: 
To: 

Thursday, November 20, 2014 2:48PM 
Steven Guiney 

Subject: FW: Vacatron Rentals 

-----Original Message----
From: Zach Friend 
Sent: Monday~ November 17, 2914 6:32 PM 
To: Kathy Previsich 
Subject: Vacation Rentals 

kathy handforth (kahandforth@cruzio.com) sent a message: 

Your are the only one who cares about the housing shut out for locals. After 
6 mos, we found a place in Watsonville. There are pleas on Craiglist begging for affordable 
housing for those that are local and work local. 6 available rentals (HIGH priced) and 19 
vacation rentals. It is beyond tragic and I am so glad you are trying to help. Really help. 
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Steven Guiney 

From: 
Sent: 
To:· 
Subject: 

Casey Hemard [caseyhemard@yahoo.comj 
Wednesday, November 19, 2014 7:28 PM 
Elizabeth Hayward; Steven Guiney 
Fwd: comments from your vacation rental article in SIA newsletter 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Zach Friend <Zach.Friend@santacruzcounty.us> 
Date: November 19,2014 at 7:09:40 PM PST 
To: "caseyhemard@yahoo.com" <caseyhemard@yahoo.com>, Kathy Previsich 
<Kathy.Previsich@santacruzcounty.us> 
Subject: FW: comments from your vacation rental article in SIA newsletter 

From: Cher Roblin [cherwill@comcast.net] 
Sent Wednesday, November 19,2014 2:55PM 
To: Zach Friend 
Subject: comments from your article in SIA newsletter 

Zach, 

Yes, please and thank you for wanting to set regulations before it becomes too crazy with too 
many vacation rentals!! Thank you for being pro-active!! 

My husband and I support what you are doing and we appreciate you and your staff in all that 
you do as our Supervisor! 

Sincerely, 

Cher 
Roblin 
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Steven Guiney 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Casey Hemard [caseyhemard@yahoo.com] 
Wednesday, November 19, 2014 7:03PM 
Elizabeth Hayward; Steven Guiney 

Subject: Fwd: vacation rental ordinance changes 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message; 

From: Zach Friend <Zach.Friend@.santacruzcounty.us> 
Date: November 19,2014 at 6:59:40 PM PST 
To: 1'caseyhemard(aJ,yahoo.com" <caseyhemard@yahoo.com> Kathy Previsich 
<Kathy.Previsich@santacruzcounty. us> 
Subject: FW: vacation rental ordinance changes 

From: Cathy Gamble [cathy.gamble@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 19,2014 5:20PM 
To: Zach Friend 
Subject: vacation rental ordinance changes 

Mr. Friend, 

Thank you for helping make changes to the vacation rental ordinance so Seacliff & other areas 
can enjoy more harmonious community relationships with renters ... not all community 
problems come from vacation rentals, as you well know. 

Many thanks for all you do to make Santa Cruz county a better place to live, 

Cathy 
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Steven Guiney 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Casey Hemard [caseyhemard@yahoo.com} 
Tuesday, November 18, 2014 12:33 PM 
Elizabeth Hayward; Steven Guiney 

Subject: Fwd: Vacation Rental Ordinance - Limits for Aptos 

· Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Rebecca'' <rebecca(Ziitransparentseas.com> 
Date: November 18, 2014 at 12:29:01 PM PST 
To: "Zach Friend" <Zach.Friend@santacruzcounty.us> 
Cc: "Casey Hemard Palascak" <caseyhemard@'!ahoo.com>, "Patrick Mulhearn" 
<Patrick.Mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us> 
Subject: Vacation Rental Ordinance~ Limits for Aptos 

DearZach, 

Everyone knows Sea cliff is a destination for visitors. When we purchase homes here we accept tourists 
and all the activity and revenue that accompanies them. While I understand the vlews of some owners 
who desire the flexibility of turning their home into a vacation rental, it is important to understand that 
Sea cliff is primarily a residential neighborhood with both full and part time owners so I support the 20 
and 15% rule for the designated areas of Aptos. 

If you live on a block where there are 20 houses and 20% of them are vacation rentals and 20% of them 
are part time owners, that leaves only 12 of 20 houses on the block that are occupied full time. Just 
more than half. Often, the percentage of part time owners (non-vacation rental} is higher than 20% so 
any more vacation homes destroys the nature of a residential neighborhood. 

Housing in Seacliff is also extremely dense so we notice when people are missing. On a recent Saturday 
afternoon this month, I took a walk to the Beachgate stairs along Coates Drive from Center Avenue. It 
was very quiet along that block with only half a dozen homeS' showing any occupancy activity. I would 
not buy a home here if I knew only 60% of the houses were regularly occupied. It would be advisable to 
find out what the crime statistics are for vacation rental rich neighborhoods and if the areas require 
more law enforcement patrol resources. 

Although I do not live on a street with any vacation rentals at this time, I have heard some horrible 
stories from Sea cliff neighbors who do. Even if there are ordinances in place to address vacationers' 
behavior, it can be Intimidating for some to repeatedly contact law enforcement or code compliance 
over non-emergency violations because we all Hve so dose to each other and some vacation rental 
owners do not have the same philosophy about Seacliff being a residential neighborhood nor a 
screening process for their rental. 

i.ocai, visitor serving businesses need to remember when the vacationers go home and it is a rainy 
Tuesday in February, they will be grateful for the customers who live here full time. Realtors also need 
to accept some limitations on vacation rentals so they don't compromise their own sales to potential full 

time residents. 
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Best regards, 
Rebecca Downing 
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Steven Guiney 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Casey Hemard [caseyhemard@yahoo.com] 
Monday, November 17, 2014 6:46PM 
Elizabeth Hayward; Steven Guiney 

Subject: Fwd: Vacation Rentals 

Sent from my iPad 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Zach Friend <Zach.Friend@santacruzcounty.us> 
Date: November 17, 2014 at 8:30:03 PM CST 
To: 11 Caseyhemard@yahoo.com" <caseyhemard@yahoo.com> 
Subject: Vacation Rentals 

kathy handforth (kahandforth@cruzio. com) 

Your are the only one who cares about the housing shut out tor locals. After 
6 mos, we found a place in Watsonvi1le. There are pleas on Craiglist begging 
for affordable housing for those that are local and work local. 6 available 
rentals (HIGH priced) and 19 vacation rentals. It is beyond tragic and I am 
so glad you are trying to help. Really help. 
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Steven Guiney 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Casey Hemard [caseyhemard@yahoo.com) 
Sunday, November 16, 2014 2:04PM 
Elizabeth Hayward; Steven Guiney 

Subject: Fwd: Potential Changes in the Vacation Rental Ordinance 

Sent from my iPhone 

Bc::gin forwarded message: 

From: Zach Friend <Zach.Friend@,santacruzcounty.us> 
Date: November 16,2014 at2:02:25 PM PST 
To: Casey Hemard <caseyhemard@yahoo.com> 
Subject: Fwd: Potential Changes in the Vacation Rental Ordinance 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Will Roblin <roblinbuildingco@comcast.net<mailto:roblinbuildingco@comcast.net>> 
Date: November 16, 2014 at 12:53:34 PM PST 
To: Zach Friend <Zach.Friend@santacruzcounty .us<mailto:Zach.Friend@santacruzcounty. us>> 
Cc: 'Rebecca' <rebecca@transparentseas.com<mailto:rebecca@transparentseas.com>> 
Subject: FW: Potential Changes in the Vacation Rental Ordinance 

Dear Zach, 
Here in Mar Vista/McGregor land, rentals are almost all monthly. Without immediate coastal 
access, we do not face the noise and crowds and trash negatively associated with vacation 
rentals, 
Nonetheless, our 2 cents: 
Doesn't Equal Protection under the Law imply a common percentage county-wide? As an 
existing guideline, 15 - 20% already seems like a big leap beyond the beneficial separation of 
residential & commercial. The proposal to apply the Live Oak model to Seacliff/Aptos at least 
confonns to the precedent. lfvacation rentals get 15%, however, how about bed & breakfast or 
backyard farming interests? Are we OK with mixed-use in all neighborhoods? 
Regards a proposed 500/o cap, how can the interests oflocal residents be served if half the 
property owners on any given street/block convert their homes to commercial use? And wouldn't 
it then take the direct approval of a block or neighborhood to modify this limit? 
Realtors and property managers should not be the ones to decide. 
Thank you, 
WiU & Cher Roblin 

Sent from my V erizon Wireiess 40 L TE smartphone 
From: info@seacl iffimprovement.org<mai Ito :info@seacliffimprovement.org> 
[ mailto :info@seacliffimprovement.org] 
Sent: Sunday, November09, 2014 1:15PM 
To: members@seacliffimprovement.org<mailto :members@seacli ffimprovement. org> 
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:::.ubject: 1'otenua1 Changes m the Y acatwn Kenta! Uramance 

Dear SIA Members, 
The county is considering amendments to the Vacation Rental Ordinance to expand and refine 
portions of the ordinance regarding adding bedrooms to, or increasing the size of an existing 
vacation rental, local contact information, violations, and apply the Live Oak Designated Area 
vacation rental regulations and limitations to a portion of the Seacliff/Aptos area. 
The association has not taken a position but did provide our commissioner with the 2010 survey 
the association took when the initial Vacation Rental Ordinance was proposed. If you wish to 
learn more or speak at the public hearing. you can attend the meeting next Wednesday. 
Meeting Date: Wednesday, November 12,2014 12:00 AM 
Location : Board of Supervisors Chambers, Room 525 
County Government Center 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
Here is the link to the agenda: 
http://sccountyOI.co.santa-
cruz.ca. us/planning!plnmeetings/ ASP /Display/ AS PX/DisplayAgenda.aspx?MeetingDate= 11/12/ 
20 14&MeetingType=1 
Select Item 7 to read the complete agenda item. 
Here is the link to our newsletter article about our 2010 survey: 
http:/ /www.seacliffimprovement.org/wp-content/uploads/20 13/09/SIA-Newsletter-Winter-
2011 .pdf 
If you cannot attend the meeting but wish to comment, you can reply to this email by Tuesday, 
November 9th at Noon, and we will forward your comments to our commissioner. 
Have a great day! 
Rebecca Downing 
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No virus found in this message. 
Checked by AVG- www.avg.com<http://www.avg.com> 
Version: 2015.0.5315 I Virus Database: 4213/8583- Release Date: 11/16/14 

2 



Steven Guiney 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Casey Hemard (caseyhemard@yahoo.com} 
Sunday, November 16, 2014 2:04PM 
Steven Guiney; Elizabeth Hayward 

Subject: Fwd: Seacliff Vacation rental proposal 
Attachments: Zach ltr regarding vacation rentals.docx; ATT00001.htm 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Zach Friend <Zach.Friend@santacruzcounty.us> 
Date: November 16, 2014 at 2:01:59 PM PST 
To: Casey Hemard <caseyhemard@yahoo.com> 
Subject: Fwd: SeacliffVacation rental proposal 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Mark Mauceri <mark.mauceri@gmail.com<mailto:mark.mauceri@gmail.corn>> 
Date: November 16, 2014 at 11:55:29 AM PST 
To: Zach ·Friend <Zach.Friend@santacruzcounty. us<mailto :Zach.Friend@santacruzcounty. us>> 
Subject: SeacliffVacation rental proposal 

Supervisor Friend: Attached is letter regarding our support for the proposal to regulate vacation 
rentals in Santa Cruz County and specifically, Seacliff. If we can provide any further support 
please contact us. Thank you, Mark Mauceri and Dennis Bailey~Fougnier 
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November 9, 2014 

Zach Friend 
District 2, Santa Cruz County Supervisor 
701 Ocean Street, Room 500 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Supervisor Friend: 

We are writing to support the proposal to "regulate11 vacation rentals in the Sea cliff 
area of Santa Cruz County. 

We have lived full-time in the Sea cliff neighborhood for five years. During that 
entire time, we have had a vacation rental next door to us and every year we 
consider selling and moving from the area. We do not want to move, we love the 
location, but renters can make. living here hell. The renters have no respect for us, 
or the neighborhood. We routinely have vacation renters who party late into the 
night (on a work night for us); park in our drive way; block trash removal and mail 
delivery (we regularly have 5 or 6 cars trying to park in a parking area meant for 
two cars). We call the property management company, the property owner, and 
twice we have called the police to complain; nothing has helped the situation. We 
shut the blinds and .turn up the music or television to block out the noise next door. 

My property values are directly affected by having a rental next door. It is not well 
taken care of and looks run down. We try to greet each new vacationer like a new 
neighbor to create a relationship in which we can talk to them when problems arise. 
We are routinely yelled at and a treated in an inappropriate manner. 

As much as we recognize the rights of those property owners to turn their houses 
into "cash cows", I do not believe, that any of them can understand the impact that 
having revolving door neighbors has on a community. How can they? They aren't 
here to experience the disruptions. We urge you and your fellow Supervisors to pass 
county policy that would regulate and Jim it the number of permited vacation rentals 
in the Seacliffneighborhood. People who own vacation rentals bought here due to 
the wonderful environment; more rentals will permanently hurt the neighborhood 
and drive fuJI-time residence out. Please pass regulations to preserve our 
neighborhood. 

Regards, 

Dennis BaiJey-Fougnier 
Mark Mauceri 
504 Seacliff Drive 
Aptos, CA 95003 


