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4 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Penny Island, Source.:: | EbAW ‘2003:
4.1 INTRODUCTION TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
4.1.1 PURPOSE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

This General Plan for Sonoma Coast State Park (Sonoma Coast SP), with all its sections,
constitutes an environmental impact report (EIR), as required by Public Resources Code (PRC)
8§85002.2 and 21000 et seq. The General Plan is subject to approval, and the EIR is subject
to certification by the California Park and Recreation Commission (Commission).
The Commission has sole authority for the plan’s approval and adoption.  Following
certification of the EIR and approval of the General Plan by the Commission, the Department
will prepare management plans and area development plans as staff and funding become
available.  Future projects, within Sonoma Coast SP, may be subject to permitting
requirements and approval by other agencies, such as the Calirans, Department of Fish and
Game, and the California Coastal Commission.

4.1.2 Focus OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The Notice of Preparation for this General Plan was circulated to the appropriate federal,
state, and local planning agencies. Based on comments received during the planning
process, this General Plan and EIR was prepared to address environmental impacts that may
result from the implementation of the management goals and guidelines. Emphasis is given
to significant environmental impacts that may result from all future development and uses
within Sonoma Coast SP that are consistent with these goals and guidelines.

4.1.3 SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

This Environmental Analysis Section and other sections of this document constitute the first tier
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) as defined by §15166 of the CEQA Guidelines. It should
be recognized that the level of detail addressed by this EIR is comparable in detail provided in
the land use proposals of the General Plan. As subsequent management plans and site
specific projects are proposed, they will be subject to further environmental review.

The proposed Sonoma Coast SP General Plan includes land use designations, the
incorporation of goals and guidelines for protection of natural and cultural resources, and
the development of appropriate recreational, interpretive, and operational facilities.
The General Plan proposes to:
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» Reclassify the park unit from a State Beach to a State Park to appropriately reflect the
present size, characteristics, and resource values more closely associated with park units
classified as State Parks. This will provide a more appropriate and higher level of
management and protection for an expansive diversity of natural and cultural resources as
well as recreation opportunities.

» Establish management goals and guidelines and management zones for resource
management, facility operations, and accessible interpretive and recreational programs
for the public within Sonoma Coast SP.

In addition, the General Plan proposes that several focused management plans, including a
roadway management plan and trails management plan be prepared subsequent to adoption
of the General Plan.

Development, maintenance facility use and recreational activities allowed by the General
Plan have the potential to cause short-term and long-term impacts to the environment. These
impacts could include soil disturbance, erosion, lowered water quality and quantity,
degradation of cultural resources, degradation of aesthetic resources, and degradation of
sensitive plant and animal populations or their habitats. As a program level (first tier) EIR
(see CEQA Guidelines §15166, §15168), the General Plan identifies broad, park-wide
environmental impacts and mitigation measures. Future management plans, activities, and
projects will be subject to additional environmental review in order to identify specific impacts
and appropriate mitigation and monitoring plans. All potentially new adverse impacts will be
avoided, minimized, or mitigated to a level below significance.

Throughout the General Plan process, plan possibilities were considered. The preferred plan
allows for existing coastal recreation to continue while providing protection for sensitive park
resources. Expansion of inland watershed areas with the Upper Willow Creek addition also
commensurately expands inland recreation opportunities, the size and diversity of park
resources, and the character of the park itself. The plan allows for appropriate visitor access
and recreation opportunities to the expanded inland area while providing protection of
sensitive park resources and resource rehabilitation of park areas.

4.1.4 CONTENTS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The enclosed program EIR includes the following sections:

Introduction to the Environmental Analysis: This section includes a brief overview of the
environmental review process, legal requirements, and approach to the environmental
analysis.

EIR Summary: The EIR summary represents a summary of environmental impacts associated
with the proposed General Plan, an overview of the environmental effects of alternatives
considered to the preferred General Plan, and a description of any areas of controversy
and/or issues that need to be resolved.
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Project Description: This section provides an overview of the proposed General Plan, which
is the focus of the program EIR.

Environmental Setting: This section notes the fact that the existing (baseline) conditions for
environmental issues or resources that may be potentially affected by implementation of the
General Plan are addressed in Chapter 2, Existing Conditions, which represents the
environmental setting for this EIR.

Environmental Effects Eliminated from Further Analysis: This section describes those
environmental topics that did not warrant detailed environmental analysis and the supporting
rationale.

Environmental Impacts: This section analyzes potential environmental impacts associated
with implementation of the proposed General Plan.

Other CEQA Considerations: This section contains information on other CEQA-mandated
topics, including significant and unavoidable impacts, significant irreversible environmental
changes, growth-inducing impacts, and cumulative impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Project: The alternatives analysis describes the various
alternatives to the proposed General Plan (including the No Project Alternative) that are
considered in this EIR and the associated environmental effects of these alternatives relative to
the proposed project.

4.2 SUMMARY
4.2.1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

Implementation of the General Plan is not expected to result in significant impacts on the
environment. Implementation of the Goals and Guidelines contained in Section 3 along with
compliance with federal and state laws and regulations, as stated in those guidelines, avoids
potential significant effects or maintains them at a less-than-significant level. Additional
mitigation measures are, therefore, not necessary.

4.2.2 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

Four alternatives were considered in this EIR, including the Proposed Project Alternative (the
proposed General Plan), the Fewer Potential Development Areas Alternative, the No Potential
Development Area Alternative, and the No Project Alternative. The Proposed Project
Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative among the alternatives considered.
Descriptions of the alternatives are provided in Section 4.8.

4.2.3 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

Areas of controversy associated with implementation of the General Plan may include
compatibility of recreational uses with natural and cultural resources in Sonoma Coast SP as
well as with surrounding land uses. Final selection of a management approach for preserving
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unique cultural resources located in popular recreational areas would be made in
management plans, which would be subject to further environmental analysis. Protection of
species of concern and restoration and preservation of sensitive habitats in popular
recreational areas and in potential development areas constitute other areas of potential
controversy. The public has also expressed concern regarding the appropriateness of certain
recreational activities (e.g., biking and horseback riding on trails, hang gliding, mountain
biking, night-time beach gatherings) with other recreational activities and with geologic and
hydrologic conditions (e.g., trail erosion, creek sedimentation). While recreational activities
have an effect on all of these resources, consideration of existing human uses is crucial in
achieving success in any management approach.

Environmental compatibility of facility expansion, improvement, and development is another
area of controversy. Some of the existing facilities are inadequate to serve the needs of
Sonoma Coast SP, particularly as the number of visitors increases with regional and state-
wide population growth. Specific concerns regarding new and existing facilities include
effects on adjacent sensitive resources (e.g., wetlands), hazards associated with the sites
(e.g., traffic safety, flooding, erosion), effects on viewshed, and adequacy and compatibility of
domestic water, wastewater, and other utilities systems with site soils and other conditions.

4.3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Chapter 3 of this General Plan represents the project description and establishes the overall
long-range purpose and vision for Sonoma Coast SP. Management goals and supporting
guidelines in Chapter 3 are designed to address the currently identified critical planning
issues and to mitigate the adverse environmental effects of uses that would be permitted in
Sonoma Coast SP. In accordance with the goals and guidelines, site selection criteria would
be used to avoid adverse environmental impacts resulting from future developments and
improvements, to the extent feasible within the boundaries of Sonoma Coast SP.

4.4 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Existing conditions that characterize Sonoma Coast SP, including descriptions of the important
resource values within Sonoma Coast SP and the regional planning context, are described in
Chapter 2 of the General Plan.

4.5 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS

The following topics were eliminated for future analysis in the EIR because there is no
potential for significant environmental effects resulting from implementation of the General
Plan. A brief reason for their elimination is provided for each respective topic.

4.5.1 ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES

Sonoma Coast SP does not contain important mineral or energy resources and has not been
designated as such by the Department of Conservation. Off-shore oil drilling near Bodega
Bay and outside Sonoma Coast SP has been proposed in the past. The Department has no
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jurisdiction over off-shore oil drilling, and this plan does not include goals and guidelines on
off-shore oil drilling. Therefore, no significant effects to energy or mineral resources would
occur as a result of the implementation of the General Plan and no further environmental
analyses of effects on energy and mineral resources are necessary.

4.5.2 POPULATION AND HOUSING

Sonoma Coast SP is a destination for residents throughout California, although most visitors
come from the metropolitan areas of northern California. Visitation is expected to increase
as the State’s population grows by 1.4% annually through 2020. The staff at Sonoma Coast
SP and the people involved in the tourist-serving industries primarily live in Sonoma County,
and this population is projected to grow by an average of 2% annually through 2020. While
implementation of the General Plan would not directly induce regional population growth,
additional recreational facilities could attract additional visitation and potentially add to the
employment base of the immediate area. Given the latest unemployment rate (September
2003 data) in Sonoma County of 4.3% (EDD 2003) and the latest housing vacancy rate
(January 20083 data) in Sonoma County of 5.8% (DOF 2003), the increase in demand for
labor and housing would be met by the existing local population and that no additional
housing would be needed to serve growth associated with additional visitation. The General
Plan does not include proposals for infrastructure that would induce additional growth in the
immediate vicinity. For these reasons, no significant population, employment, and housing
effects would occur as a result of implementation of the General Plan and no further
consideration is necessary for this environmental topic.

4.6 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A CEQA Checklist completed for the General Plan completed at the beginning of the
planning process is included in Appendix C. The following sections analyze potential impacts
by resource topic.

4.6.1 AESTHETICS
INTRODUCTION

This section analyzes impacts related to aesthetic resources that would result from the
implementation of the General Plan.

THRESHOLDS

The analysis of aesthetic impacts uses criteria from the State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G
(environmental checklist). According to these criteria, implementation of the General Plan
would have a significant aesthetic impact if it would:

» Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.

» Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway.
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» Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings.

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Degradation of Viewsheds. Development within the coastal viewshed and
Impact the inland viewsheds could be visible from points within Sonoma Coast SP and
AES could degrade the aesthetic value of the scenic views, as well as of night-time
views. Implementation of Goal COAST-3 and the associated guidelines, as
well as Goal INLAND-3 and the associated guidelines, would eliminate or
minimize degradation of the viewshed and night-time views, and this impact
would be less than significant.

Implementation of the General Plan may result in the development of recreational and
operational facilities and improvements that would be visible to visitors at designated view
points and from SR 1 and SR 116, which is a State-designated Scenic Highway. If the new
facilities are not in context with the existing scenery or if they would introduce light sources
that degrade night-time views, significant impacts could result.

With implementation of Goal COAST-3 and Guidelines COAST-3A, COAST-3B, and
COAST-3C, the coastal viewshed from Sonoma Coast SP would be defined based on the
designated viewpoints and would be preserved. Goal INLAND-3 aims for the preservation of
the inland viewshed, and Guideline INLAND-3B aims for the restoration of the natural
vegetation of the Willow Creek watershed in order to enhance the aesthetic quality.
Guideline COAST-3E would require avoidance of development that would degrade the
scenic quality of the viewshed, and Guidelines COAST-3D and INLAND-3A would require the
use of site-appropriate visual screening to minimize the aesthetic degradation of viewsheds.
New facilities may require night-time lighting that may degrade night-time views within
Sonoma Coast SP.  Guidelines COAST-3G and INLAND-3D would require shielding that
would eliminate or minimize degradation of night-time views. Developments outside Sonoma
Coast SP may also be visible to visitors at designated view points and on the state routes, and
the developments may introduce new light sources that would degrade night-time views. With
Guidelines COAST-3F and INLAND-3C, the Department would submit input to local, State,
and federal agencies during the environmental review period of development projects in an
effort to encourage mitigation for any potential visual impacts.  While the decision to
implement visual mitigation measures outside Sonoma Coast SP is not within the jurisdiction
of the Department, it is expected that feasible mitigation measures would be implemented in
compliance with State laws. Given the management goals and policies for coastal and
inland viewsheds, this impact would be less than significant.
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4.6.2 AGRICULTURAL AND TIMBER RESOURCES
INTRODUCTION

This section analyzes impacts related to agricultural and timber resources that would result
from the implementation of the General Plan.

THRESHOLDS

The agricultural and timber resources analysis uses criteria from the State CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G. According to these criteria, implementation of the General Plan would have a
significant impact on agricultural resources if it would:

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

» Conlflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract.

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Conflict with Existing Agricultural Uses. Implementation of the General
Plan would not result in the conversion of land designated as Important
Farmland or located within the Timber Preserve Zone, or the cancellation of
Williamson Act contracts. The impact related to agriculture would be less
than significant.

Impact
AG

Most of Sonoma Coast SP was historically used for grazing and other agricultural purposes.
Portions of Sonoma Coast SP are classified as Farmland of Local Importance but are not
considered Important Farmland.  Furthermore, these areas are not currently used for
agricultural purposes. The Willow Creek portion of Sonoma Coast SP was historically used
for timber production and agricultural purposes, but all agricultural and timber harvesting
uses have ceased since the incorporation of the property into Sonoma Coast SP.

Several properties near Sonoma Coast SP are used for grazing purposes. As stated policy in
the Department of Parks and Recreation Operations Manual, livestock grazing is an
inappropriate use of parkland resources except under certain circumstances where a core
park purpose is served. These core purposes of grazing include:

a. When directly contributing to historic interpretation approved in a unit’s General Plan;

b. When necessary for a specific natural resource restoration purpose, which normally does
not include fuels reduction or an alternative to extirpated ungulate grazing; or
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c. When it is a necessary component to an acquisition agreement, including scaled-down
grazing to improve natural resources.

Compliance with this policy would require one or more of these purposes to be met before
grazing could be initiated within Sonoma Coast SP.

Two Williamson Act preserves are located adjacent to Sonoma Coast SP; one is located next
to the Willow Creek area and the other is located near Schoolhouse Beach. The properties
to the east of the Willow Creek area are used for timber harvesting purposes, but none of the
adjacent properties are within Timber Preserve Zones. Implementation of the General Plan
would not affect the adjacent agricultural uses, because no incompatible uses would be
permitted by the General Plan.

Given that there are no Important Farmland, Williamson Act preserves, and Timber Preserve
Zones within Sonoma Coast SP, no significant impacts related to the conversion of Important
Farmland or areas zoned for agricultural uses would occur. As such, the impact related to
agriculture is less than significant.

4.6.3 AR QUALITY
INTRODUCTION

This section analyzes impacts related to air quality that would result from the implementation
of the General Plan.

THRESHOLDS

The air quality analysis uses criteria from the State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. According
to these criteria, implementation of the General Plan would have a significant air quality
impact if it would:

» Conlflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

» Violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation.

» Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-aftainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors).

» Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

» Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.
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IMPACT ANALYSIS

Air Pollutant Emissions. Potential construction activity and motor vehicle use

Impact by State Park visitors would result in increases in the emission of air pollutants.

AQ Compliance with General Plan goals and guidelines would maintain emissions
within acceptable levels. This impact would be less than significant.

The primary sources of air pollutants include construction activities, onsite operational
activities, and offsite traffic. New recreational development at Sonoma Coast SP may
generate additional vehicular traffic to and from Sonoma Coast SP. Traffic volumes on
highways and local roadways in the area are highest during peak visitation periods. During
these periods, excessive delays at individual points on the roadways (e.g., signalized
intersections, driveways into parking lots) have the potential to cause higher localized
concentrations of CO. Typically, violations of CO emission standards are experienced at
signalized infersections with extreme traffic congestion. The Transportation Project-Level
Carbon Monoxide Protocol (Garza et al. 1997) states that signalized intersections at level of
service (LOS) E or F represent a potential for a CO violation. There are no signalized
intersections within and in the immediate vicinity of Sonoma Coast SP. Instead, motorists
experience the highest traffic delays where turning movements occur frequently (e.g., pull-
outs, commercial driveways, local roadways). Guidelines ROAD-TA and ROAD-1C would
require the preparation of a roadway management plan and coordination with Caltrans and
Sonoma County to ensure the roadways in and around Sonoma Coast SP would be
maintained and improved, to the extent needed and feasible, to avoid excessive traffic
congestion. Potential improvements that would be considered include adding turning lanes
to reduce congestion related to turning movements. With these improvements, excessive
congestions would be avoided, and localized CO concentrations would not exceed air quality
standards.

In addition to vehicular traffic, construction activities and onsite operational activities may
also generate air pollutants. Development and improvement projects within Sonoma Coast
SP may be required to obtain “authorization to construct or modify” and “permit to operate”
from APCD. Guideline FAC-1L would require consultation with the APCD to determine if
permits would be required. As a part of this permitting process, developments are required to
comply with the APCD’s rules and regulations on fugitive dust emissions, architectural coating
emissions, air toxics, and other air pollutants generated by construction and operational
activities.  Implementation of air pollutant control measures required by these rules and
regulations would minimize the emission of criteria air pollutants from construction activities
and operational activities of onsite stationary sources.

Typical recreational uses occurring in the State Park system do not generate odors that would
be considered objectionable to most people. Use of materials that can release toxic air
contaminants (e.g., regulated herbicides) would be in accordance with State and federal rules
and regulations.  Given the above, impacts related to air pollutants would be less than
significant.
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4.6.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
INTRODUCTION

This section analyzes impacts related to biological resources that would result from
implementation of the General Plan. A variety of documents and additional information were
used to assess impacts on vegetation and wildlife from implementation of the General Plan
Information. These include biological studies previously conducted in the vicinity of Sonoma
Coast SP (see list of documents in Section 2, Existing Conditions), field surveys conducted
during preparation of the General Plan, aerial photographs, and results of natural resource
database searches.

THRESHOLDS

The biological resources analysis uses criteria from the State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G.
According to these criteria, implementation of the General Plan would have a significant
impact on biological resources if it would:

» Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service.

» Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

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

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

» Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Adverse Effects on Vegetation. Compliance with General Plan goals and
Impact guidelines would ensure that future development and improvements within
VEG Sonoma Coast SP would not result in significant adverse impacts on
vegetation, such as significant disturbance or losses of sensitive plant
communities or special-status plants.  This impact would be less than
significant.
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Forty-nine special-status plant species, including one lichen, have the potential to occur in
plant communities present at Sonoma Coast SP. A total of 19 special-status plant species are
known to occur at Sonoma Coast SP. These include: pink sand-verbena (Abronia umbellata
ssp. breviflora), Blasdale’s bent grass (Agrostis blasdalei), Franciscan onion (Allium
peninsulare var. franciscanum), Sonoma alopecurus (Alopecurus aequalis var. sonomensis),
Baker's manzanita (Arctostaphylos bakeri ssp. bakeri), California sedge (Carex californica),
deceiving sedge (C. saliniformis), Sonoma spineflower (Chorizanthe valida), Baker’s larkspur
(Delphinium bakeri), yellow larkspur (Delphinium luteum), San Francisco wallflower (Erysimum
franciscanum), short-leaved evax (Hesperevax sparsiflora var. brevifolia), Perennial goldfields
(Lasthenia macrantha ssp. macrantha), Tidestrom’s lupine (Lupinus tidestromii), Marin
knotweed (Polygonum marinense), Marin checkerbloom (Sidalcea hickmanii ssp. viridis),
purple-stemmed checkerbloom (S. malvaeflora ssp. purpurea), secund jewel-flower
(Streptanthus glandulosus var. hoffmanii), and Showy Indian clover (Trifolium amoenum).

Undocumented occurrences of these and other special-status plant species may be present in
Sonoma Coast SP, and focused surveys would be necessary to accurately determine the full
distribution and extent of special-status plant species in Sonoma Coast SP prior to
development. Direct impacts, such as direct removal or damage of special-status plant
occurrences, have the potential to occur where facility development or visitor use would be
located. Development or expansion of facilities and other ground disturbance activities,
including invasive weed abatement activities, would be conducted in accordance with Goals
NAT-1 and FAC-1 and the associated guidelines. Specifically, these goals and guidelines
would result in management actions that would inventory and monitor (Guidelines NAT-TA,
NAT-1B, NAT-1C, NAT-1D), and avoid or minimize disturbances or losses of sensitive plant
communities or special-status plants (Guidelines NAT-1E, REC-1F, REC-1G, and FAC-1A).
As such, direct and indirect impacts to special-status plants would be maintained at a less-
than-significant level. In addition, consistent with Guidelines NAT-1B, NAT-1C, COAST-28B,
and INLAND-2B, restoration and eradication of non-native invasive species could potentially
increase the quality and extent of suitable habitat for special-status plant species.

As discussed in the Chapter 2, the dynamic coastal ecosystem of Sonoma Coast SP contains
a number of common and sensitive vegetation communities that are valuable habitat for
plants and wildlife. Sensitive plant communities in Sonoma Coast SP include riparian areas,
coastal and valley freshwater marsh, coastal brackish marsh, and coastal terrace prairie.
Potential improvements, including potential development of building facilities and trails would
avoid or minimize impacts to riparian areas, wetlands, and other sensitive plant communities
by implementation of the goals and guidelines contained in the General Plan, including

Goals NAT-1 and FAC-1 and Guidelines NAT-TA, NAT-1B, NAT-1E, REC-1F, and FAC-1B.

Implementation of Goal NAT-1 and Guidelines NAT-1C and NAT-1D would ensure that
potential impacts from invasive weeds on native habitats and species are less than significant.
Therefore, the impact on sensitive natural communities resulting from implementation of the
General Plan would be considered less than significant.
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Currently, no Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural Communities Conservation Plans have
been approved in the region. The General Plan is consistent with the Local Coastal Plan, as
discussed below under Section 4.6.9, Land Use and Planning. It also calls for the
Department’s active participation in regional conservation planning efforts (Guideline
NAT-1G). Therefore, implementation of the General Plan would not conflict with plans
infended to protect natural resources in the region, and there would be no impact.

Adverse Effects on Fish and Wildlife. Implementation of the General Plan
Impact goals and guidelines would result in avoidance or minimization of disturbances
WILD or losses of special-status fish and wildlife species and their habitat and would
also ensure that movement of native fish and wildlife species would not be
restricted. This impact is less than significant.

Sonoma Coast SP supports a variety of terrestrial and aquatic fish and wildlife species,
primarily due to its position along the northern California coastline. Most of the animals
present are locally and regionally common, but as many as 22 special-status fish and wildlife
species have the potential to occur in Sonoma Coast SP. Construction and maintenance of
existing and proposed State Park facilities could result in loss and/or disturbance of habitat
and individuals of some of these special-status species. Potential direct impacts could result
from development, re-location and/or expansion of facilities, such as trails, parking lofs,
campgrounds, day-use areas, and visitor center. Potential secondary impacts on fish and
wildlife resulting from increased visitor use could include disturbance from visitor activities
(e.g., beachcombing, hiking, and camping).

Impacts to common wildlife species found in Sonoma Coast SP would be less than significant
because maintenance or enhancement of existing facilities and construction of additional
facilities would require a relatively small amount of ground disturbance and would not be
sited in important wildlife habitat areas, in accordance with Goal NAT-2 and Guideline
NAT-2P. None of the facilities would be expected to involve removal of large tracts of wildlife
habitat and none would substantially reduce opportunities for wildlife movement or fish
passage, in accordance with Guidelines NAT-2D, NAT-2G, and FAC-1F. In addition, the
opportunity to enhance habitat linkages and buffers around existing State Park resources
would be sought, in compliance with Guidelines NAT-2E, NAT-2F, and NAT-2H.

Impacts to terrestrial special-status wildlife species would be avoided or minimized by
compliance with State and federal law (Goal NAT-2) and by locating facilities away from
areas known to support special-status species (Guideline FAC-1H), establishing seasonal
closures or restricting beach use if necessary to protect marine mammal haul-outs and
nesting snowy plovers, or other special-status species, from disturbance by recreational beach
users (Guideline NAT-2A), and establishing protection measures for sensitive species that may
be in structures prior to initiation of major maintenance, construction or demolition
(Guideline FAC-1G). Protection and recovery of listed species, such as western snowy plover,
would be ensured by implementing system-wide management directives.
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Impacts to aquatic special-status species, including anadromous fish, amphibians and
reptiles, would be avoided or minimized by compliance with State and federal law (Goal
NAT-2) implementing guidelines to protect aquatic resources and water quality. Guideline
NAT-2G establishes that any instream work would be conducted consistent with requirements
of DFG, NMFS, and the CWA, and that BMPs to protect water quality would be implemented.

Other guidelines would require monitoring of common and special-status species within
Sonoma Coast SP (Guidelines NAT-2C and NAT-2) and the protection of marine mammal
haul-outs and special status species form recreational users (Guideline NAT-2A).

4.6.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES
INTRODUCTION

This section analyzes impacts related to cultural resources that would result from the
implementation of the General Plan.

THRESHOLDS

The cultural resources analysis uses criteria from the State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G.
According to these criteria, implementation of the General Plan would have a significant
impact on cultural resources if it would:

» Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of historical resources.
» Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource.
» Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Adverse Effects on Prehistoric, and Historic-era Resources. Compliance
Impact with Goal CUL-1 and Guidelines CUL-TA through CUL-1G would ensure that
CuL future development and improvements within Sonoma Coast SP would not
cause substantial adverse effects on cultural resources present within Sonoma
Coast SP. This impact would be considered less than significant.

The General Plan includes goals and guidelines that would ensure protection, avoidance or
minimization of disturbances to prehistoric and historic-era resources in Sonoma Coast SP.
There are numerous documented prehistoric resources within Sonoma Coast SP, particularly
along the coastal strand and inland waterways. These sites range from small-scale refuse
scatters to Site CA-SON-348/H, a deeply stratified National Register-listed prehistoric site
which is one of the oldest, most important prehistoric sites on the West Coast. There are also
numerous examples of important historic-era archeological resources within Sonoma Coast
SP, including possibly Sir Francis Drake’s landing place, remnants of early Russian ranches,
later farm and ranch complexes including the National Register-eligible Carrington Ranch,
and an early lumber mill industry. These historic archeological sites have the potential to be
disturbed by recreational use or development activities.
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Implementation of the Goal CUL-1 and the associated guidelines would protect these
resources, thus maintaining any impacts of the General Plan at a less-than-significant level.
Specifically, Guidelines CUL-TA through CUL-TE would require identification, consultation,
and the preparation of inventories to ensure all cultural resources would be identified and
thus avoiding unintentional destruction of resources. Compliance with Guidelines CUL-1C
and CUL-TF would result in a cultural resource surveys, inventories, evaluations, and property
acquisitions that would ensure protection and restoration of cultural resources. Given the
management goal and guidelines, there would not be substantial adverse effects on cultural
resources present within Sonoma Coast SP.  This impact would be considered less than
significant.

4.6.6 GEOLOGY, SOILS, SEISMICITY, AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
INTRODUCTION

This section analyzes impacts related to geology, soils, seismicity, and paleontological
resources that would result from the implementation of the General Plan.

THRESHOLDS

The geology, soils, and seismicity analysis uses criteria from the State CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G. According to these criteria, implementation of the General Plan would have a
significant impact related to geology, soils, and seismicity if it would:

» Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for
the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault, strong seismic ground
shaking, seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, and/or landslides.

» Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.

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

» Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or property.

» Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste
water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water.

The paleontological resources analysis uses criteria from the State CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G. According to these criteria, implementation of the General Plan would have a
significant impact on paleontological resources if it would:
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» Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic

feature.
IMPACT ANALYSIS
Risk of Exposure to Geologic and Seismic Hazards. Structures developed
Impact in Sonoma Coast SP would be subject to potentially hazardous geologic and
GEO soils conditions, including seismic events. Implementation of Goals SAFE-1 and

FAC-1, and Guidelines SAFE-TA, FAC-1A, FAC-1B, FAC-1J, FAC-1K, and
FAC-TM, as well as compliance with the California Building Standards Code,
would maintain the risks of related hazards at an acceptable level, and this
impact would be less than significant.

Sonoma Coast SP is located in a seismically active area. Portions of Sonoma Coast SP along
the San Andreas Fault are located in an Alquist-Priolo special study zone, and, thus, fault
rupture is possible. The main purpose of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act,
passed in 1972, is to prevent the construction of buildings used for human occupancy on the
surface trace of active faults (CGS 2003). Of the known geologic faults in Sonoma County,
all show evidence of movement during the past 2 million years and are considered potentially
active. Some are capable of producing earthquakes with magnitudes of 7.5 or greater
(Sonoma County 1989). Strong seismic ground shaking would occur during a large
earthquake, resulting in potential structural domages. The risk of seismic-related ground
failure, such as liquefaction or landslide is moderate to high within Sonoma Coast SP.
Liquefaction changes water-saturated soil to a semi-liquid state, removing support from
foundations and causing buildings to sink. Landslides, downslope movements of soil and/or
rock materials, may occur in areas of gentle slopes due to liquefaction of subsurface
materials.

Further inland, rockslides and mass wasting is present in the upper Willow Creek watershed.
The sandstone mélange present in the southern portion of the watershed is generally more
unstable than the conglomeratic body to the north.  Abundant rockslides are present
throughout the sandstone mélange, especially at higher elevations. The well consolidated
and resistant nature of the conglomerate in the northern portion has resulted in fewer and
smaller landslides in this area (Daly 1980).

Sonoma Coast SP is also located in an area subject to inundation by tsunami. Tsunamis are
large ocean waves caused by undersea earthquakes or landslides. Implementation of Goal
SAFE-1 and Guidelines FAC-1J, FAC-1K, and SAFE-TA would ensure that facilities and
services within Sonoma Coast SP are designed to provide safety to visitors, and
implementation of Guideline FAC-1M would ensure that design-specific studies or geologic
review are performed prior to development on sites that would subject property or persons to
significant risks from geologic hazards. All structures developed within Sonoma Coast SP
would also have to comply with the standards contained in California Code of Regulations,
Title 24, also known as the California Building Standards Code, through the Department’s
internal planning processes. As such, future development and improvements would include
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structural reinforcements and other features required by the California Building Standards
Code that would minimize geologic or seismically induced structural damage. Therefore,
geologic and seismic hazards impacts would be less than significant.

In terms of soils and geologic hazards, the primary risks are with soil erosion and natural
coastal processes. Some of the soils within Sonoma Coast SP are not capable of supporting
existing or proposed septic systems. In addition, many areas along the coast are prone to
landslides due to the seismic activities associated with the San Andreas Fault and the erosion
caused by rainfall and ocean waves. Implementation of Goal FAC-1 and Guideline FAC-1B
would ensure that proposed facilities are environmentally compatible and that site selection
criteria is evaluated to determine site suitability. Implementation of Guideline FAC-TM would
help to minimize potential conflicts between structural development and coastal erosion by
requiring design-specific geotechnical studies prior to finalization of development plans.
Given these goals and guidelines, the potential for soil and coastal erosion would be
minimized; where erosion cannot be prevented (e.g., excavation areas and ocean cliff areas),
adverse effects (i.e., structural damage and water quality degradation), would be maintained
at a less-than-significant level.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Adverse Effects on Paleontological Resources. Compliance with Goal
Impact NAT-3 and Guidelines NAT-3A, NAT-3B, and NAT-3C would ensure that
PAL future development and improvements within Sonoma Coast SP would not

cause substantial adverse effects on paleontological resources present within

Sonoma Coast SP. This impact would be considered less than significant.

The General Plan includes goals and guidelines that would ensure protection, avoidance or
minimization of disturbances to paleontological resources in Sonoma Coast SP.  Natural
artifacts, such as the possible Pleistocene animal rubs, represent a unique paleontological
resource, and need to be treated as such while identification and analysis of these features
continues. Rock-climbing on the surfaces of these natural arfifacts could damage these
resources.

Implementation of the Goal NAT-3 and the associated guidelines would protect these
resources, thus maintaining any impacts of the General Plan at a less-than-significant level.
For specific projects, Guidelines NAT-3A and NAT-3B would require identification,
consultation, and the preparation of inventories to ensure all paleontological resources at
specific project sites would be identified and thus avoiding unintentional destruction of
resources. Compliance with Guideline NAT-3C would provide coordination with cultural
resource specialists on protection and preservation of paleontological resources such as the
possible Pleistocene animal rubs that may have both natural and cultural resource value.
Given the management goal and guidelines, there would not be substantial adverse effects
on paleontological resources present within Sonoma Coast SP.  This impact would be
considered less than significant.
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4.6.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

INTRODUCTION

This section analyzes impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials that would result
from the implementation of the General Plan.

THRESHOLDS

The hazards and hazardous materials analysis uses criteria from the State CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G. According to these criteria, implementation of the General Plan would have a
significant impact related to hazards and hazardous materials if it would:

>

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Risk of Exposure to Hazardous Materials, and Other Hazards. The

Impact General Plan would allow new developments and improvements and would
HAZ require management actions that that may involve the use of fuels and

herbicides. Also, hazardous conditions may be caused by natural phenomena
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or human uses. Implementation of the General Plan goals and guidelines, as
well as compliance with existing codes, rules, and regulations, would maintain
these risks at acceptable levels, and this impact would be less than
significant.

There are no EPA classified hazardous materials sites within Sonoma Coast SP (EPA 2003).
Implementation of the General Plan would not result in a substantial increase in the use of
hazardous materials (e.g., propane, herbicides) within Sonoma Coast SP.  Day-to-day
operation of Sonoma Coast SP does not involve the disposal of hazardous materials, and
Sonoma Coast SP would continue to contract with licensed providers of propane and
herbicides.  All transport, storage, and use of hazardous materials, as well as the
development of new storage tanks or areas, would be in compliance with State and federal
rules and regulations. Furthermore, Sonoma Coast SP is not located within one-quarter mile
of any schools.

Implementation of the General Plan would not be in conflict with the emergency response
plans of Sonoma County. Compliance with Goals ROAD-1 and SAFE-1 would ensure that
safe roadways, facilities, and services are provided to visitors. Implementation of Guidelines
ROAD-1A, ROAD-1G, FAC-1J, FAC-1K, and SAFE-TA would ensure cooperation with
emergency response agencies. No road closures are planned, and implementation of Goal
ROAD-1 and Guideline ROAD-1G would also ensure that all development areas would be
designed to maintain adequate access for emergency vehicles. All buildings would be
designed in compliance with California Building Standards Code, which requires fire safety
features in buildings. Implementation of Guidelines ROAD-1B, SAFE-1B, and SAFE-1D
would ensure that visitors are noftified of potential hazards by appropriate signage, or directed
away from roads and trails that have unsafe conditions. Sonoma Coast SP is not located
within two miles of an airport, and the General Plan would not permit the types of
development that would be in conflict with the operation of the nearest airport in Santa Rosa.

Given the above, impacts related to risk of exposure to hazardous materials and other
hazards would be less than significant.

4.6.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
INTRODUCTION

This section analyzes hydrology and water quality impacts that would result from the
implementation of the General Plan.

THRESHOLDS

The hydrology and water quality analysis uses criteria from the State CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G. According to these criteria, implementation of the General Plan would have a
significant impact related to hydrology and water quality if it would:

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

» Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site.

» Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site.

» Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality.

» Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map.

» Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect
flood flows.

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

» Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Short-term and Long-term Effects on Water Resources. Development of
Impact facilities and additional visitor use have the potential to cause short-term and
HYDRO long-term hydrologic and water quality impacts. The General Plan contains
goals and guidelines designed to protect water quality, manage runoff, respect
floodplain processes, and address other hydrological issues; therefore,
hydrology and water quality effects would be less than significant.

Development of land has the potential to cause adverse hydrologic effects to surface water
hydrology and hydraulics, stormwater drainage, floodplain functions, and groundwater
supplies and movement in several ways. Development and the associated construction
activities can directly alter drainage courses and runoft patterns. Construction and long-term
management actions can also result in soil compaction and constructed impervious surfaces
that reduce the net amount of infiltration of runoff into the soil and increase runoff rates and
quantities. In addition, the risk of exposure of people and property to flooding and flood
hazards can increase if development proceeds without consideration of the floodplain and the
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natural flooding patterns. All of these surface hydrologic features and functions can affect
groundwater conditions in a variety of ways through alterations of groundwater recharge or
interception. Additionally, use of surface and groundwater supplies for management actions
(e.g., domestic consumption, landscaping) can adversely alter existing hydrologic patterns,
particularly during periods of drought when surface and groundwater resources may be
lacking.

Likewise, the quality of surface and groundwater resources could be adversely affected by
facility development and/or increased visitor use. Construction activities (e.g., clearing,
grading, excavation, utility installation, trail construction) and operations of facilities
(e.g., roads, buildings) within and near Sonoma Coast SP have the potential to disturb soils
and be exposed to rain and wind. These activities can lead to increases in soil erosion and
sediment discharges via stormwater runoff from development sites. Contaminated runoff that
enters surface waters can increase turbidity, reductions in prey capture for sight-feeding
organisms, and sedimentation of aquatic habitats. Materials such as fuels, oils, paints, and
concrete that are used during construction can also contaminate stormwater runoff. Release
of hazardous substances to the aquatic environment can have potential harmful effects to fish
and other aquatic life. Waste discharges associated with long-term management and visitor
activities include petroleum-based contaminants from vehicles, and a variety of inorganic and
organic constituents contained in pet and livestock wastes, and direct waste discharges
associated with municipal wastewater treatment systems.  The extent of potential
environmental effects depends on the erodibility of soil types encountered, the types of
construction and management practices, the extent and duration of disturbances, the timing
of precipitation, and the proximity to receiving waters.

Conformance to General Plan Goals FAC-1, COAST-2, and INLAND-1 and implementation
of their associated guidelines for development and management activities within Sonoma
Coast SP would avoid and minimize the potential water resources impacts described above.
Potential hydrologic and hydraulic impacts would be minimized through careful consideration
of existing hydrologic conditions (Guidelines FAC-TA, and FAC-1B.), stormwater drainage
design and controls (Guidelines FAC-1L, COAST-2A, COAST 2B, COAST-2C, INLAND-TA,
and INLAND-1B), natural floodplain functions and minimization of exposure to flood hazards,
and water conservation and water supply developments (Guidelines FAC-TA and FAC-1B).
Potential surface and groundwater quality impacts would be minimized through
implementation of standard waste discharge control Best Management Practices (BMPs) for
construction and long-term runoff, as well as consideration of geologic and hydrologic
resource limitations in the development of water and wastewater supply systems (e.g., onsite-
septic systems), as required by Guidelines FAC-1B and FAC-TM. Through implementation of
the protective goals and guidelines, impacts related to hydrology and water quality would be
maintained at less-than-significant levels.
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4.6.9 LAND USE AND PLANNING
INTRODUCTION

This section analyzes land use and planning impacts that would result from the
implementation of the General Plan.

THRESHOLDS

The land use and planning analysis uses criteria from the State CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G. According to these criteria, implementation of the General Plan would have a
significant impact related to land use and planning if it would:

» Physically divide an established community.

» Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect.

Conlflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation
plan.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Consistency with Local Coastal Plan. The General Plan would not conflict
Impact with the LCP.  General Plan guidelines would ensure all State Park
LAND management activities and decisions would comply with the LCP, therefore this
impact would be less than significant.

The General Plan is consistent with the goals and policies of the LCP. The preparation of a
General Plan to assist in current and long range development planning of Sonoma Coast SP
is specifically outlined in the general recommendations of the LCP. Roads and trails in
Sonoma Coast SP were identified as areas for improvement of shoreline access. Other
developments, such as a visitor center and additional parking were also suggested.
Management actions within Sonoma Coast SP, including facility development, would be
required to be consistent with the LCP, including the coastal zoning codes. Similar to the
General Plan guidelines, the LCP policies on land uses pertain to resource and environmental
protection issues, development constraints, and recreation, access, and housing needs.
Future development within Sonoma Coast SP would be consistent with the land use
designations for Sonoma Coast SP outlined in the LCP. As required by the California Coastal
Act and with the implementation of Guidelines COMM-1D and COAST-1A, all future facility
development, management plans, activities, and management decisions would be consistent
with the LCP. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
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4.6.10 NOISE
INTRODUCTION

This section analyzes noise impacts that would result from the implementation of the General
Plan.

THRESHOLDS

The noise analysis uses criteria from the State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. According to
these criteria, implementation of the General Plan would have a significant impact related to
noise if it would:

» Cause exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies.

» Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise levels.

» A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project.

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Construction and Operational Noise. Compliance with Goal FAC-1 and
Impact Guideline FAC-TN would ensure future development and improvements within
NOISE Sonoma Coast SP would not generate noise levels that exceed the State noise
guidelines. This impact would be less than significant.

The three primary sources of noise expected within Sonoma Coast SP are construction
activities, operations of facilities, and vehicular traffic.  According to the Office of Noise
Control in the State Department of Health Services, which has developed criteria and
guidelines for human exposure to noise, 60 dbA is the maximum acceptable noise level for
the most sensitive land uses, such as single-family residences.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has found that the average noise levels
associated with construction activities typically range from approximately 76 dBA to 84 dBA
L., with intermittent individual equipment noise levels ranging from approximately 75 dBA to
more than 88 dBA for brief periods. Given this noise attenuation rate and assuming no noise
shielding from either natural or human-made features (e.g., trees, buildings, fences), outdoor
receptors within approximately 1,600 feet of construction sites could experience maximum
instantaneous noise levels of greater than 60 dBA when onsite construction-related noise
levels exceed approximately 90 dBA at the boundary of the construction site.
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Potential sources of noise associated with future development or improvements within
Sonoma Coast SP may include the operations of a visitor center and a vehicle maintenance
yard. Whereas noise associated with visitor center might be limited to occasional parking lot-
related noise (e.g., opening and closing of doors, people talking), a maintenance yard may
include additional noise sources, such as the operation of hydraulic lifts and air compressors

at automotive repair facilities. Noise from such equipment can reach intermittent levels of
approximately 90 dBA at 50 feet from the source (EPA 1971).

If future development and improvements would generate additional visitation to Sonoma
Coast SP, then traffic volumes and the associated noise volumes along roadways would
increase. Where the traffic noise level would exceed the State’s noise guidelines at sensitive
uses along the roadways and where such increases would be perceptible, an adverse noise
effect may result.

Goal FAC-1 and Guideline FAC-TN would require implementation of mitigating
recommendations in noise studies for any development or improvement projects within
Sonoma Coast SP that may generate unacceptable noise levels at nearby sensitive land uses.
The recommendations, which may include noise walls, site design changes, and limits on
hours of operations, would protect sensitive uses from unacceptable noise levels, and, as
such, this impact would be less than significant.

4.6.11 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
INTRODUCTION

This section analyzes transportation and circulation impacts that would result from the
implementation of the General Plan.

THRESHOLDS

The transportation and circulation analysis uses criteria from the State CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G. According to these criteria, implementation of the General Plan would have a
significant impact related to transportation and circulation if it would:

» Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections).

» Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the
county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways.

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

» Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).
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» Result in inadequate emergency access.
» Result in inadequate parking capacity.

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g.,
bus turnouts, bicycle racks).

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Increase in Trips and Effects on Roadway Safety. Implementation of the

Impact General Plan may increase traffic volume of various transportation modes to

TRANS Sonoma Coast SP during non-commuter-peak periods, and the General Plan
would permit roadway improvements. |Implementation of management goals
and guidelines would ensure traffic safety and adequate capacity, and the
preparation of a park-wide road management plan and traffic studies prior to
additional access development to the Upper Willow Creek Watershed. Any
improvements to traffic and circulations made as a result of implementation of
the General Plan aim to better accommodate and manage existing and future
uses; thus, the impact would be less than significant.

The General Plan would permit additional recreational development that may attract
additional visitation, which would increase vehicular trips to and from Sonoma Coast SP,
including to the recent Willow Creek addition. Peak traffic volumes on the stretch of SR 1
adjacent to Sonoma Coast SP occur during summer weekends, particularly on Sundays
(Sonoma County 1980). Most of the additional vehicular trips to and from Sonoma Coast SP
would also occur during this peak period, during which visitors and local residents often
experience severe traffic congestion and parking space shortage. This increase would also
affect the more remote portions of the Willow Creek watershed, as the public becomes aware
of additional recreational opportunities provided in this section of the Park. As there are no
signalized intersections in the immediate vicinity of Sonoma Coast SP, maximum delays occur
at the intersection of SR 1 with roadways and parking lot driveways as a result of turning
movements.

The variable terrain in and around Sonoma Coast SP is a major constraint on roadway
capacity and conditions. The Inland Watershed Management Zone is accessible only by
narrow and winding County roads. The land near and beneath the roadways is subject to a
high level of erosion, and roadway reconstruction and improvement projects have led to
frequent lane closures on SR 1. Because SR 1 is a limited-shoulder, two-lane facility that
accommodates both visitor and pass-by trips and because passing sight distance is limited by
curves and grades, variable driving speed and unsafe pass-bys have lead to inconveniences
and traffic accidents. Traffic congestion also occurs along Coleman Valley Road and Upper
Willow Creek Road during peak visitation periods. Potential roadway improvement projects
for SR 1 include shoulder widening, passing lanes, channelization and intersection
improvements to enhance turning movements, additional parking areas where unsafe parking
conditions currently exists, and features that would minimize roadside parking on SR 1
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(Caltrans 1985). Willow Creek Road and Coleman Valley Road are narrow winding roads
maintained by Sonoma County.

Goal ROAD-1 and Guidelines ROAD-TA and ROAD-1C would require the preparation of a
comprehensive roadway management plan and coordination with Caltrans and Sonoma
County to ensure the roadways in and around Sonoma Coast SP would be maintained and
improved, to the extent feasible, in order to provide safe and convenient roadway conditions
for motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians. Potential improvements that would be considered in
a comprehensive roadway management plan include adding turning lanes to reduce
congestion related to turning movements and realignment of roadways to avoid hazardous
conditions.  Implementation of Guideline ROAD-1B would result in the installation of
roadway signage that can orient and inform visitors so that unsafe traffic activities may be
minimized and trips associated with disoriented motorists (i.e., visitors spending excessive time
on the roads looking for unmarked attractions or facilities) may be reduced. Guideline
ROAD-TE would encourage the maintenance of and the provision of additional public
transportation to and within Sonoma Coast SP.  Compliance with Guidelines TRAIL-1B,
TRAIL-TC, TRAIL-1D, and TRAIL-1F would encourage the use of bicycles to and from Sonoma
Coast SP. As such, the General Plan may have a beneficial effect on the use of alternative
modes of transportation. Guideline ROAD-1F would facilitate the development of new
parking areas to meet increased demand for parking, as well as removing parking
opportunities where hazardous conditions exist. With Guideline ROAD-1D, the possibility of
adding a bike lane or a bike path, which would enhance the safety of bicyclists, would be
explored in coordination with Caltrans.  These goals and guidelines would maintain
congestion at an acceptable level to the extent feasible and would increase traffic safety.

Implementation of Guideline ROAD-1G would help ensure the roadways in and around
Sonoma Coast SP would be designed to provide adequate access for emergency vehicles.
Given the General Plan goal and guidelines, impacts related to congestion, traffic safety,
emergency vehicle access, and alternative modes of transportation would be less than
significant.

Implementation of Guideline ROAD-1H requires traffic studies for proposed access points for
the Willow Creek watershed. The road surveys in concurrence with the Willow Creek Access
Site Evaluation will help evaluate safe access as well as potential traffic impacts on
surrounding lands to any proposed access sites for the inland Willow Creek watershed.

4.6.12 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
INTRODUCTION

This section analyzes impacts on utility and public service systems that would result from the
implementation of the General Plan.

Sonoma Coast State Park Environmental Analysis
Final General Plan and Environmental Impact Report 4-25



THRESHOLDS

The public services and utilities analysis uses criteria from the State CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G. According to these criteria, implementation of the General Plan would have a
significant impact related to public services and utilities if it would:

>

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order
to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for
fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, and other public facilities.

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board.

Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects.

Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects.

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed.

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

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s
solid waste disposal needs.

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Increase Demand for Utility and Public Services. The General Plan would

Impact allow new developments and improvements that would generate an increase in
UTIL the demand for utility and public services.  For law enforcement, fire

protection, emergency medical, electricity, propane, telephone, solid waste,
and road maintenance services, existing service providers and resource
capacities are expected to be sufficient; for water supply and wastewater, site
investigation to ensure site compatibility with facility development would be
required. As such, the impact would be less than significant.
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The General Plan would allow the development of new facilities and site improvements that
would generate the demand for additional water, wastewater, electricity, propane, solid
waste, telephone, law enforcement, fire protection, emergency medical, and road
maintenance services.

New water supply and water treatment, storage, and conveyance facilities may be needed for
water service and would be built based on new demand associated with specific facility
developments. The primary sources of water along the coastal area of Sonoma County are
groundwater and the associated springs. The prevalent Franciscan geologic formation yields
limited quantities of groundwater, and, as a result, inadequate water supply has been a major
constraint for development in the area. The Department may contract with local water
purveyors to provide water for Sonoma Coast SP, or it may develop new wells or water
collection systems. In either case, new development in Sonoma Coast SP must demonstrate

availability of water supplies before construction activities may proceed, in accordance with
Guideline FAC-1B.

There are no sewer systems available in Sonoma Coast SP. Thus, new facilities would require
onsite wastewater systems (e.g., septic tanks). Many of the soil types in Sonoma Coast SP are
not compatible with onsite wastewater systems. Sites that are suitable for onsite wastewater
systems may be identified through geotechnical investigations. New development in Sonoma
Coast SP must demonstrate site suitability for onsite wastewater systems before construction
activities may proceed, in accordance with Guideline FAC-1B.

For electricity, propane, and telephone services, the Department would continue to contract
with private service providers (e.g., PG&E). For solid waste collection and disposal and road
maintenance services, the Department would provide the services or would contract with
Caltrans and/or Sonoma County for services. For fire protection services, the Department
would coordinate with California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Bodega Bay Fire
Protection District, and Monte Rio Fire Protection District. Law enforcement within Sonoma
Coast SP is provided by the rangers; in addition, the Department would coordinate with
Sonoma County Sheriff Department and California Highway Patrol for law enforcement
services. Emergency medical services are also provided by rangers. In addition emergency
medical services may be provided by the fire districts, and emergency air transport services to
hospitals in Santa Rosa and Napa would be provided by Henry T and Cal Cord.

New equipment and facilities may be needed to serve the future development within Sonoma
Coast SP. Adverse environmental effects associated with new infrastructure and services are
expected to be typical of the equipment and facility types. In accordance with Goal FAC-1
and Guideline FAC-1B, sites for new infrastructure would be selected based on criteria
established in the General Plan that give preference to environmental compatibility and
logistic convenience. If no sites within Sonoma Coast SP would meet the site selection
criteria, the Department may consider acquiring sites that are suitable to the proposed
development, in accordance with Guideline FAC-11. Construction and operations of the
equipment and facilities would be in compliance with State and federal rules and regulations,
as well as management goals and guidelines of this General Plan. As such, new

Sonoma Coast State Park Environmental Analysis
Final General Plan and Environmental Impact Report 4-27



infrastructure and services would be environmentally compatible with the resources within
Sonoma Coast SP, and any degradation of environmental values would not be substantial.
Environmental review for new development would be required. While the exact nature of the
infrastructure and service needs would not be determined until the development proposals
become available, any adverse effects would be mitigated to the extent feasible. This impact
would be less than significant.

4.7 OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS
4.7.1 UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT

As discussed above, no unavoidable significant impacts would result from the adoption and
implementation of this General Plan.

4.7.2 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

No significant irreversible changes to the physical environment are anticipated from the
implementation of the enclosed General Plan. Facility development, including structures,
roads and trails, may be considered a long-term commitment of resources; however, the
impacts can be reversed through removal of the facilities and discontinued access and use.
Ongoing adverse effects on the environment, if any, can be monitored by staff through
adaptive management and consideration of carrying capacity issues. The Department does
remove, replace, or realign facilities, such as trails and campsites, where impacts have
become unacceptable either from excessive use or from a change in environmental
conditions.

The construction and operation of facilities may require the use of non-renewable resources.
This impact is projected to be minor based on considerations of sustainable practices in site
design, construction, maintenance, and operations that are generally practiced by the
Department. Sustainable principals used in design, construction, and management, such as
the use of non-toxic materials and renewable resources, resource conservation, recycling, and
energy efficiency, emphasize environmental sensitivity (Guidelines SUST-1 and SUST-2).

4.7.3 GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d) requires that an EIR evaluate the growth-inducing
impacts of a proposed project. Specifically, an EIR must discuss the ways in which a
proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of
additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Growth
inducement itself is not an environmental effect, but may lead to environmental effects. Such
environmental effects may include increased demand on other community and public services
and infrastructure, increased traffic and noise, degradation of air or water quality,
degradation or loss of plant or wildlife habitats, or conversion of agricultural and open space
land to urban uses.
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The General Plan does not propose the development of any specific projects, so it would not
have direct growth-inducing impacts. There would be indirect growth-inducing impacts,
however, because the General Plan provides a framework for future development.
The analysis of these indirect growth-inducing impacts for the General Plan focuses on two
main factors: (1) promotion of development and population growth, and (2) elimination of
obstacles to growth.

Development of new recreational and interpretive facilities and incorporation of new parcels
into Sonoma Coast SP would increase recreational opportunities and visitation capacity in
Sonoma Coast SP. If visitation to Sonoma Coast SP increases, the demand for lodging,
restaurants, and other tourism-related businesses and employment would also increase.
The extent of such economic effects is unknown at this time, but could indirectly result in
additional development in the region wherever permitted by established land use plans and
zoning ordinances. Additional staffing at Sonoma Coast SP to serve increased visitation may
generate housing demand. However, the demand would not be substantial and would have
minimal effect on growth in the region. Development of infrastructure is often cited as a way
through which obstacles to growth are eliminated.  Additional infrastructure may be
developed for the purpose of serving new facilities in Sonoma Coast SP. The Department
does not typically build infrastructure for the purpose of supporting growth, and no
infrastructure has have been proposed for Sonoma Coast SP. If development of infrastructure
in Sonoma Coast SP is proposed, it would comply with current federal laws, State laws, LCP
requirements, and subsequent environmental review would be required.

4.7.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

This EIR provides an analysis of cumulative impacts of the proposed General Plan, as
required in State CEQA Guidelines Section15130. Cumulative impacts are defined in State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15355 as “two or more individual effects which, when considered
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.”
A cumulative impact occurs from “the change in the environment, which results from the
incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor, but collectively significant, projects taking place over a period of time”
(State CEQA Guidelines §15355][b]). By requiring an evaluation of cumulative impacts,
CEQA attempts to ensure that large-scale environmental impacts will not be ignored.

To evaluate cumulative environmental impacts, other projects that could cumulatively
contribute to the impacts described in this EIR need to be identified. Development along the
Sonoma Coast and along the nearby stretch of the Russian River may contribute to
cumulative impacts associated with the implementation of the General Plan.  Maximum
development in these areas would be based on the buildout of the Sonoma County Local
Coastal Plan and the Sonoma County General Plan. In the vicinity of Sonoma Coast SP,
future development may include residences in the adjacent subdivision communities
(e.g., Sereno Del Mar, Carmet), as well as in Bodega Bay and along the Russian River.
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As described above, the facility development and resource management efforts that may
occur with the implementation of the General Plan would not result in significant project-level
environmental impacts.  The goals and guidelines in the General Plan would require
management actions that would preserve, protect, restore, or otherwise minimize adverse
effects related to biological resources, cultural resources, aesthetic quality of viewsheds,
seismic hazards, water quality, traffic congestion, inadequate water supply, etc. These
management actions would also maintain Sonoma Coast SP’s contribution to cumulative
impacts to a less-than-significant level.

4.8 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The guiding principles for the analysis of alternatives in this EIR are provided by the State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, which indicates that the alternatives analysis must:
(1) describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project that could feasibly attain most of
the basic objectives of the project; (2) consider alternatives that could reduce or eliminate any
significant environmental impacts of the proposed project, including alternatives that may be
more costly or could otherwise impede the project’s objectives; and (3) evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives. The State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d)
permits the evaluation of alternatives to be conducted in less detail than is done for the
proposed project. A description of the project alternatives, including the No Project
Alternative, is provided in this EIR to allow for a meaningful evaluation, analysis, and
comparison of these alternatives with the Proposed Project Alternative, which is the General
Plan as described in Chapter 3.

4.8.1 ALTERNATIVES
ALTERNATIVE 1: NO POTENTIAL FACILITY DEVELOPMENT AREA
Description

Under this alternative, no potential development areas (see Exhibit 3-1) would be included in
the General Plan, and all existing facilities would be retained. Expansions and improvements
to existing facilities would occur, if physically possible and environmentally suitable, and only
minor new facilities (e.g., signage) would be developed on existing open space. Under this
alternative, the existing visitor center, administrative center, and maintenance yard would be
improved and expanded in order to provide additional services that meet the needs of
visitation increases. No new trails, campgrounds, alternative overnight facilities, and boat
launches would be developed. Management actions for resource protection and recreation
and safety enhancement would be required similar to that required under the Proposed
Project Alternative.

Evaluation

Under this alternative, adverse conditions associated with the existing facilities, such as
flooding and close proximity to sensitive habitats, may be remedied to the extent permitted by
existing physical conditions (e.g., flood-proofing, water quality buffers, educational signage).
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Due to site limitations, potential historic nature of buildings, and other environmental factors,
expansion of existing faciliies may be limited. Thus, the capacity to accommodated
additional visitors (i.e., campgrounds, trails, storage space for equipment, office space for
staff) may also be restricted. As such, the potential for overuse of existing facilities and the
related environmental effects (e.g., trail erosion) is greater than under the other alternatives.
Due to the locations of existing facilities in Sonoma Coast SP, traffic congestion may be
greater than under the Proposed Project Alternative, which would allow relocation of facilities
to more suitable sites. Under the No Potential Development Area Alternative, less open
space would be developed, thus minimizing potential disturbances to wildlife and other
environmental incompatibilities in currently undeveloped areas of Sonoma Coast SP.

ALTERNATIVE 2: FEWER POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AREAS
Description

Under this alternative, the General Plan would include only two potential development areas,
which would be located at the Carrington parcel and the Salmon Creek area which are
already developed and have relatively easy access from the park’s main thoroughfare.
No new facilities would be considered for development in the northern portion of Sonoma
Coast SP near the Russian River and Willow Creek or near Bodega Bay. The number of new
facilities under this alternative would be similar to that under the Proposed Project, as the
number and capacity of facilities are driven by visitor demand rather than by the number of
sites available for development. Management actions for resource protection and recreation
and safety enhancement would be required similar to those required under the Proposed
Project Alternative.

Evaluation

As with the Proposed Project, specific sites for facility development have not been identified
under this alternative. However, all new facilities would have to be located in the Salmon
Creek or Carrington areas under this alternative. The number of new facilities would be
similar to that of the Proposed Project Alternative. Under this alternative, the distribution of
impacts may be different but would not be necessarily be less than under the Proposed
Project. For example, less aesthetic, noise, traffic, and other types of impacts would be
expected under this alternative in the Willow Creek and Bodega Bay areas, but the impacts
may be greater at the Carrington or Salmon Creek areas where facilities may be clustered.
In addition, there would be fewer potentially suitable sites available, limiting the number and
variety of sources that could be developed. Under this alternative, a new maintenance yard
may have to be developed farther away from other park units in the District, resulting in less
logistic convenience. New recreational facilities would not be developed in the Bodega Bay
or Willow Creek area, and recreational opportunities would be somewhat lower than under
the Proposed Project Alternative. Overall, the impacts would be similar under the Reduced
Potential Development Area Alternative as the Proposed Project Alternative, although no
significant impacts would result under either alternative.
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ALTERNATIVE 3: NO PROJECT
Description

The California Environmental Quality Act requires an evaluation of the “no project”
alternative and its impact (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6[e][1]). The No Project Alternative
represents continuation of existing management actions, and its the analysis is based on the
physical conditions that are likely to occur in the future if the project (the proposed General
Plan) is not approved and implemented. The purpose of describing and analyzing the
No Project Alternative is to allow decision-makers to compare the impacts of approving the
proposed General Plan with the expected impacts of not approving the General Plan.
Without a general plan for Sonoma Coast SP, it is assumed that the existing patterns of
operation and management would continue under this alternative and no major recreational
or operational facilities would be developed. Visitation increases would be somewhat smaller
than under the Proposed Project due to less recreational opportunities and visitation capacity
under this alternative. However, overall use would still be expected to increase as the state-
wide and regional populations grow. The management actions that would protect, preserve,
and restore natural and cultural resources beyond the requirements of laws and regulations
would not occur under the No Project Alternative.

Evaluation

Under this alternative, the Department would need to provide additional visitor services and
maintenance activities from the existing facilities, the capacities of which have been
determined to be inadequate. Existing adverse environmental conditions associated with
existing facilities (e.g., flooding, traffic safety) may not be remedied unless required by law or
regulation.  Management plans and improvements (e.g., signage, water quality buffers,
turning lanes) associated with the proposed General Plan may not occur. Unique and
important cultural resources and sensitive and listed biological resources may not be afforded
additional protection and restoration except as required by laws and regulations. Compared
to the Proposed Project, this alternative would result in less of an impact related to
construction air quality, traffic noise, and water supply because no new facilities would be
constructed.  This alternative would result in greater impacts related to traffic safety,
biological resources, cultural resources, and water quality because no additional facilities to
handle increased visitor demand would be available. Therefore, the No Project Alternative
may result in potentially significant impacts to these resources.

4.8.2 IDENTIFICATION OF THE ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

State CEQA Guidelines §15126(d)(2) state that if the environmentally superior alternative is
the no project alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative
from among the other alternatives. Alternatives considered in this EIR include the Proposed
Project (the General Plan), the No Potential Facility Development Area Alternative, the
Reduced Potential Facility Development Area Alternative, and the No Project Alternative.
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Under all four alternatives, increased visitation at Sonoma Coast SP would generate demand
for additional facility capacities, although increase would occur at different rates for different
alternatives. The limitations to facility improvements and expansions would be greatest under
the No Project Alternative, followed by the No Potential Development Area Alternative, the
Fewer Potential Development Areas Alternative, and then the Proposed Project Alternative.
Because the actual number of facilities developed or the amount of facility expansion under
each of the alternatives cannot be determined, the extent of environmental impacts related to
demolition, construction, and operational activities cannot be assessed at this time and
cannot be differentiated among the Proposed Project Alternative, Reduced Potential
Development Area Alternative, and the No Potential Development Area Alternative.
However, the nature of potential environmental impacts are known and are described above
under each of the environmental topics in this chapter, and the General Plan goals and
guidelines would render all impacts to less-than-significant level for all but the No Project
Alternative. This is because for all but the No Project Alternative, management goals and
guidelines for preserving and restoring natural and cultural resources would be implemented.

The Proposed Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative of the alternatives
considered. The Proposed Project Alternative would provide for the best balance between
preservation and use of natural, cultural, and recreational resources at Sonoma Coast SP by
allowing most flexibility for facility improvement, redevelopment, and relocation.  For
example, it existing adverse environmental conditions cannot be adequately remedied at
existing sites in light of increasing visitation and usage in the future or if additional facilities
must be developed to meet visitor demand and avoid overuse of existing facilities, the
Proposed Project Alternative would allow a larger number of potential sites to be considered
for development. Thus the potential for selecting the most optimum sites, in consideration of
minimizing environmental impacts, may be chosen.

4.9 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

This chapter provides a complete copy of all the written comments received on the Preliminary
General Plan/Draft EIR for Sonoma Coast SP, and presents responses to significant
environmental issues raised in the comments, as required by State CEQA Guidelines Section
15132. Responses to comments pertaining to the proposed General Plan are also provided.

The first section of this chapter provides master responses to environmental issues raised by
multiple commenters. The second section focuses on written comments received on the
Preliminary General Plan/Draft EIR, including letters, comment forms, and e-mail
correspondence. Each letter is reproduced in its entirety to present verbatim comments,
including attachments. Each letter and comments are labeled numerically, and correspond to
Table 4.9-1 included at the end of this chapter. The responses to comments are also labeled
numerically to correspond with each comment. The responses follow each letter.

Letters 1 through 4 were received in response to circulation of the Preliminary General
Plan/Draft EIR circulated in 2004. The Preliminary General Plan and Draft EIR were
subsequently revised, because of the acquisition of the Upper Willow Creek Unit property and
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incorporation of the lands into Sonoma Coast SP. Letters 5 through 23 were received in
response to the Revised Preliminary General Plan/Recirculated Draft EIR for Sonoma Coast SP
(including the Upper Willow Creek Unit), which was circulated in 2007.

4.9.1 MASTER RESPONSES

The following section contains master responses to environmental issues raised by multiple
commenters for two topics: Public Access and Grazing. The intent of a master response is to
provide a comprehensive response to an issue or set of interrelated issues raised by multiple
commenters, so that all aspects of the issue can be addressed in a coordinated, organized
manner in one location. Where appropriate, responses to individual comments on these
topics are directed to the master responses.

MASTER RESPONSE 1 — PUBLIC ACCESS

Several commenters expressed concern regarding the impacts of increased public access to
the Upper Willow Creek area, in particular on Willow Creek Road and Coleman Valley Road.
Commenter concerns included increased traffic, substandard road conditions, ongoing
maintenance, scenic degradation, public safety issues, emergency vehicle response time,
increased noise, and air pollution from traffic, signage, and publication of access points.

The Department recognizes the importance of these concerns. The General Plan focused on
utilizing existing roads to facilitate access rather than developing new roads. When access is
implemented, all involved roads leading to potential access points and parking areas will be
evaluated according to the goals and guidelines outlined in the plan. The Willow Creek
Access Site Evaluation (Appendix G) provided an initial review of potential access points into
the Upper Willow Creek area. Potential access points were evaluated using several criteria;
however, these assessments were not intended to lead to a final recommendation against or
for any specific site, which is the appropriate, broad level of review for the General Plan.
Any future specific development proposals will undergo subsequent CEQA review, as
described in sections 1.2.2 and 1.3.5 of the General Plan.

The following outlines how the General Plan addresses the concerns regarding public access
listed above.

Selection and Implementation of Access Points and Trails

Some commenters expressed concern about the need for further investigations or public
review before implementation of access improvements to the Upper Willow Creek Unit.
The approval of the General Plan does not, by itself, authorize the Department to immediately
begin construction of new access point and trial facilities in the Upper Willow Creek Unit.
The subsequent planning process for establishing or developing improved access routes,
trails, and park facilities is outlined in the General Plan, will take time, and will involve further
site-specific studies and evaluations (as identified in Goals SAFE-1, FAC-1 and Guidelines
FAC-1A, FAC-1B, FAC-1J, FAC-1K, FAC-TM). The evaluations will include additional CEQA
review, additional public involvement, and regulatory permit compliance. Section 3.2.2 (Site
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Selection Criteria) describes the process and the criteria for access point development and
improvements in the Upper Willow Creek Unit, including trails.

Traffic

Commenters indicated the need to further understand traffic impacts from the development of
access to the Upper Willow Creek Unit. At this time the Department cannot predict traffic
increases that could occur on Willow Creek Road or Coleman Valley Road as a result of
future park development and visitor use, as well as other possible contributing factors from
outside the park, because a specific development project has not yet been selected or
proposed. Goal ROAD-1 recognizes the need to provide adequate and safe access to all
park areas. Goal INLAND-1 provides for diverse and appropriate access provisions to
accommodate recreational opportunities and visitor enjoyment of the inland watershed area.
Guideline ROAD-1H requires road and traffic studies to evaluate safe access to any
proposed Upper Willow Creek watershed access points. Furthermore, Guideline INLAND-1C
recognizes the need to provide secondary access points to help reduce traffic at any particular
access point. Implementation of these goals and guidelines is intended to balance the
provision of access to the unit with the needs of residents to avoid or minimize the potential
for adverse traffic impacts.

Road Conditions and Maintenance

Commenters expressed concern about the poor condition of Willow Creek Road. Guidelines
ROAD-TA and ROAD-1C require the preparation of a comprehensive roadway management
plan and coordination with Caltrans and Sonoma County to ensure the roadways in and
around Sonoma Coast SP will be maintained and improved, to the extent feasible, in order to
provide safe and convenient roadway conditions for motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians.
Implementation of these guidelines would help lead to adequate maintenance of roadways
serving the Upper Willow Creek Unit.

Emergency Vehicle Access

Commenters indicated the need for adequate emergency vehicle access to the Upper Willow
Creek Unit. Guideline ROAD-1G requires coordination with Caltrans and Sonoma County
to assure sufficient emergency vehicle access on roadways in and around the park. Fire
safety will be consistent with current practices within the Department, which specifies when fire
danger rises to levels of concern, closure orders are posted, as necessary. Fire protection
service for Sonoma Coast SP is provided by California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection, the Bodega Bay Fire Protection District, and the Monte Rio Fire Protection District.
Please refer to the Emergency Services section on page 2-95 of the Preliminary General Plan
for more detailed information. Implementation of the guideline and continued support and
relationships with Caltrans and Sonoma County would lead to adequate emergency vehicle
access.
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Air Quality and Noise

Commenters sought additional information about air quality and noise effects of providing
access to the Upper Willow Creek Unit.  Guidelines FAC-TL and FAC-1N require
consultation with the Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control District and noise studies
to determine impacts of the development of new facilities. Furthermore, air quality and noise
impacts for projects recommended in the General Plan will be evaluated during project-
specific CEQA review in the future as described in section 1.2.2 and 1.3.5 in the General
Plan. Implementation of these guidelines would ensure that potential air and noise effects of
specific improvements are addressed and avoided or minimized.

Scenic Degradation

The potential degradation of the scenic qualities of the area from development of access to
and addition of facilities in the Upper Willow Creek Unit was of concern to commenters.
Guideline FAC-1C requires the integration of the park’s positive aesthetic features into the
design of new facilities. Goal INLAND-3 calls for the preservation of the natural beauty of
the inland viewshed for enjoyment of visitors. Guideline INLAND-3A requires appropriate
visual screening of new facilities that are visible from roadways and trails.  Guideline
TRAIL-TE calls for the exploration of strategies to provide access to facilities, such as trails,
vistas, and campsites in balance with the scenic character of the park. Furthermore, aesthetic
impacts for projects recommended in the General Plan will be evaluated during project-
specific CEQA review in the future as described in section 1.2.2 and 1.3.5 in the General
Plan. Implementation of these goals and guidelines are intended to project the scenic quality
of the park.

Public Safety

Commenters were concerned about public safety related to the additional visitors to the
Upper Willow Creek Unit. Guideline REC-1D requires appropriate studies and evaluations to
be conducted to maintain and enhance safe access to areas within the Sonoma Coast SP.
Guideline ROAD-1C requires coordination with Caltrans and Sonoma County to ensure
roads in and around Sonoma Coast SP are improved, consistent with resource management
goals and guidelines. Guideline ROAD-1H requires road and traffic studies to evaluate safe
access to any proposed Upper Willow Creek watershed access points. Guideline SAFE-TA
requires coordination with local communities, local districts and agencies, and State agencies
to provide a unified delivery of emergency services. Guidelines FAC-1J and FAC-1K require
the consideration of public safety personnel needs and assessment of the ability to provide
adequate public safety when developing new facilities. These guidelines demonstrate the
high priority of public safety in the Department’s decisions about access to the Upper Willow
Creek Unit. Their implementation would help provide adequate public safety in whatever
access approach is pursued.
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Signage

Guideline ROAD-1B requires an evaluation of signing to determine adequacy for directing
visitors in and around Sonoma Coast SP. Furthermore, the guideline states that signs be
installed to bring visitors” attention to the primary destinations and attractions, to distinguish
between designated parking areas and scenic pull-outs, and to provide appropriate warnings
of potential hazards.

Publication of Access Points

Once a final affirmative determination is made on a project and the development is
complete, the Department will include the facility in maps and brochures, as is standard
throughout the State Park System. The Department of Parks and Recreation does not
generally advertise specific park access points and parking lots. Access and parking
information is included on park maps and brochures.

MASTER RESPONSE 2 — GRAZING

Several commenters expressed support for livestock grazing on the Sonoma Coast SP as a
management tool for weed control and fire suppression. Commenters also cite the current
and historic agricultural uses of Sonoma Coast SP and adjacent properties, including
livestock grazing. The Department does not intend to use modern agricultural techniques,
such as livestock grazing, for resource management or interpretive purposes at Sonoma
Coast State Park. The Department’s policy on grazing is clear with respect to the possible
exceptions.

As stated policy in the Department of Parks and Recreation Operations Manual (DOM
Section’s 0317.2.4 and 0317.2.4.1), livestock grazing is an inappropriate use of parkland
resources except under certain circumstances where a core park purpose is served. Please
refer to Section 4.6.2, pages 4-7 and 4-8 of the General Plan/Draft EIR where these core
purposes are outlined. They do not authorize grazing for fuel reduction purposes. As the
commenter mentions, prescriptive burning can be used by the Department to effectively
manage fuel loads that are consistent with resource management objectives.

The Department’s Livestock Grazing Policy read as follows:

0317.2.4 Livestock Grazing

Since 1957, after statewide review by the State Park and Recreation Commission,
livestock grazing has been considered incompatible with park purposes, including
natural resource protection and providing a meaningful outdoor recreational
experience. Protecting and restoring natural processes is at the core of the State Park
System’s natural resource management. Livestock grazing is an artificial process
impacting physical and biological resources. Grazing also impacts recreational
opportunities.  However, there are occasions when livestock grazing may be
appropriate when it is clearly shown that a core park purpose is significantly served,
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e.g., natural resource restoration and interpretation (see State Park and Recreation
Commission Policy 1I-6). In addition, short-term grazing may be appropriate to
consummate land acquisition.

0317.2.4.1 Livestock Grazing Policy

It is the policy of the Department of Parks and Recreation that livestock grazing is an
inappropriate use of the parkland resources except under certain circumstances where
a core park purpose is served. Due to the potential for inconsistent application of the
Department’s Livestock Grazing Policy and uncoordinated scientific monitoring, the
Chief of the Natural Resources Division and appropriate Field Division Chief will
approve any grazing contracts, leases or agreements deemed beneficial to the State
Park System prior to execution.

Livestock grazing may be permitted under the following circumstances:

a. When directly contributing to historic interpretation approved in a unit’s General
Plan;

b. When necessary for a specific natural resource restoration purpose, which
normally does not include fuels reduction or an alternative to extirpated ungulate
grazing; or

c. When it is a necessary component to an acquisition agreement, including scaled-
down grazing to improve natural resources.

Compliance with this policy would require one or more of these purposes to be met before
grazing could be initiated within Sonoma Coast SP.

As referenced by the policy statement above, the State Park and Recreation Commission has
established an additional policy pertaining to grazing and agricultural leasing on State Park
lands (see Policy 11-6 below).

State Park and Recreation Commission — Policy II-6

AGRICULTURAL LEASING (Amended 5-4-94)

Generally, grazing or agricultural leasing is considered incompatible in units of the
State Park System. However, a general plan may include a grazing or agricultural
activity that is found to be fundamental to enhancement of the visitor experience or
resource values, such as historic interpretation or resource management.

The Director may, with the concurrence of the Commission, permit grazing or
agricultural where it is for the benefit of the unit and consistent with its classification.
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The Director shall carefully weigh the environmental consequences of grazing or other
agricultural leases on the natural, cultural, scenic, and recreational resources of the
unit.

4.9.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE GENERAL PLAN/DRAFT EIR
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RECEIVED

FEB 1 8 2004

Sonoma Coast General Plan FeedbzaB@RTHERN SERVICE CENTER
Michele Luna
Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods

Page 2-84 & 2-85

Visitor Center

The Jenner Vigitor Center is staffed year-round. During the
off-season 1t is staffed on weekends and during the busy
geagon 3-5 days a week. Upgrading of the interpretive
displays is a priority for the Vigitor Center.

Page 2-101

Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods

Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods is the nonprefit
cooperating association that works under contract in
partnership with the State Parks in the Russian River
Sector supporting interpretive volunteer programs, rescurce
management. projects and advocating for state park needs.
Programs on Soncma coast include Seal Watch, Whale Watch,
tidepool and watershed education programs, -the Willow Creek
Citizen Action Team and staffing the visitor Center in
Jenner,

Page 2-104

Visitor Center

The Jenner Vigitor Center is staffed year round. During the
off-season it is staffed on weekends and during the busy
season 3-5 days a week.

1-1

Page 2-107

Marine Mammals

Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods sgupports the Seal Watch
program, whereby volunteers are trained to provide
education and protection for the harbor seal colony from
March through August during their annual pupping season
when they are most vulnerable.

Tidepools

Stewards of the Coast and Redwocods, the nonprofit
organization that works under contract with the Department
supporta two tidepool education programs. The tidepool
education program provides education for school groups who
visit this fragile marine ecosystem impressing upon them
the importance of stewardship. The tidepool roving
naturalist program accomplishes the same goals with park
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visitors by staffing popular tidepool beaches during low
tides on the weekends.

Watershed Protection and Restoration

Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods supports restoration and
education in the Willow Creek watershed. They secured grant
funding to work in partnership with the Department and
other technical advisory partners to develop a watershed
plan and implement restoration efforts to restore the
fishery. They alsoc developed and suppert a watershed

education program with middie and high school students who - 1-1
conduct field studies in the watershed. _ (Cont)
Page 3-16

Interpretation and Education

Insert a section that addresses the need for a Docent
Training Program.

Page 3-35

Water Quality

Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods supports the Willow
Creek Citizen Action Team, volunteers who monitor the
Willow Creek watershed for water guality.

RECEIVED
FEB 1 8 2004
NORTHERN SERVICE CENTER
Sonoma Coast State Park Environmental Analysis -
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Letter 1: Michele Luna, Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods

No Date

1-1  The commenter suggests clarifications to sections of the document that reference the
services provided by the Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods. The comment is
noted. Please refer to Chapter 4, Changes to the General Plan, for revised text
regarding the description of the Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND BOUSING AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
111 GRAND AVENUE

P. 0. BOX 23660

OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660

PHONE (510) 286-5505

FAX (510)286-5513

TTY (800) 735-2929

February 17, 2004

Mr. Wayne Woodroof

California Department of Parks and Recreation
Northern Service Center

One Capitol Mall, Suite 500

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Woodroof:

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

RECEIVED
FEB 2 5 2004 e
NORTHERN SERVICE CENTER
SON-1-20.1
SONO01I221
SCH# 2003022116

Sonoma Coast State Beach General Plan — Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)

Thank you for continuing to include the California Department of Transportation (Department)
in the environmental review process for the proposed general plan. We have reviewed DEIR

and have the following comments to offer:

1. The DEIR includes a program-level analysis of transportation and circulation impacts that
would resuit from the implementation of the General Plan. Once specific projects have been
identified in the Sonoma Coast State Beach, additional project-specific analysis of potential
impacts fo State Routes 1 and 116 should be submitted for our review.

2. Please be advised that any work or traffic control within the State Route 1 or State Route
116 right-of-way (ROW) will require an encroachment permit from the Depariment. To
apply for an encroachment permit, submit a completed encroachment permit application,
environmental documentation, and five (5) sets of plans (in metric units) which clearly
indicate State ROW to the following address:

Mr. Sean Nozzari, District Office Chief
Office of Permits
California Department of Transportation, District 04
P. O. Box 23660
Oakland, Ca 94623-0660

2-1
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Mr. Wayne Woodroo/ Califomia Departmént of Parks and Recreation
February 17, 2004
Page 2

Should you require further information or have any questions regarding this letter, please call
Maija Cottle of my staff at (510) 286-5737.

Sincerely,
TIMOTHY C. SABLE
District Branch Chief
IGR/CEQA

¢: State Clearinghouse

RECEIVED

FEB 2 5 2004
NORTHERN SERVICE CENTER
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4-44 Final General Plan and Environmental Impact Report

“Caltrans improves mability across California”



Letter 2: Timothy C. Sable, California Department of Transportation

February 17, 2004

2-1  The commenter notes that the DEIR includes a program-level analysis of transportation
and circulation impacts that would result from implementation of the General Plan.
The commenter suggests that project-specific analysis of potential impacts to SR 1 and
SR 116 be submitted to the California Department of Transportation (DOT) once
specific projects have been identified. The Department will coordinate with Caltrans
when specific access improvements affecting state routes are proposed for review.

2-2  The commenter advises that any work or traffic control within the SR 1 and SR 116
right-of-ways will require an encroachment permit from Caltrans. The commenter
outlines the application procedure. The Department will pursue encroachment
permits, whenever needed, in compliance with Caltrans requirements. This comment
is noted, and no further response is necessary.

Sonoma Coast State Park Environmental Analysis
Final General Plan and Environmental Impact Report 4-45



United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Point Reyes Nasional Seashore
Point Reyes, California 94856

N REPLY REFER TO:

RECEIVED
L7617
FEB 2 7 2004
February 20, 2004 NORTHERN SERVICE CENTER

Mr. Wayne Woodroof

California Department of Parks and Recreation
Northern Service Center

One Capital Mall, Suite 500

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Sonoma Coast State Beach, Preh'minarj General Plan and Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Woodroof:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Sonoma Coast State Beach Preliminary
General Plan and Draft EIR. Point Reyes National Seashore and Sonoma Coast State
Beach share many of the natural, cultural, scenic and recreational resources unique to the
Central California coast. Our parks are part of a cluster of recreation destinations that
provide respite for residents of San Francisco Bay Area and beyond.

The Preliminary General Plan provides laudable programimatic goals and protections for
the important resources and recreational opportunities of Sonoma Coast State Beach.
The Draft Guidelines ably set the parameters within which site-specific plans can be
incrementally developed while assuring that the integrity of the park-wide vision is
maintained. That Park Vision, presented on page 3-3, will provide for the continued
enjoyment and protection of this important State resource. Perhaps the Vision and the 3-1
Guidelines would benefit by replacing caveats such as “to the greatest extent feasible”
with phasing that defines the reasonable limitations that are intended. The Guidelines in
particular would benefit from this rewording as the future application of the Guidelines is
essential to the assurance that all potential adverse impacts of the Preliminary General
Plan would be less than significant. '

We look forward to the publication of the final General Plan and EIR and congratulate
the Departmnent of Parks and Recreation on the development of a planning framework for
the Sonoma Coast State Beach that emphasizes the long-range protection of our valuable
coastal resources. |
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Page 2

Thank you again, for this opportunity to provide our comments.

Sincerely,
u&‘ RECEIVED
Wa’ FEB 2 7 2004
Don L. Neubacher NORTHERN SERVICE CENTER
Superintendent :
Sonoma Coast State Park Environmental Analysis
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Letter 3: Don L. Neubacher, National Park Service

February 20, 2004

3-1  The commenter notes that the General Plan provides laudable programmatic goals
and protections for the important resources and recreational opportunities of Sonoma
Coast SP, and notes that the guidelines ably set parameters within which site-specific
plans can be incrementally developed while assuring that the integrity of the park-wide
vision is maintained. The commenter suggests that the Park Vision presented on
page 3-3 be reworded to replace caveats such as “to the greatest extent feasible” with
phrasing that defines the reasonable limitations that are intended. The caveat phrase
has been removed from the Park Vision statement as a part of the 2007 update and
completion of the Preliminary General Plan. No further response is necessary.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
SAN FRANGISCO DISTRIGT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
333 MARKET STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94106-2197

JUL Y 4 20m
Regulatory Branch

SUBJECT: File Number 28933N

Mr. Wayne Woodroof

California Department of Parks and Recreation
One Capital Mall, Suite 500

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Mr. Woodroof:

This letter is in response to the Sonoma Coast State Beach Preliminary General Plan and
Draft Environmental Impact Report concerning future development and maintenance at Sonoma
Coast State Beach, which extends approximately 19 miles from Bodega Head in the vicinity of
Bodega Bay to beyond Vista Trail, located 4 miles north of Jenner in Sonoma County, California.

All proposed work and/or structures extending bayward or seaward of the line on shore
reached by: (1) mean high water (MFIW) in tidal waters, or {2) ordinary high water in non-tidal
waters designated as navigable waters of the United States, must be authorized by the Cotps of
Engineers pursuant to Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. Section 403).
Additionally, all work and structures proposed in unfilled portions of the interior of diked areas
below former MHW must be authorized under Section 10 of the same statute.

: All proposed discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States must
be authorized by the Cotps of Engineers pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA)
(33 U.8.C. Section 1344). Waters of the United States generally include tidal waters, lakes,

ponds, rivers, streams (including intermittent streams), and wetlands. 4-1

Future work may be within our jurisdiction and a permit may be required. Application
for Corps authorization should be made to this office using the application form in the enclosed
pamphlet. To avoid delays it is essential that you enter the file number at the top of this letter
into Item No. 1. The application must include plans showing the location, extent and character
of the proposed activity, prepared in accordance with the requirements contained in this
pamphlet. You should note, in planning your work, that upon receipt of a properly completed
application and plans, it may be necessary o advertise the proposed work by issuing a public
notice for a pertod of 30 days.

If an individual permit is required, it will be necessary for you to demonstrate to the
Corps that your proposed fili is necessary because there are no practicable alternatives, as
outlined in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. A copy is
enclosed to aid you in preparation of this alternative analysis.

Sonoma Coast State Park ' Environmental Analysis
Final General Plan and Environmental Impact Report 4-49



However, our nationwide or regional permits have already authorized certain activities

" provided specified conditions are met. Your completed application will enable us to determine
whether your activity is already authorized. You are advised to refrain from commencement of
your proposed activity until a determination has been made that an existing petmit covers it. (Cont)
Commencernent of work before you received our notification may be interpreted as a violation of
our regulations.

If you have any questions, please call Bryan Matsumoto of our Regulatory Branch at
telephone 415-977-8476. All correspondence should reference the file number at the head of this
letter.

Sincerely,

* Jane M. Hicks
Chief, North Section

Enclosure
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Letter 4: Jane M. Hicks

July 14, 2004

4-1  The commenter advises that all discharges of dredged or fill materials into waters of
the United States must be authorized by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers pursuant to
Clean Water Act Section 404 and that permits, either individual or nationwide, may
be required. The commenter outlines the application procedure. The Department will
seek Section 404 authorization, whenever required for specific development projects.
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Sacred Sites Protection Committee
FEDEMTED P.O. Box 14428

“‘“ﬁ‘?t\ RAED]N\]SOF | Santa71()1;sa5,6 6@;28895492
RATON RANCHERIA o

February 3, 2007 ' }&0 b”} QP&
FEB 07 7no7

To:  Dave Keck
California Department of Parks and Recreation
Planning Divigion
P.O. Box 942896
Sacramento, CA 94296

RE: Sonoma Coast State Beaches DEIR
SCH # 2003022116

The Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria (FIGR) appreciate the opportunity to provide
the following written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

In recent years, the weather and development in this area has destroyed many areas Tribal
members consider sacred and or important to the cultural heritage of our members. We
have waiched our ancient cemeferies destroyed or covered by parking lots. We have
watched our ancient village areas which may hold clues to our ancient way of life
destroyed. Sacred objects used in the practice of our religion have been systematically
removed from our culture both intentionally and unintentionally. We have watched the
plants and animals we used for food, medicine and religious ceremonies destroyed
without consideration of their importance to our culture and traditions. We continue to
watch others make decisions about what is important to us and what we would like to
preserve for our children. 5-1
Some of the planned activities listed in the EIR are proposed in areas known to contain
cemeteries, ceremonial areas and village sites. The areas have the potential to contain
many other culturaily important sites because of the proximity to current and ancient
fresh water sources and food supply. In the tradition of the Tribe, sacred and ceremonial
sites are riot listed in the State database. We want 1o begin a process to discuss these with
you as your projects become clearer and have more definition.

‘We request the State Parks embrace the spirit of current laws and actively work with the
Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria to preserve our cultural resources through
implementation of the following as mitigation to the potential impacts that would be
caused by project activities fo the cultural resources known to exist and those cultural
resources yet to be uncovered.
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1. We request State Parks meet with FIGR to develop treatment and preservation
plans to mitigate buman and other environmental impacts on the known and
unknown cultural resources in the study area.

2. We request State Parks and FIGR agree to 2 Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) to provide Native American monitoring services by FIGR at future
projects. A FIGR monitor should be present during all soil excavation and
disturbance in sensitive areas, working under g written treatment plan signed by
both parties for that specific project,

3. . Werequest State Parks work with FIGR on the developinent of a systematic and
thorough plan fo evaluate areas impacted by development listed for this EIR.

4. We request a regular mesting schedule, (perhaps quarterly) with State Parks and
FIGR to review the condition of known resources, discuss new projects listed in
the EIR and their impact on Native American cultural resources. Topics may also
include interpretive displays and events. ’

‘We look forward to working with the State Parks for the improvements to the Sonoma
Coast Parks area to preserve and protect the cultural resources impacted by this project.
We believe the implementation of these measures will be the first steps toward
establishing a model program for cooperation between our two government agencies.

L=

Respectfully,

Nick Tipon
For the Sacred Sites Protection Committee

Cc: Tribal Council

5-1
(Cont)
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Letter 5: Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria

February 3, 2007

5-1

The commenter expresses concern about the cumulative loss and degradation of
areas tribal members consider sacred or of importance to the tribe’s cultural heritage
and concerns about the loss of plants and animals important to the tribe. Some of the
activities listed in the General Plan are in areas known to contain cemeteries,
ceremonial areas, and village sites. The tribe requests that State Parks work with the
tribe to preserve the cultural resources and lists four specific actions they would like to
see implemented. The Department will coordinate closely with the tribe regarding any
project that may affect culturally important lands or resources. The Department has
secured funding for an initial cultural assessment of the Willow Creek area. An
interagency agreement for Sonoma State University to perform the assessment is being
completed. It is anticipated that once the agreement is completed, this cultural
resource assessment work can begin. This assessment intends to identify not only
significant native sites, but other historical/culturally significant sites as well. The
Department welcomes representatives from the local native groups to be involved in
this process. Upon completion of the General Plan, the Department intends to form a
District Citizen Advisory group that will provide advice and counsel on issues that
affect the local parks. The Department recognizes that it would be beneficial to have
a representative from the Graton Rancheria involved in that group. Protection of the
State’s cultural heritage is a critical aspect of the Mission Statement of the Department
of Parks and Recreation. The Department looks forward to developing cooperative
working relationships with local native groups to help the Department serve the
cultural heritage aspects of its mission.
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February 9, 2007 RECEIVED

California Department of Parks and Recreation FEB 15 2007
Planning Division NORTHERN SERy '
PO Box 942896 ICE CENTER

Sacramento, Ca 94296-0001
Attention: Dave Keck, General Plan Section
RE: Access to Sonoma Coast State Beach Park via Upper Willow Creek Road

As residents of Willow Creek Road the following are some of our very valid coneerns
relative to the proposed subject access and parking lot. -

Visitors: At the preseni time, LandPaths has issued more than six hundred permits for
access to Willow Creek Watershed and anticipate they will have over one thousand
permits by the end of the year. Also, the Sonomna Coast State Beach Park draws more
than two million visitors each year. Should a small percentage decide to visit the new
access at Upper Willow Creek Road the increase in traffic and congestion created would
be beyond comprehension.

Willow Creek Road: A single lane, narrow (10-16° wide), sub-standard road 2.0 miles
long from Coleman Valley Road to the existing gate. A standard road width is 24°
providing one Jane in each direction. A private developer would be required to make
major improvements fo the existing road with a similar project that would increase traffic
levels to the same level as the proposed Park access will. The serviceability of the switch
back area near the existing gate is questionable and should be evaluated by an
engineering company as MRC feels it is in poor condition and may fail with an increase
in traffic. ‘

Emergency Vehicle Access: Will most certainly be compromised in that delayed
response times due to traffic congestion will prevent first responders fiom reaching the
scene of emergencies in a reasonable time consistent with applicable standards in place
today. At present when two vehicles meet (most with local knowledge of the road) they
can pass with caution. Introduce a truck and worse yet, a truck with a trailer and drivers
not familiar with the road and the sitnation becomes a design for disaster.

Securify and Supervision: Access points to the Park must be supervised together with
some form of law enforcement. The access point at Freezeout is within reasonable
response from the Rangers primary area of responsibility. Upper Willow Creek Road
(UWCR) is not within a reasonable response time from the coast area and would not have
supervision. Additional staffing most likely will not occur due to fiscal limitations. There
is a good chance staffing will be reduced, leaving large areas unprotected and without
basic supervision to outlying boundaries and limitations to visitors. LandPaths orientation
is clearly not enough, park personnel must be available for personal contact as a
preventative prior to problems becoming out of control.

6-1

6-2
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Fire Danger: Consistent with State Parks policies of no grazing and allowing slash to
accumulate the nisk of a serious devastating fire will no doubt increase each year. With 7
flashy fuel loads, up-slope topography, afternoon up-canyon winds, high temperatures, 6-3
low humidity and the introduction of non-supervised visitors, there is the potential of
creating a major fire. Grazing must be reintroduced with serious consideration to
prescriptive burning fo mitigate a very serious fire problem.

We believe the above issues represent a significant impact to the health, safety and
welfare of the residents of UWCR as well as the natural resources.

Respectfully,

RoBeTFR (ostd

LTy

Barbara E. Costa ~

17650 Willow Creek Road
Occidental, California 95465
T07.874.9065

Email: beostai@attwh.pet
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Letter 6: Robert Costa and Barbara Costa

February 9, 2007

6-1 The commenters express concerns about increased traffic and congestion on Willow
Creek Road potentially resulting from increased use of the area. Specific concerns
include the need for road improvements to handle increased traffic and provide for
adequate emergency response times. The comment is noted. Please refer to Master
Response 1 — Public Access.

6-2 The commenters are concerned about adequate supervision and security at new
access points to the park and response times by law enforcement officers to those
points, specifically Willow Creek Road. The Department has identified in the General
Plan that there is a need for security for the Upper Willow Creek Acquisition.
Guideline INLAND-1I recommends that consideration be given to placing a State-
owned park staff residence in the vicinity of Upper Willow Creek to provide park
security and surveillance for that area. Park security is provided by the park rangers,
Sonoma County Sheriff’s Office and the California Highway Patrol.

6-3 The commenters suggest the use of grazing as a management tool to reduce fire
danger. The comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response 2 — Grazing.
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P. 0. BOX 86 = 29001 WILLOW CREEK ROAD - JENNER, CA 95450

Feb:rua.qu,m - c VE
gﬁ;f; E;ngz::: of Parks & Recreation CER 2.0 2007
T o Aot 7
Re: General Plan for Willow Creek .

T am submitting the following comments into the public record regerding the planning
process for the Willow Cretk acquisition.

Road/Access Impacts: As 2 homeowner and resident for 31 years at 20001 Willow Creek
Road, in the Jower watershed near Jenner, and an original member of the Sonoma Coast
State Beach Citizens' Advisory Committes since 1983, T am primasily concerned about the
impact of increased taffic on the road as it would affect residents as well a5 recreational
users such 25 cyclists and hikers, Between Highway 1and the first gate, the road isin
extremely deteriorated condition. There is a dignificant slide very close to my home, .2
mile from the ighway, which I documented with photographs in 1993 when it first bsgan
sinking; the County Dept. of Public Works did major work on it last yeas. The road is
narrow and already accommodates heavy vehicles from the State Parks maintepance yard,
visitors to the two State Parks campgrounds in Willow Creek as well as Pomo Canyon
trail, 2 portion of the extremely high numbers of visitors to the beaches as well many Jocal
cyclists, dog walkers evc. Jt is fnghtenmg to think of the noise and traffic level were it to
increase at all. As far as [ am concerned it is already ar peak capacity.

The opposition by many upper Willow Cresk Road and Coleman Valley Road residents
to any additional access in their neighborhoods slarms me. They state that the overused,
narrow, decaying roads can't handle any increased public access, although I can't imagine
that conditions are worse then the Jower road, and that the problems with illegal use have
been extensive, This second sitwation has decreased since the gating off of the road, and is
really a separate issue to legal Park access. They repeatedly state that the increased access
should be through the lower watershed, and that Pomo Canyon campground should be
the site of horse trailer parking. This in particwlar causes alarm because dwring the many
months that the Advisory Commnittee originally spent developing the Interin Plan for
the first Willow Creek wequisition, we thoroughly discussed and decided against
equestrian use in the Park alfogether. Now it has somehow, through LandPaths permits,
been grmdfaﬂ'xered in. However, putting horss trailer parlnng in Pomo would be -
entirely inappropeiate to thiz catefilly designed, exquisite campground. It seems especially
illogical that access to the upper watershed should be through the lower watershed!

7-1
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With a park of this gize as many access polnts as possible need to be in place to lessen the
impacts on any one arer. The upper watershed residents need to realize that this is now
public Jand, and to route access throngh the other end is not a solution. We upper and
lower Willow Creek watershed neighbors agree that the road is not designed for, and
cannot bandle, 2 lot of increased publzc access. ‘The road is charming and T deeply hope 7-1
that it will never be “improved,” in the sense of widened, to accommoadate the masses. 1 (Cont)
believe that Freezeout Road is the best spot for eguestrian access, partly because that is
where the necessary posts and bunkers have already been ingtalled. The County itself bas
had a sign in place at the corner of Willow Creek Road and Highway 1 for many years
saying that the road is not recommended for RV waffic.

Preservation vs. Recreation: Access issues for me are based in the strong hope that
changes will start slowly, letting the land recover; and then making it a special place,
selectively and carefully planned with some work required in its use. "The special interest
groups {mountain bikes, hikers and equestrians) that are highly organized and 7-2
represented, and very eager to get in, need to realize that development needs to proceed
sdowly and thoughtfully. Trail planners also need to be aware that hikers should have
most trails reserved for them.

Grazing: Despite the fact that Parks policy is not to allow grazing, it is in fact allowed
in many Parks, and its potential benefits should continue to be studied. And despite
current theory, grazing Joes in fact reduce fire danger, and canses wildflowers to
flourish where the hooves indent the earth. Thus I strongly support the Baxman family 7-3
grazing lease (for at Jeast 5 years at a time). A ranch management plan could be
worked out in cooperation with other agencies such as Gold Ridge Resource
Conservation and the Natural Resource Conservetion Service. Grazing has great
historical and cultural value in keeping with Parks’ mission statement.

Sin;:ereiy,
CeTenka

Kate Fenton
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Letter 7: Kate Fenton

February 20, 2007

7-1  The commenter is concerned about increased noise and traffic levels on lower Willow
Creek Road, which already has poor road conditions. The commenter suggests that
many access points are needed to lessen the impacts on any one area. The
commenter suggests Freezeout Road as the best spot for equestrian access. The
comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response 1 — Public Access.

7-2  The commenter prefers slow, carefully planned, and environmentally thoughtful
development of access routes rather than fast development that would satisfy the
special interest groups (mountain bikers, hikers, and equestrians). The commenter
also suggests including trails reserved for hikers only. The comment is noted.
The approval of the General Plan does not authorize the Department to immediately
begin construction of new facilities. The subsequent planning process for establishing
or developing improved access routes, trails, park facilities, etc. will take time and
involve further site-specific studies and evaluations (as identified in Goals SAFE-T,
FAC-1 and Guidelines FAC-1A, FAC-1B, FAC-1J, FAC-1K, FAC-1M), CEQA analysis
and public review, and regulatory permit compliance. Section 3.2.2 Site Selection
Criteria describes the process and the criteria for development and improvements,
which includes trails. Please also refer to Master Response 1 — Public Access.

7-3  The commenter supports the use of grazing as a management tool to reduce fire
danger and suggests the creation of a ranch management plan. The comment is
noted. Please refer to Master Response 2 — Grazing.

Environmental Analysis Sonoma Coast State Park
4-60 Final General Plan and Environmental Impact Report



RECEIVED

FEB 2 2 2007 Willow Creek Road
WORTHERN SERVICE Homeowners’ Group
CENTER ¢/o David Dillman
P. O. Box 403
Occidental, Ca. 95465
Feb. 20, 2007

California Dept. of Parks and Recreation
Planning Division

Dave Keck: Supervisor, General Plan Section
P. O. Box 942896 '
Sacramento, Ca. 94296-0001

Dear Mr. Keck,

As homeowners on upper Willow Creek Road and immediate neighbors
to the State Park, our Group appreciates this opportunity to give public
comment regarding the Sonoma Coast State Beach Preliminary General Plan
& Draft Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter referred to as the
“Plan”),

The Willow Creek Addition to the Sonoma Coast State Beach is truly a
spectacular acquisition. We are excited at the possibility of State Parks
both being a steward of this land and also providing trail systems for the
public to enjoy the pristine beauty of this coastal area.

Our Group has worked closely with State Parks over the past year and
a half regarding this new Willow Creek Addition generally and the upper Willow
Creek area in particular. We have strong views regarding public safety
issues and we thank State Parks for their ongoing openness in dialoguing with
us about them. We hope what we consider to be a good, productive working
relationship can continue for many years to come.

Referring to the Plan itself, we have specific recommendations which
we strongly feel need to be incorporated into the Park Plan (Chapter 3) and
the Environmental Analysis (Chapter 4) to fully ensure that public safety is
protected . Our requests for written modifications to the Plan and
Environmental Analysis are itemized in the enclosed attachment.

The remainder of this letter focuses more specifically on public access
considerations discussed in Appendix G - the Willow Creek Access Site
Evaluation.

8-1
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At some point in the future, State Parks will move beyond the planning
concepts of this Plan toward selected project developments. Regarding
upper Willow Creek Road, it is important from our point of view for State
Parks to make development decisions that are not just conceptual in nature,
but pragmatic, workable and safe.

More specifically, in the section on Upper Willow Creek Road within
Appendix G - Sites A, B and C are identified as possible “secondary” access
sites for public parking generally and equestrian parking in particular. These
site determinations were made by EDAW, based upon only a single day in the
field (May 10, 2006). This is a wholly inadequate basis upon which to
understand the degree and complexity of traffic, fire, physical safety and
visual problems Sites A, B and C pose.

Upper Willow Creek Road is a substandard road. With its numerous
blind curves, steep grades, single lanes, tight embankments, cliff-like drop-
offs, residential neighborhoods and pedestrian traffic - it is both historically
and currently a dangerous road for drivers, pedestrians and bicyclists to
navigate.

Why create a “secondary” parking lot further down this road that
would exponentially increase traffic problems and related risks to the public?
And given all the public and personal testimony State Parks has received
regarding the dangers horse trailers pose to the public and themselves on
this road, how can EDAW state in its report that equestrian trailer parking
~on Upper Willow Creek Road “could be accommodated”?

These possible “secondary” parking lots are located in an area of the
State Park that has high fire danger. High grasslands and dead tan oaks
surround these sites. Coupled with the fact that some of the public drive
off-road vehicles on these sites, make campfires, smoke cigarettes, etc. -
bringing vehicles down to this area fuels a disaster waiting to happen. Local
authorities recognize this danger: In the fall of 2005, the Sonoma County
Dept. of Transportation and Public Works built a temporary fire gate on
Upper Willow Creek Road, purposely preventing vehicular access to these
“secondary” sites for fire prevention purposes.

it is also precisely in this area of possible parking lot development that
people historically party, drink alcohol and shoot guns. Allowing people to
drive their cars down to this area is an invitation for some of the public to
put others of the public in serious danger,

8-1
(Cont)
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Shifting gears, a pertinent question that underlies all of this discussion
is what kind of State Park access currently exists on upper Willow Creek
Road. Does public access exist? Are there parking sites available for the
public to access the Park? What is working and what is problematic?

In fact, upper Willow Creek Road already serves as a public access
route to State Park trails and land. There is no need to build any kind of
“secondary” parking area as discussed in Appendix G. Public allowed parking
already exists in two areas just above the temporary fire gate at the State
Parks boundary. The current number of parking places actually exceeds
those proposed in the Plan, without the safety problems and visual impacts -
new fencing, lot development and vehicular presence - a newly configured
site would bring. Preservation of the pristine nature of this property - the
views, the quiet, the unspoiled landscape and animal life - is of incalculable
worth for a public to come out and enjoy.

We know that many State Parks have access roads similar to upper
Willow Creek Road, but they are roads that most of the public does not even
know about. These roads can be driven right up to State Parks, but there
are no signs, maps, web sites or other communication sources to let the
public know such roads exist. Strong precedent therefore exists for a road
like upper Willow Creek Road to be used by locals and other members of the
public who know about it, without its being formalized and advertised as an
authorized park access route.

This type of limited road useage is a compromise that would have our
support. However, public safety considerations make unacceptable any
State Parks plan either to develop parking at Site A, B or C, or to use upper
Willow Creek Road as a designated, official access point to the Park.

Thank you very much for your consideration of these important
matters. '

Sincerely,’
avid Dillman, for the
Willow Creek Road

Homeowners’ Group

cc: Ruth Coleman
Todd Timms
Craig Anderson

8-1
(Cont)
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We find the General Plan and Draft EIR to be commendably comprehensive; however, we
wish to note some required improvements o assure the authors’ intent of protecting public
safety is met.

Comments on the Preliminary General Plan:

i ROAD-1F: This Guideline does not identify the requirements for new road or parking
lots, yet the EIR Impact TRANS section mentions only this Guideline when stating that such
new facilities will have no significant impact. ROAD-1F must therefore include all the required
guidelines 10 guarantee insignificant impact including: Safe-1A (as modified below), the new
section SAFE-~1E below and FAC-113. Another option would be for Impact TRANS of the EIR
to reference these Guidelines and require they be followed (FAC-1B, SAFE 1A and 1E).
Currently it does not. '
2. SAFE-1A: A sentence needs to be added to make it clear that new facilities shall not
be constructed where substandard road conditions exist, including sharp turns, steep grades,
narrow pavement and a high probability of closure due to slides or other natural hazards.

3 SAFE-1E: There is no mention of fire safety in the proposed General Plan or EIR. An
additional Guideline is thus required to address fire safety. A suggested wording is: Protect
visitors and residences from fire by locating facilities that concentrate visitors and necessitate
vehicle aceess in areas that are naturally highly fire resistant and provide safe road access for large
emergency vehicles.

4. FAC-1B: This Guideline references the very useful table 3-1, by stating that “new
development of facilities shall consider the site selection criteria of table 3-1. In this application,
consider is a weak word which must be replaced by a strong word such as conform or meet.
Without this change it is not legitimate for the EIR to state that meeting Guideline FAC 1B
mitigates impact. '

Comments on the EIR:

Because the EIR relies on meeting the appropriate General plan guidelines, it is critical that
the referencing of Guidelines be complete. We note the following critical additions.
1. Impact GEO: the modified SAFE-1A above should be included to prevent facilities from
being developed that are accessed by roads subject to failure.
2. {mpact TRANS: FAC-1B, SAFE-1A and SAFE-1E need to be referenced. See ROAD-1F
discussion above for rationale.
3. Impact : the modified Guideline SAFE-1A and new SAFE-1E must be referenced to avoid
impacts related to fire and road safety.

8-2
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Letter 8: David Dillman, Willow Creek Road Homeowners’ Group

February 20, 2007

8-1

The commenters are concerned about making upper Willow Creek Road a secondary

access site for public parking, including equestrian parking, because they feel the road
is a “substandard road.” The homeowners are concerned that the Willow Creek
Access Site Evaluation does not satisfactorily address the increased traffic, fire safety,
physical safety, and visual quality impacts that would occur on the road. The
commenters feel the current access conditions on upper Willow Creek Road are
adequate and would support the use of the road if it is used informally and if it is
unadvertised. The comment is noted and the Department recognizes that the public
can access the park via upper Willow Creek Road by foot, bicycle, or horse. Gated
access restricts private vehicles, but allows access for operational and emergency
purposes. Currently there is no State-owned, designated parking in this vicinity to
support current visitor use. Visitors either park along the County road or walk from
nearby residences and other private properties. Guideline INLAND-1D states that
limited, controlled, or authorized park access locations may be designated for specific
areas within the inland management zone. Access via upper Willow Creek Road
could fit into that category. Also see Master Response 1 — Public Access.

8-2 The commenters are concerned that the General Plan does not identify the

requirements for creating new roads or parking lots and would like ROAD-1F to
include guidelines to guarantee a less-than-significant impact. To do this, they
suggest adding language about new facilities on substandard roads (add to SAFE-1A),
fire safety (add to SAFE-1E), and meeting table 3-1's site selection criteria (add to
FAC-1B). The homeowners would also like the EIR to reference these modified
guidelines. The comment is noted. Section 3.2.2 Site Selection Criteria and
Table 3-1 describe the process and the criteria for design and development of new
facilities, including roads and parking areas. Guidelines were developed to give
parameters to subsequent planning and development issues, and cannot be used to
guarantee against less than significant impacts. The degree of environmental impact
resulting from a specific project would be determined through the appropriate CEQA
review process for the specific project proposal. Please refer to Chapter 4, Changes
to the General Plan, for the text of the new Guideline SAFE-1E. Furthermore, fire
safety will be consistent with current practices within the Department, when fire danger
rises to levels of concern, then closure orders are posted as necessary. The following
are the Department’s policies for vegetation management and fuel modification, and
flammable vegetation/fuel modification.
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0313.2.1.2 Vegetation Management and Fuel Modification

The Department maintains wildland properties in order to preserve the natural,
cultural, and scenic features for the people of California. Many of these native
ecosystems contain plants that can become flammable under specific
environmental conditions of high wind, high temperature, and low humidity.
These ecosystems inevitably burn either from natural or human causes.
Buildings constructed adjacent to park units in the wildland-urban interface
zone are at risk from wildland fires. There are three principal causes of ignition
of structures in this zone.

The first cause involves the ignition of accumulations of ignitable materials on,
under, or next to the structure, which, in turn, ignite decking or enter attics
through soffit vents. This material can be ignited via ground fires or aerial
flaming brands. This threat can be eliminated by removing all flammable
debris that has accumulated on or under the building, clearing the vegetation
that is within 30 feet of the building, and screening all openings to the attic or
under the structure.

The second cause involves aerial flaming brands, which land directly on
flammable surfaces of the structure. These brands can originate from wildfires
over one half-mile away from the structure. Buildings that are constructed to
strict codes of ignition-resistive materials are at very low risk of ignition from
flaming brands.

The third cause is severe radiant/convective heat of burning material near the
structure which can: 1) ignite the sides of the building, 2) break the windows,
allowing burning embers into the interior of the building, 3) ignite the interior
furnishings through the windows, or 4) burn/deform the window casings
causing the windows to slip out.

Fire modeling, analysis of past wildland-urban interface zone fires, and
experiments to determine the ignitability of structures have confirmed that even
the radiant/convective heat of extreme flaming fronts poses low risk to any
structure which is 130 feet or more distant, especially if that structure conforms
to strict interface fire codes of ignitability, and window strength and reflectivity.

The Department routinely receives requests/demands from outside entities to
clear wildland vegetation on Department lands in order to:

a. Reduce the threat of wildfire to private property;

b. Reduce fire insurance costs to private landowners;

c. Comply with strict local ordinances; and

d. Mitigate the threat of liability for maintaining a dangerous condition.
Environmental Analysis Sonoma Coast State Park
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Department lands have also been subjected to trespass and encroachment by
persons illegally attempting to modify the vegetation. Modifying ecosystems on
park properties for the purpose of protecting adjacent private structures from
wildland fire can significantly degrade park values and in some cases adversely
impact populations of threatened endangered species and cultural resources.

0313.2.1.2.1  Flammable Vegetation/Fuel Modification Policy

It is the Department’s policy to prohibit the construction and maintenance of
firebreaks, fuelbreaks, and other fuel modification zones on Department
lands, except when:

1. Required by state law to clear around its structures/facilities;

2. Previous legal commitments have been made to allow the creation and
maintenance of fuel modification areas;

3. ltis critical to the protection of life or park resources; or

4. Park vegetation 130 horizontal feet from a non-Department habitable
structure is capable of generating sufficient radiant/convective heat when
burning under Red Flag Warning conditions to ignite the habitable
structure.

All identified and approved fuel modification zones will be described in the
unit wildfire management plan and will be constructed and maintained to the
Department’s  standards (refer to Natural Resources Handbook). All
proposed fuel modification projects must be reviewed for environmental
impacts (see DOM Chapter 0600, Environmental Review). All other areas
previously modified for fire protection purposes but not meeting the above
exceptions will be returned to natural conditions.

Fuel modification proposed by CDF and in keeping with Local Operating
Plans will be carried out by CDF only after review and approval by the District
Superintendent, in keeping with Department Policy. In those circumstances,
CDF is to ensure all necessary permits, CEQA, and other requirements are
met prior to proceeding with such work.

The Department will actively participate in the local land use decision process
to prevent conflicts with this policy. DPR 181, Wildfire Protection, should be
used as a template to convey the Department’s objectives when
corresponding with local landowners and regulatory and permitting entities.
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Mr. David Keck 2-20-07
California Dept. Parks and Rec.

Planning Division RECEIVED
Box 942B96
Sacramento, Ca. 94296-0001 FEB 2 2 2007
NORTHERN SERVICE
GENTER

Dear Mr. Keck,

We are a small Community here on.Coleman Valley Road
but active and involved when threatened (note petition).

Though we support tle Park Service acguisition of "Green”
zones, l.e. Willow Creek Park,

9-1
WE OPPOSE IT'S PLAN FOR A PARKING LOT ON C.V.R. AND
ANY ADVERTISMENT OF C.V.R. IN PARK PUBLICATIONS AS
iLL ADVISED AND RECKLESS.
Please know our combined wealth far execeeds the 100 miilion
dollars the Park Service oweg and we will use legal recourse
if our public servantsg fail us.
Very Sincerely,
Ernest Crabb
Diane Collins
Coleman Valley Road Preservation Society
Environmental Analysis ‘ Sonoma Coast State Park
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Friday, March 12, 2004
¢

Petition to the Sonoma County Parks Department

and County Planning Commission:

Ag residents of Coleman Valley Road in West Bonoma County, we are
concerned about the possible development of parking lots and their notification in
park literature which will directly and indirectly increase the traffic on the road and
itegal off-road driving. We are very concerned ahout the degradation of our
community, the loss of scenic value and safety due to increased traffic on this
narrow low speed country road.

We understand that Sonoma County plans to put a tralt for hikers extending from
the recently purchased Carrington Ranch on Highway 1 near the West end of
Coleman Valley traveling sast inland to connect with other trall systems. We
believe that cther than placing a footpath for hikérs, there should be no additional
development of Coleman Valley Rd. or parking accessible from Coleman Valley
Road since this will encourage additional traffic on the road. Specifically, we are
against the development of any parking lots on or accessible from Coleman 9-1
Valley Road. Parking and access to the trailhead can be from Highway 1 and a ' (Cont)
coastal parking lot without Involving Coleman Valley Road.

We are against the inclusion of a route, trail access or parking access on
Coleman Valiey Road shown in park literature or map guides to the public as this
will certainly only further increase the traffic on ths road, and the increased traffic
wilt not only effect safety but will also dstract from the quiet beauty of this area,
The entire length of Coleman Valley Rd runs through private property. Any
development of public parking accessibla from this road, we are concerned will
increase traffic and lead to increased risk of accicents, iflegal off road driving and
trespassing..

Any/ncreased traffic will have a major impact on the hikers, cyclists as well as
the community living and working on this road. With the proposed trail iocated
for several miles adjacent to Coleman Valley Rd., the hikers will be delsteriously
affected by increased noise and alr pollution from passing cars, motoroycles and
tour buses. Discouraging parking and additional automobile traffic on Coisman
Valley Rd. will preserve the scenic open space, agrlcu!turai use and natural
attractiveness of this road.
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Letter 9: Ernest Crabb, Diane Collins, and the Coleman Valley Road Preservation
Society

February 20, 2007

9-1 The commenters oppose the establishment of or development of public access to the
park from Coleman Valley Road, including parking lots at this park access point and
their notification in state park literature. They are concerned this development would
lead to increased traffic, illegal off-road driving, scenic degradation, safety issues,
increased noise, and air pollution from traffic, and trespassing. They would like
parking and access to the new trailhead to be from SR 1. The comment is noted.
Please refer to Master Response 1 — Public Access.
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Letter 10: Kari Taber

February 20, 2007

10-1 The commenter opposes building a parking lot on Coleman Valley Road at the
proposal site. The concerns include increased traffic and fire hazards and decreased
public safety on this already hazardous road. The comment is noted. Please refer to
Master Response 1 — Public Access.

Environmental Analysis Sonoma Coast State Park
4-74 Final General Plan and Environmental Impact Report



RECEWED

AGRICULTURAL PRESERVATION FER 2 2 2007
AND OPEN SPACE DISTRICT

SONOMA COUNTY

RN SERVICE
NORTH SRNTER
February 21, 2007

California Depattment of Parks and Recteation
Rick Royer, Acting Sector Superintendent
Russian River District

P.O. Box 123

Duncan Mills, CA 95430

RE: Sonoma Coast State Beach - Preliminary General Plan (Park Plan) and Draft BEIR - District’s
Comments

Dear Mz, Royer:

The Sonoma County Agticaltueal Presexvation and Open Space District (District) staff has reviewed
the above referenced documents as they pertain to the District’s perpetual Red Hill and Willow
Creek conservation easements and the pending Catrington Ranch conservation easement. We
appreciate the thotoughness of the overall comprehensive approach taken by the California
Departinent of Patks and Recreation {Department) to define its vision and establish goals and
guidelines to manage the proposed new park unit.

With the understanding that management and development plans will be developed following the
adoption of the General Plan/Environmental Iznpact Report to provide more detail and specific
objectives for vatious park-wide management issues, including vegetation, faciliies development,
roads and trails, District staff would like to comment on the Park Plan’s second set of additional
goals and gmdehnes that are applicable to each of the two management zones, coastline and inland
watershed, shown in Exhibit 3-1.

We realize that the potential developtuent areas, within which new facility sites mhay be selected, are
apptozimate and mote information will need to be gathered regarding the suitability of specific
development sites. District staff concurs that the Administration and Operations section beginning
on page 3-20 proposes broad guidance on and is not intended to constitute a formal Operations
Plan for Sonoma Coast State Beach.

Nevertheless, Operational and Recreational Facilities goals, guidelines and site selection criteria have
been developed in the preliminaty Patk Plan and are described on pages 3-24 through 3-28. We
note that the majortity of the Cartington Ranch property is designated a “Potential Facility
Developmient Area” in the coastline zone. The District’s pending transfer of this propesty to the
Department and the associated proposed conservation easement delineates an area of less than six
actes for an “Administrative Facility and Residential Use Area.” The pnmary objective for the
District when it acquired Carrdngton Ranch was to protect its significant scenic and natural
resoutces. ‘Thus, consideration of future uses and activities on the property should be planned and
carded out in a manner that presetves those important values.

747 Mendocino Avenue, Suite 100 » Santa Rosa, CA 85401-4850
7O7.565.7360 » Fax 707.565.7359 « www.s0n0mMaopenspace.org
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Chapter 4, Environment Aualysis, page 4-6, outlines the impact analysis for degradation of
viewsheds as less than significant for this proposed Park Plan and states that the Department would
submit input to local, State, and federal agencies during the environmental review period of
development projects in an effort to encourage mitigation for any potential visual impacts. 11-0
We understand that the Districe will be included as a local agency during the above referenced
environmental review period regarding future development projects on any of the perpetual
conservation easements it holds over properties within the Sonoma Coast State Beach. The
District’s conservation easements over these properties set forth permitted and prohibited uses and
activities that should be considered by the Department as it plans future projects on District
protected land.

District staff concurs with the Department that the Proposed Project Alternative is the
environmentally superior alternative of those considered in its draft EIR, specifically for the example
that the Department gave on page 4-33, “if existing adverse environmental conditions cannot be
adequately remedied at existing sites in light of increasing visitation and usage in the future or if 11-3
additional facflities must be developed to meet visitor demand and avoid overuse of existing
facilities, the Proposed Project Alternative would allow a larger number of potential sites to be
considered for development. Thus the potential for selecting the most optimum sites, in
consideration of minimizing environmental impacts, may be chosen.”

Lastly, in 2.3.7 New and Planned Land Acquisitions, page 2-115, the list includes the Upper Willow
Creek Watershed and the Red Hill parcel but gives no mention of the District’s participation as a
partner in those acquisitions, Carrington Ranch is listed as: “The 330-acre Cammington Parcel was
recently added to Sonoma Coast $.B.” The District requests that this language be revised to reflect
the District’s acquisition and that Carrington Ranch is a pending addition to Sonoma Coast State
Beach. ‘

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Department’s preliminary General Plan
and draft EIR. Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.

Smcerely,

Marta L. Puente
Open Space Planner

c Andrea Mackenzie, General Manager
Maria J. Cipriani, Assistant General Manager
Sue Gallagher, Deputy County Counsel
file
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Letter 11: Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District

February 21, 2007

11-1 The commenters are concerned about the delineation of an area of less than six acres
for an “Administrative Facility and Residential Use Area.” They point out that the
primary objective for the District is to protect Carrington Ranch’s significant scenic and
natural resources. They feel that future uses and activities on this property should be
planned and carried out in a manner that preserves those values. The comment is
noted. It is part of the mission of the Department of Parks and Recreation to protect
significant scenic and natural resources of State Parks. The General Plan addresses
park-wide operations and resource policies (see Section 3.1.4), and goals for Sonoma
Coast State Park (see Section 3.2). Zones identified as a “Potential Facility
Development Area” represent areas that meet general development guidelines and
criteria, and may be the focus of future detailed planning.

11-2 The commenters point out that the District’s co nservation easements over properties
within the Sonoma Coast SP set forth permitted and prohibited uses and activities that
should be considered by the Department as it plans future projects on District-
protected land. The comment is noted, and the Department acknowledges that the
Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District (SCAPOSD) holds
conservation easements on inland portions of the park. The Department fully intends
to comply with any easements or encumbrances on State Park properties. This
includes permitted and prohibited uses and activities. Please refer to Chapter 4,
Changes to the General Plan for text to be added to the Statement of Management
Intent for the Inland Watershed Management Zone (pages 3-36 to 3-37).

11-3 The commenters concur with the Department that the Proposed Project Alternative is
the environmentally superior alternative. The comment is noted, and no further
response is necessary.

11-4 The commenters would like language in Section 2.3.7, “New and Planned Land
Acquisitions,” to be revised to reflect the District’s acquisition of Carrington Ranch and
that Carrington Ranch is a pending addition to Sonoma Coast SP. Please refer to
Chapter 4, Changes to the General Plan, for the revised text of Section 2.3.7
Carrington Parcel (page 2-115).
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SoNOMA COAST STATE BEACH ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Post Office Box 13 ¢ Jenner, CA 95450

Brends Adelman February 21, 2007

Philip Barlow
. California Department of Parks & Recteation
Sabrina Brabam Russizn River District
Kate Fenton PO Box 123
Duneans Mills, CA 95430

David Kenly

n 1983, the Park Commission appointed the Sonoma Coast State Bench Advisory

Kathie Lowrey, Chair Commitics, a citizens® group representing a diversity of inferests including

Julie Marowe recreation, protection of sensitive habitats, watershed restoration, fish tiology,
and long-mnge planning, to assist State Parks in planning for the fuure. Members
Pon Martin worked with State Parks” staff to develop the Sonoma Coast State Beacit Interim

Management Play (DPR 1984) for use on State Park lands in Willow Cruek and

Darell Sukovitzen the Sonoma Coast. Implementation of the plan began in 1987 with the opening of

Efiner Twohy Pomo Campground, new trails, and picnic areas within Willow Cpxk The
. Committes continues to meet with State Parks’ leadership, We are pleased to

Carol Velluting submit the following comments and recommendations into the puble record
Lenny Weinstein ;edgoa%{ing the Preliminary General Plan and Draft EIR for Willow Creck (EDAW

Trails: The Committee supports Goal TRAIL-1 to enhance visitor aucess and
experiences by providing an imerconnecting trail network, However, we recommend & new Guidsline be
included that mandates communication and cooperation during the process of trail planning be ngoing
between State Parks and the communrity as a source of kaowledge and traditional use. Most trails in Sonoma
Coast 5B are, and should remain, reserved for hiking only. Full investigation of soils, erosion potential, and
sensitive resources should be included in the evaluation of the trail system within Sonoma Coast 58, Above
all, rail usage mwust be compstible with passive recreation (birdwatching, picnicking, plein air art,
photography, etc.) and protection of native flora and fiuna.

The Committee identified concerns about equestrian use along the coast and in Willow Creek ove: 20 years
ago. The issue was thoroughly discussed during the planning process that followed the acquisiton of the
lower Willow Creek umit in the late 1970s and that resulted in the Somoma Coast State Beach Interim
Management Plan (DPR 1984), The Committee recorpmends continued equestrian use of trails in the dunes
south of Sulmon Creek and porth of the Bodega Bay Marine Lab. We oppose the use of the lown Willow
Creek area by equestrians due o the constraints inherent in the access road from Highway 1. We agree with
the statement made in Appendix G: Willow Creek Access Site Evaluation (EDAW 2006) that "¢ upper
paved reaches of the County Road are problematic. The road is not wide enough for two vehicles fo pass
safely, especially iF trailer use will be accommodated ...” and contend that these limitations are alio severe
i lower Willow Creek Road. Further discussion about this concern is mc}udcd in the Roadg Access to
Willow Creek section below.

The Committee has also been concerned about the safety of bicyclists along Highway 1 at Sonome. Coast SB
for over 20 vears (DPR 1984). and we continue to recommend that this issue be considered dwing futare
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SoNOMA COAST ADVISORY COMMITTEE

planning, A representative from Caltrans was present af our Jamuary 23, 2007, meeting to investigate
potential for lower impact transportation alternatives other than sutomated vehicles. We support (3 sideline
TRAIL-1C fo coordinate development of a regional bicycle trail system and encourage State Parks, Caltrans,
and others o cooperate in developing lower impact transportation modes and recreational opportuniti-:s.

Roads/4ecess to Willow Creek: The Committee supports Guideline ROAD-1H to conduct road and traffic
studies for proposed aceess points for the Willow Creek watershed. However, the sample sites evil sated in
Appendix G contain numerous jmpacts that are potentially sigmificant (e.g., traffic and safety isiues for
increased vehicle usage of Willow Creek Road by RVs and horse traiflers, erosion from constructicn of new
trails, removal of mature redwoods and other trees, impacts to NSO habitat, impacts to wetlands, visual
impacts from new parking arcas and other facilities, potential for geologic instability, potential impacts to
¢ultural resources, etv.). This is inconsistent with the finding of “Jess than significant” in Section 4.6.11 of
the Environmental Impacts Analysis (p. 4-23) and Section XV(z) i the Environmental Checkdist in
Appendix C. The types of projects utilizing Willow Creek Road that are contemplated in Appendix G are
vertain to result in “an increass in traffic which iz substantial in refation to the existing traffic 1omd and
capacity of the street system” and may “substantially increase harards due to a design featurs (6.¢;., sharp
cutves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses.” We support the implementation of magement
goals and guidelines, but such planning does not necessarily result in fess than significant impacts, and such
a finding, particularly wtilizing Sonoma County taffic data from 1980 (p. 4-24), is inappropriate.

The discussion of existing conditions on lower Willow Creek Road (pp. 2-106 to 2-107) is inajequate,
Besides flooding on a regular bagis, the road is parrow, fragile, and is already heavily used for access to two
environmental campgrounds, one major tmaifl, and heavy vehicles traveling betwesn Highway 1 and State

Parks’ maintenance yard. The County sign at the entrance to Willow Creek Road from Highway 1 waxos that'

RVs and trailers are not advised. The width of the road is only approximately 12 feet in the residential
section, and widening would result in significant environmental impacts. A major slip adjacent to the last
houses has been recently repaired, but the elevation of the road was not restored, and the area o epair is
unstable and inappropriate for heavy vehicles such as RVs and horse trailers and increased traffic.

Cultural Resources: The Compittes 15 in agreement with Goal CUL-1 to protect, maintain, and nreserve
significant prehistoric and historic resources within Sonoma Coast SB and its Guidelines, We recor nsend an
additional Guideline to coordinate with resource specialists on the evaluation, protection, preservittion, and
management of historic resources such as Russisn ers oocupation and historic family mancling, We
recommend that Guidelines CUL-1A (develop an inventory, mapping system, and database for resonces that
may be eligible for inclusion in the National Register), CUL-1C (prepare aod conduct surveys and
inventories of cultural resourves jn areas subject to development, and CUL-1D (identify and evaluate cultural
landscapes), and the recommencded Guideline re potential historie restoration/interpretive sites be included in
the bulleted list of plans and investigations on page ES-3 of the Executive Summary and anywhert lse that
such & list or discussion ocowrs in the document (e.g , ES-4).

Salmonid Habitat Restoration: The Committee supports and recommends continued participation in the
restoration of salmonid habitnt by State Parks, Stewards of the Coust and Redwoods, the Coasw.l
Conservancy, LandPaths, and others.

Sumser Rocks: We recommend 1hat resources in the coastal bluff area known as Sunset Rocks have  higher
level of protection, possibly through review and enforcement of the existing permitting program. Climbers

12-1
(Cont)

12-2

12-3

12-4

12-5
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and rock collectors have been heavily impacting this area, which has been receiving much publicity. We
recommend that alf climbing groups be required to obtain permits for nse of the northernmhost Sunset Rock.
We do not recommend issuance of permits to ¢limb the southern Sunset Rock as it is fragile 2nd needs
protection. The statement at the bottom of page 2-111 that “the rocks below Peaked Hill (knowr. oy Jocal
climbers as Sunset Rock or Sunset Boulders) are a significant paleontological site with prehistoric animal
rubbings™ is incorrect; research is ongoing but not proven.

Grazing in Willow Creek Watershed: The Committee i of many minds with regard to grazing, Many feel
that the importance of family agriculture would qualify it as a “core purpose” as discussed on payx: 4-7 for
exception from State Parks® grazing policy. Family agricultural began in the watershed in the 1860s, the
Baxman family (who have been rzmchmg in Willow Creek since the 1950s) is interested in discussir g use of
their facilities for historic interpretation, and Gold Ridge Resource Conservation Disttict has offered to
provide guidance and possibly funding for preparation of a ranch and grazing management plad, They would
2180 be available to provide on-going facilitation between th2 rancher and State Parks, Further, thers: are now,
and have been in the past, other exceptions to the policy in the watershed, and a S-year Jeass renewal
agreement has recently been signed for the Red Hill property.

Many, however, express concern for healing of the upper watershed from past uses, including graz ng, Some

believe that the area should be allowed to rest from alf activitics, Many people, including range svologisis
and other scientists, believe that properly controlled grazing results in incremsed opporfunity fcr native
species; others disagree. The Committes does agree that further research into potential benefits fron grazing
is watranted. We recommend that Guidelines be added in both the Vegetation Management ani Cultural
Resources Management sections to evaluate potential benefits to the environment and public education from
grazing, and that, should grazing be allowed, leases be for at least a 5-year pertiod.

Members of the Committee are also concerned about the effects of vacating historically grazed Jar d without
planning and funding for exotic vegetation control in place. If scientific investigation concludes tha grazing
should not be allowed, we recommend irplemeniation of an exotic vegetation eradication program. A
Guideline should be inctuded that provides for obtaining funding for its implementation, as well as its on-
going monitoring and maintenance,

Recreatior:: Use of boulders for climbing in Pomo Canyon Creek and in other fragile coastal areas should be
evaluated and monitored fo prevent damage to sensitive resources. Climbing use should cease nittil 2 bascline
can be established upon which to assess impacts. Use should then be guided by the terms of 2. 2limbing
permit {see further discussion in Sunset Rocks section gbove).

Global Warming: Since the enactment of AB 32 in January of 2007, which codified that “global “watining
poses a serious threat to the economic well-being, public heslth, natural resources, and the environment of
California,” a discussion of the potential effects of increased vehiculat use by visitors aleng the coast should
be included in the plepning documentation for Sonoma Coast SB. Guideline ROAD-1E to coordirate with
local organizations to maintain cxisting and advocate for additional public transportation is & good example
of the spirit of the pew global warming emissions reduction program. Development of lowe: impact
transportation modes and recreational opportunities, as mentioned above in the Trails section, vsould be
another,

12-5
(Cont)

12-6

12-7

12-8

Environmental Analysis Sonoma Coast State Park

4-80 Final General Plan and Environmental Impact Report



Sonoma CoasT ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods: The single sentence description of Stewards on page 2-104 is
insufficient. We suggest the following wording:

Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods (Stewards)

Stewards is a nonprofit public benefit corporation that has been working in partnership
with the Department to provide volunteer opportunities for Parks in the Russian River
District, including Sonoma Coast SB since 1985, On-going programs include Seal Watch,
Whale Watch, a visitor center in Jenner, tidepool eduncation, watershed education in
Willow Croek for adults and children, trajl maintenance, water gquality monitoring in the
Willow Creek watershed, and beach cleanups. The Russian River District Voluntesrs in
. Parks progtam depends on Stewards to provide funding for educational and interpretive
activities, resource: ranagement projects, and assistance with development of interpretive
facilitics. Stewards obtained funding for and managed development of the Willow Creek
Integrated Watershed Munagement Plan and the Sustainable Channel Development in
Lower Willow Creek, Sonoma County, California (Pranuske Chatham, Inc. 2005). Future -
projects in Sonoma Coast SB include continwed planning and implementation of
restoration efforts in the Willow Creek watershed, development of an Environmental
Living Program for schoul children, the development of new trails and signage, ongoing
docent-led outings, and the development of Mounted Assistance Units. Funding has been
secured from the California State Coestal Congervancy to support many of these efforts.

Other Suggestions: There is a reference to Mendocino District on page 2-104 in the section nbout
Stewards, All such references should be removed, The correct term is “Russian River District.” Also, the
reference in the section about LendPaths on page 2-104 does not contain the word “Integrated.” The
proper term is Willow Creek Integrated Watershed Management Plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the plan and draft EIR. The Committee anticipates
confinued cooperation with State Parks and the successful implementation of the General Plan.

%m ” 45@,;%4&0?

Kathie Lowrey, Chair
Sonoma, Coast State Beach Advisory Committee

12-9

12-10
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Letter 12: Sonoma Coast State Beach Advisory Commitee

February 21, 2007

12-1 The commenters would like a new guideline to be added that mandates ongoing
communication and cooperation between the Department and community during the
trail planning process. They would like trails to remain reserved for hiking and passive
recreation only and oppose equestrian use because of poor access. They would like a
full investigation of soils, erosion potential, and sensitive resources included in the
evaluation of the trail system. Finally, they would like a means of lower impact
transportation to be developed. The comment is noted. Planning for trails and other
transportation systems will involve communication and input from the public as
required in Goal COMM-1 and Guideline COMM-1B of the General Plan.
Assessment of specific site conditions is an infegral part of any trail planning effort.
Please refer to Guideline TRAIL-TA, which calls for the development of a trails
management plan.  The Russian River District fully intends to continue ongoing
communication with its constituents and concerned parties in any planning for
Sonoma Coast SP. Public input is also part of the planning, permitting and CEQA
process. The Russian River District intends to provide for a diverse recreational
opportunity, to be consistent with the nature of the resources and in conjunction with
the Site Selection Criteria in section 3.2.2 and in Table 3-1. Please refer to Master
Response 1 — Public Access.

12-2 The commenters feel the sample sites evaluated in Appendix G contain numerous
impacts that are potentially significant, which is inconsistent with the less-than-
significant findings in Section 4.6.1.  They feel that the implementation of
management goals and guidelines would not result in less-than-significant impacts.
They also feel that the discussion of existing conditions on lower Willow Creek Road is
inadequate. The comment is noted. The environmental analysis is a general,
program-level review of the impacts of implementation of the General Plan on the
environment, which includes the call for an access study. The study itself would not
result in a significant effect to the environment, because it does not commit to
development of access on its own. If any specific projects were to be proposed to
move forward after adoption of the General Plan, these projects would undergo
subsequent CEQA review as described in sections 1.2.2 and 1.3.5 of the General
Plan. Any impacts identified at that time will be analyzed for their significance on the
resources of concern to the commenters, and, if necessary, mitigation measures to
reduce these impacts to less than significant would be proposed. Please also refer to
Master Response 1 — Public Access. Please refer to Chapter 4, Changes to the

General Plan, for the text of the revised description of Willow Creek Road on pages
2-106 to 2-107.
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12-3 The commenters recommend a guideline calling for a resource specialist to
coordinate with the park to evaluate, protect, preserve, and manage historic
resources. The commenters also recommend the Guidelines CUL-T1A, CUL-1C,
CUL-1D, and the above recommended guideline be included in the bulleted list of
plans and investigations on page ES-3 and wherever a similar list or discussion occurs
in the document. The comments are noted. Departmental staff includes resource
specialists with diverse backgrounds. The appropriately qualified resource specialists
are involved in all aspects of resource management issues. A specific guideline for
this purpose is redundant and, therefore, not necessary. A cultural assessment will be
completed to assist the District in identifying cultural and historical sites within the
Upper Willow Creek portion of Sonoma Coast SP before decisions about development
of additional access are made.  That information, combined with existing
documentation will provide a baseline for evaluation during the CEQA and 5024
processes. Historical resources will continue to be evaluated and documented as
funding is available. Please refer to Chapter 4, Changes to the General Plan, for the
text of the three bulleted items to be added to the Executive Summary identifying
guidelines for the cultural resources.

12-4 The commenters support continued participation in the restoration of salmonid
habitat. The comment is noted, and no further response is necessary.

12-5 The commenters recommend that resources in the coastal bluff area have more
protection and that climbers be required to obtain permits to use the northernmost
Sunset Rock. They also state that text at the bottom of page 2-111 is incorrect
because site is not proven to be a significant paleontological site. The comment is
noted. The Department currently has a permitting process in effect within the Russian
River District. The District will continue to evaluate this process and make essential
changes, when necessary. The commenter is correct regarding the significance of the
paleontological site at Sunset Rock. Please see Chapter 4, Changes to the General
Plan, for revised text regarding Sunset Rock.

12-6 The commenters suggest healing of the upper watershed from past uses and would
like guidelines to be added about further research into the potential benefits of
grazing. If grazing is allowed, they prefer a 5-year lease period. If grazing is not
allowed, they recommend implementation of an exotic vegetation eradication
program, with guidelines for funding, the program and monitoring and maintaining
the area. The comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response 2 — Grazing.
Please refer to Guideline NAT-1C, page 3-11 regarding the control and/or
eradication of non-native invasive species.

12-7 The commenters want climbing to cease until a baseline is established for assessing
impacts. Then they want climbers to be required to have climbing permits. The
comment is noted. Please refer to the response to comment 12-5.
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12-8 The commenters would like global warming to be addressed because of the increased
traffic. The comment is noted. Please refer to Chapter 4, Changes to the General
Plan, for expanded text to Guideline ROAD-1E and text of the new Guideline SUS-1C.
Implementation of these guidelines would help to reduce impacts resulting from
potentially increased park visitation as a result of Plan implementation at less-than-
significant levels.

12-9 The commenters feel the single-sentence description of stewards on page 2-104 is
insufficient and suggest text they prefer. The comment is noted. Please refer to
Chapter 4, Changes to the General Plan, for revised text to the description of the
Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods on page 2-104.

12-10 The commenters explain that the term “Mendocino District” should be replaced with
“Russian River District,” and that “Integrated” should be included in the fitle of the
“Willow Creek Integrated Watershed Management Plan.” The comments are noted.
The ftitle is correct as it appears in the General Plan. Please refer to Chapter 4,
Changes to the General Plan, for revised text on page 2-104 regarding the name of
the district.
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Deborah Keoons Garcia

1 e
PO Box 895 RECEINED
Mill Valley CA 94942 FEB 2 2 2007
NORTHERN SERVIGE
CENTER
Dear Dave Keck,

California Department of Parks and Recreation

I own the property on Coleman Valley Road right next to the Park, right
next to the place where a parking lot may be built.

‘When I think of the issue of building a parking lot at this place on Coleman
Valley Road, I think of the words to the Joni Mitchell song- “They take
paradise and put up a parking lot.” Indeed, Coleman Valley Road runs
through very beautiful land and affords amazing views of the Pacific
coastline, coastal prairies and redwood forests. 1 object to putting a parking
lot on Coleman Valley Road for several reasons, some of them reasons any
citizen can understand and some of them personal.

I own the land directly adjacent to_the proposed parking area, right north of
that part of the road. There is a pond right next to the proposed parking area.
The access to the pond has been fenced off by the community but it is still
possible to see the pond. The more the “general public” stop at that spot,
the more likely it is they will want to swim in the pond, and_it will get a
reputation as a great place to swim- (“Park right in the parking lot!”) Even 13-1
if the fencing is prison-like, people will simply go around and come back to
the pond, especially after a hot hike. There could be dozens of people there
any day in the summer. That puts me in a position of having to police the
pond, and to possibly face legal action if someone hurts himself or drowns
there. '

The problem of having a parking lot there is that even if there are spaces for
7 or 8 cars, far more than 7 or 8 people will read/hear about the spot and
come out there to hike or picnic. If the lot is full- and it will fill up early in
the day, especially on weekends- then they will just park on the road. Since
they will have driven all that way to hike or bike, they are not going to turn
around and drive another 30 minutes to find another place to park. They will
want to get hiking, so they will park on the road. It is a blind curve, barely
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big enough for two cars. There are more and more road bikes on the road.
What happens if 2 cars meet at a parked car, or a road bike and a car meet
going around a parked car? It’s a terrible accident waiting to happen.

People should want to find this park- they should discover it- and having the
upper park with on trail and no car access will enhance this - and having a
20 or 30 cars along the side of the road could ruin the whole experience of
this road and of the park. People would find the lot full and park all along
the road and walk back to the trail head. Already, during their large public
events, there is a parking lot on Coleman Valley Road at the Occidental Arts
and Ecology Center. Every day, especiaily on weekends, one can see the
parking lot at Ocean Song, which is a ways down the road from this
proposed parking lot. Coleman Valley Road is designated a scenic highway.
The Coastal Commission is mandated to keep eyesores from land on the
Coast. So why create another eyesore parking lot which will draw more cars 13-1
that it can handle so that the beautiful road ends up seeming like it goes from (Cont)
one parking lot to the next fo the next. If hundreds of people think they can
park there every weekend, it certainly will draw many many more cars on a
road that simply cannot safely accommodate them.

I also believe that because of the internet, many more people will be drawn
to this park than anyone could imagine- it will be very, very popular. And
Coleman Valley Road could be lined with cars for a mile on either side of
any parking lot. Who is going to police that? Who is going to give them
tickets or tow them or be responsible if there are accidents- and there would
be.

People who want to hike at this new State park should get used to entering
the park from below at Route 1 to Willow Creek and Above Route 116 to
Freezeout Creek - where there is no danger or real ugliness created by -
parking areas. Their hike up or around can allow them to appreciate nature
rather than letting cars and parking lots riin Coleman Vailey Road.

There is no really good reason to take this paradise and turn it into parking
lot. That would degrade, not enhance the experience of being there.

Thank you.

Deborah Koons Garcia W
Environmental Analysis Sonoma Coast State Park
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Letter 13: Deborah Koons Garcia

No Date

13-1 The commenter opposes building a parking lot on Coleman Valley Road at the
proposal site. The commenter is concerned the parking lot will increase traffic,
parking on the road, safety hazards, and the need for police attention.
The commenter prefers people access the park from SR 1 to Upper Willow Creek and
above SR 116 to Freezeout Creek. The commenter feels the parking lot will increase
trespassing and use of the nearby fenced pond. The comments are noted. Please
refer to Master Response 1 — Public Access regarding the concern about a parking lot
on Coleman Valley Road. Regarding trespassing, the Department regards adjacent
private lands and facilities as an important consideration when planning for specific
area facilities and activities for the public. Any specific project proposals will comply
with all applicable laws, and regulations (see Guideline FAC-1K). The Department
will take the appropriate actions to ensure the public knows where State Park property
boundaries are located, and that they are properly signed.
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RECEIVED
FEB 2 $ 2007

NORTHERN SERVICE
. GENTER
Dave Keck, General Plan Section
California Department of Parks and Recreation, Planning Division

P.O. Box 942896
Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Febraary 21, 2007

Dear Mr. Keck;

T am a resident of Coleman Valley Road and am very concerned about any plans that
include Coleman Vailey Road as an access point for the Willow Creek Park. Thisisa
very narrow, winding rural road that provides a community and access for local residents.
We ride our bikes and horses on this road, walk on this road and drive on this road. Itis
vital to our daily lives. My safety and the safety of the other residents on this road would
be put in jeopardy if you increase the volume of traffic on this road by developing public
parking lots and encouraging public access. Development of any parking lots on
Coleman Valley road would increase public fraffic causing an increase in accidents on
this road that is difficult to navigate even in good weather. When it is foggy, as it ofien
is, it is extremely dangerous if you do not know the road.

As it is now, Coleman Valley Road is a true gem of Sonoma County. Please do not
destroy this gem. Please help us preserve it as a small guiet country road where one can
still see cattle grazing freely on open range and watch a golden eagle fly or badger shuffle
by. There are alternative access points for Willow Creek that can be utilized and
developed to bring in the public to Willow Creek Park, as you desire, One gem should
not be destroyed in order to expose another. I hike in Willow Creck Park often and drive
to Freeze Out Flat to access it. It is already developed and could be developed further. 1
hardly ever see anyone on the trails at that access point. Let’s use what we have before
destroying more precious environments and endangering more wildlife habitats.

T would request that my tax dollars be used to manage and increase usage of existing,
completely under wtilized State Parks. Why must we completely develop every possible
park access when existing ones are not even being used? For example, I walk the Pomo
Canyon Trail and the upper ridgeline frails of Armstrong Woods and never see anyone on
them. What a waste. It makes much more economic and environmental sense to develop
public interest in these forested ridgeline trails before developing more. Please spend our
limited state funds making sure people know about and use existing trails and access
points before you develop more trails and access points.

Please do not desiroy the truly unigue, serene beauty of Coleman Valley Road and
compromise my safety by developing public parking lots on this road for park access.

Sincerely, ,
Mauareen Kobbe
Resident, Coleman Valley Road

14
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14-2
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Letter 14: Maureen Kobbe

February 21, 2007

14-1 The commenter opposes building a parking lot on Coleman Valley Road at the
proposal site and is concerned about the increased traffic on an already unsafe road.
The commenter suggests using Freezout Flat to access the Willow Creek Park, which is
underused. The comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response 1 — Public
Access.

14-2 The commenter feels the existing trails are underused and the commenter does not
support spending money to create any new trails. The comment is noted and the
Department agrees that the State Park System includes many park areas that are
underutilized, including the Upper Willow Creek area. The General Plan presents
several potential locations for consideration of appropriate access, support facilities,
and appropriate visitor uses in the Upper Willow Creek area. Goal TRAIL-1 supports
enhancing visitor access and use of the park by providing an interconnecting trail
network that accommodates various transportation modes.  Guideline TRAIL-TA
requires the development of a trails management plan that will evaluate existing trails
and assess the potential for new trails. Guidelines COMM-1A and COMM-1B
require that surveys be conducted to determine additional services that would be
supported by park visitors and that opportunity be provided for public input and review
during the planning phases of major facilities development projects.
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RECEIVED
FER 2 3 2007
. P.0.Box 403
. SERVICE
NOR T ER 18200 Willow Creek Road

Occidental, Ca. 95465
Feburary 16. 2007

California Dept. of Parks and Recreation
Planning Division

Dave Keck: Supervisor, General Plan Section
P. 0. Box 942896

Sacramento, Ca. 94296-0001

Dear Mr, Keck:

I.am writing to you as an immediate neighbor to the Willow Creek State Park.
| appreciate the opportunity to give my public comment regarding the
Sonoma Coast State Beach Preliminary General Plan & Draft Environmental
Impact Report.

| have lived in our house the past 30 years. | have have had a relationship
with the various owners of what is now the State Park, and

like you, they were receptive to the issues of public safety. Louisiana Pacific
changed their routing pattern for their logging trucks as the neighborhood
population increased. Mendocino Redwoods was cognizant of the narrowness
of the road and the huge increase in bikers and pedestrians as the area
became more well known.

In a meeting with Landpaths and one of your own commissioners, Carol Hart,
it was decided that horse trailers could not safety navigate the road for
their own safety as well as the neighbors and local people. There is no
passable route in many of the twists and turns that exist on the road for
both horse trailers, cars and bikes.

It is with this brief background in mind that | write with anger that the Parks
General Plan is considering parking lots based on the cursory review of

" EDAW. To my knowledge, EDAW spent one day out here. One day. That is
insulting to me and outrageous to me that the EDAW report holds such a
prominent part in your General Plan. | welcome local people to this area and

15

15-1
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to the State Park because they have a history and knowledge with how to
drive on county backroads. With the advertising of the State Park , we have
had an increase in fire arms being shot, 4 wheelers tearing up the hillsides,
grasses growing because the State Parks stop allowing local cattle on the 15-1
meadows (which kept fire danger to a minimum in the summer). (Cont)

I am against using upper Willow Creek Road as an access to the State Park.
| support local access because it has historical foundation and the locals
know the area and road conditions and fire and safety concerns.

Thank you for listening.

Miriam Redstone

Y (N
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Letter 15: Miriam Redstone

February 16, 2007

15-1 The commenter points out that in the past Louisiana Pacific and Mendocino Redwoods
rerouted their logging trucks from upper Willow Creek Road because they recognized
the road as unsafe from the increase in resident use. It had already been decided that
horse trailers would not use this route for similar reasons. The commenter is angry
that upper Willow Creek Road would be suggested for construction of a parking lot
and feels that EDAW's one day at the site was not enough time to make an educated
suggestion. The commenter points out that the Willow Creek Road parking lot would
lead to a decrease in public safety and an increase in erosion and fire hazards. The
commenter is against using upper Willow Creek Road as an access to the state park
and supports local access only. The comment is noted. Please refer to Master
Response 1 — Public Access.
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Michael Murphy
P.O. box 537 ‘
Qccidental, CA 95465 RECEIVED
T07-874-3404

‘FEB 2 3 2007
Russian River District Headquarters NDRT%%’%ERWGE

25381 Steelhead Blvd.
Duncan Mills, CA 95430
P.O. Box 123

Duncan Mills, CA

February 22, 2007
RE: Sonoma Coast State Beach
Dear Sir:

1am an equestrian that has been riding the Willow Creek property for years before it
became a park. Ihave permission, to ride on Mendocino Redwoods property also. My

" fiancée has been riding both these properties for over 30 years. We keep our horses on
Willow Creek Rd, at the Mountain Wolf Ranch. We have been meeting with the local
Willow Creek Rd. group, with Stafe Packs personnel, Landpaths, and local park users at
the Occidenta} Fire Dept. We are patrolers for Landpaths.

It is my request, along with the Willow Creek Rd. group, not fo open the fire gate across
the road. When it was gpen in the past off road vehicles accessed the grassy hills and did 16-1
2 significant amount of erosion damage, This is also a firc concern with the high grass.

I'wonld like o see if it is possible to use Pomo Canyon for an access point. I would algo
reguest that we are allowed 1o ride our hotses on Red Hill and Pomo Canyon. If this is to
be a State Beach Park, why can we equestrians have the opportunity to enjoy the beauty
of these areas?

Ag a member of Back Conntry Horseman of Caiifornia we are a service organization that
looks forward to helping establish a fantastic park for all visitors, Please keep me
informed about the progress and needs in the park.

Michael Murphy
National Director BCHC
Associate Director Gold Ridge Conservation District
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Letter 16: Michael Murphy, National Director Back Country Horseman of California,
Associate Director Gold Ridge Conservation District

February 22, 2007

16-1 The commenter does not want the fire gate across Willow Creek Road to be opened
because of concerns about erosion damage and fire hazards. The commenter would
like to use Pomo Canyon as an access point and would like to be allowed to ride
horses on Red Hill and Pomo Canyon. The comments are noted. The gates on
Willow Creek Road were constructed and controlled by Sonoma County to manage
access due to road and fire conditions. State Parks will cooperate with the county to
manage vehicle access in a manner consistent with the protection of the health and
safety of the public. Please refer to Master Response 1 — Public Access for further
clarification.  Guideline TRAIL-TA calls for the preparation of a trails management
plan. Such a plan will address trail potential and uses through out the entire unit.
Equestrian use will be considered, along with hiking and bicycle use. Identified trails
and types of use will be based on the ability of the resources to sustain the trail and
respective use, management of recreational activities, and suitable access and
trailhead facility locations.
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Februaty 22, 2007 BECEITWED

: | FEB 23 2081 ..
California Department of Parks & Recreation 8Y: "g’;ﬁ%ﬁf{w -
Russian River Disttit ~ Dlcsheesmemesend
P.O.Box 123
Duncans Mills, CA 95430

Comments on Preliminary General Plan/DEIR

Sunset Rocks: I recommend that resources in the coastal bluff area known as Sunset Rocks have a higher level
of protection, possibly through review and enforcement of the existing permitting program, Climbers 2d rock
collectors have been heavily impacting this area after a series of articles and web sites on supposed culiural
tesources at the site were published. I recommend that all clirbing groups be required to obtain permits for use
of the northernmost Sunset Rock. 1 do not recommend issuance of permits to climb the southern Suns:t Rockas | 17-1
it is fragile and needs protection. The statement at the bottom of page 2-111 that "Protection of rocks below
Peaked Hill are a significant palecutological site with prehistoric animal rubbings" is incorrect; researsh is
opgoing byt not proven,

2.1.1 Existing Land Use Classification~ Name Change-I suggest changing the name of Sonoma Coast State
Beach to Sonoma Coast State Park. Under the existing classification, State Beaches are defined as “consisting
of areas with frontage on the ocean, or bays designed to provide swimming, boating, fishing and other buach-
oriented recreational activities. With 50 many deaths at the coast and the amount of money required to viarn 17-2
people about dangerous waves and pot to go into the water it is contradictory 1o call our coast a beach. Support :
reclagsification pg. 3-4 “Department recommends in this general plan that the classification be changed from
State Beach to State Park " as long as passive recreation is a priority.

1.1.3 8pirit of Place The statement: “As Sonoma Coast B continues its path in the modem era of lejsure and
preservation, the stewardship of the coastline and inland watershed aveas is pivotal in maintaining a ba ance
between a pristine vision of the Sonoma Coast as it once was naturally and an alterative extrerne of 2 natural
playground that it could be. Please take out the word playground, The implication is negative to me. Aciually
the whole paragraph needs to be re-worded. [t never could be a natural playground as we have provisions in
place already to protect the natural und cultural resources.

17-3

Paleontelogical Resources-3-14 Please take out any mention of Pleistocene animal rubs.” Furthermore, unique -
rock slicks on the sides of coastal outcrops that may have been caused by Pleistocene megafauna (mamuoths or
bison) rubbinp against the rocks (Parkman 2002) are an unususl feature in the park. Natural artifacts, such as the
possible Pleistocene animal rubs may represent a unique resource that may have both natural and cultwal '
resource value as well as potential as an interpretation topic. Erosion and excavation, agsocfated with site :
improvement and construction activities, may expose fossils and other paleontological resources. Other Fuman 17-4
activities may result in damage or destruction of these resources. This has alrendy happened!! Protectio and
pr?sdi?&ﬁon of paleontological resources of cultural importance are addressed by the following goal and
guidelines..

Goal NAT-3: Protect and preserve significant paleontological resources within Sonoma Coast SB.
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0 Guideline NAT-3A: Invertory, map, and monitor paleontological resources at SonomaCoast 8B for heir
protection, preservation, and interpretation. {(Until animal rubs are proven do not initiate guideline NAT-3D3
[ Guideling NAT-3B: Consult and coordinate with the Department’s natural resource specialists if um sual or
major paleontological resources are discovered (i.e., exposed by excavation), to determine significance and
implement appropriate remediation. (ddd te consult and coordinate with geologmg)

1 Guideline NAT-3C: Coordinate with cultural resource specialists on protection and

preservation of paleontological resources such as the possible Pleistocene animal rubs

that may have both natural and cultural resource value.

O Guideline NAT-3I): Develop interpretive programs and facilities that inform visitors about

the importance of protecting paleontological resources at Sonoma Coast SB.

For Willowereek Addition, somewhere in gnidelines, 1 suggest allowing the Baxmans a 5 yenr grazing
lease while doing scientific investigation over effects of grazing in this area. I am concerned about the
effects of vacating historically grazed land without planning and fimding for exotic vegetation contro! in place.
If scientific investigation concludes that grazfog should not be allowed, 1 recommend irmplementition of an
exotic vegetation eradication program. A Guideline should be included that provides for obtaining funding for
its implementation, as well as its on-going monitoring and maintenance.

I want to commend State Parks for the boardwalk on the Kortum Trail. The badly eroded and muddy traif in that
area is no longer a problem and it iz a delight to walk on the boardwalk .The vegetation bas grown baclk in. Alse
the new bathrooms at Wright’s Beach are state of the art and wonderful.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

s 7,y st

Carol Vellutini

17-4
(Cont)
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Letter 17: Carol Vellutini

February 22, 2007

17-1 The commenter recommends that resources in Sunset Rocks have a higher level of
protection. The commenter suggests requiring climbing permits and withholding
permits for climbing Sunset Rock. The commenter points out that the rocks below
Peaked Hill have not been proven to be a paleontological site and research is
ongoing. The comment is noted. If the final evaluation of the “Rubbing Rock” status
determines it to be a significant palenontological feature, the District will determine the
appropriate management treatment for protection of this feature. Furthermore, Goal
NAT-3 and Guidelines NAT-3A through NAT-3D call for the mapping and
inventorying, protection, and interpretation and education of significant
palenontological resources. Please refer to Chapter 4, Changes to the General Plan
for the revision of the statement on page 2-111 regarding Peaked Hill.

17-2 The commenter would like the park to be named “Sonoma Coast State Park” and not
“Sonoma Coast State Beach.” The commenter supports this classification change as
long as passive recreation is a priority. The comment is noted. Unit classification is
discussed in sections 2.1.1 and 3.1.3 of the General Plan. The reclassification of
Sonoma Coast State Beach to Sonoma Coast State Park is currently being considered.

17-3 The commenter references a statement that talks about the Sonoma Coast SP as a
“playground.” The commenter wants this term removed and the whole paragraph
reworded because the area could never be a playground because of the provisions
protecting the natural and cultural resources in the area. The comment is noted.
Please refer to Chapter 4, Changes to the General Plan regarding the use of the term
“playground” in the General Plan.

17-4 The commenter wants mention of Pleistocene animal rubs removed and notes that
unique park resources have already been damaged or destroyed. The commenter
also requests that Guideline NAT-3D stay uninitiated until animal rubs are proven,
and would like to add text to Guideline NAT-3B requiring the park to consult and
coordinate with a geologist. The comments are noted. The commenter is correct
regarding the significance of the paleontological site at Sunset Rock. Please see
Chapter 4, Changes to the General Plan, for revised text regarding Sunset Rock.

17-5 The commenter suggests allowing the Baxmans a 5-year grazing lease while doing
scientific investigations on the effects of grazing in this area. If grazing is not allowed,
the commenter recommends a vegetation eradication program and a guideline for
obtaining funding, monitoring, and maintaining the program. Please refer to Master
Response 2 — Grazing.
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To: Dave Kack, General Plan Section

From: Christine Taylor RECEIVED

18150 Coleman Valley Road

Occidental CA 95465 FEB 2 7 2007

ph §74.3293 NORTHERN GERVIOE
CENTBR

Helio Dave,

1 arm writing as a concerned resident of Coleman Valley Road {as well as someone capable of common
sence) regarding plans made to irstall an entry way and parking lot on this road for access to hiking
trails. Iv's such a bad idea for so many reasons, I've [lved on this road for eleven years and know it well, |
am familiar with the traffic patterns already established and already increasing in volurne due to popula-
tion increases and tourism popularity. On sunny weekends we have lots of cars; many that drive fast and
inconsiderately, aspecially at the latter part of the day when beach goers are returning from Route One
driving towards Qccidental. The vibe Is often a party vibe and/or a rushing to get home or to dinner vibe,

It's a very-dangerous time and ! keep both my children and animals on alert during these times. This is not

a recreational road. A recreational road needs to be safe and this one is not.

It swems like a na-brainer that the best entry way and parking lot areas for this park are the ones already
established or can be established via an already trafficky road such as Route One. There is a double line,
it is a road that is patroled and monitored and there is an already established car culture there. 1 think it is
great poor planning and ignorance to invite a stream of tourists onto this road. We have open cattle graz-
ing, many of us keep chickens and goats, we are avid walkers on this road, we collect the litter that tour-
ists throw from their windows and we appreciate the relative safety that our deer, wildlife and chifdren
have out here - this is wilderness - why are you planning to change that?

1 have personally helped with five accidents since 've been hare. The most recent, at the § curve where
one person died and the other was seriously injured, was traumatic for myself and for my little girl, 1t was
not the first time 've been the first person onto that sort of scene. 1've had to calm and tend to children of
‘people wha've had accidents out here, Fve been up in the middle of the night helping drunken fools puli
their cars up from the culverts edges and have many, many times bean the house that people have finally
made their way to when their cars break down. Fhere is not-cell phone reception out here and your invit-
ing people out here is irresponsible.

Another point | want to make is this: this road is not a focal point for repair and upkeep. We go long, long
trionths and years without repairs to pot hales and road edges slipping away, fimbs falling and leaning and
on the subject of liter! THERE 1S 5O MUCH LITTER ALREADY AND WF, THE RESIDENTS CLEAN 1T LPI

Please reconsider putting a parking Jot and trail head in on this stretch of Coleman Valley Road. Listing
such 2 thing in brochures and websites will be detrimental to this area and to everyone involved. Hiking
and getting out to the wilderness is a good thing, but jeopardizing the wilderness culture and everyones
safety is not,

Thartks for Ksteningl Don’t do it

Christine Taylor
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Letter 18: Christine Taylor

No Date

18-1 The commenter does not want Coleman Valley Road to have a parking lot with access
to Sonoma Coast SP because there would be too much traffic, a decrease in safety,
and an increase in litter on this poorly maintained residential road. The commenter
suggests using preexisting parking lots or creating one off SR 1. Please refer to Master
Response 1 — Public Access.
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Caltfornia Depaﬂmem of Parks and Recreatmn _ ' .
Planning Diviston '

PO. Box 9428868 | - . ' .
Badrdmento, CA 94200- 0001 S - ‘ e - Lo :
Attention: Dave Keck, Superviser, Genetal Pfan Sechon '

SUBJECT: Comivents on Prellmmary Genaral Plan & Divaft IR for Sonuma Goast S!ate
Beach .
Dear Mrf Kecls,

Thank you for the opportunity ta commant on Prefiminary General Plan for Sonoma
Coast State Beach. Please find Landrﬁaihs cormmernits in the aitach@d izble.

. We fook forward to continuing to ﬂSSE‘it State Parks in, ‘ma managemant of the Wiltow
Creek addition to Sonoma Coast State Beath.

Sinceraly,

ﬂom‘man Glass .
Field Programs Director . i . -
LandPaths
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LandPaths Comments on Preliminary General Plan and Draft EIR for Sonoma Coast State Beach

LandPaths’ Comment or Suggested Change

i Section of Plan | Specific issue addressed
Goal NAT-14 Veg Manzgement via Grazing is of historic and culiural significance on the 3onoma Coast. As such, it should be
t grazing evaluated and considered as a means of menaging vegatation for foel reduction and invasive
5pecies mmapagement,

Goegl NAT-1A Fuel ioad reduction With the addition of the upper Willow Cresk pares! to the Sonoma Coast unit, Siate Parks
should evaluats and consider options for reducing fuel foad within the unil. This could
include controlied burns, fuel ladder management, grazing, ete,

Gosl NAT-14 Mushroom gathering Mycologioat species shonid be invenforied and polivy developed to aliow limited and
regulated harvesting by park users for individual uss,

Goal REC-1A | Multh-use trafls Trails should be developed so a5 {o provide for access to s meny park users a8 pugsible,
ew treils should be dosignated “multi-use” unisss thers {5 2 demonsirated ressonto do
otherwise. Existing trails should be converted to multi-use whensver where resource
conditions allow,

Goal EDU~1 Interpretive stafl’ To support this goal, 2 guideling should be established to provide for hiring additional DPR
staff for the purpose of providing on-site, personal nterpretation. This staff could be in the
form of 8 voluniesr manager o overses sdditiona! volumieer interpreters sod docanis,

Goal THRAIL-1: | Input fom community DPR staff should veork with locs] eormnunity groups and ron-profit organizations to develop

: SIOUPS a traif plan for the Sonoma Coast unit. These groups should also be encouraged 0
pacticipate in the development of new tralls snd maintenance of existing trails,

Goal TRAIL-1: | Construction of new trails | DPR staff should uss the trail plan to identify phiorities for trall development and then
consirud trails baeed on these priorities. Voluntesr labor should be utilized whenaver
nossible to reduce cost and bolster community investment.

Goal TRARL-1. | Maintenance of existing DPR staff should utilize volentesr labor whensver pessible e reduce cost of maiataining

irails exigting trails,

Goal RGAD-T: Maintenance of existing DPR staif should maintein the existing network of logging roads in the new Wiliow Cresk

logging road network acquisition for the purposes of administrative aceess and reduction of sedimentation.
fgideﬁne £DU. | Community input Recognizing that community invesiment and volunteer, LandPaths supports this guideline.

114 Carrington Ranch Park facilities have been ¢siablished by Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation & Open

description Space District, in partnership with LandPaihs & DPR. (towed {rails, bench, display panel,
parking area cleared, sic.)

Page 1of 1
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Letter 19: Jonathan Glass, Field Programs Director with LandPaths

February 22, 2007

19-1 The commenters provide feedback on Goal NAT-TA and suggest that grazing and
other means of fuel load reduction (e.g., controlled burns, fuel ladder management)
are evaluated and considered. The comment is noted. Please refer to Master
Response 1 — Grazing regarding the use of grazing to accomplish Goal NAT-1TA.
Please refer to the response to comment 8-2 for Department’s policies for vegetation
management and fuel modification, and flammable vegetation/fuel modification.

19-2 The commenters provide feedback on Goal NAT-TA and would like mycological
(fungi) species to be inventoried and policy developed regarding their use by park
users. The comment is noted. The Department’s policy on mushrooms is as follows:

0317.1.3. Mushrooms

Collecting permits for mushrooms for scientific or educational purposes may be
obtained as described in DOM Section 0313.4.1, Scientific Collecting Permits.
The collecting of mushrooms in units of the State Park System is permitted by
CCR, Title 14, § 4306 when specifically authorized by the Department for non-
commercial personal use.

Conditional authorization for mushroom collection for non-scientific or non-
commercial use may be obtained from the District Superintendent of the
specific unit of the State Park System where collection is to occur. Such
collection is limited by regulation to a batch of mushrooms not to exceed five
pounds wet weight or to a single mushroom if that individual mushroom is
greater than five pounds wet weight by itself per person in possession.

Approval for collection for non-scientific or non-commercial use may only
occur following consideration of the questions and guidance for mushroom
collecting presented in the Natural Resources Handbook. An affirmative
answer to any of those questions must be mitigated before any mushroom
collecting can be allowed. Conditions of approval are also presented in the
Natural Resources Handbook.

19-3 The commenters provide feedback on Goal REC-TA and support multi-use trails.
The comment is noted. Guidelines TRAIL-1TA and INLAND-1G call for the preparation
of a trails management plan. Such a plan will address trail potential and uses through
out the entire unit. Identified trails and modes of use will be based on the ability of the
resources to sustain the trail and respective use, recreational activities, and suitable
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access points.  Multiple uses of trails shall be allowed where appropriate and
compatible.

19-4 The commenters provide feedback on Goal EDU-1 and support hiring additional
Department staff. The comment is noted; however, staffing is a budgetary item and
not part of the General Plan.

19-5 The commenters provide feedback on Goal TRAIL-1 and would like Department staff
to work with local community groups and non-profit organizations to develop a trail
plan, establish trail priorities, and the build the trails. The comment is noted and the
Department recognizes the value of input from community groups. The General Plan
addresses this important resource in Goal COMM-1 and subsequent guidelines
(pg 3-30). Please also refer to response to comment 12-1.

19-6 The commenters provide feedback on Goal ROAD-1 and suggest maintaining the
existing logging roads. The comment is noted and proposals to deal with the existing

logging road network will be included in the trails management planning process,
including the future Trails Management Plan. Refer to Guidelines TRAIL-TA, TRAIL-TF,
and ROAD-1A in the General Plan.

19-7 The commenters support Guideline EDU-1E. The comment is noted, and no further
response is necessary.

19-8 The commenters suggest new text for the Carrington Ranch description.
The Department recognizes that LandPaths has played a role in the cleanup,
maintenance, and facilitating public use for the Carrington Property. Please refer to
Chapter 4, Changes to the General Plan, for the revised description fro the Carrington
Ranch property.
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David Keck

General Mlan Section

CA Dept, of Parks and Recreation
P.O.Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 94296

Dear Dave,

I’ m writing 1o express my opposition to the proposed parking lot on Coleman Valley Rd, (CVR) in
Occidental for the Willow Creck section of Sonoma Coust State Beach, The road is not appropriate for
State Park access. T amn a great lover of the State Pask systen, but belisve that access should be designed
smartly, and in 2 way that preserves the mural and wild nature of the areas which it seeks to protect. Accnss
to the new addition to Senoma Stete Beach should be limited to the ateas where the roads are appropriad:
For such traffic and where fhere is existing access. The entrance at Freezeout Flat is just off of Hwy 115
which is 2 major road and can accommodate the traffic, and cextainty the same is trae for the trail whic
enters from Shell Beach parking area on Hwy 1, '

Emoved onto Colerman Valley Rd. in 1995, We have already experienced significant increase in the traffic
on the road as it has become more of a tourist destination - and much of thiy traffic is from people who
know nothing of the congiderations of life on this rosd. They drive exceedingly fast, endangering our
children and Hvestock, The road is offen shrouded in fog, and it is windy and narrow, We experience
accidents on the road because people do not understand the wildernesy quality of the area and subsequent
dangers of the road, Motorists dump trash (and I mean lots of trash) along the road, which we in tum tek s
the time and energy 10 clean up. Placing a (CVR) parking lot in literature and publicity will significantly
increase traffic - estimated at 2 to 3 times the cutrent level on weekends, All of theye problems will ony
increase with the increase in traffic due to 4 new entry point to the State Park.

There are many other concerns which 1 have re the proposed parking arca - vandalism and graffitt have
come 1o our rord in reoent vears, Placing a parking ot here will invite partying and the ¢oncurrent impacts
it will bring, Not the least of which is the danger to those particrs — as 1 said, the road is very often
dangerous - windy, narow, without dividing lines, and in summer, often dlmost impassable with fog. " lis
is an invitation to young people to come out and drink, and run off the road with dire consequences. Phiese
keep drivers where they will not endanger thewselves, us as residents, or our anitmals and Hvestock.

Coleman Valley Rd. is one of the only roads through the coastal range within reach of the Bay Aren that
retaing its roval quality. Increased traffic will change that and eventually tead to the need for a wider, more
heavy duty road. This will result not only in the foss of our quality of Tife as residents and ranchers, but slsp
in the loss of something very important to the public in general— a heritage of underdeveloped spaces and
the primitive roads which travel through them.

Thank you for your consideration. Please keep aceess points to the patk where they are appropriate — not on
Coleman Valley Rd,

ﬁ#{)ALL‘»SJPM\S&

Walter Strangy

18150 Coleraan Valley R,
Oceidental, CA 95465
7078741211
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Letter 20: Walter Strauss

No Date

20-1 The commenter opposes the proposed parking lot on Coleman Valley Road because
of concerns about increased traffic, safety hazards, and increased trash and
vandalism. The commenter is concerned the parking lot on Coleman Valley Road will
lead to a “wider, more heavy duty road” and a loss of quality of life, and suggests
Freezeout Flat off SR 115 and Shell Beach parking area off SR 1. The comment is
noted, and the Department is also concerned about the safety aspects of park access
and the general quality of the surrounding environment. Please refer to the General
Plan section on “Roadway Access and Safety” (pg 3-20), which identifies the
subsequent planning, studies, and evaluations that are to be conducted in determining
the safety and appropriateness of establishing any new park access sites or routes.
Also refer to General Plan section 3.3 “Management of Visitor Use Impacts”
(pg 3-30), which establishes a method for evaluating and managing appropriate park
visitor activity including any associated environmental impacts. Please also refer to
Master Response 1 — Public Access.
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Dave Keck, General Plan Saction

Califomia Department of Parks and Recreation
Planning Division

P.O. Box 942898

Sacramento, CA §4206-0001

February 20, 2007

Re: Soroma Coast State Beach, Access to Willow Creek Ares

Fresented below are several reasons why Coleman Valiey Road (CVR) is an inapproprinte
access to Willow Creek Area and should not be uged to access a parking lot.

SAFETY: »

The road CVR is narrow, winding road with many blind spotz and is often covered in fog
making it iImpossible to be safely driver by the public. 1 is generally unsafe for
unfamiliar motorists who often drive in the middle of the road posing danger to on
coming vehicles, This poses a hazard to the local community and a significant hazard (o
cyclists. The proposed access point on a climb on CVR is betwesn a tight hairpin tum
and is just at the bottom of a steep 18% climb, creating a very unsafe pullout locatior
Fire is an ever present threat in this remote and expansive grassiand region, which can
be sparked by cars parked iflegally on dry grasses and by people smoking in the
grasslands.,

INTERFERENCE WITH WILDLIFE AND RANCHING

The access for people af the beach, from Highway 1 will require cars to drive about £
miles infand on Coleman Valley Rd through open grassiand used for ranching of the
Colliss ranch. The wildife including endangered badgers and burrowing owls which is
often on the road will be threatened by the increased public presence and traffic on the
road. The drivers will not be familiar with the very sieep winding 1 mile climb, often in
the fog, and will pose significant safety hazard to the livestock, residents and fo the
ranchers. Given thal a farge percentage of the money fo pay for the Willow Creek land
came from Sonoma County Open Space and Agriculiure Preservation, it is significart
that paradoxicaily, the Witlow Creek access on CVR would lead to impaimnent of the
ranching, and impair the scenic open space value of the region and be a detriment to
the environment of wildlife. Lines of carg being drawn onto CVR by State Parks wit' he
seen from miles away in the region because of the open space visibility of the land
which is coastal prairie grassiands and is unforested. The perrmanent draw of cars onto
CVR by State Parks will violate the mission statement and purpose of the Sonoma
County Open Space which paid a significant portion of the approximately 18 million
dollars for the Willow Creek property. The CVR region must be respected as one cf the
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most pracious natural open space resources of Sonoma County. Altlemative vehicle
access to thig region, by bicycle or by hiking is appropriate for CVR.

VIOLATION OF STATE PARKS MISSION STATEMENT

COur Misgion

To provide for the health, inspiration and education of the people of Cafifornia by helping to
presarve the state's extraordinary biological diversily, protecting #s most valued natural ane!
cultural resources, and croating opporiunities for Figh-quality outdoor recrestion

CVR provides outstanding “high-quality outdoor recreation” as perhaps the best cyciing
road in Sonoma County. Riding the 8 mile CVR which genarally has low traffic and only
two intercepting roads to the ocean is perfect destination for cyclists rmaking longer
loops from Santa Rosa and the more highly populated demographic regions of the
county. The road takes the cychist from Qccidental up a tong climb with views of Mt &t
Helena across the valley, into redwood forest, through old farms and ranches, olimbs
steeply v Sugarloaf Mountain midway, then opens into rolling hills through coastal
prairie for several mites with expansive views of the road winding below for miles atead.
Everdually CVR drops steeply on a winding narrow climb with the ocean views
unparafieled by any other road in the county. At this steep descent, unfamiliar drivers
on this utwnarked road with virtually no shoulders become scared and often drive in the
midgdle of the road, posing danger to cyclists.  To underscore the significance of CVIR
as an important outdoor recreation resource, this week the Tour of California bicychs
race, currently the most prestigious and important bicycle races in the United States
used GVR as part of its race coarse,

The use of CVR ag an access road for State Parks will not “provide for the heatth” ¢f
cyclists and will not “provide protection for Califurmia state’s natural and cultural
resource”, in fact it will destroy if. The fact of the maller is that the Willow Creek
property is only a small part of the larger Sonoma Coast State Beach Park which was
purchased with knowledge that it had poor access. it is a violation of the Mission
Staternent of the: State Parks to destroy a more important natural, eultural and scenic
resource (o the State; i.e. CVR region and its current use for hiking, cycling and
recreation, i order to provide unhecessary access to the Willow Creek Land, whick: can
tée ac;cesaed from major highways (Hwy 1 and 116) in fwo lower access points to Wilow
reen.

THE IPACT OF STATE PARKS ON A COUNTRY ROAD

The access will disproportionately increase cars, and larger park service vehicles, by an
estimated 30 cars per hour on weekends, 2 to 3 times current level. This is an estimate
based on several assumptions on riumbers, which can be “tweaked”, but the reality vill
not change much. First realize that the frequent article in Press Demoerat, SF
Chronicle, or TV Backroads of CA program telling the public that CVR is the most
scenic road in Sonoma, has an impact for a few weekends by a spike increase in the:
number of cars on CVR, but then it dies down to normal. The arguments | have hea-d
from certain park officials that you can't stop the effect of increased population, which in
turn increases the number of cars on the road. But this isn't true for CVR because it
does not serve to link any growing cities or urban populations, People try driving CVR
road to the beach and realize they can get to the beach in less time and without the:

21-1
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stressful driving on the narrow read by taking 118 or Bodega highway from Santa Rosa,
bay area or Sacramento. The road name even is a mishomer refering fo "Valley™ and
not drawing atfention to it being in part & ridge top road. The growing population in
Santa Rosa, Petajuma, Rohnert Park and elsewhere has not impacted this remote
country road between Occidental, & small town, and Hwy 1 where there is no
community.

State Parks would permanently advertise CVR as an access betwoen different poinds in
the park, highlighting on their maps the road, the parking access proposed on CVR.
This would permanently increase the traffic on the road.

Estimate 4 milion vigitors to Sonorma State Coast Park per year (this could be off by a
factor of two but the impact would still be severe), 1% of these visitors drive onto VIR
drawn by State Parks, and the majorily of the people come on sunny weekends which is
half the weekends per year, 25 weekends, Assume 2 people per car. Therefore 2 21-1
million cars X 1% = 20,000 additional cars per year on CVR, But the cars are not . (Cont)
distributed throughout all days of the year, as perhaps commuter traffic would be, rater
the mafority comes on sunny weekends. Divide by 25 weekends and 2 days per
weekend (50 days): 20,000 cars / 50 days = 4000 additional cars per day on CVR op
sunny weekends. Divide by 12 hours = 330 cars each hour on CVR. Even if it weng
half this number 185 more cars per hour, this is an enomous impact on CVR on thove
sunny weekends when cyclists use the road, no less on the local community. Af present
the road is busy and dangerous with 20 cars per hour.

Whether it is 400 or 4000 more cars per day on CVR, the change will be permanen;
because State Parks will continue to draw people coming fo the beaches up onto CVIR,
While the parking lot may only hold 6 to B cars, the excess cars will park along CVF n
the region of the access site and no less in other regions to picnic and take in views,
parking on dry grasslands, posing serious danger of fire.  The park access could easily
fead o a doubling of cars on Coleman Viy Rd, and there are already (00 many cars on
the sunny weekends.

SURIMARY

The scenic value of the road and region is a great heritage of our community, Sonoma
Gounty and no less the state of California. We should protect the last few remaining

country roads by hot pemanerdly increasing thelr traffic. The increased cars will be o

threat to the already endangered wildlife in this remote region of contiguous protecied
open space land. There are two access points in Lower Willow Creek which are frort a
?mgr?r highway 116 and Hwy 1, which are designed to handie safely the increased
raffic. ' '

There are several trails in Willow Creek area that have great views and are appropiiste
for ADA acoese, whereas the CVR site is not appropriate for ADA access. it is nearly a
mile to the most remote point, which is the only place where there is a distant view and
the road has at least one steep climb. it is more appropriate for hiking, cycling and
horse access to this most remote upper comer of the park. Pulting picnic tables ard
cars at the top of a scenic wilderness hike is not only anticlimactic, but is detrimental to
experiencing nature as a hiker.
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Colernan Viy Rd has open range cattle livestock, is narrow winding with poor visibilily
and i without central linee, and any additional traffic should not ba encouraged by Stste
Parics.

The proposed parking lot, (6 fo 8 cars) is vary small but will draw disproportionate
excess cars onfo CVR from the beach region. The carz drawh to the region will park on
the roadside, illegally, creating fire and general safety hazard,

The parking area is extremely dry in the summer, is surrounded by trees, and is just
above a community in the valley on GVR, miles from the nearest fire stations. The
parking area and access on this remote region will create a severe fire hazard, With the
dry grass in the region, the risk of fire is very high, and there have been devastating
fires in the past.

The road is used for cycling road because of its low traffic and scenic nature, The
SBonoma Coast State Park will be harming an established high quality recreational
opportunity 1o the public. Lower Willow Creek Park will have access from Hwy 1 and
Hwy 116 roads desighed to handle the increased traffic and littie impact, 1t is just a aad
idea to use CVR. The rural community living on Coleman Valley Rd will be disrupted
and made unsafe by additional public and traffic. The wildlife including golden eagles,
hadgers and burowing owls, which are commonly seen on GVR, will be endangered by
the increased public presence am traffic on the road. Given the mission statements of
both Californiz State Paries and Sohoma County Open Space District, which bough: the
land, the proposed parking lot access on CVR appears to be in violation of protecting
the scenic value of the region and the safely and existirig recreational use of this reg on,

Respecifidly vours,

David Feinbarg ¢ .
22727 Coleman Valley Rd,
P.0. Box 876, Bodega Bay, CA, 94923

Enclosed: comments on Access Report,

Sonoma Coast State Park Environmental Analysis
Final General Plan and Environmental Impact Report 4-109



An gnalysio of the access report shows many incorrect statements, Cormections on different
sections of the report are given below, Overall, the report did not give a fair evaiuation and was
bigsed.

Table 2.0

Misp: Showing & hand drawn “Lookout trail” from Coleman Valley Rd (CVR) site accessible from
CVR when no other trails are shown in the map of the entire park ragion,  The drawing of the
“Lookout Hall” on the map crestes bisg and should be rernoved or slsa other major tralls and
rozds with views should be drawn onto the map in the same way. There are equally or greater
extensive views of region from alther Upper Willow Creek road or from lele int the Sky trait from
Iowar trail acoass pointe but these traile are not shown on the mep. Other (rails are suitable for
ADA acesss. This shows an inttinsic bias over trail access and park access. Mere to this point,
the Lookout trail is a continuation of the fire road which is accessible from Lower Willow Creslk
acoess which Is not represented on the map, creating a misconception of limited access to this
ol Also, misleading is that Lookout trail has a panoramic viaw but it is onty from the very fast
few intindred feet of the trail, There is no significant view from the remaining 88.9% of the trall as
it is coverad with trees and has some climbs. in confrast, the Upper Willow Creek road trall over a

mite of frall with expansive views. The end of the Isle in the Sky trall has far more extensive views,

exterior connectivity: This section claims there is & double striped 2 lane road from the south
boundary of CVR to the acceas point which is franidy not kue, Only the first half mile ig paved,
and the remaining 3 mifes of road o the proposed parklng ares Is not marked, From Oceidental,
after this first balf mile, CVR 1s 8 narrow unrarked road with Eght, hairpin turns, many bilnd
spote for 3 miles to the parking site. There are shill flowers Jaft in front of a tree, where a couple
missed a turn and had a {aial crash Into the tree. In tivis respect, the acoess report is
trresponsibie fo the safety of the pubfic and community.

Naturat Resources.: they exclude the impact of the parling lof on CVIR which will significantly
and parmanently inorease the cars and nolse effecting the residential area in the valley on the 3
mites of unmarkad road they failed to mention, The no less dangerous 6 mile of driving from Hwy
1o the accass point will have lines of cars visible from distont regions since this is open space
coastal prairre. Thergfore, the park acess will have a permanent detrimantal impact on the visust
open space, There wre offen badgers, rare owfs and big cets

Cultural B. no comment (N/C)
Poamiting tesues NIC

Cperational Suitability (convenience & limitations) 1f Salmon Creek Ranger Station becomes
a hub, then CVR will be just & connection betwean two fagions of the park and thus CVR will be
treated ag an tinerary within the park when actually CVR rapresents & distingt seenio,

recreations] rasource and is the center of a rural commuwnity. The: land is agrictitural and
residontial and should not become 2 shoviout to get from one point in the park to the other, There
is no need for park vehicles, trucks, o be on CVR if not for the proposed access point,

Other: “scattered rural residential property ~ this ignores ranching and fisherman, te economy
and culture.

"rafnimal conflict with adjacent landownars” in contrast to other areas, this is not frue, but
rather shows how the evaiuation is betr influenced by more politically powerful communities of
Upper Willow Greek which i3 Iergely professionsd residence and is being organized by Pruninski

21-2
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and Chapham residents who ara locai professional environmental impact report writers, What
has lead to this statement? This lan't objective nor acourate, given the  petition the CYR
Preservation Onganization has written opposing parking lots and access to parks on the road due
to the dehiment to safety, opan space and recreational activities on the road.

Sonoma State Beach Witlow Cr Access Evaluation
Table 4

Sita Blze  CVR is 9000 SF, the smallest, others are 120,000 and 80,000 SF at Lower W, Craek
and Froeraout Flat respectively, so thelr rational will be to use CVR for day hikers and rondevue
piclup shte, but this is not neccessary Tor most hikers who want to go un & long bike. it will be
used for day hilers who want o picknic and will croate a fire harard and leawe garbage,

Approach R widih

. 21-2
GV given 0 paasiing difficult, but actustly it s negative — since passing s not possible when
climbing on GVR up from Hwy 1 at slide area which can not be further improved without building (Cont)
& peered wall of millions of doflars,

Exiationy interesction

CVR given + “axizting intersection aveilable® but the nearest intersection is with Joy Rd nostly 3
miles away and it is an extremely dangerous T intersection, then to the Wast it is Hwy 1, also
dangerous. What ara thay talking shout??7?

Lecation Sultabiiity
-, naade further analysis ?

Approach Grades  CVR given O, "4 to 8% grade”, which is Insorrect. i is a 18- 18% grade
from the West. Below the proposed access polt, the road goes through one of the most
dangerous hairpin fumg on CVR. The road iz then narow and climbs passed the access poing
whore the road {akes a slight berd and climbs very steeply, sstimated 16-18% grade to the top of
Wil (Sugarioa! M), Vehicles and bicyclists descending the 16-18% grade would Inmedintaly
enccunter cars pulling out from the proposed access, which is very dangserous.

Approach Visibility/sight lines  given @ minor modification neaded, but from the 18% grade it
Is difficult to stop and in the fog K is very bad.

ENTRANGE

Eniry Gradient

Width

Drainage improvemnt agreed

of Tabis 1
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Views
view Into gite, view of site are both minimat impact currently, except for the metal conduits
which are very visable. it ig likely that cars will be visitle if the site is developed,
Seenle view from alte is given +, when in fact & should be & -, there I3 no panoramic view, only
tress, this is a mistake or a gsnow job. The only view is & mile away ot the end of a irail, no scenic
viaw on tha tiking trail as present elsewhere In the park.
slope gradient
21-2
draihage (Cont)
brzand thee clearing — What the report is proposing is to make improvements to CVR visibility
and with signage, which inevitably always has the opposite effect of encouraging motorists fo
drive fasfer, creating even greater safety hazard.
Size - “may not meet eurrent needs, only minor improvements possible” certainly will not meet
needs.
Page 3 of Table 1
Trall Avosss Potenbial, given +, The conneclion is to a very long fire road with no vigibiity for
mites due to overgrown trees, and this road had been plannad to be decommissioned i the nitial
patk plen. There & no connectivity fo trall system, and regardlass, the trall aystem hag not been
defined, actually it was initially just dismantatted with no forethought,
Environmental Analysis - Sonoma Coast State Park
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Letter 21: David Feinberg

February 20, 2007

21-1 The commenter opposes using Coleman Valley Road as access to a parking lot
because of safety concerns having to do with poor road conditions and fire hazards.
The commenter feels the parking lot will interfere with wildlife, ranchers, and residents
because of increased traffic, which would impair the scenic value of the area. The
commenter feels the parking lot goes against the park’s mission statement by
increasing traffic on the road and thus decreasing usability by cyclists. The commenter
feels traffic does not need to increase on Colman Valley Road because the road does
not link any major areas. The commenter opposes advertising the road as an access
point to the park. The commenter suggests using SR 1 and SR 116 to access Upper
Willow Creek, and feels bicycle and hiker access would be appropriate. The
comments are noted.

The Department is aware that there are many situations throughout the State Parks
System where rural public roads similar to Coleman Valley Road provide park access.
The road characteristics mentioned are typical of many State Park environments.
The Department is concerned about public safety, as well as protecting wildlife.
The stewardship responsibilities of State Parks are guided by the Public Resources
Code and Department policies. The General Plan Sections on Resource Management
(pg 3-8) and Administration and Operations (pg 3-20) discuss applications of park
policy regarding wildlife and roads. In addition the State Parks practices adaptive
management strategies (Section 3.3.2) to maintain environmental quality.

The State Park Mission Statement as described applies to the management and
operation of State Park lands. Coleman Valley Road is a county facility outside the
jurisdiction of State Parks. Nevertheless, State Parks fully intends to cooperate with
local agencies in the management of park lands and lands surrounding the park.
State Parks has no intention of destroying any resources within or adjacent to park
lands. The General Plan does address the issue of community involvement and
agency cooperation (pg. 3-29) as applicable to this park unit. Please also refer to
Master Response 1 — Public Access.

21-2 The commenter suggests several changes to be made to the Upper Willow Creek
Access Site Evaluation. The comments are noted. Please refer to Master Response 1 —
Public Access.
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Darlene LaMont

16820 Lauri Lane
Ogeeidontal, CA 95485-9213
darlena@jimndar.not

February 22, 2607

Co Dept. of Parks and Recreation
Planning Division

P.O. Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Submission of Public Comment on the Sonoma Const State Beach Preliminary General Plan

As a froquent user of the Sonoma Coast Boaches and the Willow Creek Unit for over the last 30 years,
am very concerned about the management aud development of these parks. Twas Tnitially very pleased to
see that Wiliow Creek would be included in the State Pack systern so I became directly involved as a
docent, & contributor to Stewards of the Coagt and Redwoods, a trails planning committce member and en
active member of trail maintenance crews through Stewards, LandPaths and State Parks.

State Pavks should follow the cxample of oxganizations like the Marin Covnty Open Space Distrigt,
the Maria County Water District snd the Nature Conservaney which mangge o lwege amount of
property with far lesy staff and bureaneratic red tape (fike this General Plan) and more committed
voluptecrs, They have numerous trails (some are fire roads, some are old logging roads, some are
idylic hiling paths), loty of access pointy (many with Hmited parking on public streets) and they
provide great teail maps of each site ovor the internet, Interpretive information s alse available ¢u
he internet, .

internal decisions have already beon made and this public comment period and earlier hearings and
comment petiods will bave litthe or no effect. The bistoric roads, sites and tiails will continue to be
destroyed a3 zoon ag funding is acquired. It is a pity that State Parks consistently fails o listen fo the
idens and ingiphts of the public, particularly thet portion of the public who is committed enough to
volunteer substantial time and money to a place like Willow Crack. State Parks gives us this platform .
ajr o views, but does not car. The issue of Pond Farm at Armetrong Woods is another exampls - fror
1985 - of State Parks” deaf car. Funding is oven more limited now - will State Paks continue pruring
motey into the pet projects of senior siafl while crying poverty?

Through direct involvement Lhave come to understand that Btate Parks is # vast, unwieldy and
dysfunctional bureavcracy that hes no intetest in the public or their opinions. Times have changed ancl
State Parks can no longer afiord 1o be an autenomons srpanization that rans parks FOR the
public. State Parks necds to yon parks WITH the public.

S_incerciy,

artene LaMomt

22
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Letter 22: Darlene LaMont

February 22, 2007

22-1 The commenter is concerned about the management and development of Sonoma
Coast SP and the Upper Willow Creek Unit and feels there should be less staff, more
volunteers, and less bureaucratic red tape. The commenter feels that the Department
does not listen to the public’s opinions. The comments are noted. The Russian River
District fully intends to follow all of the required planning, permitting, and CEQA
guidelines throughout the process of making improvements within Sonoma Coast SP.
Community involvement is addressed in the General Plan on page 2-29 and under

Goal COMM-1 and subsequent guidelines.
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Stewards of the Coast and R@dwaods

Preservation %hrough Education and Restomtzon
‘ - Russian River Se;tor State Parks -~

| RE@EWEE? |
FEB2 6 2007

* February 22, 2007 ' _'woaﬂ-&m gga\wcs ‘

Cahfomla Department of Patks & Recreauon
Russian River District

P.O. Box 123

_Duncans Mills, CA 95430

Re: Comments regarding the Sonoma Coast General Plan and EIR

The Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods Boa‘rd of Directors would like.to submit the following
* recommendations, many of which will be in agreement with those submitted by the Sonoma
" Coast Advisory Committee (SCAC) in their communication dated 2/21/07.

Stewards is wholeheartedly in agreement that the description of our organization on page 2-104
doés not adequately represent the work ouf otganization has done since 1985, and continues to
do to support Russian vaer Dlstnct State Parks. We suppoﬂ: the following change in wordmg
7
Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods (Stewards)
Stewards is a nonprofit pubhc benefit coxpora*txon that has been working in
paﬁnersmp with the Department to provide volunteer opportumues for Parks
in the Russian River District, including Sonoma Coast SB since 1985. On-
going programs include Seal Watch, Whale Watch, a visitor center.in Jenner
tidepool education, watershed education in Willow Creek for adults and
children, trail maintenance, water quality momtonng in the Willow Creek -
watershed, and beach cleanups, The Russian River District Volunteers in
Parks program depends on Stewards to provide funding for educational and
interpretive activities, resource management projects, and- -assistance with
development of intefpretive facilities. Stewards obtained funding for and
- managed development of the Wiliow Creek Integrated Watershed
Management Plan and the Sustainable Channel Development. in Lower ’
Willow Creek, Sonoma County, California (Prunuske Chatham, Inc. 2005).
Future projects in Sénoma Coast 8B include continued planning and-
-unplementatwn of restoration efforts in the Willow Creek watershed,

vt
*
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development of an Environmental meg Program for school children, the
development of new trails and sigiiage, ongoing docent-led outings, and the
development of Mounted Assistance Units. Funding has been securéd from
the California State Coastal Conservancy to support many of these efforts.

‘Frails ' C ’
Stewards'is in support of the SCAC’S recommendation that.a new Guideline be mcluded that
mandates communication and cooperation be ongoing between State Parks and the community

. during the process of trail planning s a source of knowledge and traditional use. The Willow _
Creek Trails Committee, comprised State Park officials and members of various user groups and

- nonprofit organizations, that has been meeting during the past yéar has proved to be a valugble

\

source of historic and currént knowledge about the area in regards to trails and access. Stewards
believes thiat multi recreational use can be achieved successfully with input from all user groups
keeping in mind. the overall goal of protectmg and restoring the natural IESOUICes. m the Willow
Creek watershed. - . . , .

Stewards shz;res the SCAC’s concern about the safety of bieyclists along Highway. 1 at Sonoma

- Coast SB for over 20 years (DPR 1984), and we also recommend that this issue be considered
. during future planning, We support Guideline TRAIL-1C to coordinate development of a
- regional bicycle trail system and- €ncourage State Parks, Caltrans, and others to cooperate in-

developmg lower : 1mpact transportatlon modes and recreationai opporhmltles

Ec_o-fnendly transportatxon op‘uons for transportmg ,resxdents and tourists from Guerneville to

Sonoma Coast are being'conside'red by EcoRing, an organization that Stewards is affiliated with,

'Roads/Access to Willow Creek ' - o

Stewards is in- support of nmiltiple access points to the new Willow Creek acquisition 50 as not to
overburden any one area. Road repairs taking in fo consideration environmental impaots, will be
needed to accommodate i increases in traffic and large vehicles such as school buses and horse
tra_ﬂers '

Stewards isin agrec—:ment with the following statement as presented by the SCAC:

The Committee supports Guideline ROAD- -1H to conduct road and traffie studies for proposed
acoess points for the Willow Creek watershed. However, the sample sites evaluated in Appendix
"G contain numerous impacts that are potentially significant (e.g., téaffic and safety issues for
increased vehicle usage of Willow Creek Road by RVs and horse trailers, erosion from
construction of new trails, removal of matiwe redwoods and other trees, impacts to NSO habitat,.
impacts to wetlands, visual impacts from new parking areas and other facilities, potential for
geologic instability, potential impacts to cultural resources, etc.). This is inconsistent with the
finding of “less than significant” in Section 4.6.11 of the Environmental Impacts Analysis (p. 4-
23) and Section XV(a) in the Environmental Checklist in Appendix C. The types of proj ects
utihzmg, Willow Creek Road that are contemplated in Appendix G are certain tq result in “
increase in ttaffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the
street system” and may “substantially increase hazards due to 4 design feature (e.g., sharp curves
or dangerous intersections} or. 1ncempat1ble uses.” We support the 1mpiementat10n of .
management goals and gmdehnes but such planning does not necessarily result in iess than )

23-1
(Cont)
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significant 1mpacts and such a finding, partxcular}y utilizing Sonoma County trafﬁc data from
1980 (p. 4-24) is inappropriate.

- ’ N !

" Cultural Resources
‘Stewards is in the process of developing an Environmental Lmng Program for Sonoma Coast,
which relies on the preservation of significant cultural resources. This-new interpretive program *
wiH édpcaté school children about the Native American, Rlissian, Ranching, and Logging eras.

For thlS reason, Stewards is also in agreement with the foilowmg statement made by the’ SCAC.

- The Committee is in agreement with Goal CUL-1 to protect, maintain, and preserve significant
prehistoric and historig.resources within Sonoma Coast SB and its Guidelines. We recommend
an additional Guideline to coordinate with resource specialists on the evaluation, protection,
preservation, and management of historic resources such as Russian éra océupation and hlStOl‘lC
family ranching. We fecommend that Gmdehnes CUL~1A (develop an inventory, mapping

- system, and database for resources that may be eligible for inclusion in the National Register), -
CUL-1C (prepare and conduct surveys and inventories of cultural resources in areas subject to
development, and CUL-1D (identify ‘and evaluate cultural landscapes), and the recommended
Guideline re potential historic restoration/interpretive sites be included in the bulleted list of

plans and investigations on page ES-3 of the Executive Semmary and anywhere else that such a

list ot d1scussxon occurs in the document (e.g., BS-4).

Salmonid Habitat Restoratmn

Stewards supports and recommerids continued partlmpatlon in the restoration of salmonid habltat

by State Parks Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods, the Coastal Conservancy, and other
agenmes o 7 o : !

Mamm othlSunset Rocks ‘

During the past few years, Stewards has been a strong supporter-of the work of State Park
Archeologist, Breck Parkman. We have funded carbon-dating projects and have also beguna
‘new interpretive'program aimed at educating the public about these natural resources as well as
profecting them from vandals. Stewards has bees working with the climbing eommumty and has
their support in regards to the rieed for a higher level of security for this area.

Ste\ﬁ(ards«does‘ recornmend that State Parks enact and enforce a cdr;sistent policy in regards to .
use by those who are beheﬁﬁng'monetarﬂg from climbing activities. We do not recommend
issuance of permits 1o climb the southern Sunset Rock as it is fraglle and needs protection.

Grazmg in the Willow Creek Watershed
The SCAC statement that there are many oplmons 1ega:rdmg grazmg in the Willow Creek
watershed is very accurate. Stewards recommends that a Guideline be added to allow for furthet
study-to ascertain whether or not grazing would be of benefit i the watershed. Issues such as -
native grasses, fire suppression, and historic s1gmﬁcance need to be examined. Stewards sees a
benefit to having a well managed demonstration grazing operation in the Willow Creek
Watershed for interpretive and educatlonai purposes -

B
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Above all, it is recommended that State Parks come. up with, and enforce, a consistent policy in | 23-7
the Russian River District in regards to grazmg Currently grazing is allowed on the Red Hill- : . (Cont)
écqmsmon and at Fort Ross. It is understand that a long-term grazing management plan that does . g
not put a strain on staff rcsources is requlred '
Global Warmmg - .
Stewards agrees with the follovwng statement made by the SCAC in regards to giobal warmmg
Since the enactment of AB 32 in January of 2007, which codified that “global warming poses a

- serious threat to the economic well-being, public health, natural resources, and the’environmient . 23-8
of California,” a digcussion of the potential effects of increased vehicular use by visitors along ‘
the coast should be included in the planning documentation for Sonoma Coast SB. Guideline
ROAD-1E to cooidinate with local organizations to inaintain existing and advocate for additional
public transportation is a good example of the spirit of the new global warming emissions
reduction program. Development of lower impact transportation modes and recreational
opportunities as mentionied above in the Trails sectiom would be another, - i

Wwe thank you for conmdenng our recommendauons and congramlate you on the compietmn of
the Sonoma Coast General PIan

Sincerely, -

%@ﬂ%

Michele Luna
Executwe D1rector
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Letter 23: Michele Luna, Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods

February 22, 2007

23-1

23-2

23-3

23-4

23-5

23-6

23-7

23-8

The commenters feel the description of Stewards on page 2-104 is insufficient and
suggest text they prefer. Please refer to Chapter 4, Changes to the General Plan, for
revised text regarding the description of the Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods.

The commenters recommend a new guideline mandating ongoing communication
and cooperation between Sonoma State Park and the community regarding trail
planning. They are also concerned about bicycle safety and support Guideline
Trail-1C.  The comments are noted. Community involvement is addressed in the
General Plan on page 2-29 and under Goal COMM-1 and specifically Guideline
COMM-1C, which calls for public input and review during planning phases of major
facility development projects.

The commenters support having multiple access points to Upper Willow Creek, with
road repairs taken into consideration. They also support Guideline ROAD-1H but are
concerned about the potentially significant traffic and safety issues evaluated in
Appendix G and feel the EIR inappropriately found them to be less-than-significant.
The comments are noted. Please refer to Master Response 1 — Public Access.

The commenters recommend a guideline calling for a resource specialist to
coordinate with the park to evaluate, protect, preserve, and manage historic
resources. The commenters also recommend the Guidelines CUL-TA, CUL-1C,
CUL-1D, and the above recommended guideline be included in the plans and
investigations on page ES-3 and wherever a similar list or discussion occurs in the
document. The comments are noted. Please refer to the response to comment 12-3.

The commenters support continued participation in the restoration of salmonid
habitat. The comment is noted, and no further response is necessary.

The commenters recommend enacting and enforcing a policy for climbing use by
those who are making money from climbing activities and do not recommend issuing
permits allowing climbers on the southern Sunset Rock. The comment is noted.
Please refer to the response to comment 17.1

The commenters suggest further study of grazing’s affects and believes a grazing
operation would be beneficial. The comment is noted. Please refer to Master
Response 2 — Grazing.

The commenters would like global warming to be addressed because of the increased
traffic. The comment is noted. Please refer to Chapter 4, Changes to the General
Plan, for expanded text to Guideline ROAD-1E and text of the new Guideline SUS-1C.
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4.9.3 SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED

Table 4.9-1

Written Comments Received on the Preliminary General Plan and
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Comment .
Letter Commenter/Agency Date Number Topic(s)
Comments Received in the Responses to 2004 Circulation
1 Michele Luna, Stewards of No date 1-1 Clarification to sections of
the Coast and Redwoods the document that reference
the services provides by the
Stewards of the Coast and
Redwoods
2 Timothy C. Sable, California | February 17, 2-1 Analysis of transportation
Department of 2004 and circulation impacts
Transportation 2-2 Encroachment permit
requirements
3 Don L. Neubacher, National | February 20, 3-1 Vision and Guidelines text
Park Service 2004
4 Jane M. Hicks July 14, 2004 4-1 Clean Water Act Section
404 permit requirements
Comments Received in the Responses to 2007 Circulation
5 Federated Indians of Graton | February 3, 5-1 Loss and degradation of
Rancheria 2007 sacred tribal areas
6 Robert Costa and Barbara February 9, 6-1 Traffic increase
Costa 2007 6-2 Security at new access
points
6-3 Use of grazing
7 Kate Fenton February 20, 7-1 Increased noise and traffic
2007 with poor road conditions
7-2 Preference for slow, careful
development and trails for
hikers only
7-3 Use of grazing
8 David Dillman, Willow Creek | February 20, 8-1 Willow Creek Access Site
Road Homeowners Group 2007 Study and potential impacts
8-2 Guideline suggestions for
road requirements
9 Ernest Crabb, Diane Collins, | February 20, 9-1 Reasons not to develop on
and the Coleman Valley 2007 Coleman Valley Road
Road Preservation Society
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Table 4.9-1
Written Comments Received on the Preliminary General Plan and
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Comment .
Letter Commenter/Agency Date Number Topic(s)
10 | Kari Taber February 20, 10-1 Reasons not to develop on
2007 Coleman Valley Road
11 | Sonoma County Agricultural | February 21, 11-1 Concerns about
Preservation and Open 2007 Administrative Facility and
Space District Residential Use Area
11-2 Conservation easements
and uses
11-3 Preference for Proposed

Project Alternative

11-4 Request for Carrington
Ranch language revision

12 | Sonoma Coast State Beach February 21, 12-1 Trails
Advisory Committee 2007 12-2

Significant impacts for
sample sites in Appendix G

12-3 Cultural guideline
recommendations

12-4 Salmonid habitat

12-5 Permits for climbers on
Sunset Rock

12-6 Use of grazing

12-7 Climbing impacts
12-8 Global warming

12-9 Suggestion for text revision
of Stewards description

12-10 Term corrections

13 | Deborah Koons Garcia No date 13-1 Reasons against a parking
lot on Coleman Valley Road
14 | Maureen Kobbe February 21, 14-1 Traffic increase on Coleman
2007 Valley Road
14-2 No new trails
15 | Miriam Redstone February 16, 15-1 Unsafe conditions on Willow
2007 Creek Road, no horse
trailers, more analysis
needed
Environmental Analysis Sonoma Coast State Park
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Table 4.9-1

Written Comments Received on the Preliminary General Plan and

Draft Environmental Impact Report

Comment

Letter Commenter/Agency Date Number Topic(s)

16 | Michael Murphy, National February 22, 16-1 Willow Creek Road fire
Director Back Country 2007 gate, riding horses on Red
Horseman of California, Hill and at Pomo Canyon
Associate Director Gold
Ridge Conservation District

17 | Carol Vellutini February 22, 17-1 Protection for Sunset Rocks

2007 17-2 Renaming as Sonoma Coast

State Park

17-3 Use of term “playground”

17-4 Unique park resource
damage and guideline
suggestions

17-5 Use of grazing

18 | Christine Taylor No date 18-1 Traffic, safety, and litter

problems on Coleman
Valley Road

19 | Jonathan Glass, Field February 22, 19-1 Goal NAT-TA, use of
Programs Director with 2007 grazing
LandPaths 19-2 Goal NAT-TA, mycological

(fungi) species

19-3 Goal REC-TA, multi-use
trails

19-4 Goal EDU-1 and hiring DPR
staff

19-5 Goal TRAIL-1 and trail
planning and building

19-6 Goal ROAD-1 and logging
roads

19-7 Support of Guideline EDU-1

19-8 Suggestion for new text for
the Carrington Ranch
description

20 | Walter Strauss No date 20-1 Traffic, safety, and litter

problems on Coleman

Valley Road
Sonoma Coast State Park Environmental Analysis
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Table 4.9-1

Written Comments Received on the Preliminary General Plan and
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Letter Commenter/Agency Date Cﬁrmrgzl:t Topic(s)
21 David Feinberg February 20, 21-1 Poor road conditions on
2007 Coleman Valley Road
21-2 Recommended Willow
Creek Access Site Evaluation
changes
22 | Darlene LaMont February 22, 22-1 Management and
2007 development of Sonoma
Coast State Beach
23 | Michele Luna, February 22, 23-1 Suggestion for new Stewards
Stewards of the Coast and 2007 text description
Redwoods 23-2 New trail planning guideline
recommended, bicycle
safety concern
23-3 Guideline ROAD-1H, traffic
and safety issues
23-4 Cultural guideline
recommendations
23-5 Salmonid habitat
23-6 Climbing and Sunset Rock
23-7 Use of grazing
23-8 Global warming from traffic

Environmental Analysis
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Location of EIR Required Content

This plan is prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines (Title 14. California Code of
Regulations), article 9. Contents of Environmental Impact Report (EIR) §15120(c) states that
draft EIRs shall contain the information required by sections 15122 through 15131. The
following table shows where the required items are found in this General Plan/EIR.

CEQA Guidelines Content

Location in General Plan/EIR

Section 15122. Table of Contents or Index

Beginning of this document/Table of Contents

Section 15123. Summary

Sec. 4.2 Summary

Section 15124. Project Description

Ch. 3 The Plan (description)

Sec. 4.3 Project Description (summarized)

Ch. 1 Introduction (information about general plan
purpose and process)

Section 15125. Environmental Setting

Ch. 2 Existing Conditions
Sec. 4.4 Environmental Setting

Section 15126. Consideration and
Discussion of Environmental Impacts

Ch. 4 Environmental Analysis

(a) (and Section 15126.2) Significant
Environmental Effects of the Proposed
Project

Sec. 4.6 Significant Environmental Effects and
Mitigation

(b) Significant Environmental Effects Which
Cannot be Avoided if the Proposed
Project is Implemented

Sec. 4.7.1 Unavoidable Significant Environmental
Effects

(c) Significant Irreversible Environmental
Changes Which Would be Involved in the
Proposed Project Should it be
Implemented

Sec. 4.7.2 Unavoidable Significant Environmental
Effects

(d) Growth-Inducing Impact of the Proposed
Project

Sec. 4.7.3 Growth-Inducing Impacts

(e) (and Section 15126.4) The Mitigation
Measures Proposed to Minimize the
Significant Effects

Ch. 3 The Plan, Sec. 3.2 Goals and Guidelines
(infended to minimize adverse environmental effects)
Sec. 4.6 Significant Environmental Effects and
Mitigation

(f) Alternatives to the Proposed Project
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Soil Descriptions and Characteristics
Soil Descriptions
e Alluvial land, sandy

Alluvial land, sandy (AdA) consists of sandy and gravelly deposits along streams.
Stratification is variable, and recent overwashes tend to change the texture of the surface
layer from time to time. Streambank cutting and erosion have occurred in some
locations. This land type is used for limited grazing and wildlife habitat. Capability unit
Vilw-4.

e Atwell clay loam, 30 to 50 percent slopes

This steep soil is on uplands. It is commonly in swales and draws on wooded hillsides.
Included in mapping are areas of Hugo very gravelly loam and Hely silt loam.
Small areas of soils having slopes less than 30 percent are also included. Permeability of
the subsoil is very slow, and runoff is rapid. The hazard of erosion is high and slips are
common. Fertility is moderate. The available water capacity is 9 to 11 inches. This soils
is used for woodland and for recreation. Capability unit Vle-3; woodland group 8.

e Baywood loamy sand, 2 to 9 percent slopes

This soil is on coastal benches. Most of the slopes are long and smooth. In most places
the range in slope is from 2 to 5 percent. The texture ranges from sand to loamy sand.
Included in mapping are small areas of Sheridan coarse sandy loam and Rohnerville
loam. Also included are small localized areas of rock outcrops. Permeability is rapid.
Runoff is very slow to slow, and the hazard of soil blowing is moderate. Fertility is low.
The available water capacity is 4 to 5 inches. This soil is used mainly for pasture.
Capability unit Ille-4.

e Casabonne-Wohly-Holohan

The Casabonne series consists of deep, well drained soils formed in material weathered
from sandstone or shale. Casabonne soils are on hills and mountains with slopes ranging
from 9 to 75%. The Wohly series consists of moderately deep, well drained soils that
formed in material weathered from sandstone. Wohly soils are on hills and mountains.
Slopes range from 9 to 75%. The Holohan series consists of very deep, well drained soils
formed in material weathered from sandstone. Holohan soils are on hills and mountains
and have slopes of 9 to 75%.

e Coastal beaches

Coastal beaches is a miscellaneous land type which consists of narrow, sandy beaches
that are covered or nearly covered during high tide and exposed during low tide. They
occur where the rocky and sandy areas of the Pacific Ocean meet the Sonoma County
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coast. Parts of the coast consist of narrow beaches backed by bluffs that are 10 to
250 feet high. In some areas the bluffs rise abruptly from the sea. The beaches have no
agricultural value but are used for recreation such as camping, picnicking, surf fishing,
and clam and abalone hunting. Capability unit Viliw-4.

e Dune land

Dune land consists of loose, shifting sand. It is in many areas scattered along the coast.
The largest area is on the coastal side of the north end of Bodega Head extending toward
the mouth of Salmon Creek. Much dune grass has been planted in an effort to control
mass movement of the sand. Ocean winds have shifted the dunes. This shift has
threatened agricultural land and possible homesites. Dune land is used mainly for
recreational purposes. Capability unit Ville-4.

e Hugo very gravelly loam, 50 to 75 percent slopes

This very steep soil is in mountainous uplands. Soil depth to weathered rock ranges from
30 to 60 inches. Included in mapping are small areas of Atwell clay loam, Josephine
loam, Laughlin loam, and Maymen gravelly sandy loam. Also included are areas with up
to 5 percent rock outcrops on the surface. Permeability is moderate in the subsoil of this
Hugo soil. Runoff is very rapid, and the hazard of erosion is very high. Fertility is
moderate. The available water capacity is 4 to 8 inches. This soil is used mainly for
producing timber. Some areas that have been logged are used for grazing. Capability
unit Vlle-4; woodland group 6.

e Hugo very gravelly loam, 30 to 50 percent slopes

This soil is similar to Hugo