COUNTY OF SANTA BEARBARA
CALIFORNIA

MONTECITO PLANNING COMMISSION

COUNTY ENGINEERING BUILDING
123 B ANAPAML STREET
SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNIA 93101-2058
PHONE: (805} 568-2000
FAX: (805) 568-2030

TO THE HONORABLE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNIA

MONTECITO PLANNING COMMISSION
HEARING OF JULY 18, 2018

RE: Sante Barbara County Coastal Resiliency Project ~ Local Coastal Program (LCF)

Amendment; 17GPA-00000-00004, 170RD-00000-00015

Hearing on the request of the Planning and Development Department (P&D) that the Montecito
Planning Commission:

a)

b)

17GPA-00000-00004. Adopt a Resolution recommending that the County Planning Commission
adopt a Resolution recommending that the Board of Supervisors adopt a Resolution (Case No.
17GPA-00000-00004) amending Chapter 3, The Resource Protection and Development Policies;
Appendix A, Definitions of the Coastal Land Use Plan; Appendix C, References; and adding a
new Appendix J, Coastal Hazards Screening Map; and

170RD-000060-00015. Adopt a Resolution recommending that the County Planning Commission
adopt a Resolution recommending that the Board of Supervisors adopt an Ordinance (Case No.
170RD-00000-00013) amending the Santa Barbara County Coastal Zoning Ordinance, Article II
of Chapter 35, Zoning, of the Santa Barbara County Code by amending Division 1, In General;
Division 2, Definitions; Division 3, Development Standards; Division 5, Overlay Districts;
Division 7, General Regulations; Division 9, O1l and Gas Facilities; Division 10, Nonconforming
Structures and Uses, Division 11, Permit Procedures; and adding a new Appendix I, Technical
Guidelines for Preparation of a Coastal Hazard Report, to add or modify text that would allow the
County to implement the corresponding policy changes in the Coastal Land Use Plan with regard
to threats from sea level rise and coastal hazards.

The policies and development standards within this Local Coastal Program (LCP) Amendment
(Coastal Land Use Plan and Coastal Zoning Ordinance amendments) are intended to prepare for,
mitigate, and respond to future hazards resulting from sea level rise. (Continued from 5/16/18)




Montecito Planning Comunission hearing of July 1§, 2018

Santa Barbara County Coastal Resiliency Project — Local Coastal Program (LCP) Amendment; 17GPA-00000-00004,
ITORD-00000-0001 5

Page 2

Dear Honorable Members of the County Planning Commission:

At the Montecito Planning Commission hearing of July 18, 2018, Commissioner Cole moved,
seconded by Commissioner Newman and carried by a vote of 4 to 0 (Kupiec absent) to recommend that
the County Planning Commission:

1.

| ]

Make the findings for approval, including CEQA findings, and recommend that the County
Planning Commission recommend that the Board of Supervisors adopt the findings for approval of
the proposed amendments {Enclosure 1 of the staff memorandum dated July 18, 2018; see enclosed

copy);

Recommend that the County Planning Commission recommend that the Board of Supervisors
determine that this project is statutorily exempt from CEQA pursuant to Section 15265 of the
Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA (Attachment B of the staff report dated April 26, 2018);
and

Adopt a resolution (Enclosure 2 of the staff memorandum dated July 18, 2018; see enclosed copy)
recommending that the County Planning Commission recommend that the Board of Supervisors
adopt a resolution (Case No. 17GPA-00000-00004) amending the text and maps of the Coastal
Land Use Plan (Enclosure 2, Exhibit 1; see enclosed copy), and an Ordinance (Case No. 170RD-
00000-0015) amending the text of the Coastal Zoning Ordinance, Article I of Chapter 35, Zoning,
of the Santa Barbara County Code (Enclosure 2, Exhibit 2; see enclosed copy), subject to the
revisions set forth below.

RECOMMENDED REVISIONS TO THE LCP

The Montecito Planning Commission recommended the following revisions at the July 18, 2018,
hearing.
Global revisions throughout the Coastal Land Use Plan and Article 11:

1. Modify instances of “all new development and redevelopment” to read as “all development”
throughout the LCP amendment,

2. Adopt the 1-in-20 chance of projected sea level rise as the accepted standard using the State of
California’s 2018 updated data, as shown in Table 2 of the Coastal Land Use Plan amendment
(see Exhibit 1 of Enclosure 2), instead of the “medium” sea level rise scenario standard as
shown in Table 1, and update the LCP amendment text and maps accordingly.

3. Replace “affect,” “adverse affect,” and “impact,” with “adverse impact” throughout the LCP
amendment.

4. Reconcile use of the phrases “as possible” and “as feasible” to ensure consistency throughout
the LCP amendment.

5. Replace the proposed definition of “redevelopment” with the revised definition recommended
in the second staff memorandum dated July 18, 2018. The revised definition is as follows:
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Redevelopment

Development that consists of alierations to an existing structure that results in one or more of

the following conditions:

1. Fifty percent or mere of the structural components of exterior or interior walls (or
vertical supports such as posts or columns when a structure has no walls) of a structure
are replaced, structurally altered, or removed.

2. Fifty percent or more of the foundation system is replaced, structurally altered, or
removed, including, but not limited to: perimeter concrete foundation, retaining walls,
post and pier foundations, or similar element(s) that connect a structure to the ground
and transfer gravity loads from the structure to the ground.

3. Fifty percent or more of the structural elements of the roof or floor framing are replaced,
structuraily altered, or removed,

4. Alterations that do not individually meet one or more of the thresholds in subsections |,
2, or 3, above, where those alterations combined with previous alterations undertaken on
or after {effective date of the proposed Coastal Resiliency Project LCP amendment]
would cumulatively meet or exceed one or more of the thresholds in subsections 1, 2, or

3, above,

Revisions to the Coastal Land Use Plan only:
Where applicable, the Montecito Planning Commission’s requested changes are shown in bold font in
the text of each proposed policy.

l.

(7S

Revise text from proposed Policy 3-3 as follows:
Policy 3-3: The County will encourage and work with owners of property that is subject o thieats from

sea level rise and coastal hazards to develop responses to such harzards with an emphasis on non-
structural solutionsy—and-prior—to—the—development-ofemerpenev—conditions. Where contiguous
properties are subject to similar coastal hazards, property owners should be encouraged to develop a
coordinated response to the hazards.

Modify proposed Policy 3-7 as follows:

Policy 3-7: Sea level rise along the Santa Barbara County coastline shall be monitored and reported
approximately every five vears. to compare modeled projections against measurable changes in sea
level. The Sea Level Rise Coastal Hazards Screening Map may shall then be updated if monitoring
resuits or the then best available sea level rise hazard models are materially different from prior
modeled projections. The County mayv act on a Coastal Development Permit application in compliance
with LCP policies and standards, even if the Sea Level Rise Coastal Hazards Screening Map needs an
update, but has not been updated as of the time of action on the Coastal Development Permit

application.
Modiy proposed Policy 3-10 as follows:
Policy 3-10: Coastal hazard setbacks shall be determined using the following minimum_ anticipated
lifetimes;
a. Temporary structures, or moveable or expendable construction {e.g.. trails, boardwalks, bike
racks, playprounds): 5 vears
b, Ancillary development or ameni

structures, shoreline restroomsy: 25 vears.

structures (e.g.
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7%

¢, Mobile homes: 30 vears,
d. Residential or commercial structures. accessory dwelling units, or manufactured homes: 735
e. Critical infrastructure: 100 years,
Increase the minimum anticipated lifetime for new residential and corunercial development
from 75 years to 100 years.

Modify proposed Policy 3-12 as follows:

Policy 3-12: Development within coastal hazard areas shall be removed and the affected area restored
at the applicant’s or property owner’s expense i}

(1} The structures are designated as unsafe for-eceupation-er-use-dueto-constal-hagards. or

(2) Essential services to the site can ne longer feasibly be maintained (e.2., utilities and roads}.
Require that any permit application for a coastal dependent industry shall require a finding by
the County that the proposed new development meets all of the requirements of Section 30260
of the California Coastal Act. Recommend amending proposed Policies 3-18 and 6-9 as such.

Modify proposed Policy 3-20 as follows:

Policy 3-20: The County shall consult with the California Department of Transportation to protect
public access to the coast and to minimize impacts of sea level rise on U.S. Highway 101, Areas that
will become regularly inundated by the ocean or are at risk of periodic inundation from storm surge and
sea level rise should shall be identified. A combination of structural and non-structural measures o
protect public access and use of Highway 101 sheuld shall be considered with a preference towards
non-structural solutions. unless the structural solutions are less environmentally damaging,

Revisions fo Article II, Coastal Zoning Ordinance only:

Where applicable, the Montecito Planning Commission’s requested changes are shown in bold font in
the text of each ordinance standard.

!
2.
3.
4

Cite the specific Coastal Act policy when the policy text is repeated verbatim in Article 1.
Modify coastal access ordinance standards to specifically allow for public coastal access.
Re-title Section 35-51C, “Economically Viable Use,” to Reasonable Economic Use.”

Modify Section 35-154.3, “Onshore Processing Facilities Necessary or Related to Offshore Oil
and Gas Development,” as follows:

3. Processing. No permits for development including grading shall be issued unless the development

meets all of the requirements of: (a) Public Resources Code Section 30260 of the Coastal Act;

(b) Section 35-169 (Coastal Development Permits); and (c) exeepi-in—econformanee-with an

approved Final Development Plan, as provided in Section 35-174 (Development Plans); and with

Seetion-35-169—(Ceoastal- DevelopmentPermitsi—and-with-the-specifie-findings—required-by

Publie-Cede-Seetion-30260: In addition to the other information required under Section 35-174

(Development Plans), the following information must be filed with a Preliminary or Final
Development Plan application.

a. An updated emergency response plan to address dealwith potential consequences and actions

to be taken in the event of hydrocarbon leaks, er fires, and facility impacts from increased
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coastal flooding and ergsion due to sea level rise. These-emergeney-response-plans—shatl-be
approved-by-the The County's Office of Emergency Services Geerdinator and Fire Department
shall review and. if found fo be adeguate, approve these emergency response plans.

b. A phasing plan for the staging of development which includes the estimated timetable for
project construction, operation, completion, and abandonment, as well as focation and amount
of land reserved for future expansion,

Modify Section 35-162, “Nonconforming Buildings and Structures,” to state that any eligible

restoration or replacement activities would be subject to the like-for-like rebuild amendment

and the associated de minimis waiver procedures (180RD-00000-00005 and 18ORDO0GO00-

00006).

6. Modify Section 35-172.13.3.b for shoreline protective devices so that a permiited device does
not result in the loss of public trust lands or public beach access.

L

Sincerely,

Ml N

JefiWilg

Secretayy {0 the/Montecito Planning Commission

cer Case File: 17GPA-00000-00004, | 70RD-000600-00015
Montecito Planning Commission File
Dianne M. Black, Director
Johannah Hartley, Deputy County Counsel
Dan Klemann, Deputy Director
Allen Bell, Supervising Planner
Selena Evilsizor, Planner

Enclosures: Enclosure | — Findings for Approval
Enclosure 2 — Montecito Planning Commission Resolution
Exhibit 1 — Board of Supervisors Resolution Amending the Coastal Land Use

Plan (Case No. 17GPA-00000-00004)
Exhibit 2 — Board of Supervisors Ordinance Amending the Coastal Zoning
Ordinance (Case No. 170RD-00000-00015)

IW/idmv
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ENCLOSURE 1: FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL

CASE NOS. 17 GPA-00000-00004 (Coastal Land Use Plan Amendment) and 17ORD-06000-
06015 (Article I Coastal Zoning Ordinance Amendment)

1.0
11
111

2.0

2.1

2.2

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) FINDINGS
CEQA EXEMPTION

The Montecito Planning Commission finds, and recommends that the County Planning
Commission find and recommend that the Board of Supervisors find, that the proposed
amendments o the Coastal Land Use Plan and the Article I Coastal Zoning Ordinance are
exempt from environmental review under CEQA pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15265,

ADMINISTRATIVE FINDINGS

In compliance with Section 35-180.6 of the Article 11 Coastal Zoning Ordinance, the
Montecito Planning Commission shail make the following findings in order to recommend
approval of amendments to the Coastal Land Use Plan and/or the Article II Coastal Zoning

Ordinance:
The request is in the interests of the general community welfare.

The proposed amendments will promote public safety and general community welfare
because potential threats from sea level rise and coastal hazards will be more clearly
presented, defined, analyzed, accommodated, and avoided in future development projects.
Through the coastal hazard maps, updated policies, and development standards, most new
development and redevelopment will be typically located outside of coastal hazard areas
and/or incorporate design elements intended to reduce potential threats from sea level rise and
coastal hazards, thereby protecting life and property. Additionally, the amendments codify a
process by which coastal landowners and developers will have a predictable permit process to
analyze potential sea level rise and coastal hazards and incorporate adaptation or mitigation
measures to reduce hazard risk. Codification of this process will provide greater certainty for
the community, including coastal landowners and developers. Therefore, the proposed
amendments to the Coastal Land Use Plan and Article II Coastal Zoning Ordinance are in the
interests of the general community weifare.

The request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the requirements of the State
planning and zoning laws, and Article 1L

The proposed amendments, as analyzed in the Montecito Planning Commission staff report
dated May 16, 2018, and the Planning and Development Department’s memorandum to the
Montecito Planning Comimission dated July 18, 2018, which are hereby incorporated by
reference, will reduce potential risks from sea level rise and coastal hazards and help protect
existing and new development, habitat areas, public recreation arcas, and other coastal
development and resources.

The goals of the California Coastal Act are, in part, to “protect, maintain, and where feasible,
enhance and restore the overall guality of the coastal zone environment and s natural and
artificial resources,” as well as to “assure orderly, balanced utilization and conservation of
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coastal zone resources taking into account the social and economic needs of the people of the
state™ (Public Resources Code Section 30001.5(a), (b}). The proposed amendments are
intended to meet these goals and comply with specific Coastal Act policies. For example,
Coastal Act Section 30253 requires that new development minimize risks to life and property
in hazard areas. The proposed amendments will help identify potential hazards from sea level
rise, and allow the County, property owners, and permit applicants to prevent, mitigate, and
adapt to those hazards, thereby minimizing risks to life and property. Additionally, in some
cases, the proposed amendments directly correlate County policies with Coastal Act policies.
For example, changes to the County’s shoreline protection device policies mirror the Coastal
Act policies, and require additional standards to protect visual, biological, public access, and
other coastal resources when permitting new shoreline protection devices. Coastal Act
Section 30211 states that development shail not interfere with the public’s right of access to
the sea, and the proposed policies are in conformance by requiring the County to consider sea
level rise when making recreation planning and coastal access decisions. In addition, the
proposed amendments are consistent with the model pelicies proposed by the California
Coastal Commission in its Sea Level Rise Guidance and Revised Drafi Residential
Adaptarion Policy Guidance documents. For these reasons, the proposed amendments are
consistent with the requirements of the State planning and zoning laws applicable to the
Coastal Zone.

Section 6.2 of the May 16, 2018, staff report contains a policy consistency analysis. The
proposed amendments will reduce potential threats from sea level rise and other coastal
hazards and assist in the protection of existing and new development, habitat areas, public
recreation areas, and other coastal resources. New proposed policies require that all new
development conform to current Local Coastal Program policies and standards by: locating
outside of identified sea level rise and coastal hazard areas; ensuring the provision of
adequate public and private services during the anticipated lifetime of the development;
complying with defined riparian buffer areas; siting and designing so as to not require a
shoreline protective device for protection from coastal erosion; and incorporating other
measures intended to protect public safety and coastal resources. Policies within the Seismic
Safety and Safety Element of the Comprehensive Plan that require the County to minimize
the potential effects of hazards are incorporated into the proposed amendments as well, by
requiring hazard reports prepared by a qualified professional and requiring that new lots and
new development accommodate buildings and structures located outside of hazardous areas.
Additionally, County staff reviewed hazard and coastal resource-related policies within the
applicable community plans (e.g., Montecito, Toro Canyon, and Eastern Goleta Valley) to
ensure that the proposed amendments are consistent, as discussed in Section 6.2 of the staff
report. Therefore, for these reasons, the proposed amendments are consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan, including the Coastal Land Use Plan.

Section 6.3 of the May 16, 2018, staff report contains an ordinance compliance analysis. As
discussed within Section 6.3, the proposed amendments will not allow new or expand any
existing land uses, increase permitted densities, or alter the purpose and intent of any
regulations or development standards within the Article 11 Coastal Zoning Ordinance. The
proposed amendments would also not alter any of the General Development Standards
(Section 35-59), Local Design Standards (Section 35-1444), or any other Article Il Coastal
Zoning Ordinance regulations regarding design review, neighborhood compatibility, or
protection of visual resources. The proposed amendments to Section 35-162 (Nonconforming
Buildings and Structures) would continue to allow for normal repair and maintenance of
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2.3

existing structures but would not allow for activities that increase the size or nonconforming
aspect of nonconforming structures. To approve a development project based on these
proposed amendments, the County would stil! need to determine that the project is consistent
with the whole of the Article I Coastal Zoning Ordinance, as applicable. Therefore, for these
reasons, the proposed amendments are consistent with the Article II Coastal Zoning
Ordinance.

The request is consistent with good zoning and planning practice.

The County has existing policies to protect coastal development and resources from coastal
hazards such as flooding and erosion. However, sea level rise and changes in climate due o
increased global greenhouse gas emissions are predicted to lead to increased threats from
coastal hazards. The County’s Sea Level Rise and Coastal Hazards Vuinerability Assessment
identified many potential impacts to ceastal development and resources through the end of
this century, Additionaily, recent updates in sea level rise science and guidance from the State
of California identify growing sea leve! rise threats resulting from thermal expansion of ocean
waters and melting ice sheets. While the magnitude and timing of sea level rise impacts (e.g.,
coastal erosion and flooding} are not precisely known, the trend is clear, and the need to
incorporate sea level rise and coastal hazards in planning, permitting, and investment
decisions is increasingly evident. Thus, while erosion and flooding are not new hazards to
coastal development, accelerating sea level rise wili create greater risks for development in
many coastal areas.

The proposed amendments, as analyzed in the Montecito Planning Commission staff report
dated May 16, 2018, and the Planning and Development Department’s Memorandum to the
Montecito Planning Commission dated July 18, 2018, build upon the County’s existing
hazard-related policies to ensure that threats from existing and reasonably foreseeable future
sea level rise and coastal hazards are considered when siting and designing new development.
The proposed amendments also clarify potential measures to protect existing development
and allow for modifications of or removal of threatened development for public health and
safety. They also help protect coastal resources by, for example, taking into consideration the
fandward migration of foredunes as sea levels rise, and by requiring that new shoreline
protective devices are designed to mitigate any adverse impacts on coastal resources.
Therefore, the proposed amendments are consistent with good zoning and planning practices.



IN THE MATTER OF RECOMMENDING TO THE
COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION THE ADOPTION
OF AMENDMENTS TO THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM THAT AMEND THE COASTAL LAND USE
PLAN AND THE ARTICLE 1l COASTAL ZONING
ORDINANCE BY ADDING POLICY AND ORDINANCE
LANGUAGE TO ALLOW FOR ADAPTATION TO
THREATS RESULTING FROM SEA LEVEL RISE AND
COASTAL HAZARDS WITH REFERENCE TO THE
FOLLOWING:

A,

COASTAL RESILIENCY PROGJECT LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM AMENDMENT
RESGLUTION OF THE SANTA BARBARA COUNTY
MONTECITO PLANNING COMMISSION
COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

RESOLUTIONNO. 18- 19

CASE NOS:  17GPA-00000-60004
170RD-00000-06015

S St e ot Mt M Sl el Nt

On January 7, 1980, by Resolution No. 80-12, the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Barbara
adopted the Santa Barbara County Coastal Land Use Plan.

On July 19, 1982, by Ordinance No. 3312, the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Barbara
adopted the Santa Barbara County Coastal Zoning Ordinance, Article il of Chapter 35, Zoning, of the
Santa Barbara County Code.

The proposed amendments are consistent with the Coastal Act of 1976, the Santa Barbara County Coastal
Land Use Plan, the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan, including the Community and Area Plans,
and the reguirements of California Planning, Zoning, and Development laws, as discussed in the
Montecito Planning Commission staff report dated May 16, 2018, and the Planning and Development
Department’s Memorandum to the Montecito Planning Commission dated July 18, 2018.

Citizens, Native American Indian tribes, public agencies, public utility companies, and civic, education,
and other community groups have been provided the opportunity for invelvement in compliance with
Section 65351 of the Government Code,

The County contacted and offered to conduct consultations with Native American tribes in compliance
with Government Code Sections 633523 and 65352.4.

The Montecito Planning Commission has held a duly noticed hearing in compliance with Government
Code Sections 65353 and 65854 on the proposed amendments at which hearing the amendments were
explained and comments invited from the persons in attendance.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED as follows:

L.
2

The above recitations are true and correct.

The Montecito Planning Commission now finds that it is in the interest of the orderly development of the
County and important to the preservation of the health, safety, and general welfare of the residents of the
County to recommend that the County Planning Commisston:

a.  Adopt a Resolution recommending that the County Planning Commission adopt a Resolution
recommending that the Board of Supervisors adopt a Resolution (Case No. 17GPA-00000-00004)
amending the Coastal Land Use Plan to amend and add policy fanguage that would allow the
County to require that potential threats from sea level rise and coastal hazards must be analyzed in
conjunction with other identified hazards and adaptation, mitigation, and prevention measures are
required to reduce coastal hazard risk where applicable.

Said Resclution is attached hereto as Exhibit | and is incorporated by reference.

b.  Adopt a Resolution recommending that the County Planning Commission adopt a Resolution
recommending that the Board of Supervisors adopt an Ordinance (Case No. 170RD-00000-00015)
amending the Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Program by amending and adding language to
the Coastal Zoning Ordinance, Article 11 of Chapter 35, Zoning, of the Santa Barbara County Code,



to implement the policy changes to the Coastal Land Use Plan with regard to threats from sea level

rise and coastal hazards.

Said Ordinance is attached hereto as Exhibit 2 and is incorporated by reference,
The Montecito Planning Commission recommends that the County Planning Commission, following the
required noticed public hearing, approve and adopt the above mentioned recommendation of the
Montecito Planning Commission, based on the findings included as Exhibit | to the Planning and
Development Department’s Memorandum to the Montecito Planning Commission dated July 18, 2018,

Tt

4, The Montecito Planning Commission endorses and transmits a certified copy of this resolution to the
County Planning Commission.

5. The Chair of the Montecito Planning Commission is hereby authorized and directed to sign and certify all
maps, documents, and other materials in accordance with this resolution to show the above mentioned
action by the Montecito Planning Commission.

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this July 18, 2018, by the following vote:

AYES: Cole, Newman, Senauer, Keller

NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT: Kupjec
J Ny
A P o7
A / / i’
N PN L
; ’f/‘j“{ { /éf:? ’( i S———

Sa?x{a Barbara County Montecito Planning Commission

ATTEST:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
MICHAEL C. GHIZZONI
COUNTY COUNSEL

},’f 3 3 . ? éLj ; ;
By v {:g’%légfffaﬂ%‘{/fq ‘}A’ ¥ {/{/ if ;
Deputy County Counsel /

EXHIBITS:

1. Board of Supervisors Resolution Amending the Coastal Land Use Plan (Case No. 17GPA-00000-00004)
2. Ordinance Amending the Article Il Coastal Zoning Ordinance (Case No. 170RD-00000-00015)

GAGROUMCOMP\Comp Plan ElementsiLegistationtAB 320 AS\Adaptatiom\Coastal Resiliency Project\Phase 2 - CCC Grant
2015\Hearings\d - MPC_May 2618\ uly 18th Hearing Materials



EXHIBIT 1
RESOLUTION OF THE SANTA BARBARA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVIBORS
COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE MATTER OF ADOPTING AN AMENDMENT )
TO THE COASTAL LAND USE PLAN OF THE

)
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY LOCAL COASTAL )
PROGRAM THAT ADDS POLICY LANGUAGE TO )
ALLOW FOR ADAPATION TO THREATS RESULTING )
FROM SEA LEVEL RISE AND COASTAL HAZARDS )

RESOLUTION NO, 18

CASE NO: 17GPA-00000-00004

WITH REFERENCE TO THE FOLLOWING:

A

3.

On January 7, 1980. by Resolution No. 80-12, the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa
Barbara (Board) adopted the Santa Barbara County Coastal Land Use Plan.

The proposed amendments are consistent with the Coastal Act of 1976, the Santa Barbara County
Coastal Land Use Plan, the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan, including the
Community and Area Plans, and the requirements of California Planning, Zoning, and
Development laws, as discussed in the County Planning Commission staff report dated \
2018, and hereby incorporated by reference.

Citizens, Native American tribes, public agencies, public utility companies, and civic, education,
and other community groups have been provided the opportunity for involvement in compliance
with Goverament Code Section 65351,

The County communicated with Native American tribes in compliance with Government Code
Sections 65352.3 and 65352.4.

In compliance with Government Code Section 65350.2, before a substantial amendment of the
Comprehensive Plan, the Board is required to review and consider a groundwater sustainability
plan or groundwater management plan, an adjudication of water rights, and/or an order or interim
plan by the State Water Resources Control Board; however, such plans do not exist at the time of
this action, thus the Board has satisfied its duties pursuant to Government Code Section 65350.5.

The County Planning Commission held a duly noticed hearing, in compliance with Government
Code Section 65353 on the proposed amendments at which hearing the amendment was
explained and comments invited from the persons in attendance, and has endorsed and
transmitted a written recommendation fo the Board of Supervisors in compliance with
Government Code Section 65354,

The Board has held a duly noticed public hearing in compliance with Government Code Section
65355 on the proposed amendments at which hearing the proposed amendments were explained
and comments invited from the persons in attendance.,

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED as follows:

i.
2.

The above recitations are true and correct.

The Board now finds, consistent with the authority of Government Code Section 65358, that it is
in the interest of orderly development of the County and important to the preservation of the
health, safety, and general welfare of the residents of said County to amend Chapter 3, The
Resource Protection and Development Policies; amend Appendix A, Definitions of the Coastal
Land Use Plan; amend Appendix C, References; and add a new Appendix J, Coastal Hazard
Screening Map, to the Coastal Land Use Plan, to read as follows:
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Coastal Resiliency Project Local Coastal Program Amendrent
Monteciio Planning Commission Hearing of July (8, 2018
Exhibit 1 of Enclosure 2 - Page 2

CHAPTER 3: THE RESQURCE PROTECTION AND BDEVELOPMENT POLICIES

3.2 DEVELGPMENT

3.2.2 PLANNING ISSUES

Development Policies

Policy 2-12: The densities specified in the land use plan are maximums and shall be reduced if it is
determined that such reduction is warranted by conditions specifically applicable to a site such as
topographyi: geologic e flood or fire hazards: coastal bluff or shoreline retreat;; habitat areasy; or
steep slopes. However, density densities may be increased for affordable housing projects provided
such projects are found consistent with all applicable policies and provisions of the local Coastal
Program.

Planned Development

Policy 2-17: Use All new development shall use of fiexible design conceptss-inelading (e.g.. clustering
of units; and/or a mixture of dwelling typessete:) and flexible building design (e.g., flood proofing

such as breakaway walls or clevated utilities) shali-berequired to accomplish as-rmuch-as-possible-athof
the following goals:

a. protection of the scenic qualities of the site;

b, protection of coastal resources;~ker (e.g,, public access, water quality, habitat areas, and
archaeological sitessete:);

c. avoidance of siting ef-structures en-within hazardous areas, including reasonably foreseeable
coastal hazards from sea level rise;

d. provision of public open space, recreation, and/or beach access;

e. preservation of existing healthy trees; and

f. provision of very Jow, low and moderate income housing eppertunities.

3.3 HAZARDS
3.3.2 PLANNING ISSUES

Recent and historic events provide strong evidence of the vulnerability of certain coastal areas to
natural hazards. Following saturating rains in the winter of 1978, large sections of the cliff face in Isla
Vista fell into the sea, threatening several apartments; soil slippage caused a road washout in the
community of Summerland; severe erosion occurred in graded areas above Summerland; several bluff
top homes slid into the sea in the City of Santa Barbara; and flooding and heavy wave action damaged
some homes along Miramar Beach. Also in 1978, an earthquake disrupted a rail line in the Ellwood
area, produced numerous bluff slides and fissures along the South Coast, and caused considerable
structural damage in the surrounding areas. These types of natural hazards along the County’s coastline
have continued to oceur. Recent significant events include bluff failure in isla Vista and flash {looding
in El Capitan Canyon in 2017 and the devastating debris flow and mudslides in Montecito in 2018,

The Coastal Act requires that the risks to new development from such occurrences be minimized.
Moreover, it specifies that new development must be located and built neither to “create nor contribute
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any
way require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms
along bluffs and cliffs.”

The County has an array of policies and regulations within its zoning, grading, and fire ordinances, and
building code which address many of the concerns of the Coastal Act. In addition, Santa Barbara
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County has undertaken public works projects in-resent-years which now protect large areas that were
previously vulnerable to flooding. Extensive creck channelizations in the Carpinteria Valley and the
construction of upstream debris dams are two reeent examples.

WWMW%HWWM&%@WWMME@@%
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Biuff and Beach Erosion

Bluff erosion is a potential hazard for new development and continues to be a recurring hazard for
existing development in portions of the South Coast. The bluff areas along Del Playa Drive in Isla
Vista, sections of More Mesa and Hope Ranch, and areas along Channel Drive and Padaro Lane are all
subject to hazards due to bluff erosion. Because of this recurring threat, many retaining walls, groins,
and sections of rip-rap have been needed to protect life and property. In the aftermath of the 1978
winter, property owners initiated additional protective measures, such as major seawall projects
proposed for Isla Vista and Padaro Lane.

The County’s policy on bluff development is handled on a case-by-case basis except in Isla Vista-and
Hoepe-Ranch. In Isla Vista, a 30-foot setback requirement exists, It is based on an engineering study
that was undertaken in 1963 to determine cliff stability and related problems in the Isla Vista area. The
study identified an average “natural” rate of cliff retreat at six inches per year and recommended that a
value of twice the apparent retreat rate (12 inches) per year be applied for safety purposes, along with
specific sile drainage requirements. Assuming an average “economic lifetime” of 30 years per

structure, thc Coumy developed the 30- foot setback fcn the area%epe—&aaeh—aé&&eﬁe%b&ek—fs

Bluff areas adjacent to development at More Mesa have been eroding at an average rate of ten inches
per vear, while along a section of Padaro Lane bluff losses of up to two feet per year have been
reported. More than 10 feet were lost in a single event in Isla Vista in 2017. These examples provide
additional evidence why County setback standards should be strengthened in order to eliminate the
possibility of needing new “protective devices” in areas where future development may occur,

Geologic Hazards

Geologic hazards include seismic hazards (surface ruptures, liquefaction, severe ground shaking,
tsunami runup), landslides, soil erosion, expansive soils, and subsidence. Since these hazards can affect
both life and property, additional siting criteria or special engineering measures are needed to
compensate for these hazards.

The entire South Coast lies in an area of high seismic risk. Seismic, landslide, and tsunami hazards
have been mapped by the County and are used by the Public Works Depariment to review
development proposals. Where faults are identifiable, the County Public Works Department has been
generally requiring a 50-foot setback from the fault, though precise setback decisions are made on a
case-by-case basis. In addition, geologic and soil engineering reports may be required under Grading
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Ordinanee-Moe~4+795 the Couniy’s Grading Ordinance (Chapter 14 of the Santa Barbara County Code
of Ordinances) for obtzining a grading permit, These reports are used to identify geologic and soil
problems and fo establish conditions for siting and constructing structures where hazards or problems
exist.

With the exception of a slope hazard area in Summerland, problems due to slope instability are
generally confined to areas outside of the proposed urban development limits set forth in the land use
plan. Although the coastal zone between Eliwood and Point Arguelio is either hilly or mountainous
with variable and complex geologic conditions, only low-intensity, nonurban land uses will be located
in this area. Consequently, slope-related hazards will be minimized, Soil erosion is a slope-related
hazard which has become more problematic in recent yearc; because of extensive agriculturai
development on slopes of 30 percent or more, A : o4 : “
Mﬁ%&m%ﬁ%@mm&mwwem%emw@&em%w%%%

The County Grading Ordinance MNe~1795-fas-amended-by-OrdinanceMNe-—2770} provides exemptions
for grading related to farming and agricultural operations. However, the County’s Brush Removal
Ordinance {Ne-2767) Chapter 9A of the Santa Barbara County Code of Ordinances)which-apphies-ts
the-Seuth-Coast; does regulate removal of vegetation on parcels over five acres in size, and requires a
permit and approval of drainage and erosion control devices before agricultural grading commences.

Flooding

Flooding has occurred along Santa Barbara’s South Coast in recent years, particularly in the
Carpinteria Valley, sections of Montecito, and the Santa Barbara Airport area. Severe floods in 1969
undermined a section of U. §. 101 in Carpinteria. These flood hazards are progressively being
eliminated in the populated portions of Carpinteria Valley and other areas of the South Coast as a
result of stream channelizations and the construction of debris dams and silt basins by the Santa
Barbara County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, the U.S. Corps of Engineers, and by
the U, S. Soil Conservation Service.

T%U——S-eraﬁmeﬁt—«e{—i %eemé—@%a&@eve%wme%eéee&%&g&wy—%&n&g&meﬂ%geﬂey




17GPA-00000-00004 & 170RD-00000-00015

Coastal Resiliency Project Local Coastal Program Amendment
Montecito Planning Commission Hearing of July 18, 2018
Exhibit 1 of Enclosure 2 - Page 5

sesirictons—arenotaseemprohensiveasthossrecemme it ARV ILE
. ¢

Mewregulations-ceveringol-develepmentwithinthe 100 vear Hood plain-heve been{ommulated: The
County adopted the FloodpPlain Management Ordinance, Chapter 15A of the County Code, hasbeen
adepted—in—erder to comply with the requirements of the HUD—spensered Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) Federal Flood Insurance Program in which this County is participating.
FEMA has adopted the 100-year flood (the flood having a one percent chance of being equaled or
exceeded in any given vear) as the national standard for purposes of floodplain management. The 100-
year “floodplain” is comprised of a “floodway” and a “floodway fringe” as shown in Figure 4-1 below.
The floodway is the channel of a stream. plus any adjacent floodplain areas, which must be kept free of
encroachment in order that the 100-year flood be carried without substantial increases in flood heights.
The areas of a floodplain on either side of the designated floodway are termed the floodway fringe. and
encroachments (e.g.. landscaping. structures. and utilities) may be permitted in the fringe areas.
Development proposed within Santa Barbara County’s Coastal Zone that is located within the Flood
Hazard Area Overlay District is reviewed to ensure compliance with the Floodplain Management
Ordinance as well as the County LCP.

Characteristics of a Floodplain

Floodplain -~
_____Flood Fringe

— ..

Figure 4-1. Characteristics of a Floodplain.
Source: FEMA Region 10 National Flood Insurance Program Floodplain Management Guidebook, 5 th Edition. March 2009.

Coastal Hazards Exacerbated by Sea Level Rise

Global greenhouse gas emissions and resulting sea level rise from thermal expansion of ocean waters
and melting ice sheets are predicted to increase and intensify beach and bluff erosion. coastal flooding

slope instability. wave uprush. and other coastal hazards. The magnitude and timing of these changes

are not precisely known. However. the trend is clear and the need to incorporate sea level rise issues
into coastal planning and permitting decisions is increasingly evident.
The original Coastal Land Use Plan contained some policies to protect coastal resources and address

coastal hazards. However. the County amended and expanded these policies in 2018 to specifically

reflect current science and protect new development. coastal resources, and public access consistent
with the Coastal Act.
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Sea Level Rise Projections

The National Research Council proiecied sea level rise through the end of this century in their 2012
publication “Sea Level Rise for the Coasts of California. Oregon, and Washington,” Santa Barbara
County refined the 2012 data for the county’s coastline, as described in the 2017 “Santa Barbara
County Sea Level Rise and Coastal Hazards Vulnerabilitv Assessment.” Table 1 shows the resulting
low, medium. and high sea level rise scenarios for the Santa Barbara County coastline,

Tahle 1. Sea Level Rise Projections for Santa Barbara County (inches

By 2030 0.04 33 10.2
By 2060 2.8 118 27.2
By 2100 10.6 30.7 60.2

Source: Santa Barbara County Sea Leved Rise and Coastal Hazards Vulnerability Assessment, July 2017,

The California Ocean Protection Council upndated the sea level rise projections in 2017 using the best
available science and modeling techniques. The California Natural Resources Agency used the updated
information to update the probabilistic projections jn its 2018 sea level rise guidance document.
Table 2 shows the updated sea level rise projections for the Santa Barbara tidal gauge area.

Table 2
Projected Sea Level Rise (inches) for the Santa Barbar

i

038 3.6 24-48 6.0 8.4

2060 10.8 72156 192 30.0

2100 -low, 14.4 7.2-24.0
emissions scenario
‘Zl‘ﬂﬁwhl h . 59 14.4-37.2
entissions scenario
Source:  California Natursl Resources Acency and California Ocean Protection Council, 2818, Stue of California Sea-Level Rise

Guidanice, 2018 Update.
Note: Before 2050, differences in sea-level rise proiections under different emissions scenarios are minor but they diverge

sienificantly past mid-century, Afer 2050, sea-level rise projections increasingly depend on the trajectoryv of greenhouse pas
emissions globally (low versus hish emissions scenarios),
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The updated sea level rise proiections in the Natural Resources Agency’s guidance document support
use of the “medium” sea level rise scenaric for apalyzing and permitting new development and
redevelopment. The “likely rance” of sea level rise identified in the Natural Resources Agency's
guidance document (Table 2) coincides with the “medium” scenario used in the County’s Sea Level
Rise and Coastal Hazards Vulnerability Assessment (Table 1), The “likely range” means that there is a
66% probability that sea level rise would fall between the range shown for each time period, Due to the
relatively low probability of the “hich” sea level rise scenario occurring. the County uses the
“medium” scenario to analyze potential hazards to future development projects.
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Sea Level Rise Coastal Hazard Sereenine Map

The Sea Level Rise Coastal Hazard Screening Map (Appendix 1) shows areas of the county coastiine
that are potentially subject to increased threats from sea level rise and coastal hagzards, where further
site-specific studv may be needed {o assess potential impacts. The Screening Map uses the “medium”
sea level rise scenarios by the vears 2030, 2060, and 2100. The low, medium, and high sea level rise
scenarios can be visually examined using the Coastal Resilience Mapning Portal available online
through the Planning and Development Department website,

The County will monitor measurable sea tevel rise locally and along the Pacific Coast as regional and
global climate changes occur. It will compare results of the sea level rise monitoring against the sea
level rise projections used in this LCP, and will update projections when needed. It will also update the
Screening Map using the best available science to show current and reasonably foreseeable future sea
jevel rise and coasta] hazards,

Coastal Hazard Setbacks

Coastal Act Section 30253 requires that new development “minimize risks to life and property in areas
of high geologic, flood, and fire harard.” New development and redevelopment in coastal hazard areas
must be located ouiside or set back from hazardous areas when possible, to minimize risks to life and
property. The required coastal hazard setbacks vary depending upon the anticipated lifetime of
development, Different tvpes of development have different anticipated lifetimes and, therefore,
different coastal hazard setbacks. For example, & coastal hazards analvsis for a new structure with an
anticipated lifetime of 75 vears shall evaluate the project site over 75 vears, including the range of
projected sea level rise over that period. Using that evaluation, the development would be set back or
designed to avoid coastal hazards over 75 vears (i.e., anticipated lifetime of development).

Shoreline Protective Devices

Shoreline protective devices include seawalls. revetiments, breakwaters, groins. and cliff retaining
walls. Shoreline protective devices vary in design and materials, ranging from the sirategic placement
of sand or rocks to vertical walls made of wood, concrete. or steel, They can provide some protection
development from short-term erosion and wave action but can also diminish public access to beaches,
affect the natural movement of sediments (e.o.. sand. silt, and gravel) along the coastline, and result in
the loss of coastal habitat and resources,

Shoreline protective devices impacts on beach areas and local shoreline sand supply generally include:

losing sand and beach area through the device’s phvsical encroachment on a beach, preventing new

beach formation in areas where the bluff/shoreline would have otherwise naturally eroded. and losing

sand-generating bluff/shoreline materials that would have entered the sand supply absent the shoreline
protective device. If such impacts cannot be avoided. they mav be mitigated through options such as
providing eguivalent new public access or recreational facilities or undertaking restoration of nearby

beach habitat.
3.3.3 POLICIES
Land Diivision

Policy 3-1: Subdivisions and lot line adjusiments in areas subiect to threats from sea level rise and
coastal hazards shall be limited as necessary to protect new development. coastal resources, and public

aceess,
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Sepwalls-and Bhoreline Structures-Shoreline Protection and Management

Poliey 3-2: The Countv shail collaboraie with the Beach Erosion Authority for Clean Oceans and
MNourishment {(BEACON). local coastal cities. relevant state and federal agencies. and nonprofit
organizations on shoreline management planning research and methods along the coastline of Santa
Barbara Countv, including beach erosion from sea level rise and possible sediment manasement
solutions.

Policy 3-3: The County will encourage and work with owners of property that is subject to threats
from sea level rise and coastal hazards to develop responses to such hazards with an emphasis on nop-
structural solutions, and prior 1o the development of emersency conditions. Where contiguous
properiies are subject to similar coastal hazards, property owners should be encouraged to develop a
coordinated response to the hazards.

P@MWMM—&%%%W@WWM@WW

Policy 3-4: Shoreline protective devices shall only be permitted when required to serve coastal-
dependent uses or protect existine principal structures or public beaches in danger from erosion, when
sited and designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply. and when
ne less environmentally damaging aliernative exists. Shoreline protective devices shall be sited to
avoid sensitive resources and adverse impacts on all coastal resources shall be mitigated to the
maximum extent feasible. For the purposes of this policv, “existing structure” means a structure {e.g..
residential dwelling, second residential unit. or public recreation facility) that was legally established
on or before [effective date of the proposed sea level rise/coastal hazard L.CP amendment]

Policy 3-35: To avoid the need for future protective devices that could impact sand movement and
supply, no permanent above-ground structures shall be permitted on the dry sandy beach except
facilities necessary for public health and safety, such as lifeguard towers, public access, such as
boardwalks, or where such restriction would cause the inverse condemnation of the pareel lot by the
County.

Sea Level Rise Coastal Hazard Areas

Policy 3-6: The Sea Level Rise Coastal Hazards Screening Map (Appendix 1) shall be used to identify
coastal areas that reaguire additional review and development standards to minimize threats from sea

level rise and coastal hazards.

Policy 3-7: Sea level rise along the Santa Barbara County coastline shall be monitored and reported
approximately every five vears, to compare modeled proiections against measurable changes in sea
level. The Sea Level Rise Coastal Hazards Screening Map may then be updated if monitoring results
and best available sea level rise hazard models provide evidence that an update is needed. The County
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may act on a Coastal Development Permid application in compliance with L.CP policies and standards.
ever if the Sea Level Rise Coastal Hazards Screening Map needs an update, but has not been updated
as of the time of action on the Coastal Development Permit application,

Policy 3-8: All new development and redevelopment within areas shown in the Sea Level Rise Coastal
Hazards Screening Map. shall be sited and designed to avoid existing or reasonably foreseeable future
threats from sea level rise and coastal hazards without reliance on shoreling protective devices over the
anticipated lifetime of the development. (Refer to Coastal Land Use Plan Policy 3-10) Utility
infrastruciure required for safe habitation (e.g.. water. sewer, and onsite wastewater treatment sysiems)
shall be set back at least the same distance as the new development or redevelopment to ensurg
nrovision of adequate services during the anticipated lifetime of the development,

Paoliey 3-9: Anv areas subject to existing or reasonably foreseeable future threats from sea level rise
and coastal havards that are not desienated on the map shall also be subject to the LCP policies and
standards,
Policy 3-18: Coastal hazard setbacks shall be determined using the following minimum anticipated
lifetimes:

a. Temporary structures, or moveable or expendabie construction (e.g.. irails, boardwalks, bike
racks, plavgrounds): 5 vears

Ancillary development or amenity structures {e.g., structures, shoreline restrooms); 25 vears,

|

. Mobile homes: 30 vears.

d. Residential or commercial structures or manufactured homes: 75 vears,

1

e. Critical infrastructure: 100 vears,

Policy 3-10: A legally permitted building or structure that does not conform to coastal resource
nrotection or coastal hazard standards or setbacks shall be considered a nonconforming building or
structure, Nonconforming buildings and structures must be brought into conformance with all LCP
policies and standards for new development when proposed development activities (e.g.
reconstruction, alterations, and additions) would replace 50 percent or _more of a nonconforming
building or structure. The definition of “redevelopment” in Appendix A, Definitions, establishes
standards for calculating this threshold,

Policy 3-12: Develonment within coastal hazard areas shall be removed and the affected area restored
at the applicant’s or propetty owner’s expense if

(1) The structures are designated as unsafe for occupation or use due to coastal hazards, or

(2) Essential services to the site can no longer feasibly be maintained (e.g.. utilities and roads).

Policy 3-13: Applicants or property owners receiving a Coastal Development Permit for development
subject to existing or reasonably foreseeable future threats from sea level rise or coastal hazards and
any related conditions of approval shall record a notice disclosing such threats and conditions.

Biuff and Dune Protection

Pohcy 3-414: WMWFWMW&&M
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“Gestepie-Stabitityof-Blofftep-Pevelopment{See—also-Polier—4S—regardingprotection—sf—~isunl
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All new development and redevelopment on biuff ton lots shall be sited landward of the minimum
bluff-edge setback requirement to avoid existing or reasonably foreseeable Tuture threats from sea level
rise and coastal hazards without reliance on shoreline protective devices over the anticipated fifetime
of the devetooment. (Refer to Coastal Land Use Plan Policy 3-10.} Utility infrastructure required for
safe habitation (e.g.. water, sewer, and onsite wastewater treatment systems) shall be set back from the
bluff edee 1o at least the same distance as the new development or redevelopment fo ensure provision
of adequate services during the anticipated lifetime of the development,

Policy 3-815: Within-the-Drought-tolerant vegetation shall be maintained seaward of the required bluff
edge setback, -dreughi-tolerant-vegetation-shal-be-maintained; using native plants and materials to the
maximum exient feasible. Grading as that may be required to establish proper_drainage este-install
landseapingand-minor-improvemenisy he-patios-and-fences-that-de-net-tmpaet-bloff stabilits may be
permitted. Surface water shall be directed away from the tep-efthe bluff top or be-handled-inamanner
satisfactory-managed to prevent damage to the bluff by surface and percolating water,

Poliev 3-16: The coastal bluff edge setback does not apply to development associated with passive
recreational uses {e.g.. siens, benches, and trails).

Policy 3-617: All new Ddevelopment and activity of any kind beyend landward of the required bluff
edge setback shall be constructed to insure that all surface and subsurface drainage shall not contribute
to the erosion of the bluff face or the stability of the bluff itself.

Policy 3-718: No new development shall be permitted on the bluff face, except for engineered
staircases or accessways to provide public beach access, and pipelines for scientific research or coastal
dependent industry, Drainpipes shall be aliowed only where no other less environmentally damaging
drain system is feasible and the drainpipes are designed and placed to minimize impacts to the bluff
face, toe, and beach. Drainage devices extending over the bluff face shall not be permitted if the
property can be drained away from the bluff face.

Policy 3-19: All new development and redevelopment adjacent to dunes shall be sited and designed to
prevent impacts to coastal resources, assure structural stability of the development. and avoid coastal
hazards over the anticipated lifetime of the development. Siting and design shall take into account the
anticipated extent of the landward migration of foredunes over the anticipated lifetime of the
development. This landward migration shall be determined based upon historic dune erosion, storm
damage, anticipated sea leve] rise, and foreseeable changes in sand supply.

Coastal Hazards Affecting Transportation Rescurces

Policy 3-20: The County shall consult with the California Department of Transportation to protect
public access to the coast and to minimize impacts of sea level risg on U.S. Highway 101, Areas that
will become regularly inundated by the ocean or are at risk of periodic inundation from storm surge
and sea level rise should be identified. A combination of structural and non-structural measures to
nrotect public access and use of Hishway 101 should be considered with a preference towards non-
structural solutions. unless the structural solutions are less environmentally damaging.

Policy 3-21: All new roads and road projects that require a Coastal Development Permit shall identify
existine and reasonably foreseeable future coastal hazards, including flooding, storm surge, and sea
level rise and shall consider alternatives and adaptation measures to minimize risk and avoid shoreline
protective devices over the anticipated lifetime of the project,
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Poliey 3-22: The County shall consult with the Union Pacific Railroad to protect public access to the
coast and to minimize current and future threats from sea level rise and coastal hazards on regional
railway lines. Areas that will become reeularly inundated by the ocean or are at risk of periodic
inundation from storm surge and sea leve] rise should be identifisd. A combination of structural and
non-structural measures to protect local and regional access and use of rallway transportation should be
considered with a preference towards non-structural solutions, unless the structural solutions are less

environmentally damaging,

3.3.4 HILLSIDE AND WATERSHED PROTECTION

Policies

Policy 3-3429: All new development shall be sited and designed to fit-the minimize alterine-alteration
of existing site topography. soils, geology, and hydrology, and any other existing conditions and be
oriented so that grading and other site preparation is kept to an absolute minimum. Natural features,
landforms, and native vegetation—such-as—trees; shall be preserved to the maximum extent feasible.

Areas of the site which are not suited for development because of known soil, geologie, flood, erosion,
or other hazards, including those associated with sea level rise. shall remain in open space.

Note: No changes are proposed to other policies in this section except renumbering of policies as
required.

3.4 VISUAL RESOURCES

3.4.3 POLICIES

Policy 4-5: In addition to that required for safety (see Policy 3-415), further bluff setbacks may be
required for oceanfront structures to minimize or avoid impacts on public views from the beach. Bluft-
top structures shall be located as far landward as needed setbackfrom-the-blufedgesuffietently-far 10
insure that the structure does not infringe on views from the beach except in arcas where existing
structures on both sides of the proposed structure already impact public views from the beach. In such
cases, the new structure shall be located no closer to the bluff’s edge than the adjacent structures,

3.6 INDUSTRIAL AND ENERGY DEVELOPMENT

Policy Emplementation

Policy 6-9: Applicants for oil and gas processing facilities shall prepare and keep updated emergency
response plans to address dealwith the potential consequences of hydrocarbon leaks, er-fires—these
. and facility impacts from increased coastal

flooding and erosion due to sea level rise. The County’s Office of Emergency Serviees-Coerdinator
Management and Fire Department shall review and. if found to be adequate. approve these emergency
response plans.

Pipelines

Policy 6-16: Fhe pPipelines shall be sited and constructed in such a manner as to inhibit erosion,
taking into account arcas subject to likely future erosion during the anticipated lifespan of the pipeline
as sea [evel rises,
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3.7 COASTAL ACCESS AND RECREATION

3.7.4 POLICIES
Policy 7-1: The County shall take all necessary steps to protect and defend the public’s constitutionally
guaranteed rights of access to and along the shoreline. At a minimurm, County actions shall include:
a. Initiating legal action to acquire casements to beaches and access corridors for which
prescriptive rights exist consistent with the availability of staff and funds;
b. Accepting offers of dedication which will increase opportunities for public access and
recreation consistent with the County’s ability to assume liability and maintenance costs;
c. Actively seeking other public or private agencies to accept offers of dedications, having them
assume liability and maintenance responsibilities, and allowing such agencies to inttiate legal
action to pursue beach access: and

d. Working with landowners to pursue new public access ways if existing easements or corridors
are lost or inaccessible due to sea level rise or other coastal hazards.

Policy 7-8: For unavoidable impacts to public access or recreation from new shoreline protection
devices or new development, mitigation of impacts through the addition of new public access,
recreation opportunities, visitor-serving accommodations, Coastal Trail segments, or payment of fees
to fund such improvements shall be required.

Poliey 7-9: New public access and public recreation uses and facilities {e.p.. overlooks. trails,
stairwavs and/or ramps. parks. visitor-serving accommodations) may be allowed provided that such
uses and facilities are consistent with all applicable LCP policies and standards, including those that do
not require shoreline protective devices and will not cause, expand, or accelerate instability of a bluff.

Policy 7-18: As County beach park development plans are updated, they shall incorporate measures to
adapt to sea level rise over time and provide for the long-term protection and provision of public
improvements, coastal access. public opportunities for coastal recreation, and coastal resources
including beach and shoreline habitat, Where feasible, any facilities that are removed or reduced
should be replaced at an appropriate location, to ensure public access and recreational resources are

protected and enhanced,

3.9 ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITAT AREAS
3.9.4 ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITAT AREA OVERLAY DESIGNATION

Habitat Type: Streams

Policy 9-37: The minimum buffer strip for major streams and their associated riparian vegetation in
rural areas, as defined by the land use plan, shali be presumptweiy 100 feet, and for streams and their
associated riparian vegetation in urban areas, 50 feet. These minimum buffers may be adpusted-upward
er-downward increased on a case-by-case basis when_necessary to prevent significant disruption of
habitat_values given site-specific evidence provided in a biological report prepared by a gualified
biologist. The minimum buffer strip may be decreased only to avoid precluding reasonable use of
property. The buffer strip shall be established based on an investigation of the following factors and
after consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game Wildlife and Regional Water
Quality Control Board in order to protect the biological productivity and water quality of streams:

1) Existing vegetation, soil type and stability of stream and riparian corridors;
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2) how surface water filters into the ground;
3) slope of the land on either side of the stream; and
4) location of the 100-year flood plain boundary=;

5) consistency with adopted plans, particularly biology and habitat policies: and

6) landscape-scale habitat connectivity.

Riparian vegetation shall be protected and shall be included in the buffer. Where riparian vegetation
has previously been removed, except for channelization. inconsistent with (1) any policies or other

applicable provisions of the LCP or (2) any provisions and conditions of existing. approved permits for

the subject lot. the buffer shall allewferthereestablishment-of riparian—egetation extend to #s-the
prior extent of the riparian vegetation to the greatest degree possible.

APPENDIX A: DEFINITIONS
CHAPTER 3 sk W
3.3 HAZARDS |

Bluff (or CIiff): A scarp or steep face of rock. weathered rock, - ’ ayy
sediment and/or soil resulting from erosion. faulting, folding or ‘ \
excavation of the land mass, with at least ten feet of vertical !
relief. (See Figure 1 below.) In the Coastal Zone, the toe of a

bluff is or may be subject to marine erosion. Figure 1.
Diagram of a Generalized Bluff

Bluff Edge: The upper termination of a bluff. cliff. or sea cliff. In cases where the top edge of the bluff

is rounded away from the face of the bluff, the bluff edge shall be defined as that point nearest the

bluff face bevond which the general gradient changes downward more or less continuously to the base
of the bluff. (See Figure 2 below.) In a case where there is a step-like feature at the top of the bluff, the

landward edge of the topmost riser shall be considered the bluff edge. (See Figure 3 below.) In cases
where bluffs are undercut, the most undercut portion shall be considered as the defined bluff edge. (See
Figure 4 below.) Artificial fill placed near the bluff edge, or extending over the bluff edge does not
alter the position of the bluff edge. (See Figure 5 below.) Where a coastal bluff curves landward to
become a canyon bluff, the termini of the coastal bluff edge shall be defined as a point reached by
bisecting the angle formed by a line coinciding with the general trend of the coastal bluff line along the
seaward face of the bluff, and a line coinciding with the general trend of the bluff line along the canyon

facing portion of the bluff. (See Figure 6 below.

Blufl

Bluff Edge Bluff Edge
(point where general gradient changes}

General Gf“fﬁe“‘
e

Step-like Feature ——————p.

Bluff

Figure 2. Rounded Bluff Edge Figure 3. Bluff Edge with Step-like Feature
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Bluff Edge

Bluff Edge

dien
el Gra _
Gmn“q'ma\ \il‘lt.( -

Artificial Fill

Blufi

Figure 5. Bluff Edge with Artificial Fill

Bisector

/—\_/_\ae‘d{

Ocean

Figure 6. Coastal Canyon Bluff Edge
Coastal Hazards: Natural hazards that affect the coastline, including but not limited to:

Coastal Erosion: Short- and long-term shoreline changes caused by erosion related to storm

events, wave action, currents, water, wind, or other natural events.

Coastal Flooding: Temporary flooding due to high water level events caused by one or more of

the following: high tides. storm surge (a rise above normal water level during storms). and sea

level rise.

Extreme Monthly Tidal Inundation: Routine tidal inundation expected at least once a month.

Sea level rise: Chanee in the mean sea level due to an increase in the volume of ocean water.

Wave run up: The maximum vertical extent of wave action on a beach or structure. above the
still water line.

Floodway and Floodway Fringe

The floodway is the channel of a stream, plus any adjacent flood plain area, that must be kept free of
encroachment in order that the 100-year flood be carried without substantial increase in flood height.
As minimum standards, the Federal Insurance Administration limits such increases in flood heights to
1.0 foot, provided that hazardous velocities are not produced.

The area between the floodway and the boundary of the 100-year flood is termed the floodway fringe.
The floodway fringe thus encompasses the portion of the flood plain that could be completely
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obstructed without increasing the water-surface elevation of the 100-year flood more than 1.6 foot at
any point,

Hillside

Hillsides are defined as lands with slopes exceeding twenty percent.

Princinal Structure: A structure in which is conducted the principal use of the iot on which it is
situated. In anv residential, agricultural or estate district, any dwelling shall be deemed to be the
nrincinal structure on the fot on which 1t is situated,

Redevelopment

Development that consists of alterations to an existing structure that resulis in either:

1. Replacement {e.o.. replacement. renovation or alteration) of 30 percent or more of the structural
components of exterior walls, roof framing, andfor foundation of an existing structure.
Replacement of less than 50 percent of the structural components of exterior walls. roof
framine, or foundation of an existing structure constitutes redevelopment when the proposed
improvements would cumulatively result in replacement of 50 percent or more of the
aforementioned structural components in a structure legally permitted on or before [effective
date of the proposed sea level rise/coastial hazard L.CP amendment]; or

2. Development that consists of any alteration to a structure, the cost of which equals 50 percent
or more of the market value of the structure before the start of construction. based on the
documented construction bid costs and either an appraisal by a professional property appraiser
or County assessor data based on current market values,

Shoreline Protective Devices

Constructed features such as seawalls, revetments, riprap. earthen berms, cave fills, and bulkheads that
block the landward retreat of the shoreline and are used to protect structures or other features from
erosion, waves, and other coastal hazards.

Watershed

Watersheds are defined as regions or areas drained by a network of surface or subsurface watercourses
and have the potential for impacts on coastal streams, wetlands, estuaries, and groundwater basins

through runoff and percolation.
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APPENDIX C: REFERENCES
SECTION 3.3: HAZARDS
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Level Rise Guidance.” 2018 Update.

State of California, South Central Regional Coastal Commission, Geology, April 1974,

State of California, Department of Navigation and Ocean Development, Assessment and Atlas of
Shoreline Erosion Along the California Coast, July 1977,

United States. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, Carpinteria Valley Watershed
Project - Draft Environmental Impact Statement, October 197

United States, Depariment of the Army, Corps of Engineers, Beach Erosion Study - Santa Barbara
County, May 1973.

United States, Department of Commerce, Office of Coastal Zone Management, Natural Hazard:
Management in Coastal Areas, November 1976,

United States, Department of Housing and Urban Development, Federal Insurance Administration,
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APPENDIX J: SEA LEVEL RISE COASTAL HAZARD SCREENING MAP

[See Next Pagel




W .
¢ ; SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY
s )
0 2,000 4,000 6,000 /
Feet /
Rancho /&% 3
Guadalupe /53
Dunes
County

Park W Miain St

Pt
Sal

Santa Barbara County Sea Level Rise
Coastal Hazard Screening Areas
Guadalupe Dunes / Pt. Sal Area
- Existing Condition
[ 2030
2060
2100
==a= County Boundary !
=== Coastal Zone Boundary <
Park or Reserve \
Vandenberg Air Force Base (Not in County Jurisdiction) \

Incorporated City (Not in County Jurisdiction) N
Note: This Screening Map is based on the *Medium” Sea Level Rise Scenario for each year.
My 9,218 SLR_LEP GuaeDunesPiSial_mesam

Vandenberg
Air Force Base




Sania Barbara County Sea Level Rise
Coastal Hazard Screening Areas
Vandenberg Coast

=

. Existing Condition
2030
2060
B 2100
Coastal Zone Boundary
Park or Reserve

Vandenberg Air Force Base
(Not in County Jurisdiction)

Mats Tha Scresneg e Meduet rar

0 2,000 4,000 8,000 12,000 16,000

[  Feet




W E
S
0 2,000 4,000 8,000 12,000
[

—_
c
K=l
=
3]
k=]
@D
=
=
-
2
€
=1
(=]
(&]
c
-
o 3
= I
-—o§
o &
m;
3

o o
o 5 5 a 8 T C




bl o o o AL 8 SO, 8L 8 e B . b

(uonolpsunr Aunog | joN) AllD pejelodioou]
BAISSaY JO Hied

fiepunog suoz |gjse0)

e}ajo
20199 tood P ™ e
000'sl 000t ooo's 000k 0007 O

sajdep s
. f x
e = m$a 0ele
_ Ssiard & 090z
| \ oeoz [
& ) f PR uopipuog Sunsia [N
ueyded |3
Mt youag ayjg E}9]|05) 0] EJOIAED
i { Lot et Y 7z sealy Buiuaalog piezeH |ejseon
J : z S asly |aA9T] eag fjuno9 eieqleg ejues
— a_ [} [,
1 i
H—L £ 10 )
s 15 /
: { g
anlosalg nes
{ a = el
)
Aied
oes
ElojATD),

\%T,_p

J |

Ipad ™ L

L L T
N R
™ L “N_ |
= =9 _d =
+ |




“reed y3a ) Cavag SUY PAY BIG SRR 41 U0 PAET L ey EUNIING L WO
1904 ™

(uonaipsunp Aunod uj 1oN) BlegIeg BIUES "O'N T o e 003 Booh b
(uonaipsunp Ajunog ul joN) Al pajesodioou)
s

y fepunog auoz |ejse0)
{ oole q M

0902 %

ocoz [

i : uolipuog Bunsixg I / SIA eS|
§ eieqieg EJUES O} EISIA BIS| )
* sealy Buluaaiog piezeH [ejseon f=

) asIy |aAa Bag fjuno eleqieg ejues

e




“ad (008 101 UNURST BVY (94271 95 LUMERIL #3 U0 BAVED W OV Bueeing Wl Mon

e gy e sjesg bueg) 1ead —
10su] JUfod Loy 0008 000's 000’y 000 000t O (uonoipsunr Aunod uljoN) AIg pajesodiodu)
" Aiepunog auoyz [BjseoD
% 0oLz
q M
0902
N
ocoz [
uonpuog Gunsixa [N
uosuly o} eiegieq ejuesg
sealy Bujuaslog piezeH |ejseon
asiy |aAaT eag AJuno) eleqleg ejueg
e (T
4 s puepswwng
uo. SF & d ; ..fflﬁ.w &
A - : . i
2 - L=
4“12\ L 4
ll// . J =
J\ i




LA

I7GEA-00000-60004 & 170ORD-00800-00015

Coastal Resiliency Project Local Coastal Program Amendment
Montecito Planning Commission Hearing of July 18, 2018
Exhibit 1 of Enclosure 2 - Page 24

All existing indices, section references, and figure and table numbers contained in the Coastal
Land Use Plan are hereby revised and renumbered as appropriate to reflect the revisions
enumerated above,

Except as amended by this Resolution, Chapter 3, The Resource Protection and Development
Policies, Appendix A, Definitions of the Coastal Land Use Plan, and Appendix C. References, as
well as all other components of the Coastal Land Use Plan, shall remain unchanged and shall
continue in full force and effect.

In compliance with Government Code Section 65356, the above described change is hereby
adopted as an amendment to the Coastal Land Use Plan of the Local Coastal Program and shall
take effect and be in force upon the date that it is certified by the Coastal Commission pursuant 1o
Public Resources Code Section 30514,

In compliance with Government Code Section 65357(a), the Clerk of the Board is hereby
directed to send copies of the documents amending the Coastal Land Use Plan of the Local
Coastal Program, including the diagrams and text, to all public entities specified in Government
Code Section 65352 and any other public entities that submitted comments on the amendment o
the Coastal Land Use Plan of the Local Coastal Program during its preparation.

In compliance with Government Code Section 65357(b), the Clerk of the Board is hereby
directed to make the documents amending the Coastal Land Use Plan of the Local Coastal
Program, including the diagrams and text, available to the public for inspection.

The Chair and the Clerk of this Board are hereby authorized and directed to sign and certify all
maps, documents, and other materials in accordance with this Resolution to reflect the above
described action by the Board.

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa
Rarbara, State of California, this day of , 2018 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

DAS WILLIAMS, CHAIR
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA

ATTEST:
MONA MIYASATO, COUNTY EXECUTIVE OFFICER
CLERK OF THE BOARD

By

Deputy Clerk
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APPROVED AS TO FORM:
MICHAEL C. GHIZZONI
COUNTY COUNSEL

By
Deputy County Counse]

GAGROURCOMP\Comp Plan Elements\Legishatiom\AD 321CAS\Adaptation\Coastal Resiliency ProjectiPhase 2 « CCC Grant
2015\Hearings\d - MPC_May 2018\uly | 8th Hearing Materials



EXHIBIT 2
ORBINANCE NG.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SANTA BARBARA COUNTY COASTAL ZONING ORDINANCE,
ARTICLE Il OF CHAPTER 35, ZONING, OF THE SANTA BARBARA COUNTY CODE BY AMENDING
DIVISION 1, IN GENERAL, DIVISION 2, DEFINITIONS, DIVISION 3, DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS,
DIVISION 5, OVERLAY DISTRICTS, DIVISION 7, GENERAL REGULATIONS, DIVISION 9, Ol AND
GAS FACILITIES, DIVISION 10, NONCONFORMING STRUCTURES AND USES, DIVISION 14,
PERMIT PROCEDURES, AND ADDING A NEW APPENDIX [, TO ADD OR MODIFY TEXT THAT
WOULD ALLOW THE COUNTY TO IMPLEMENT THE CORRESPONDING POLICY CHANGES INTHE
COASTAL LAND USE PLAN WITH REGARD TO THREATS FROM SEA LEVEL RISE AND COASTAL
HAZARDS,

Case MNo. 170RDB-00000-60015
The Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Barbara ordains as follows:
SECTION 1.

DMVISION 1, In General, of Article [I, the Santa Barbara County Coastal Zoning Ordinance, of Chapter 35,
Zoning, of the Santa Barbara County Code, is amended to add a new Section 35-51C, Economically Viable Use,
to read as follows:

Where full compliance with all LCP policies and standards, including setbacks for coastal hazards, would
nreclude all reasonable economic use of the property as a whole, the Countv, or California Coastal Commission
on_appeal, may allow the minimum economic use and/or development of the property necessary to avoid an
unconstitutional taking of private property without just compensation.

SECTION 2.

DIVISION 2, Definitions, of Article II, the Santa Barbara County Coastal Zoning Ordinance, of Chapter 35,
Zoning, of the Santa Barbara County Code, is amended to add the following definitions to Section 35-58,
Definitions, to read as follows:

Bluff (or CHED: A scarp or steep face of rock. weathered rock, sediment and/or soil resulting from erosion,
fanlting, folding or excavation of the land mass, with at least ten feet of vertical relief. (See Figure 1 below.) In
the Coastal Zone. the toe of a bluff is or may be subject to marine erosion.

2iuf sdpe
£ \'\
A
?;“- Tos of
bluff
i Bluff
{ e e
H

Figure 1. Diagram of a Generalized Bluff

Bluff Edge: The upper termination of a bluff, cliff, or sea chiff. In cases where the top edge of the biuff is
rounded away from the face of the bluff, the bluff edge shall be defined as that point nearest the bluff face
beyond which the general gradient changes downward more or less continuousty to the base of the bluff, (See
Ficure 2 below.) In a case where there is a step-like feature at the top of the biuff, the landward edge of the
topmost riser shall be considered the bluff edge. (See Figure 3 below.) In cases where bluffs are undercut, the
most undercut portion shall be considered as the defined bluff edge. (See Figure 4 below.) Artificial fil] placed
near the bluff edge. or extending over the bluff edge does not alter the position of the bluff edge. (See Figure 5
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below.) Where a coastal bluff curves landward to become a canyon bluff, the termini of the coastal bluff edge
shall be defined as a point reached by bisecting the angle formed by a line coinciding with the general trend of

the coastal bluff line along the seaward face of the bluff, and a line coinciding with the general trend of the bluff
line along the canyon facing portion of the bluff. (See Figure 6 below.

Bluff Edge Bluff Edge
{point where general gradient changes)

eneral G2 dient

4 topmost ‘_'_5":." -

Step-like Feature

Bluff

Figure 2. Rounded Bluff Edge Figure 3. Bluff Edge with Step-like Feature

Blulf Edge
Blulf Edge

agiento!

sl GF _
Gmm'\qi““ E“‘E( -

Artificial Fill

Bluff

Bluff

Terminus ol
Coastal Biuff Edge

Bisector

/F\/\m

Ocean

Figure 6. Coastal Canyon Bluff Edge
Coastal Hazards: Natural hazards that affect the coastline, including but not limited to:

Coastal Erosion: Short- and long-term shoreline changes caused by erosion related to storm events,
wave action. currents, water, wind, or other natural events.

Coastal Flooding: Temporary flooding due to high water level events caused by one or more of the
following: high tides. storm surge (a rise above normal water level during storms). and sea level rise.
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Extreme Monthly Tidal inundation: Routine tidal inundation expected at least once a month.

Sea level rise; Change in the mearn sea level due to an increase in the volume of ocean water.

Wave run un: The maximum vertical extent of wave action on a beach or structure, ahove the still water
line.

Redevelopment: Development that consists of alterations to an existing structure that results in either:

1. Replacement (e.o.. replacement, renovation or akteration) of 50 percent or more of the stuctural
components of exterior walls, roof framing, andfor foundation of an existing structure, Replacement of
less than 50 percent of the structural components_of exterior walls, roof framing, or foundation of an
existing structure constitutes redevelopment when the proposed improvements would cumulatively
result in replacement of 50 percent or more of the aforementioned structural componenis in a structure
legally established on or before [effective date of the proposed sea level rise/coastal hazard LCP

amendment]: or

Development that consists of any alteration to a structure, the cost of which equals 50 percent or more
of the market value of the structure before the start of construction. based on the decumented
construction bid costs and either an appraisal by a professional property appraiser or County assessor
data based on current market values.

i

Shoreline Protective Devices: Constructed features such as seawalls. revetments, riprap, earthen berms, cave
fiils. and bulk heads that block the landward retreat of the shoreline and are used to protect structures or other
features from waves. erosion. and other coastal hazards,

SECTION 3.

DIVISION 3, DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, of Article If, the Santa Barbara County Coastal Zoning
Ordinance, of Chapter 35, Zoning, of the Santa Barbara County Code, is amended fo change Section 35-59,
General, Section 35-61, Beach Development, and Section 35-67, Bluff Development and to add new
Section 35-68, Coastal Hazard Avreas, to read as follows:

Section 35-39. General.

3. The densities specified in the Land Use Plan are maximums and shall be reduced if it is determined that
such reduction is warranted by conditions specifically applicable to a site, such as topography;; geologic,
or flood, or fire hazards; coastal bluff or shoreline retreat: habitat areasi; or steep slopes. However,
densities may be increased for affordable housing projects provided such projects are found consistent
with all applicable policies and provisions of the local Coastal Program.

Note: No changes are proposed to other development standards in this section.

Section 35-61. Beach Development.

1.  To avoid the need for future shoreline protective devices that could impact sand movement and supply, no
permanent above-ground structures shall be permitted on the dry sandy beach except facilities necessary
for public health and safety, such as lifeguard towers, public access, such as boardwalks. or where such
restriction would cause the inverse condemnation of the lot by the County.

Note: No changes are proposed to other development standards in this section.

Section 35-67. Bluff and Dune Development.
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All new development and redevelopment on bluff top lots shall be sited landward of the mininum bluff-
adee sethback requirement to avold existing or reasonably foreseeable future threats from sea level rise and
coastal hazards without reliance on shorelim protective devices over the anticipated lifetime of the
development. (Refer to Coastal Land Use Plan Policy 3-10.) Usility infrastructure required for safe
habitation (e.e.. water. sewer, and onsite wastewater treatment systems) shati be set back from the bluff
edoe to at least the same distance as the new development or redevelopment (o ensure provision of
adequate services during the anticipated lifetime of the development.

Applications for development and redevelopment on biuff-top lots shall include a site-specific Coastal
Hazard and Wave Run-up Study prepared according to the requirements in Appendix [ (Technical
Guidelines for Preparation of a Coastal Hazard Report). The study_is subject to review and approval by
the County as part of the Coastal Development Permit application review process. When permitted,
development shall be subject to disclosure noticing per Section 35-68.8 and to_removal per
Section 35-68.7.

In addition to that required for safety, further bluff setbacks may be required for oceanfront structures to
minimize or avoid impacts on public views from the beach. Bluff-top structures shall be set-back-irom-the
bluff edge-sufficienthy-far located as far landward as needed to insure that the structure does not infringe
on views from the beach except in areas where existing structures on both sides of the proposed siructure
already impact public views from the beach. In such cases, the new structure shall be located no closer to
the bluff edge than the adjacent structures,

The coastal blulf edge setback does not apply to development associated with passive recreational uses
{e.z.. signs, benches, and trails).

Minor and/or ancillary development that does not require foundations or prading, does not impact bluff
stability, and can be readilv removed and/or relocated (e.g.. decks, fences. patios, and walkways) may be
permitted within the bluff edge setback area if consistent with the protection of coastal resources. The
minor andfor ancillary development shall be removed or relocated landward at the owner’s expense when
imminently threatened by coastal hazards, Shoreline protection devices are prohibited to protect these
minor and/or ancillary structures from bluff retreat and other coastal hazards.

Within-the-Drought-tolerant vegetation shail be maintained seaward of the required bluff edge sethack,

drought-tolerant-vegetation-shath-be-matntained; using native plants and materials to the maximum extent
feasible. Grading as that may be required to establish proper drainage erte-instal-landseaping,-and-miner
WWWMMM stability; may be permitted. Surface water
shall be directed away from the tep-efthe bluff fop or be-handled-in-a-manner-satisfactory-managed to

prevent damage to the bluff by surface and percolating water.

Development and activity of any kind beyend landward of the required bluff_edge setback shall be
constructed to ensure that all surface and subsurface drainage shall not contribute to the erosion of the

biuff face or the stability of the bluff itself.

No new development shall be permiited on the bluff face, except for engineered staircases or accessways
to provide public beach access, and pipelines for scientific research or coastal dependent industry.
Drainpipes shall be allowed only where no other less environmentally damaging drain system is feasible
and the drainpipes are designed and placed to minimize impacts to the bluff face, toe, and beach. Drainage
devices extending over the bluff face shall not be permitted if the property can be drained away from the
bluff face.

All new development and redevelopment adiacent to dunes shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts
to coastal resources, assure structural stability of the deveiopment, and avoid coastal hazards over the

anticipated lifetime of the development. Siting and design shall take into account the anticipated extent of
the landward mieration of foredunes over the anticipated lifetime of the development. This landward

migration shall be determined based upon historic dune erosion. storm damage, anticipated sea level rise,
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and foreseeable chanees in sand supply. When permitted, development shall be subject to disclosue
noticing per Section 35-68.8 and to removal per Section 35-68.7.

Applications for develonment or redevelonment adiacent to dunes shall include a site-specific Coastal
Hazard and Wave Run-un Studv prepared according to the applicable requirements in Appendix |
{Technical Guidelines for Preparation of a Coastal Hazard Report). The study is subiect 1o review and
approval by the County as part of the Coastal Development Permit application review process.

Sectipn 35-68. Coastel Harard Areas

oo

Ji

[

&

-

The Sea Level Rise Coastal Hazards Screening Man {Appendix J to the Coastal Land Use Plan) shall be
used to identify coastal areas that require additional review and development standards to minimize threats
from sea level rise and coastal hazards,

Anv areas subject to existine or reasonably foreseeable threats from sea level rise and coastal hazards that
are not desienated on the Sea Level Rise Coastal Hazard Screening Map shall alse be subject to LCP

policies and standards, Where the physical extent of a coastal hazard on the project site is different than

those indicated on the Man. the Coastal Development Permit application shall explain the physical extent
of the coastal hazard,

The County may act on a Coastal Development Permit application in compliance with LCP policies and

standards. even if the Sea Level Rise Coastal Hazards Screening Map needs an update. but has not been

updated as of the time of action on the Coastal Development Permit application.

All new development and redevelopment within areas shown in the Sea Level Rise Coastal Hazards
Screenine Map. shall be sited and desiened to avoid existine or reasonably foreseeable future threats from
sea level rise and coastal hazards without reliance an shoreline protective devices over the anticipated
lifetime of the development, (Refer to Coastal Land Use Plan Policy 3-10.) Utility infrastructure required
for safe habitation (e.g.. water, sewer. and onsite wastewater treatment systems) shali be set back at least
the same distance as the new development or redevelopment to ensure provision of adequate services
during the anticipated lifetime of the development,

Applications for development and redevelopment within coastal hazard areas shown on the Sea Level Rise
Coastal Hazards Screening Map shall be evaluated for potential coastal hazards at the site, based on all
readily available information and best available science. The initial site visit shall be conducied by a
qualified professional hired by the applicant or property owner and shall result in a site visit report, If the
initial evaluation determines that the proposed development may be subject to coastal hazards over its
anticipated lifetime. a site-specific Coastal Hazard and Wave Run-up Study shall be prepared according to
the recuirements in Appendix I (Technical Guidelines for Preparation of a Coastal Hazard Report). The
initial evaluation and/or study shall be subject to review and approval by the County as part of the Coastal

Development Permit application review process.

Minor and/or ancillarv development that does not require foundations or gradine, does not impact beach,
dune or other coastal resource stability. and can be readily removed and/or relocated (e.g,. decks, fences,
patios. and walkways) mav be permitted within the coastal hazard setback areas if consistent with the
nrotection of coastal resources. The minor and/or ancillary development shatl be removed or relocated
landward at the owner's expense when imminentlv_threatened by coastal hazards. Shoreline protection
devices are prohibited to protect these minor and/or ancillary structures from erosion. flooding, and other

coastal hazards.

Coastal Development Permits for new development and redevelopment within coastal hazard areas shall
be conditioned to require that the permitted development will be removed and the affected area restored at

the anplicant’s or property owner’s expense ift

a)  The structures are designated as unsafe for occupation due to coastal hazards, or

b)  Essential services to the site can no longer feasibly be maintained (e.g.. utilities and roads).
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The permit shatl alse specify that in the event that poriions of the development fall to the beach or ocean
before they are removed/relocated, the property owner will remove all recoverable debris associated with
the development from the bluffs and ocean and lawfuliv dispose of the material in_an approved disposal
site, after acquiring a Coastal Development Permit for such removal,

Prior to issuance of a Coastal Develooment Permit for new development or redevelopment in areas subject
to existing or reasonably foreseeable threats from sea jevel rise and coastal hazards. applicants or property
owners shall record a Notice to Property Owner (INTPO). The NTPO shall notify current and future
properiy owners of the: (1) conditions of approval of the Coastal Development Permit that avthorized the
new development or redevelopment; and (2) existing and reasonably foreseeable threats from sea level
rise and coastal hazards, including accelerated coastal bluff retreal, erosion, wave run up. and
flooding/inundation and the resulis of any site-specific analysis thereof,

SECTION 4,

DIVISION §, Overlay Districts of Article [1, the Santa Barbara County Coastal Zoning Ordinance, of Chapter
15, Zoning, of the Santa Barbara County Code, is amended to change Section 35-97.19, Development Siandards
for Stream Habitats, to read as follows:

Section 35-97.13 Development Standards for Siream Habitals,

L.

The minimum buffer strip for streams_and their associated riparian vegetation in rural areas, as defined by
the Coastal Land Use Plan, shall be pxesumpuvely 100 feet, and for streams and their assogciated riparian
vegetation in urban areas, 50 feet. These minimum buffers may be adjﬁ&téd—ﬁf%ﬂfé—-@f—é&%ﬂ%‘ﬁi’é
increased on a case-by-case basis when necessary to prevent significant disruption of habitat values given
site-specific_evidence provided by a biological report prepared by a qualified biologist. The minimum
buffer strip may be decreased only to avoid precluding reasonable use of property. The buffer strip shall
be established based on an investigation of the following factors and after consultation with the California
Department of Fish and Game Wildlife and California Regional Water Quality Contro! Board in order to
protect the biological productivity and water quality of streams:

a.  Existing vegetation, Ssoil type and stability of stream aud riparian corridors.

b.  How surface water filters into the ground.
c.  Slope of land on either side of the stream.
d.  Loeation of the 100-year flood plain boundary,

e, Consistency with adopted plans, particularly biology and habitat policies.

f, Landscape-scale habital connectivity,

Riparian vegetation shall be protected and shall be included in the buffer. Where riparian vegetation has
previously been removed, except for channelization, inconsistent with (1) any policies or other applicable
provisions of the LCP or (2) any provisions and conditions of existing. approved permits for the subject

Iot, the buffer shall allow for the re-establishment of riparian vegetation to it’s the prior extent of the

riparian vegetation, to the greatest degree possible.

SECTION 5.

DIVISION 7, General Regulations of Article I, the Santa Barbara County Coastal Zoning Ordinance, of
Chapter 35, Zoning, of the Santa Barbara County Code, is amended to change Section 35-130, Subdivision of
L.and, to read as follows:

1.

In order to obtain approval for a division of land, the subdivider shail demonstrate that adequate water is
available to serve the newly created lots except for lots to be designated as "Not A Building Site” on the
recorded subdiviston or parcel map.
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As a requirement for approval of any proposed land division of agricultural land designated as AG-I or
AG-11, the County shail make & finding that the long-term agricultural productivity of the land will not be
dirmtinished by the proposed division.

Subdivisions and lot line adjustments in areas subjeci 1 threats from sea level rise and coastel hazards
shall be limited as necessary to protect new deveiopment, coastal resources, and public access. New lois
shall be allowed onlv ift (1) the new loi(s) would be permanently protected for open space, public access,
or ether similar purposes consistent with the LCP, or 2) the new lot(s) each contain a buildable area in
which development on new lots would comply with all applicable LCP hazard policies and standards

a2l

SECTION 6.

DIVISION 9, Oil and Gas Facilities of Article 11, the Santa Barbara County Coastal Zoning Ordinance, of
Chapter 35, Zoning, of the Santa Barbara County Code, is amended to change Section 35-154, Onshore
Processing Facilities Necessary or Related to Offshore Oif and Gas Development, to read as follows:

3. Processing. No permits for development including grading shall be issued except in conformance with an
approved Final Development Plan, as provided in Section 35-174 (Development Plans), and with Section
35-169 {Coastal Development Permits), and with the specific findings required by Public Code Section
30260, In addition to the other information required under Section 35-174 (Development Plans), the
following information must be filed with a Preliminary or Final Development Plan application.

a. An updated emergency response plan to address deab-with potential consequences and actions to be
taken in the eveni of hydrocarbon leaks, er fires, and facility impacts from mcreased coastal
flooding and erosion due to sea level rise. The : : - d
The County's Office of Emergency Services G@@Fém&%&i- and Fire Departmem shaii review and if
found to be adequate, approve these emergency response pians.

b. A phasing plan for the staging of development which includes the estimated timetable for project
construction, operation, completion, and abandonment, as well as location and amount of land
reserved for future expansion.

SECTION 7.

DIVISION 10, Nonconforming Structures and Uses of Article II, the Santa Barbara County Coastal Zoning
Ordinance, of Chapter 35, Zoning, of the Santa Barbara County Code, is amended fo change Section 35-162,
Nonconforming Buildings and Structures, to read as follows:

Section 35-162. Nonconforming Buildings and Structures.

If a building or structure is conforming as to use but nonconforming as to setbacks, height, lot coverage, or other
requirements concerning the building or siructure, such structure may remain as long as it is otherwise lawful,
subject to the following regulations. Nonconforming buildings and structures include. but are not limited to.

buildings and structures that do not comply with the coastal hazard standards or setbacks required for new

development and redevelopment in Section 35-67 (Bluff and Dune Development) and Section 35-68 {Coastal

Hazard Areas).

1. Structural change, enlargement, or extension.

a. Enlargements or extensions allowed in limited circumstances.

1) Except as listed below or otherwise provided in this Article, a nonconforming structure shall not
be enlarged, extended, moved, or structurally altered unless the enlargement, extension, ete.,
complies with the height, [ot coverage, setback, and other requirements of this Article.

2y Allowed structural alterations.
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Seismic retrofits aliowed. Seismic retrofits as defined in Section 3538 (Definitions)

and in compliance with Section 33-169.2 (Applicability) may be allowed but shall be

limited exclusively to compliance with earthquake safety standards and other applicable

Building Code requirements, including State law (e.g., Title 24, California Code of

Regulations).

) Subsection 1.2.2)a). above, shall not apply if a structure is_nonconforming as to
coastal hazard standards or setbacks and the proposed seismic retrofils gualify as
redevelopment, Such_seismic retrofits shall comply with all LCP policies and
standards.

Normal maintenance and repair. Normal maintenance and repair may occur provided
no structural alterations are made.

Historical landmarks. A structure that has been declared to be a historical landmark in
compliance with a resolution of the Board may be enlarged, extended, reconstructed,
relocated, and/or structurally altered provided the County Historical Landmarks
Advisory Commission has reviewed and approved the proposed structural alterations
and has determined that the proposed structural alterations will help to preserve and
maintain the landmark in the long-erm. However, such a structure shall not be
enlarged, extended, reconstructed, relocated, and/or structurally altered if the
nonconforming structure is inconsistent with any coastal resource protection policies of
the L.CP {regardless of historic status).

iy Subsection La.2)c). above. shall not apply if a structure is nonconforming as to

coastal hazard standards or setbacks and the proposed alterations would enlarge or

extend the exterior or qualify as redevelopment. Such alterations shall comply with
all LCP polictes and standards,

Conforming residential uses and residential accessory uses. A nonconforming
structure that is devoted to a conforming residential use or that is normally or
historically accessory to the primary residential use may be structurally altered in a
manner that is not otherwise allowed in compliance with Subsection l.a.1), above,
provided that the alteration does not result in a structure that extends beyond the
existing exterior, and, for structures that are 50 years old or greater, the Director
determines that the alteration will not result in a detrimental effect on any potential
historical significance of the structure. However, such a structural alteration to a
nonconforming structure shall be prohibited if the nonconforming structure and/or the
structural alterations are inconsistent with any LCP coastal resource protection policies,

i Subsection 1.a.21d), above. shall not apply if a structure is nonconforming as to
coastal hazard standards_and setbacks and the proposed alterations gualify as
redevelopment. Such alterations shall comply with all LCP policies and

standards.

Reasonzble accommodation. Reasonable accommmodation in compliance with Section
35-144 (Reasonable Accommodation) may be allowed fo remove barriers to fair
housing opportunities for individuals with disabilities.

D Subsection 1.a.2)e), above. shall not apply if a structure is nonconforming as to
coastal hazard standards and setbacks and the proposed alterations gualify as
redevelopment. Such improvements shall comply with all LCP policies and

standards,

Structures threatened by coastal flopding. Elevating a nonconforming single or
multiple-family dwelling and/or associated residential accessory structure to a required
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or_desired flood protection elevation, as determined by the County Flood Control
District. may be allowed pursuant to Subsection i.a.2)d), above,

Accessory living quarters. No fiving quarters may be extended into an accessory structure located
in the required front, side, or rear setbacks by any addition or eniargement.

Loss of nonconforming status,

1} An existing nonconforming structure that is enlarged, extended, moved, reconstructed, or
structuratly altered in violation of Subsection 1.a, above, shall no longer be considered to be
nonconforming and the rights fo continue the nonconforming structure shali terminate unless
the enlargement, extension, moving, reconstruction, or structural alteration is specifically
allowed by this Article,

2)  If the righis to continue the nonconforming structure are terminaled then the structure shall
gither be demolished or altered so that the structure may be considered a conforming
structure, Fatiure by the owner to either demolish the structure or alter the structure so that it
may be considered a conforming structure shail be considered a violation of this Article and
subject to enforcement and penalties in compliance with Section 35185 (Enforcement, Legal
Procedures, and Penalties).

2.  Damage. Except for a structure that is nonconforming as to_coastal hazard standards and setbacks. tFhe
purpose of this section is to identify the standards for allowing the restoration or reconstruction of a
nonconforming structure that is damaged by fire, flood, earthquake or other naturai disaster ...

3. Damage in coastal hazard areas. The purpose of this section Is to identify the standards for allowing the
restoration_or reconstruction of a_structure that is nonconforming as to coastal harzard standards or
setbacks and is damaged by fire, flood, earthguake or other natural disaster.

a. A nonconforming structure damaged by fire. flood. earthquake, or other natural disaster may be
restored or reconstructed to the same or lesser size in the same general footprint location. provided
the restoration or reconstruction does not qualify as redevelopment.

b.  Any restoration or reconstruction that qualifies as redevelopment shaill comply with all applicable
LCP policies and standards.

¢.  The restoration or reconstruction permitted above shall commence within 24 months of the time of
damage and be diligently carried to completion. If the restoration or reconstruction of such building
or structure does not commence within 24 months_it shall not be restored or reconstructed except in
conformity with all applicable LCP policies and standards.

SECTION 8.

DIVISION 11, Permit Procedures, of Asticle i, the Santa Barbara County Coastal Zoning Ordinance, of
Chapter 35, Zoning, of the Santa Barbara County Code, is amended to change Section 35-172.13.3, Conditional
Use Permits, Additional Requirements, Seawalls and Shoreline Structures, to read as foliows:

3. Seawalls-and-Shereline-Structures-Shoreline Protective Devices,

For purposes of this section. “existing principal structure” means a principal structure {e.g.. residential dwelling.

second residential unit, or public recreation facility) that was legally established on or before feffective date of

the proposed sea level rise/coastal hazard L.CP amendment].

a.

Shoreline protective devices shall only be permitted when required to serve coastal-dependent uses.
protect existing principal structures or protect public beaches in danger from erosion, when designed
to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply, and when there is no less
environmentally damaging alternative. Shoreline protective devices shall be sited to avoid sensitive
resources, if feasible, and adverse impacts on all coastal resources shall be mitigated. Seawalls-shall

not-be-permitiedunless—the-County—has-determined—that-there-are-no-otherless—environmentatly
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degree-possible;-natural-landforms—Adequate-provision-for-lateral-beach-aecess-shall - be-made-and-the
project-shall-be-desisned-to-minimize-visual-impaets-by-the-use-of-appropriate-colors-and-malerials-

b, Shoreline protective devices shall meet the following standards:

1

2

e

=

[

22 e

No other feasible, less environmenially damaging alternative exists, including but not limited io
relocation of the threatensed development. beach nourishment, non-structural drainage and
native landscape improvements, or other similar non-struciural options.

Non-structural ootions (e.z. dune or bluff revegetation or beach nourishment) shail be
prioritized over other nrotection methods. Where non-structural options are not feasible, soft
protection methods (e.g.. sand bapgs or revetments that are combined with dune restoration) shall
be used and prioritized before any more significant hard shoreling protective devices (including,
but not limited to. seawalls, reveiments, breakwaters, groins, bluff retention devices. etc.} are
permitted.

Landscape-scale solutions on a larser geographic basis are prioritized over single-lot shoreling
nrotective devices,

The nproposed shoreline protective device shall be sited and designed to eliminate or mitigate
adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply. and to avoid other coastal resource impacts o
the maximum extent feasible,

The design and construction shall preserve natural landforms and be visually subordinate to the
natural character of the shoreline,

The proposed shoreline protective device shall not result in the loss of public trust tands,

Adequate lateral beach access is included where feasible.

Colors, materials, and designs shall minimize visual impacts.

c. At a minimum, Coastal Development Permits for shoreline protective devices shall include conditions

of approval that require the following:

n

2)

3)

Mitization if avoidance of adverse impacts to shoreline sand supply, public access, biclogical
resources, or other coastal resources is infeasible.

Removal at such time as the existing siructure. public beach. or use requiring protection is
removed. redeveloped, ceases to exist, or the protection device is no longer needed for its

permitied purpose. whichever comes first.

Recordation of a Notice to Property Owner (NTPO) to notify current and future property
owners that the public trust boundary couid move inland as a result of coastal forces including
sea level rise such that the device, or portion of it, is no longer located on private property, and
at which point the device or portion of it that is on public trust land will no Jonger be authorized
pursuant to the County’s coastal development permit. Any portion of the development on public
iand may then have to be removed or properly permitted by the Coastal Commission and either
State Lands Commission or other trustee agency of the public tidelands, who may deny the
permit(s) if the development substantially interferes with public frust uses of the land or is
otherwise not in accordance with law.
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d—evermentspronselff retaining walls;-pipelines-and-sutfalis,and-othersuch-construstionthat-may

alter-satwal-shorotine-processes-shall-be-permitted-when-designed-to-ehiminate-er-mitigate-advarse
impascts-on-toealshoreline-sand supply-and-so-as-net-te-bleclelateral-beachnecess:

SECTIONS.

The Appendices to the Santa Barbara County Coastal Zoning Ordinance, of Chapter 35, Zoning, of the Santa
Barbara County Code, are amended to add a new Appendix [, Technical Guidelines for Preparation of a Coastal
Hazard Report, to read as follows:

APPENDIX I: TECHNICAL GUIDELINES FOR PREPARATION OF A COASTAL HAZARD REPORT

The following minimum requirements and guidelines are intended to clarify and assist with the preparation of' a

Coastal Hazard Report for beachfront and bluff-top development. This appendix also includes the methodology

for calculating a site-specific bluff edge setback and preparing a wave run-up study,

1. Sea Level Rise Projection Information.

The Sea Level Rise Coastal Hazard Screeping Map (Appendix J fo the Coastal Land Use Plan) shows

areas of the county coastline that are potentially subject to increased threats from sea level rise and

coastal harzards, where further site-specific study may be needed to assess potential impacts. The

Screening Map shows the “medium™ sea level rise scenario possibie by the vears 2030, 2060, and 2100,

hased on proijections described in the County’s 2017 “Sea Level Rise and Coastal Hazards Vulnerability

Assessment.” Table 1-1 below shows the the medium sea level rise scenario, as well as the jow and high

scenarios. All three scenarios can be visually examined using the Coastal Resilience Mapping Portal

available online through the Planning and Development Department website.

By 2030 0.04 3.2 10.2
By 2060 28 1.8 272
By 2100 106 30,7 60.2

Source: Santa Barbara County Sea Level Rise and Coastal Hazards Vulnerability Assessment. July 2017,

2. Methodology for Caleulating a Biuff Edge Setback:

(&)

{dentify bluff edee consistent with the Article [I definition of “bluff edge.”

(b) Determine a slope stability setback. Evaluate the stability of the bluff, If the slope exhibits a factor of

(©)

safety of less than 1.5 for the static condition or 1.1 for the psuedostatic condition, then a “slope
stability buffer” shall be established landward of the bluff edge. The slope stability buffer is the line
landward of the biuff edee where the minimum factor of safety (1.5 static and 1.1 psuedostatic} can be
met. When determining the slope stability_buffer, the minimum factor of safety shall be achieved
without the use of new or existing slope or shoreline protection devices.

Determine the bluff erosion setback. A site-specific evaluation of the long-term bluff retreat rate at the

site shall be conducted that considers not only historical bluff retreat data, but also acceleration of
bluff retreat proiected to occur under continued and accelerated sea level rise_and any known site-
specific conditions. The eeologic evaluation must include the total scope of development (e.g.,
oroposed grading, buildings. structures, landscaping, and associated irrigation). Such an ¢valuation
shall be used to determine the distance from the bluff edge (or from the slope stability buffer line if




s

17GPA-80000-00004 & 17ORD-G0000-00613

Coastal Resiliency Project Local Coastal Program Amendment
Moutecito Planning Commission Hearing of July 1§, 2018
Exhibit 2 of Enclosure 2 - Page 12

applicable) that the biuff might reasonably be expected to erode over the anticipated lifetime of the
struciure {refer to Coastal Land Use Plan Policy 3-10). factoring in sea level rise using the current best
available science, and without the use of new or existing slope or shoreline protection devices.
Analvsis of the effect of sea level rise on erosion rate shall use the best available science and include
an examination of the “medium” amount of the sea fevel rise expected over the anticipated lifetime of
the development. Historic erosion rates can be determined by examination of historic records, survevs,
aerial photographs, studies. or other evidence showing the location of the bluff edge through time, A
minimum of 50 vears” worth of historic data s generallv used fo evaluate historic erosion rates, but a
preater time period mayv be warranted if the shoreline has changed dramaticallv due to natural forces

or development,

() Determine the bluff edee setback by adding the slope stability and biuff erosion setback distances.
Development shall be setback from the bluff edge the distunce needed to; ensure siope stability (the
slope stability setback): ensure the development is not endangered by _erosion (the bluff erosion
setback): and avoid the need for nrotective devices during the lifetime of the structure,

Guidelines and Minimum Reguirements for Preparation of a Coastal Hazard Report and Wave Run-up
Study for Bluffiop Properties:

A site-specific Coastal Hazard and Wave Run-up Study shall be required that is prepared by a gualified
California licensed eneineer with expertise in coastal processes. At a minimum. the Coastal Hazard and
Wave Run-up Study shall examine the “medium” scenario of projscied ses level rise gver the expected
lifetime of the structure using the current best available science, The conditions that shall be considered in
the hazard evaluation are: a seasonally sroded beach combined with erosion over the lifetime of the
structure, excluding the effects of anv existing shoreline protective device: hieh tide conditions, combined
with proiections for sea level rise for the lifetime of the structure; and storm waves from a 100-vear event,
The studv shall provide maps and profiles that identify these conditions. as well as recommendations and
alternatives to avoid, and if avoidance is not feasible. minimize, identified coastal hazards over the
expected lifetime of the structure. The study shall identify unavoidable coastal resource impacts and
appropriate mitizgation measures. Stadies shall include an assessment of the availability of and potential
risks to services to the site. including risks to public or private roads. stormwater management, water,

sewer. electricity. and other utilities over the lifetime of the development, considering sea level rise.
Coastal Hazard Reports shall include analysis of the physical impacts from coastal hazards and sea level

rise that might constrain the project site and/or impact the proposed development. Reports should address
and demonstrate the site hazards and effects of the pronosed development on coastal resources. including

discussion. maps, profiles and/or other relevant information that describe the following:

a. Current conditions af the site, including the gurrent:
« tidal range, referenced to an identified vertical datum

«  intertidal zone
» inland extent of flooding and wave run-up associated with exireme tidal conditions and storm events

= beach erosion rates. both lone-term and seasonal variability

s bluff erosion rates. both long-term and episodic

b. Projected future conditions at the site. accounting for sea level rise over the anticipated lifetime of the

development. including the future:
+  Shoreline, dune, or bluff edge. accounting for long-term erosion and assuming an increase in

erpsion from sea level rise

+ intertidal zone
+ inland extent of flooding and wave run-up associated with both storm and non-storm conditions
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¢. Safetv of the proposed structure to current and nrojecied future coastal hazards, including:

»  ldentification of a building envelope on the site that avoids hazards

« ldentification of options o minimize harzards if no building envelope exists that would allow
avoidance of hazards

= Analvsis of the adeguacy of the proposed building/foundation design to ensure stability of the
development relative to_expected wave run-up. flocding and groundwater inundation for the
anticipated iifetime of the development in both storm and non-sionn conditions

+  Description of any proposed future sea level rise adapiation measures, such as incremental removal
or relocation when tueatened by coastal hazards

d. Discussion of the study and assumptions used in the analvsis including a description of the caleulations
used to determine long-term erosion impacts and the elevation and inland extent of current and future
floeding and wave runup,

e, For bluffton development, the report shall include a detailed analvsis of erosion risks, including the
following:

«  To examine risks from erosion, the predicied bluff edge, shoreline position. or dune profile shall be
svaluated considering not only historical retreal, but also acceleration of retreat due to continued
and accelerated sea level rise and other ¢limatic impacts. Future long-term erosion rates should be
based upon the best available information. using resources such as the highest historic retreat rates,
sea level rise model flood projections, or shoreline/bluff/dune change models that take rising sea
levels into_account, Additionally, sroposals for bluffiop development shall include a quantitative
slope stabilitv analysis demonsirating a minimum factor of safety against sliding of 1.5 (stati¢) and
1.1 {pseudostatic. k=0.15 or deiermined throush a guantitative slope stability analysis by a
geotechnical engineer). whereby safety and stability must be demonstrated for the predicted position
of the bluff and bluff edge following bluff recession over the identified project lifetime, without the
need for caissons or other protective devices. The anajvsis should consider impacts both with and
without any existing shoreline protective devices,

The “medium” sea level rise scenario shall be examined to understand potfential impacts that may occur
throughout the anticipated lifetime of the development. At & minimum, flood risk over the anticipated
lifetirne of the development should be examined. Additionally. the analysis should consider the frequency
of future flooding impacts {e.g., daily impacts versus flooding from extreme storms only) and describe the
extent to which the proposed development would be able to avoid. minimize, and/or withstand impacts

from such occurrences of flooding, Studies should describe adaptation strategies that reduce hazard risks

and neither create nor add to impacts on existing coastal resources and that could be incorporated into the
development.

4. Guidelines and Minimum Reguirements for Preparation of a Coastal Hazard Report and Wave Run-Up
Study for Beachfront Properties;

A site-specific Coastal Harard and Wave Run-up Study shall be required that is prepared by a2 qualified
California licensed engineer with expertise in coastal processes. At a minimum, the Coastal Hazard and
Wave Run-up Study shall examine the projected sea level rise under the “medium” scenario, over the
expected lifetime of the structure. using the current best available science. The conditions that shall be
considered in the hazard evaluation are: a seasonally eroded beach combined with erosion over the
lifetime of the structure. excluding the effects of any existing shoreline protective device; high tide
conditions. combined with projections for sea level rise for the lifetime of the structure: and storm waves
from a 100-vear event, The study shall provide maps_ and profiles that identify these conditions as well as
recommendations and alternatives to avoid. and if avoidance is not feasible, minimize, identified coastal
hazards over the expected lifetime of the structure. The study shall identify unaveidable coastal resource
impacts and appropriate mitigation measures. Studies shall include an assessment of the availability of and
potential risks to services to the site. including risks to public or private roads. stormwatetr management,
water, sewer, electricity, and other utilities over the lifetime of the development. considering sea level rise.
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Coastal Hazard and Wave Run-Up Studies shall include analvsis of the physical impacis from coastal
hazards and sea level rise that might constrain the project site and/or impact the proposed development.
Studies should address and demonstraie the site hazards and effects of the proposed development on
coastal resources. including discussion. maps. profiles and/or other relevant information that describe the

following:

a, Current conditions at the site, including the current;
+  tidal ranpe, referenced to an identified vertical datum
= intertidal zone
+ inland extent of flooding and wave run-up associated with extreme tidal conditigns and storm events
= beach erosion rates. both long-term and seasonal variability
»  bluff erosion rales. both long-term and episodic

b. Proiected future conditions at the site. accounting for sea level rise over the anticipated lifetime of the
development, including the future:
= shoreline. dune. or bluff edge. accounting for long-term erosion and assuming an increase in erosion
from sea level rige
+ intertidal zone

+  inland extent of flooding and wave run-up associated with both storm and nen-storm conditions

c. Safety of the proposed structure o current and projected future coastal hazards, including:

«  Identification of a building envelope on the site that avoids hazards

+  Identification of options to minimize hazards if no building envelope exists that would allow
avoidance of hazards

»  Analvsis of the adeguacy of the proposed building/foundation design to ensure stability of the
development relative to expected wave run-up, flooding and groundwater inundation for the
anticipated lifetime of the development in both storm and non-storm conditions

»  Description of any proposed future sea level rise adaptation measures. such as incremental removal
or relocation when threatened by coastal hazards

d. Discussion of the study and assumptions used in the analysis including a description of the calculations
used to determine long-term erosion impacts and the elevation and inland extent of current and futwre
flooding and wave runup.

f. For developmeni on a beach, dune. low bluff. or other shoreline property subiect to coastal flooding,
inundation or erosion, the report shall include a detailed wave uprush and impact report and analvsis,

including the following:

+  The analysis shall consider current flood hazards as well as flood hazards associated with sea level
rise over the anticipated lifetime of the development. To examine risks and impacts from flooding,

including dailv tidal inundation. wave impacts. runup, and overtopping, the site should be examined
under conditions of a beach subject to long-term erosion and seasonally eroded shoreline combined
with a large storm event (1% probability of oceurrence). Flood risks should take into account daily
and annual hish tide conditions, backwater flooding, water level rise due to El Nifio and other
atmospheric forcing, eroundwater inundation, storm surge, sea level rise appropriate for the time
period. and waves associated with a laree storm event (such as the 100 vear storm or greater). The
analvsis should consider impacts both with and without any existing shoreline protective devices,

At a minimum. the “medium” scenario of projected sea level rise shall be examined to understand the

potential impacts that may occur throughout the anticipated lifetime of the development. Additionally. the

analysis_should consider the frequency of future flooding impacts (e.g.. daily impacts versus flooding
from extreme storms only) and describe the extent to which the proposed development would be able to

avoid, minimize, and/or withstand impacts from such occurrences of flooding, Studies should describe
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adaptation siratesies that reduce hazard risks and neither create nor add o impacts on existing coastal
resources and that could be incorporated into the development.

SECTION 10

All existing indices, section references, and figure and table numbers contained in the Santa Barbara County
Coastal Zoning Ordinance, Article II of Chapter 35, Zoning, of the Santa Barbara County Code, are hereby
revised and renumbered as appropriate to reflect the revisions enumerated above.

SECTION 11:

Except as amended by this Ordinance, Division 2, Definitions, and Division 3, Development Standards, of the
Santa Barbara County Coastal Zoning Ordinance, Article 1F of Chapter 35, Zoning, of the Santa Barbara County
Code, shall remain unchanged and shall continue in full force and effect.

SECTION 12,

This ordinance and any portion of it approved by the Coastal Commission shall take effect and be in force 30
days from the date of its passage or upon the date that it is certified by the Coastal Commission pursuant to
Public Resources Code 30514, whichever occurs later; and before the expiration of 15 days after ifs passage i,
or a summary of it, shall be published once, together with the names of the members of the Board of Supervisors
vating for and against the same in the Santa Barbara News-Press, a newspaper of general circulation published
in the County of Santa Barbara.

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADQPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Sania Barbara, State of
California, this ___ day of , 2618 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

DAS WILLIAMS, CHAIR
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA

ATTEST:

MONA MIYASATO, COUNTY EXECUTIVE OFFICER
CLERK OF THE BOARD

By

Deputy Clerk
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

MICHAEL C. GHIZZONI |
COUNTY COUNSEL

By

Deputy County Counsel



